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THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report contains the Environmental Protection Authority's environmental assessment and recommendations to the 
Minister for the Environment on the environmental acceptability of the proposal. 

Immediately following the release of the report there is a 14-day period when anyone may appeal to the Minister 
against the Environmental Protection Authority's report. 

After the appeal period, and determination of any appeals, the Minister consults with the other relevant ministers and 
agencies and then issues his decision about whether the proposal may or may not proceed. The Minister also announces 
the legally binding environmental conditions which might apply to any approval. 

APPEALS 

Tf you disagree with aJty of the contents of the assessment report or recommendations you may appeal iit writing to the 
Minister for the Environment outlining the environmental reasons for your concern and enclosing the appeal fee of 
s 10. 

lt is important that you clearly indicate the part of the report you disagree with and the reasons for your concern so that 
the grounds of your appeal can be properly considered by the Minister for the Environment. 

ADDRESS 

Hon Minister for the Environment 
12th Floor, Dumas House 
2 Havelock Street 
WEST PERT II \V/.,. 6005 

CLOSING DATE 

Your appeal (wiLI-J the $10 fee) musl reach the Minisler's office .no later th<ul 5.00 pm on 26 July 1993 
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Summary and recommendations 
In April I 992 Mr Colin Rogers submitted a Notice of Intention to clear land on Murray location 
1473 Cool up under the Soil and Land Conservation Act. The Commissioner of Soil and Land 
Conservation rejected this application, and applied a Soil and Land Conservation Notice 
prohibiting the proposed clearing. 

Mr Rogers appealed against this decision to the then Minister for Agriculture, who established 
an appeals committee. Although the appeals committee recommended that the appeal should be 
upheld, the Minister for Agriculture was advised that a decision by him to uphold the appeal 
was constrained by Environmental Condition 5 of the Peel Inlet Harvey Estuary Management 
Strategy, which stated that the moratorium on clearing and drainage of land in the Peel Harvey 
Coastal Plain Catchment proposed by the Minister for Agriculture as part of that Strategy 
should remain in force until the Minister for the Environment could be satisfied that these 
activities would be environmentally acceptable. (see Appendix 1) 

The Minister for Agriculture therefore referred Mr Rogers proposal to the Environmental 
Protection Authority in January 1993, and a level of assessment of Consultative Environmental 
Review was set. The documentation provided was released for public review for four weeks 
from 24 March 1993 to 21 April 1 993.Submissions were received from 9 individuals and 
organisations and Government departments. A summary of issues was provided to Mr Rogers 
on 30 April1993 (see Appendix 2) and he responded on 25 May 1993 (see Appendix 3). As 
a part of the assessment process, Authority members visited the property, and also had the 
deliberations of the Appeal Committee at their disposal. 

This report, then, is to provide advice to the Minister for the Environment in order that he may 
advise the Minister for Primary Industry regarding the environmental acceptability of this 
proposal. 

The Proposal 
The proposal is to parkland clear about 20 ha of land on Murray Location 1473. This location 
comprises some 119 ha of which about 25 ha has already been cleared. with a further 20 ha 
which has been partially cleared, The proposal is hased upon a farm development plan prepared 
by the proponent in consultation with the Department of Agriculture which identified areas 
proposed for clearing as well as areas proposed for permanent retention of native vegetation. 

Environmental issues 
The principal environmental issue with regard to this proposal to parkland clear 20 hectares of 
previously logged bushland for pasture is the impact of phosphorus on the Peel Harvey 
Catchn1erlt. ThC Estuary shows siins of severe eutroPhicatioll (n1assive accumulation of algae 
which grow in the water, then die and putrefy, gathering along the shores of the estuary). It is 
caused by an inflow of nutrients (of which phosphorus is regarded as critical to the 
eutrophication process) from the coastal catchment. The nutrient inflow is currently far above 
the E'stuary's ability to cope. For this reason, the Government has taken a numberof specific 
actions to redress this situation, The proposals for the Peel Inlet Harvey Estuary Management 
Strategy included setting in place a moratorium on any further clearing or drainage within the 
coastal plain catch1nent. Environmental Conditions set on the strategy require that this 
n1oratorium should rernain until the IViinister for the Environment is satisfied that proposals to 
clear or drain are environmentally acceptable. The purpose of this review is to provide the 
Environmental Protection Authority's advice to the Minister with regard to the environmental 
acceptability of the proposed clearing, 

Although the issue of nutrient export is the one of greatest concern, the issues of potential soil 
degradation and the importance of the remaining vegetation on the property in an area where 
considerable clearing has already taken place also require consideration. In this context it should 



be noted that soil degradation was not considered to be a major factor on Lot 1473, however 
concerns were expressed about the protection of that vegetation which it was intended to retain. 

The Appeal Committee to the Minister for Agriculture considered two principal grounds of 
appeal. Firstly that the proposed clearing would not result in increased nutrient export to the 
Peel-Harvey Estuarine system, and secondly, that the fencing requirement of the existing Soil 
Conservation Notice was not reasonable. These matters have been taken into account in this 
report. 

