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Limitations 
Scope of services 

This report (“the report”) has been prepared by Strategen Environmental Consultants Pty Ltd (Strategen) in accordance 
with the scope of services set out in the contract, or as otherwise agreed, between the Client and Strategen.  In some 
circumstances, a range of factors such as time, budget, access and/or site disturbance constraints may have limited the 
scope of services.  This report is strictly limited to the matters stated in it and is not to be read as extending, by 
implication, to any other matter in connection with the matters addressed in it. 

Reliance on data 

In preparing the report, Strategen has relied upon data and other information provided by the Client and other 
individuals and organisations, most of which are referred to in the report (“the data”).  Except as otherwise expressly 
stated in the report, Strategen has not verified the accuracy or completeness of the data.  To the extent that the 
statements, opinions, facts, information, conclusions and/or recommendations in the report (“conclusions”) are based in 
whole or part on the data, those conclusions are contingent upon the accuracy and completeness of the data.  
Strategen has also not attempted to determine whether any material matter has been omitted from the data.  Strategen 
will not be liable in relation to incorrect conclusions should any data, information or condition be incorrect or have been 
concealed, withheld, misrepresented or otherwise not fully disclosed to Strategen.  The making of any assumption does 
not imply that Strategen has made any enquiry to verify the correctness of that assumption. 
The report is based on conditions encountered and information received at the time of preparation of this report or the 
time that site investigations were carried out.  Strategen disclaims responsibility for any changes that may have 
occurred after this time.  This report and any legal issues arising from it are governed by and construed in accordance 
with the law of Western Australia as at the date of this report.  

Environmental conclusions 

Within the limitations imposed by the scope of services, the preparation of this report has been undertaken and 
performed in a professional manner, in accordance with generally accepted environmental consulting practices.  No 
other warranty, whether express or implied, is made. 
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1. Introduction 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD, formerly DAFWA
1
), on behalf of 

the agricultural industries in the Shires of Ravensthorpe and Esperance, propose to extend the existing 
State Barrier Fence (SBF) from its current termination point 25 km east of Ravensthorpe, north to Salmon 
Gums and ending east of Esperance near Cape Arid National Park in Western Australia.  The Proposal 
aims to protect agricultural enterprises in the Shires of Ravensthorpe and Esperance from the socio-
economic impacts resulting from wild dogs limiting livestock enterprises, and damage to crops and pasture 
from emus and kangaroos in the agricultural region. 

The Proposal involves the construction of a 660 km long and 1.35 m high barrier fence that is largely 
impermeable to wild dogs, emus and kangaroos (target fauna).  The Proposal alignment follows the 
boundary between agricultural land and Unallocated Crown Land (UCL) in the Great Western Woodlands, 
with approximately 529 km of the Proposal alignment to be located on UCL and a further 131 km on 
private farming property.   

The Proposal was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) on 10 June 2016 under s.38 of 
the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act).  The EPA determined a Public Environmental Review 
(PER) level of assessment (Assessment No. 2088) for the Proposal on 1 September 2016 with a 4 week 
public review period.   

The EPA prepared an Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) identifying the preliminary key 
environmental factors to be addressed in the PER and the work required to inform the assessment of the 
environmental impact of the Proposal.  A draft ESD was issued to DPIRD on 28 September 2016.  The 
final ESD was provided to DPIRD on 27 October 2016.  The PER was prepared in accordance with the 
ESD and the EPA policy and guidance applicable at that time. 

1.1 Submissions 

A total of 124 issues were raised in submissions received in relation to the PER for the Proposal.  The key 
issues raised in the submissions related to clarifying the potential impacts to a Threatened Ecological 
Community (TEC) and to conservation significant flora and fauna species; including impacts associated 
with clearing, effects of the fence structure, the potential spread of dieback and weeds, and broader 
impacts to the Great Western Woodlands.  The issues were raised with respect to the following 
environmental factors: 

• Flora and Vegetation 

• Terrestrial Fauna 

• Terrestrial Environmental Quality 

• Hydrological Processes 
• Social Surroundings. 

1.2 Purpose and structure of this document 

This document has been developed to address agency and public submissions received during the public 
review period on the PER for the Proposal.   

This document is structured around consolidated comments and submissions ordered into themes, as 
directed by EPA Services.   