With regard to the nutrient export, Authority members were of the view that there was a low 
probability that there would be a significant increase in phosphorus export to the estuary. 
However the objective should be to prevent any increase, and if possible, reduce any nutrient 
export from the site. In considering this matters, the Authority was of the opinion that vegetated 
buffers should be retained around creek and drainage lines, lock systems as proposed be 
implemented and maintained, and that the re-vegetation previously proposed by the proponent 
in the cleared part of the paddock near the sump where a salinity problem had begun to be 
manifest should be carried out. All these measures were included in the listing of land clearing 
practice proposed to the Appeal Committee. Additional measures which should be undenaken 
include a monitoring of feniliser management including soil testing to reduce any potential for 
nutrient export. This should be ca.rried out by the proponent to the satisfaction of the Western 
Australian Depal1ment of A~;riculture. 

Accordingly, the Environmental Protection Authority is of the view that this proposal to 
parkland clear 20 ha of bushland for pasture leaving large trees intact, is environmentally 
acceptable but should only proceed if environmental safeguards are undenaken. 

Recommendation I 

The Environn1ental Protection Authority concludes that the parkland clearing of 
20 ha of land for pasture on Lot 1473, Shire of Murray, in the Pcei-Harvcy 
Coastal Plain Catchment is environmentally acceptable subject to its 
recommendations in this report. The proposal should only proceed if those 
safeguards contained in this report arc undertaken. 

In reaching this conclusion the Authority identified the main environmental 
issue as being the export or potential export of phosphorus to the Peel Inlet 
Harvey Estuary Management System. There is a need to be conservative until a 
new assimilative capacity is determined, and the effects of the management 
elements have been measured or are being managed. 

The Authority considered that there are four n1easures needed to prevent additional nutrient 
export, to reduce current levels in accordance with the intentions of the moratorium, and to 
protect good stands of rernaining vegetation. 'These are that vegetation on the northern boundary 
be maintained in order Lo impede surface fiows which may contain phosphorus. Further, that 
the area of remaining vegetation which is not to be ciem·ed, should be fenced in order to protect 
it. The existing farn1 plan tnay need son1e revision in order to n1ake the fencing n1ore practicable 
and financially less onerous. The area of vegetation to be retained also should be protected 
through the issuance of a Soii Conservation Notice and the placing of a memorial on the title. 
Accordingly, the Authority recommends: 

Recommendation 2 

The Environmental Protection i·~uthority recommends that: 

(a) existing vegetation on the northern boundary, which is important as a sink 
for phosphorus which could otherwise be exported through surface or 
groundwater, be retained and protected; 

(b) vegetation in the central ridge, which under this proposal it is not intended 
to clear, be adequately protected; 

11 



(c) vegetation which is not to be cleared should be fenced to keep stock out. In 
order to achieve this a revised farm plan should be drawn up by the proponent 
to the satisfaction of the Pinjarra Community Catchment Centre to allow 
fencing to be carried out of key areas; and 

(d) the vegetation which it is proposed to retain should be protected with a Soil 
Conservation Notice and the placing of a memorial on the title in accordance 
with procedures under the Soil and Land Conservation Act. 

Ill 



1. Foreword 
The Peel-Harvey estuarine system is badly degraded resulting in a significant redtlction in the 
recreational, environmental, social and economic values of the area. By comparison, similar 
problems in the Murray-Darling basin have now become so severe that there is concern as to 
whether that system is retrievable. 

The cause of the eutrophication is an inflow of nutrients ( of which phosphorus is regarded as 
critical to the eutrophication process) from the coastal plain catchment into the Estuary. The 
nutrient inflow is currently far above the Estuary's ability to cope 

The primary source of the nutrients is agricultural runoff from sandy soils of the catchment 
which have been extensively cleared and drained. In addition, grazing in combination with 
phosphorus fertilisers have a detrimental effect on many species of native vegetation, and the 
loss of trees which results on partially cleared land, again reduces the capacity of the largely 
sandy soils to retain applied nutrients. 

Some years ago the Government embarked on a rescue programme for the Estuary, the 
importance of which has been more recently highlighted by the Murray-Darling example where 
algal blooms have rendered river water dangerous to human life and stock in some instances. 
The plan to rescue the Peel-Harvey Estuary has two essential elements. The first is the 
construction of the Dawesville Channel to improve the flushing in the Estuary. The other part of 
the pian is to control those activities in the catchment which contribute to additional nutrients 
entering the Estuary. 

Owners of existing broadacre agricultural holdings have, by and large, accepted the 
rccomrnended constraints by 1naking a significant reduction in the rates of phosphorus 
fertilisers applied to their properties, and by planting a large nurnber of trees. 

it is in this context that the present proposal to parkland clear 20 ha of land on Murray Location 
1473 needs to be assessed. 

2. Introduction 
In January 1993 the Minister for Agriculture referred to the Environmental Protection Authority 
a proposal to clear 20 hectares of land in the Peei-Harvey Coastal Plain Catchment area. The 
land is in the Shire of Murray, is adjacent to Conservation Reserve 23756, and in close 
proximity to Lake McLarty, both of which form part of Redbook Recommendation C52. (see 
Map l).The proponent, M.r Colin Rogers, wishes to clear the land for fertilised pasture. It is his 
stated intention to retain large trees and clear only undergrowth. Further, vegetation buffers 
would be retained around all drainage lines, and a locking system be employed to minimise 
W{lter onrl lllltrient flowso rommitments m'"le hv Mr RoP"ers are included at Annendix 4 .. ···- -- - -·- · -------------------- -- - ---- -.; - o· - -- - - - --- 1 ,,- • 
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3. Background 
Mr Rogers filed a Notice of Intention to Clear the land on Location 1473, Coolup, in April 
1992, however the Commissioner of Soil Conservation rejected the application, and applied a 
Soil Conservation Notice. 

Mr Rogers appealed against this notice under the provisions of the Soil and Land Conservation 
Act. Accordingly the Minister for Agriculture established an appeals committee which sought to 
uphold the appeal. However, the Minister for Agriculture was constrained from upholding the 
appeal because of the moratorium on clearing and drainage for agriculture within the catchment 
area until the Minister for the Environment is satisfied that this would be environmentally 
acceptable. This moratorium forms a part of the Environmental conditions set on Stage 2 of the 
Peel Inlet Harvey Estuary Management Strategy. The matter therefore came before the 
Environmental Protection Authority. 

The proposal is to parkland clear about 20 ha of land on Murray Location 1473. This location 
comprises some 119 ha of which about 25 ha has already been cleared, with a further 20 ha 
which has been partially cleared. The proposal is based upon a farm development plan prepared 
by the proponent in consultation with the Department of Agriculture which identified areas 
• ..,.,.~--"-.'~"=A -f.,,.,.. r.l,.,-.,,..~,_.,,..c "" ''y"'11 "'' ,,,...,..,_""' ,.., .. ,.,,....,..,..,_,r! f_....,.,. ..,...,_,,.....,....,...,,~.,..,.,,...,+ .,...F>-tc-.n<-1~,.....,. r..+ nn+~•r<:>. '1"'-!,.a.+nt~f'-""' 
!J1Ut-JUc)I..A.I. 1\Jl lv1VI.U.lllb U,) V VJ.l Uc"'l UlVU,) 1-'1'-'}'V.JVU 1V.l tJV..L.l..l.lU.UVllL 1VLVitiJ.Vii i.J.i dQLi.V '>V,bVtO::td._'-~ii. 

4. Environmental issues 
The principal environmental issue of concern relates to the fact that the capacity of the estuary to 
absorb nutrients, especially phosphorus, without detrimental effects such as algal blooms has 
been grossly exceeded. Consequently the Authority considers that any net increase in 
phosphorus to the estuarine system is environmentally unacceptable. 

It is the considered view of the Environmental Protection Authority, as it was of the appeal 
committee, that this proposal will not substantially increase export of nutrients to the estuarine 
system, provided that proper management is employed to reduce the amount of phosphorus 
which may be exported from the property. 

The proposal to use a lock system on the existing drain to Lake McLarty in the north may 
reduce surface drainage nutrient outflow. Although there are the possibilities that an effective 
dam would cause flooding back onto neighbouring properties, it is considered unlikely to result 
in nutrient expmt if adequate vegetation is maintained on the northern boundary and around the 
drainage lines to act as a sink for the phosphorus. lt is also considered unlikely that there would 
be substantial ground water outflows which would enter Lake McLarty. Ground water outflows 
to Lake McLarty arc said to conuibute only a small percentage of nutrients to the estuary itself. 

Although the proposal to clear for pasture has indicated that no more fertiliser will be applied 
than previously, the clearing of itself, will increase runoff, reducing the potential for retention 
of water and nutrients on-site. As this could therefore increase the outflow of nutrients, it is 
essential that vegetation be retained <md protected on the northern boundary, and the central 
ridge, to overcome this possibility. 
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5. Conclusion and Recommendation 
Although additional clearing on Lot 1473 will increase the likelihood of both raising the water 
table, and facilitating the transport of nutrients, it is the view of the Environmental Protection 
Authority that the proposal to parkland clear 20 ha may be environmentally acceptable if 
appropriate safeguards are employed. It is essential that a conservative approach to management 
be maintained, and that the overall moratorium on clearing and drainage be upheld unless it can 
be demonstrated that there will not be a negative effect on the estuarine system. Accordingly, 
the Authority reconm1ends: 

Recommendation 1 

The Environmental Protection Authority concludes that the parkland clearing of 
20 ha of land for pasture on Lot 1473, Shire of Murray, in the Peei-Harvey 
Coastal Plain Catchment is environmentally acceptable subject to its 
recommendations in this report. The proposal should only proceed if those 
safeguards contained in this report are undertaken. 

In reaching this conclusion the Authority identified the main environmental 
issue as being the export or potential export of phosphorus to the Peel Inlet 
Harvey Estuary Management System. There is a need to be conservative until a 
new assimilative capacity is determined, and the effects of the management 
elements have been measured or are being managed. 