                                                           
1
 Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia 
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The Proponent’s response to comments is presented in the following tables: 

• EPA Services (Section 2, Table 1) 

• The Proposal – general comments (Section 3, Table 2) 

• Flora and Vegetation (Section 3, Table 3) 
• Terrestrial Fauna (Section 3, Table 4) 

• Terrestrial Environmental Quality (Section 3, Table 5) 

• Hydrological Processes (Section 3, Table 6) 

• Social Surroundings (Section 3, Table 7) 

• Consultation (Section 3, Table 8) 

• Holistic (Section 3, Table 9) 
• Other (Section 3, Table 10). 

1.3 Referencing used in this document 

For consistency, this document uses the same references as cited in the PER.  Where there were multiple 
documents by the same author and year referenced in the PER, this document uses the same reference 
order.   
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2. Response to EPA Services submissions 

Table 1:  Response to EPA Services comments 
Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

 Proposal
1. Table 4-1 Key Proposal characteristics – operational 

elements.  
a. Please explain why ongoing chaining will only 
be required in the 188 hectares of previously uncleared 
areas.  
b. Please explain why rechaining will be required 
in the 41.6 hectares of previously uncleared vegetation 
proposed to be permanently graded for a six metre wide 
access track. 

• As per Table 4-3, the Proposal will involve chaining 146 ha of previously uncleared vegetation, plus grading (full clearing) 41.6 
ha of previously uncleared vegetation.  The total disturbance to previously uncleared vegetation is thus 187.6 ha, or up to 188 
ha as per Table 4-1.  

• Within the 187.6 ha of previously uncleared vegetation, chaining will be required for 7m either side of the 6m wide graded 
maintenance tracks, that is a total of 14 m out of the 20 m wide barrier fence reserve.  Ongoing chaining will be required for the 
barrier fence reserve to manage fuel loads. 

• The remaining 628.4 ha of disturbance will be in previously chained vegetation.  Ongoing chaining of this 628.4 ha will be 
undertaken by DBCA, DFES and/or local fire authorities in the existing 80-100m wide fire buffer zone surrounding agricultural 
lands every 4-6 years irrespective of the Proposal.  The ongoing chaining of the 628.4 ha in existing chained vegetation is 
therefore not attributed to the Proposal.   

 Flora and Vegetation 
2. Section 4.3 – It is stated that the remaining up to 14 

metres width of the clearing footprint corridor beyond the 
six metres for access tracks will be chained and 
potentially mulched. EPA Services understands that 
DBCA will burn chained areas within 12 months of 
chaining. This regime may be key to the ongoing 
presence and persistence of vegetation that regenerates 
within chained areas. Please indicate whether DPIRD 
plan to follow a similar clearing regime to that 
implemented by DBCA. 

DPIRD intends to follow a similar clearing regime to DBCA where practical.  The option of mulching vegetation was investigated 
and is likely cost prohibitive. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

3. Section 9.1.6, point 2 - Provide further explanation of 
how the removal of native vegetation where required 
allows for the maintenance of biodiversity at sustainable 
levels. 

• Guidance Statement 33 (Chapter B2) states that to maintain biodiversity at sustainable levels, ecological communities need to 
be maintained above 30% of their pre-European extent, and where less than 30% every effort made to protect the remaining 
community. 

• The Proposal is consistent with the above requirements, as disturbance to vegetation has almost entirely (814.8 ha or 99.85% 
out of 816 ha) been limited to already cleared areas (628.4 ha or 77% out of 816 ha) or limited to vegetation communities 
retained at 30% or more of their pre-European extent.   

• The exception is clearing of 1.2 ha of vegetation association 4801 (Shrublands; heath with scattered Nuytsia floribunda on 
sandplain) within previously uncleared vegetation to the north of Merivale Road, which is the area surveyed by GS Bio Logic 
(2015) (see ERD Figure 8-1, Page 31).  The clearing of vegetation association 4801 has been avoided and minimised as far as 
is practicable, and is not expected to be a significant residual impact as removal of 1.2 ha will not significantly change the 
current extent of the association at 6499 ha and the associated ecological values provided by the vegetation community.   