Rcc01nmendation 2 

The Environmental Protection Authority recommends that: 

(a) existing vegetation on the northern boundary, which is important as a sink 
for phosphorus which could otherwise be exported through surface or 
groundwater, be retained and protected; 

(b) vegetation in the central ridge, which under this proposal it is not intended 
to clear, be adequately protected; 

(c) vegetation which is not to be cleared should be fenced to keep stock out. In 
order to achieve this a new farm plan should be drawn up by the proponent to 
the satisfadion of the Piniarra Community Catchment Centre to enable a 
satisfactory rationalisation of cleared and uncleared areas, and to allow fencing 
t.o be carried out; and 

(d) the vegetation which it is proposed to retain shouid he protected \vith a SoB 
Conservation Notice and the placing of a memorial on the title in accordance 
with procedures under the Soil and Land Conservation Act. 
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Appendix 1 
Peel Inlet-Harvey Estuary Management Strategy 
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MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED (PURSUANT TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF TI1E ENVIRO~~AL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

PEEL INLET-HARVEY ESTUARY MANAGEMENT STR.ATEGY - STAGE 2 

MINISTER FOR TPANSPORT 
~!INISTER FOR AGRICULTURE 

MINISTER FOR WATERWAYS 

This proposal may be implemented subject to the following conditions: 

l. The proponents shall adhere to the proposal as assessed by the 
Environmental Protection Authority and shall fulfil the 
cow~itments made and listed in Appendix 2 of Enviro~~ental 
Protection Authority Bulletin 363, as amended (copy of commitments 
attached). 

2. The proponents shall develop proposals for control of phosphorus 
through catchment management, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority, and shall implement them as 
rapidly as possible so that, in conjunction with the Dawesville 
Channel, the following objective is met: 

the Peel-Harvey System becomes clean, healthy and resilient. 

To achieve this objective, the following interim targets should be 
used: 

(1) annual phosphorus input to the system shall not exceed 85 
tonnes in more than four years out of ten (on average) and 
shall not exceed 165 tonnes in more than one year out of ten 
(on average). [These are based on 60 and 90 percentile 
loads] ; and 

(2) average phosphorus concentration in estuary water shall not 
exceed 0.2 milligrams per litre in nine years out of ten (on 
average). 
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2. 

These target figures shall be reviewed by the Environmental 
Protection Authority after 3 years or sooner if environmental 
conditions dictate, in the light of measured performance of the 
System and may subsequently be varied by the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

3. The proponents shall jointly prepare an Environmental Protection 
Policy for the Peel-Harrey catchment in consultation with such 
persons and agencies as Government may specify, to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Protection Authority, in 
accordance with the objective and targets specified in Condition 2 
above. The target date for the Draft Policy (under Section 26 of 
the Environmental Protection Act 1986) is 31 December 1989. 

4. The proponents shall develop in consultation with such persons and 
agencies as Government may specify, an integrated catchment 
management plan designed to meet the objective and targets 
specified in Condition 2 above, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority, and which shall be in 
accordance with the principles to be developed in the 
Environmental Protection Policy for the area pursuant to Condition 
3, The target date for the implementation of the integrated 
catchment management plan shall be 31 December 1990. 

5. The proponents shall ensure 'hat the moratorium on clearing and 
drainage in the Peel-Harvey coastal plain catchment proposed in 
the Stage 2 Environmental Review and Management Programme 
(Commitment 3. 6) continues until the Minister for Environment is 
satisfied that these activities would be environmentally 
acceptable. 

6. Relevant decision-making authorities shall ensure that all 
developments within 2 kilometres of the Peel-Harvey Estuary System 
(as defined in the Estuarine and Marine Advisory Committee Report 
to the Environmental Pro tee tion Authority, Department of 
Conservation and Environ.ment: Bulletin 88, March 1981.) include 

7. 

8. 

appropriate nutrient-attenuating waste disposal systems and 
management practices 1 to the satisfaction of the Environmental 
Procection Authority. 

Prior to construction, a dredging and spoil disposal management 
plan for the Dawesville Channel shall be prepared by t.he 
proponents, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Protection 
Authority, Dredging not already forming part of the proposals in 
the Stage 2 Environmental Review and Management Programme shall be 
the subject of separate assessment by the Environmental Protection 
Authority. 

The proponents shall ensure that weed harvesting and control is 
continued and increased as necessary to manage the expected 
initial increase in the occurrence of nuisance macroalgae. 



3. 

9. Decisions on developments which may release phosphorus or nitrogen 
to the environment in the Peel~Harvey Estuary area and coastal 
plain catchment area should be conserrative until the ne•N 
assimilative capacity of the Peel-Harvey Estuary System is 
determined and the effects of the management elements have been 
measured or are being managed. To this end, such proposals for 
development in these areas shall be referred to the Environmental 
Protection Authority for assessment. These developments include 
new and expansion of existing intensive horticultural and 
intensive animal industries. 

10. The Peel-Harvey regional park concept, as originally proposed in 
the System 6 Redbook report (Conservation Reserves for Western 
Australia: The Darling System - System 6, Department of 
Conservation and Environment Report 13, Parts I and II, October 
1983.) shall be implemented within such time as to be determined 
by the Minister for Environment. 

11, TF the Dawesville Channel is constructed, the proponents shall be 
responsible for ensuring that mosquito management is effective and 
is carried out in an environmentally acceptable manner, to the 
satisfaction of the Minister for Environment and the Minister for 
Health. 

12. The proponents shall be jointly responsible for the environmental 
aspects of: 

(1) the construction, operation, monitoring and maintenance of 
the Dawesville Channel and its impacts within the estuaries 
and within the immediate marine environment; 

(2) the management and required monitoring of the catchment, and 
collection of data necessary for the development of the 
integrated catchment management plan for the Peel ·"Harvey 
catchment; and 

(3) all in-estuary monitoring and management, including weed 
harvesting. 

All of the above shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the 
Enviromnental Protection_ Authority. 

13. Prior to the construction of the Dawesville Channel, the 
proponents shall prepare in s:ages~ a monitoring and management 
programme, to the satisfaction of the Envirorunental Protection 
Authority. This programme shall include: 

(l) essential additional baseline monitoring required to be in 
place as soon as possible and prior to construction 
commencing; 
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4. 

(2) construction stage impacts and monitoring, prior to 
construction; and 

(3) operational and long-term monitoring, in stages, to be 
determined by the Envirorunental Protection Authority . 

• 

• 



MANAGEMENT COMMITMENTS MADE llY TllE PROPONENTS 

The following 
proponents to 
for management 

list has been amended by the EPA and accepted by the 
reflect the 'whole of Goverrunent approach' which is essential 
of this proposal. 

1 . DAWESVILLE CHANNEL 

1.1 The proponents will conduct a detailed survey to locate, assess and 
offer protection to Aboriginal sites and heritage. 

1.2 During construction of the Dawesville Channel, the proponents will 
ensure the continuity of road access, power supply, conununications, 
and water and sewerage services that require relocation, and will 
minimize dust and noise impacts upon nearby residential areas. 

1,3 Spoil from the excavated channel will be used in redeveloping the fill 
areas as a stable and varied landscape, reflecting naturally occurring 
topography elsewhere on the coastal strip. 

1.4 The proponents will manage spoil disposal to min~m1ze disturbance to 
important land elements, including coastal dunes, tree belts along Old 
Coast Road and near the estuary foreshore. Spoil disposed of adjacent 
to the undisturbed coastal dunes t-'lill be contoured to co~ordinate with 
natural dune topo3raphy in order to minimize the potential for 
erosion. 

1.5 The land area used to dispose of excavated material will be contoured 
to facilitate possible future development into a ·prime residential and 
holiday area. Views from existing residences near the estuary will be 
retained, taking into consideration that these views may have been 
ultimately reduced by foreshore development and landscaping, 
irrespective of the proposed channel development. 

1.6 Littoral sand drift northwards along the ocean coast will be 
mechanically bypassed beyond the channel entrance, to minimize 
siltation within the channel and to avoid adverse effects on beaches 

1.7 

1.8 

to the nor:th and souch. 

The Dawesville Channel will be maintained as a navigable waterway, 
although, as with the existing Mandurah Channel, sea conditions at the 
ocean entrance may frequently preclude its use by s1nall boats. 

The estuary will 
strategy's success 

be closely monitored 
in reducing the algal 

to evaluate the management 
nuisance and to enable the 

development of appropriate lnanagement strategies to mitigate any 
deleterious effeccs that may occur. Current and proposed future 
monitoring studies in the estuary are described in Section 13 of the 
ERMP and Section ll of the EPA assessment report. 

2. CONTROL OF WEED ACCUMULATIONS 

2.1 Weed harvesting will be continued most likely at an increased rate, 
until the weed nuisance 1n the estuary is successfully reduced. 

2.2 Possible methods of improving the efficiency of harvesting operations, 
and the possible use of algicides to control weed growth, will be 
evaluated by the proponents and implemented if shown to be 
practicable. 

l 
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2.3 The Peel Inlet Management Authority will continue the existing 
prograrrune of shoreline management and ·;;ill rehabilitate areas •,.;here 
weed accumulations or harvesting operations cause excessive retreat of 
the shoreline. 

3 • CATCHMENT MANAGEMENT 

3.1 The proponents will continue to 
fertilizer requirements~ based on 
specific soil tests. 

provide advice to farmers on 
accurate assessment by paddock-

3.2 The proponents will encourage fur~her development and use of 
individual-nutrient fertilizers, and will undertake detailed 
investigations of ways to overcome existing economic constraints to 
their production and use. 

3.3 The proponents will ensure that large-scale field trials are carried 
out to ascertain the technical and economic feasibility of converting 
use of sandy soils from agriculture to forestry. Private enterprise 
involvement in these studies will be encouraged . 

3.4 The EPA and the Department of Agriculture will continue to provide 
advice to producers to define and implement practicable and cost­
effective waste management strategies for control of point SOltrces of 
phosphorus. 

3.5 The Department of Agriculture will coordinate the preparation and 
implementation of a detailed catchment management plan aimed at 
reducing phosphorus losses to the estuary to less than 85 t/a in a 60 
percentile year with minimal economic or social disruption to the 
catchment community. 

3.6 The proponents will implement a moratorium on further clearing and 
drainage in the catchment, pending determination of the success of the 
catdunent management plan in reducing phosphorus losses from existing 
cleared l.and. 