• The clearing of 1.2 ha of vegetation association 4801 is proposed on an existing, disturbed area near a below ground Telstra 
telecommunications cable running parallel to Merivale Road, situated approximately 10m north of the road alignment.  The 
alternative fence alignment at this location (replacing private fenceline north around Unallocated Crown Land) is not preferred 
as it would involve two crossings of a Thomas River tributary that poses potential impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage and 
involves traversing very steep terrain with high erosion potential. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

4. Explain the level and frequency of surveys conducted 
over the length of the project areas. An accompanying 
map would be of assistance. 
Table 8-1, The Summary of environmental studies and 
surveys, states that the flora and vegetation survey 
(Ecoscape) was consistent with a single season Level 2 
flora and vegetation survey. Section 9.1.7, point 2 states 
that fieldwork collectively across the environmental 
studies covers multiple years and spans different 
seasons throughout the year. 

• The GHD (2012) scoping study included a Level 1 flora and vegetation survey and Level 1 fauna survey over a number of 
alignment options as presented in ERD Figure 5-1.  The field surveys for flora, vegetation and fauna were undertaken on 22-29 
May 2012.  Dieback assessment was undertaken on a desktop basis.   

• ERD Figure 8-1 presents the areas surveyed by Ecoscape (2017) and GS Bio Logic (2015).   
• The Ecoscape (2017) survey comprised a 640 km x 100 m wide survey area.  The survey comprised a Level 1 flora and 

vegetation survey (Level 2 for sections of adjacent to the Conservation Estate), Phytophthora dieback survey and Level 1 fauna 
survey.   

• The Ecoscape flora and vegetation field surveys were undertaken on the following dates:  
o 7-17, 14-24 and 17-26 October 2013 
o 28 October – 7 November 2013 
o 22 November – 2 December 2013 
o 29 September – 10 October 2014 (targeted survey, adjacent to Conservation Estate). 

• The 2013 (October to December) flora and vegetation field surveys collectively covered the full survey area.  The 2014 
(September to October) flora and vegetation field survey targeted areas of conservation significant flora, potential TEC areas 
and rescoring quadrats adjacent to the Conservation Estate. 

• The Ecoscape fauna field surveys were undertaken over the full survey area on the following dates:  
o 14-24 and 17-26 October 2013 
o 31 October – 7 November 2013 
o 22 November – 2 December 2013. 

• The Ecoscape dieback survey was subcontracted to Glevan Consulting and reported separately (Glevan 2015).  The dieback 
field survey was undertaken in June and September 2014 and covered the 640 km alignment surveyed by Ecoscape, with the 
exception of approximately 70 km each side of Salmon Gums. The non-surveyed portion extended from Field Road on the west 
(page 8 of Figure 8-1) to Dempster Road on the east (page 19 of Figure 8-1), and was considered a non-vulnerable portion of 
the alignment (Glevan 2015). 

• The GS Bio Logic (2015) survey comprised a 1.6 km x 100 m wide survey area along Merivale Road on the south-eastern 
extent of the Proposal alignment (see Page 31 of Figure 8-1).  The survey comprised a Level 1 flora survey, Phytophthora 
dieback survey and Level 1 fauna survey.  Field surveys were undertaken on 4 September 2015 (vegetation and flora) and 12 
August 2015 (fauna and dieback). 

5. The ERD (p. 100) indicates that there were two 
database searches one in 2015 and a second in 2017. 
These searches looked for conservation significant flora 
within 5 km of the Proposal alignment. Table 9-6 only 
lists those conservation significant flora species that 
were not identified in the initial database search and 
does not reflect the total numbers of conservation 
significant flora species that potentially occur in the area 
of the Proposal. Please provide a table that lists all of the 
conservation significant flora species that potentially 
occur within 5 kilometres (km) of the Proposal alignment.

Appendix 1 presents a table of all conservation significant flora species potentially occurring within 5 km of the Proposal 
alignment. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

6. Threatened flora species:  
a. provide a reference that Anigozanthos bicolor 
subsp. minor requires a disturbance event to promote 
germination, and 
b. provide details of all Threatened flora species 
that may occur within 5 km of the Proposal alignment, 
including those listed in Table 9-6. 

Department of Environment and Conservation (2008) Small Two-coloured Kangaroo Paw (Anigozanthos bicolor subsp. minor) 
Recovery Plan 2006-2011. Interim Recovery Plan No. 223. Department of Environment and Conservation, Perth, Western 
Australia. 
https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/94c624f2-b348-4d3f-b6c7-3ae11be264bf/files/223-anigozanthos-
bicolor.pdf 
Appendix 1 presents a table of all Threatened flora species potentially occurring within 5 km of the Proposal alignment. 