3.7 The success of catchment management measures in reducing phosphorus 
losses to the estuary will be monitored by the proponents and audited 
by the EPA. The social and economic effects of catchment management 
measures upon the catchment community will be closely monitored by the 
proponents. Current and proposed future monitoring studies are 
described in Section 13 of the ERMP and in Section 11 of the EPA 
assessment report. The catchmenc management plan will be regularly 
reviewed by che EPA. 
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Appendix 2 
Environmental issues raised in submissions 



Mr Colin Rogers 
Box 165 
Pinjarra W A 6208 

Dear Mr Rogers 

41/85/5 
Helen Allison 
Katrin Wilson 

CLEARING OF 20 HA OF LAND FOR PASTURE 16 KM WEST OF 
C(}OLUP, SHIRE OF MURRi~ .. Y ( 778) 

Further to previous discussions on issues raised during the public submission period, 
please find attached a list of issues for your response. 

A copy of these issues and your responses will be append.icised in the Environn1ental 
Protection Authority's assessn1ent report. The Authority will, if necessary, include 
specific comn1ents on issues with potential environmental impacts which are not 
adequately covered by your response. 

Under the Environmental Protection Act 1986, the Authority's report is subject to a 14 
day appeal period. During this period the public may appeal the Authority's Report and 
Recommendations. An incomplete answer to any of the attached questions could cause 
the public to appeal and this would delay the setting of Ministerial conditions. 
Accordingly, please ensure that you give a full and reasoned answer to each question. 

The general issues of concern in the subn1issions include: 

1. There has been insufficient infonnation presented in the CER docurnent 
to n!low nn :.~dequnte an:.~lysis of the environmental issues and their 
proposed management. 

2. The issue of export of nutrients into the Peei-Harvey Estuary and the 
proposed management strategies to prevent this have not been adequately 
addressed. 

3. The proposal has not been put into a regional catchment context. This 
n1cans that the issues have only been dealt with on l'~urray Lot 1473, and 
the effects of the clearing of this land on the rest of the Peel Harvey 
Catchment area have not been explored. 

4. As there is only 10.3% remaining native vegetation on private land 
within the Shire of Murray, clearing this stand of marri/sheoak/banksia is 
likely to have significant environmental effects in terms of loss of 



biodiversity/representation of regional flora. Will clearing this land mean 
that some plant species will no longer be found in the area? This issue has 
not been addressed. 

5. Clearing the land will lead to loss of habitat for native fauna. The 
vegetation proposed to be cleared provides a valuable wildlife corridor 
and should remain. 

6 There is concern that clearing the land will increase the risk of 
salination of the land. 

7. Insufficient information has been given on the risk of die back 
spreading into the reserve through clearing. What information is available 
on the dieback disease on the property and on its spread? 

8. Parkland clearing and fertilisation may cause medium and long term 
deaths of some trees. 

9. The remaining vegetation should be fenced and stock kept out of the 
area. In particular, areas of re-growth should be protected from grazing 
stock. 

10. No consi.deration has been given to alternatives to clearing the )_and. 

•The Authority considers that a more detailed evaluation of potential environmental 
impacts is required, as well as more detailed management plans for their amelioration 

Some of the subn1issions received supported the f8rn1 plan prepared through discussions 
between the Community Catchment Centre and yourself. However, some submitters 
indicated that they would prefer that the Estuary and Lake McLarty were protected from 
further degradation and that the adjacent Reserve, and as much native vegetation as 
possible should be retained .. Some suggestions included vegetating the eastern and 
southern boundaries, and fencing vegetated areas partially to con1pensate for the proposed 
clearing. 

The Authority l<xlks forward to an early response so that it can finalise its assessment. 

Should you have any queries about the attached questions, please contact Helen Allison 
or Katrin Wilson on 222 7048 or 2227019. 

Yours sincerely 

RA D Sippe 
DIREC'l'OR 
EVALUATION D!VlSION 

28 April 1993 

rogcrsissues280493kwi 
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Katr:Ln ililson 
Envir·onmental Protect i o11 Authority 
141 St Georges 1'c<, 
Perth W.A. 6000 

211 May 1993 

Dear Ms Wilson, 

CLEARING OF PORTION LOT I 4 73 - COOL UP 

1\ 
-., 

My respon~c to the iAtHH~~-• o C conc.GP1 n1:.i sed from the: public. sHbmi.ssJ ons a:r0 
as follows: 

1. The CER and its content has be~~a prr.porcd based on the advice of EPA pro_ject 
officers e:xpr.ri enced wtth the envi.r()nmcnt.al issues associated with the 
proj.,ct. Information i nciuded in the CER includes a discussJon on land 
degradation Elnd the export of surface waters containing nutrients to the 
Harvey Estuary. 'l'hcsc nrc consjdered the ma.ior relevant environmental 
i~~uc.s a.ssocjnted wi.th the clearing oL J.m:xlian 1473. Spec:i.f:i.c m<::1nagemr..n1: 
prescriptions de<Jl:ing 'rlith catch.menL uu-ma~t"!Illt:!HL and nuLrieHl retenlion Lo 
minimise adverse water' quallLy (~f(E~c:L;; Lo the Harvey Estuary are includGd 
in the subm:i.s,q_tnn. 