7. Please provide maps indicating vegetation condition 
along the alignment. 

Appendix 2 presents a vegetation condition map for the clearing footprint.  The map has been prepared based on vegetation 
condition data in Ecoscape (2017) survey releves within the surveyed portion of the clearing footprint, and interpretation of aerial 
imagery throughout the clearing footprint.  
DPIRD note that following the November 2015 fires through the Shire of Esperance, DBCA chained large portions of the Proposal 
alignment, which is likely to have reduced the vegetation condition from that recorded in the Ecoscape survey releves based on 
2013 and 2014 field observations (see response to Issue [4]).  Chaining is continuing through the Proposal alignment in 2018 and 
thus vegetation condition is expected to change on an ongoing basis as DBCA and local fire authorities rechain the alignment.  
Accordingly, the vegetation condition map in Appendix 2 is expected to over-estimate the vegetation condition along the portion of 
Proposal alignment within existing firebreaks. 
 

8. Further clarify and provide a map of the areas where 
biological surveys were not undertaken and the sections 
that have since been modified to ensure existing fire 
tracks could be used for the alignment if possible.  
Explain when the minor sections have been modified to 
ensure existing fire tracks could be used for the Proposal 
alignment if possible (ERD, p. 105) 

ERD Figure 8-1 presents the areas surveyed by Ecoscape (2017) and GS Bio Logic (2015).  Figure 8-1 indicates the areas where 
survey gaps occur due to the original Proposal alignment (which was surveyed by Ecoscape) being subsequently modified to 
reduce the clearing area.  These survey gaps are as follows: 
• Page 4: Rolland Road: use chained firebreak and cleared freehold farmland 
• Page 7: Lort River east: use existing track 
• Page 13: Beete Road: use cleared freehold farmland  
• Page 14: use existing track running between salt lakes 
• Page 17: use cleared freehold farmland south of Circle Valley Road, east of Sanderson Road 
• Page 20: Dempster & Bronzewing Roads: use chained firebreak 
• Page 20: use cleared freehold farmland, south-east of Bronzewing Road 
• Page 22: use cleared freehold farmland, east of Howick Road 
• Pages 30: use cleared freehold farmland outside of Cape Arid National Park. 
 
Additionally, no surveys were undertaken on the south-east portion of the alignment presented in Pages 30 and 31, which are 
within freehold farmland bordering but outside of Cape Arid National Park. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

9. Indirect impacts Phytophthora – Identify whether the 
entire length of the proposed alignment been surveyed. 
The ERD states 208.3 hectares (ha) of the alignment 
has not been surveyed for flora and vegetation due to 
realignment. 

The Proposal alignment has been surveyed for Phytophthora with the exception of the following areas: 
• gaps where the original alignment was modified to reduce the clearing area, as per response to Issue (8). 
• south-east portion of the alignment which lies in freehold farmland outside of Cape Arid National Park, as per response to 

Issue (8) 
• approximately 70 km each side of Salmon Gums, extending from Field Road on the west (page 8 of Figure 8-1) to Dempster 

Road on the east (page 19 of Figure 8-1), which was considered a non-vulnerable portion of the alignment, as per response to 
Issue (4). 

10. Please provide the proposed Phytophthora Dieback 
Management Plan and Construction Management Plan 
or provide sufficient detail relating to the proposed 
management measures. The information should include 
how the proposed management will interact with any 
other relevant programs in the vicinity of the Proposal 
and how it has taken into consideration best practice for 
example the Management of Phytophthora cinnamomi 
for Biodiversity Conservation in Australia: Part 2 – 
National Best Practice Guidelines (E OíGara, K Howard, 
B Wilson and GEStJ Hardy, 2005) and Threat 
Abatement Plan for disease in natural ecosystems 
caused by Phytophthora cinnamomi (Australian 
Government, 2014). 

Management of Phytophthora dieback will be consistent with the DBCA Phytophthora Dieback Management Manual (DBCA 2017) 
and the Management Options for Construction and Maintenance of Roads/Tracks and other Infrastructure (Table 5.4) of the 
Phytophthora cinnamomi for Biodiversity Conservation in Australia: Part 2 – National Best Practice Guidelines (E OíGara, K 
Howard, B Wilson and GEStJ Hardy, 2005). 
The Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan will be prepared consistent with the DBCA Phytophthora Dieback Management 
Manual (DBCA 2017) and define the apportionment of responsibility and communications between DBCA and DPIRD for fence, 
track and firebreak maintenance along the Proposal alignment. 
Dieback management requirements for the Proposal will include the following: 
Planning and mobilisation 
• Dieback hygiene requirements will be applied to all Protectable areas identified along the Proposal alignment.   
• Consistent with the DBCA Manual (2017), Protectable areas will be identified by a Registered Dieback Interpreter in 

consultation with DBCA, and include un-infested and un-interpretable vulnerable areas within the Proposal alignment that are 
not likely to become infested over time.   

• Known infested areas and those areas likely to become infested over time (irrespective of the Proposal) will be deemed 
Unprotectable areas that are not subject to hygiene management. 

• Management of infested, un-infested and un-interpretable areas will be with consideration to Management Options for each 
area specified in Table 5.4 of the National Best Practice Guideline.  Given the small, isolated areas of known dieback infestation 
it is not practicable to use separate equipment or scheduling to separate work in infested and Protectable areas. 

• All personnel and contractors to have mandatory Dieback Working Group Green Card Training prior to commencing work.   
• All equipment (e.g. machinery, chains, vehicles, footwear, tools) to be clean of potential dieback containing material (PDCM) 

(e.g. vegetation, soil) prior to entering the construction/maintenance area.   
• All materials imported for construction and maintenance to be assessed as un-infested by a Registered Dieback Interpreter. 
Construction and access 
• Grading of tracks to be from upslope to downslope, no wider than prescribed (6 m) and the blade angled to avoid moving soil 

long distances. 
• Restricted access by equipment, vehicle and pedestrian access to defined tracks (i.e. fence graded track, and tracks for 

chaining equipment). 
• Minimise water use during works. 
• All water used to be mains or deep bore.  Any surface water or shallow bore water to be disinfected prior to use. 
• Drainage from tracks within known or potential dieback infested areas to discharge within these areas and not into Protectable 

or low risk areas.  Avoid creation of sumps or ponded areas to discourage use by animals or humans. 
• Maintain PDCM cleaning equipment at all times during works. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

• Restrict construction within Protectable areas to dry soil conditions as far as is practicable, and cease in the event of rainfall.  
Construction to re-commence once rainfall has ceased and soil conditions have sufficiently dried. 

Work in known and potential infested areas 
• All equipment and vehicles moving through known dieback infested areas to be inspected, cleaned and disinfected to be free of 

PDCM upon exiting the infested areas and prior to entering un-infested / un-interpreted areas.  No Soil Movement or surface 
drainage to occur from known dieback infested areas to Protectable areas. 

• Avoid and minimise access through potential dieback infested areas (e.g. low lying, wet ground, inundated areas, highly 
disturbed areas for extraction) as far as is practicable. 

• Where access through potential dieback infested areas is unavoidable, all equipment and materials to be inspected, cleaned 
and disinfected to be free of PDCM upon exiting the potential infested areas and prior to entering ‘low risk’ areas (i.e. those that 
are not known or potential infested areas).  No Soil Movement or surface drainage to occur from potential infested areas to low 
risk areas. 

• All PDCM removed at cleandown points to be disposed of within known / potential infested areas just exited, and not to 
Protectable or low risk areas. 

• Construction / maintenance in known and potential infested areas to be scheduled to occur after works in low risk areas as far 
as is practicable. 

• Use of wet cleandown to be used only for wet ground conditions and not result in wetting of dry soil. 
Work in areas of high environmental value 
• All equipment and vehicles to be Clean on Entry (COE) when entering Protectable areas with high environmental values, 

including: 
o Adjacent to Conservation Estate. 
o Within or adjacent to records or habitat (as vegetation types mapped by Ecoscape [2017a]) of conservation 

significant flora. 
o Adjacent to Kwongkan TEC. 
o Within or adjacent to native vegetation remnants retained at less than 30% of their pre-European extent. 