2. Drainage of t3urface waters from Locatlon 1473 or.cu.rs via a main drain from 
the property entering L;oke McLBrt-y. Lake McLarty does not presently 
experience algtlG hJ.uom,:;~ Another dra:i.na.ge lj.ne enters Koljaneerup Reserve. 
~~o drainage woters from the property are discherged to the HarYcy F.!-::;ttU81'Y ~ 
AdYice provided by iJ'.tr Ross Geurge (WP-sL Ausir;;~.lian DepartmenL of Agriculture, 
South. Perth) a.rl.dr~~sing the i ssucs of land degradation and nutrj_ent movement 
eo the Harvcy EstMry consi.ders that the transfer of nutrients through 
ground1vater flowing fnm1 Lake McLarty to the Hurvcy Estuary j s MJ.nimal. 

In relat,ion Lo nuLri.cnt munogcmcnt. ;?.pcci tic mutters have been proposed to 
i"'ed.uce nutr-:i cnt levels within c:oll~cu-~d ~Hrfk.lc:e water~~. A dl;l!TI located in the~ 
north east of Location 1Lr73 {;.ollec.ts T"\mof: f .from neighbor:ing pro-perties~ A 
loch syBteru Lo be i nsi...a_11.cd across the dam will aid watf!r retention allowing 
the majoriLy of scdjme.nt contaJ.ned Wj_thi.n drainage wa.t,PrB to settle out, 
Lhcreby reduc:fn~ a major_ity oi LlH~ rmt.ricnt. 1oa.d1ng to Lake McLarty. 
Additionally " "'g<,te>ted belL surrounding the dam will assist with uutrient 
asBimilntion~ S.imllurly another loch 8-YBtem has been proposed fat Lht: 
e:;out..hern c1c.8re.d port:i.on of the land, Lo cout..rol nt.1lrient. flow. 

J. Meeti.ngs havg ber:m iH-:ld w-i.Lh t.hc rcspons:i ble regional catchment management 
authoriLy Lo djscuss thf=" propo.sal i.n the~ context of the Harvey catchment~ 

4. The site h~,,. been fertilised and stockd in t.he past. 

5. Ono third of the Shire <li Murrtiy it; within State Forest, that i:; actively 
managed for timb-er bHr-v(::~t,..j ng, rtnd the conservation of natj.vc vegetation. 
The objectjve of Conservation Reserves set aside by Government is to ensure 
l,he bJodi.versiXy/repre~entatJon of regional ilora-' Is maintained. This is 
not the respnn.s"i.hillty of pritate land. Addltionally vege-caLion represent-

\'. 
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-ative of the area can be found in Koljaneerup Rese~"Ve. 

6. A wide firebreak occurs along the north ;ind western boundaries of the property 
effectively isolating tlw Conservation Reserve 23756 and other vegetal"d 
areas from the vegetation occurJng 011 l.ocaLiou 1473. As the surrounding land 
to the Reserve has been extcn~;;i vc1y (:lr~art!d no green corr:i dors occur lln.king 
the Reserve Lo other habitats. The argument thn\. clearing the vegetatjon on 
Location 1473 would reBult in the loss of o valuable wildlife corridor is 
not val:id a.s only pQrli.c.ms o£ Lh~ c.ent.tal core of the property will be cleared. 
The outer fringe of vege.tati on closest. t.o t.he Reserve will be maintained. 
I propose to ruaint.ain a wildlife corrj dor vnryl ng between 50 - lOO metre" 
adjacent to t:he Reserve. 

7. To my knowledge, there l s no salt a ftccte<J hmd within the Shire of Murray 
caused by clearing. 

8. The Reserve on the western sjde of LocoUon 1.1!73 is very badly infected with 
die back and uo attempt is being made to control the djsease at t:his st:age, 
Ycrtfi.cation o[ thi..-; c:tiu be ohli-iined by contaccing CALN. at Dwelli.ngup. 

9. This will be evalu.ut.ed during .':;Lo(' .. kin,<5 of Lhe property and should any 
deLriment.al t!ffec. ts occur meaaures such as fcnc.:i ng OX'" other pr-o tee tion 
methods wou Li he: introdut.~d. 

10. Experience from previously stockjng the propert-y has indicated t.hat. st.ock 
are trreventcd from enterlng t:he regrowth areas due to iL.s den~iLy. 

11. Alternatives to clear]ng of. the land w(ml.d include compensation payable to 
lhe owne:r etplivalent to the lands market value~ 
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Based on its assessment of this proposal and recommendations 
the Environmental Protection Authority considers that 
Recommended Environmental Conditions are appropriate. 

1 Proponent Commitments 

in this report, 
the following 

The proponent has made a number of environmental management commitments in order 
to protect the environment. 

1-1 In implementing the proposal, the proponent shall fulfil the commitments (which are not 
inconsistent with the conditions or procedures contained in this statement) made in the 
Consultative Environmental Review and in response to issues raised following public 
submissions. These commitments are consolidated in Environmental Protection Authority 
Bulletin 688 as Attachment A (A copy of the commitments is attached.) 

2 Implementation 
Changes to the proposal which are not substantial may be carried out with the approval of 
the Minister for the Environment. 

2-1 Subject to these conditions, the manner of detailed implementation of the proposal shall 
conform in substance with that set out in any designs, specifications, plans or other 
technical material submitted by the proponent to the Environmental Protection Authority 
with the proposal. Where, in the course of that detailed implementation, the proponent 
seeks to change those designs, specifications, plans or other technical material in any way 
that the 1v1inister for the Envirunrnent Ueternrines on the advice of the Environn1enra1 
Protection Authority, is not substantial, those changes may be effected. 

3 Retention of Vegetation 

3-1 The proponent shall retain existing vegetation buffers on the northern :md western 
boundaries of the property. to existing widths. 

3-2 The proponent shall retain remnant vegetation on that central ridge ponion of the propelty 
which it is not proposed to clear, to the requirements of the Western Australian 
Depmtment of Agriculture. 

4 Fencing 

4-1 The proponent shall fence retained vegetation on the north and central pans of the 
property to the rcquire1nents of the Pinjarra Con1munlty Catchment Centre. 

5 Proponent 
These conditions ]ega11y apply to the nominated proponent. 

5-l No transfer of ownership, control or management of the project which would give rise to 
a need for the replacement of the proponent shall take place until the Minister for the 
Environment has advised the proponent that approval has been given for the nomination 
of a replacement proponent. Any request for the exercise of that power of the Minister 
shall be accompanied by a copy of this statement endorsed with an undertaking by the 
proposed replacement proponent to carry out the project in accordance with the conditions 
and procedures set out in the statement. 



6 Time Limit on Approval 
The environmental approval for the proposal is lirnited. 

6-1 If the proponent has not substantially commenced the project within five years of the date 
of this statement, then the approval to implement the proposal as granted in this statement 
shall lapse and be void. The Minister for the Environment shall detennine any question as 
to whether the project has been substantially commenced. Any application to extend the 
period of five years referred to in this condition shall be made before the expiration of that 
period, to the Minister for the Environment by way of a request for a change in the 
condition under Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act. (On expiration of the 
five year period, further consideration of the proposal can only occur following a new 
referral to the Environmental Protection Authority.) 

7 Compliance Auditing 
In order to ensure that environmental conditions and commitments are met, an audit 
system is required. 

7- i The proponent shali prepare periodic "Progress and compiiance Reports·, to help venty 
the environmental pelformance of this project, in consultation with the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

P1·ocedure 

The Environmental Protection Authority is responsible for verifying compliance with the 
conditions cootained in this statement, with the exception of conditions stating that the 
proponent shall meet the requirements of either the Minister for the Environment or any 
other government agency. 

2 If the Environmental Protection Authority, other government agency or proponent is in 
dispute concerning compliance with the conditions contained in this statement, that 
dispute will be detem1ined by the Minister for the Environment. 

3 The Commissioner of Soil and Land Conservation will protect the vegetation which it is 
proposec1 to retain with a Soil and Land Conservation Notice and the placing of a 
memorial on the title in accordance with the procedures of the Soil and Land Conservation 
Act. 
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Commitments made in CER and Response to Submissions 

1. ! an1 not intending to change the land use, merely rernoving immature growth. 

2. The land will be fertilised with super each year to the same extent as it has in the past. 

3. Shelter belts will be retained for shelter and also nutrient uptake 

4. Cattle numbers will be maintained at acceptable levels and with fencing and management as 
requested, I see no reason for degeneration of the shelter belt. 

5. Loching (sic)of the drains will ensure that drainage will be internalised in winter preventing 
water and nutrients moving from the land. 
In relation to nutrient management specific matters have been proposed to reduce nutrient levels 
within collected surface waters. A dam located in the north east of Location 1473 collects 
runoff from neighbouring properties. A loch system to be installed across the dam will aid 
water retention allowing the majority of sediment contained within the drainage waters to settle 
out, thereby reducing a majority of the nutrient loading to Lake McLarty. Additionally a 
vegetated belt surrounding the dam will assist with nutrient assimilation. Similarly another loch 
system has been proposed for the southern cleared portion of the land, to control nutrient flow. 

6. The outer fringe of vegetation closest to the Reserve will be maintained. I propose to 
maintain a wildlife corridor varying between 50- lOO metres adjacent to the Reserve. 

Intended Clearing Practice as outlined to the Appeal Committee 

1. Parkland clear leaving sizeable clun1ps of large vegetation and understorey. 

2. To leave all hrrge tin1ber and only remove undergrowth to allow the 1nove1nent of a fertil!ser 
spreader through the vegetation 

3. To leave a 15 meter buffer around a!! clrainage 1ines. 

4. To leave wet areas (NW corner) and weaker sand areas fully vegetated. 

5. To install a loch (sic) system to control water and nutrient t1ow from neighbouring 
properties. 

6. To fence a small area in the cleared part of the paddock and plant trees to control surface salt 
which \Vas appearing due to evaporation. 

7. Leave a wildlife corridor adjacent to the reserve of between 50-100 tnetres. 

8. To fence the paddock such that sufficient uncleared vegetation was in each of three paddocks 
to protect the land froro any north-west wind. 