• Consistent with recommendations of Glevan (2015), establish signage at known P. rosacearum and P. inundata infested sites. 
• Consistent with recommendations of Glevan (2015), establish 22 no. COE points where the fence alignment interacts with 

public thoroughfares. 
Records and reporting 
• All cleandowns to be recorded. 
• All breaches of hygiene to be reported to DBIRD / DBCA immediately. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

11. Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan – Table 9-10. 
Will the plan include the recommendations of Biologic 
2015, specifically: 
a. 12 months from the field assessment (12 Aug 
2016 onwards) boundaries will require a re-check survey 
to be completed prior to operational activities, and 
b. 26 months from the field assessment (12 Aug 
2018 onwards) a full resurvey will be required due to 
potential for movement and additional infestation? 

Monitoring and field assessment for dieback will consistent with the requirements of the DBCA Phytophthora Dieback Management 
Manual (DBCA 2017). 
Glevan (2015) reported that out of the 27 vegetation types (as mapped by Ecoscape [2017a]) containing dieback susceptible 
species, only 5 vegetation types contained reliable dieback indicator species and thus could be potentially interpretable.  
Accordingly, the majority of the Proposal alignment that is vulnerable to dieback is not considered interpretable and DPIRD do not 
propose to repeat the 2014 survey across the Proposal alignment.   
Targeted surveys will be undertaken for Protectable areas with high environmental values, where these areas have dieback 
susceptible species and contain reliable dieback indicator species.  The targeted surveys will occur in the year prior to each 
firebreak maintenance operation, which typically occur on a 4-6 year basis.  The PDMP will be updated (if required) based on the 
survey findings prior to the maintenance operations commencing so that the updated management requirements may be applied to 
the maintenance operations.

12. Please provide clarification regarding the Weed Hygiene 
Management Plan and amend as necessary: 
c. Table ES 1, the purpose of the WHP, rather 
than as a mitigation strategy it is suggested that the 
purpose of the WHP is to describe proposed 
management, monitoring and mitigation methods to be 
implemented to ensure residual impact (direct and 
indirect) are not greater than predicted. 
d. Table ES 1, Management Target 1, and 
Sections 1.5 - Define aggressive weeds noting that 
section 1.5.2 refers to and defines significant weeds. 
See table 2.2. 
e. Table ES 1 Management target 2, and 
Sections 1.2, 1.3, 2.1 – provide more clarity regarding 
the intent and measurability of this target rather than 
state that “the spread of weeds from the Proposal can be 
managed”. See table 2.2. 
f. Section 1, 1.3 – clarify/define what weeds are 
associated with the Proposal. 
g. Section 1.2, 1.4 – state that the ESD required 
the preparation of a WHP in accordance with EAG 17. 
The ESD required that the proposed management, 
monitoring and mitigation methods were described in the 
ERD. Ensure the requirements of the ESD are 
accurately reflected.  
h. Section 1.2 – check the terminology for 
management based plan. 
i. Section 1.3 – states that the “ESD aims to 
ensure the EPA objectives for preliminary environmental 
factors are met.” This is not entirely accurate as the ESD 
sets out the requirements for the environmental review. 

Appendix 3 presents an updated Weed Hygiene Management Plan incorporating the requested amendments. 
 
c. Table ES-1 amended to incorporate suggested wording. 
 
 
 
d. Table ES-1 amended to replace reference to aggressive weeds with significant weeds. 
 
 
 
e. Table ES-1 amended to ‘no net increase in the current extent of significant weeds identified within the clearing footprint.’  
 
 
 
f. Weeds associated with the Proposal are described in Section 1.5.  Section 1.3 text updated to include a reference to 
Section 1.5. 
 
g. Section 1.2 wording amended to reflect the ESD requirements. 
 
 
h.   Section 1.2 amended to refer to ‘management-based provisions’, consistent with EAG 17 terminology. 
 
i.    Section 1.3 amended to remove sentence.   
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

Please ensure that the requirements of the ESD are 
accurately reflected. 
j. Section 1.5.2 and Table 2-1 – prior to 
construction a baseline survey of the fence alignment 
should be conducted to identify and map weeds as it is 
noted that surveys of the entire alignment have not been 
conducted. 
k. Section 1.5.3 – clarify whether more high-risk 
areas can be declared for example as a result of further 
surveys and during construction and maintenance. 
l. Section 1.5.4 - Ensure the Rationale of 
provisions section is written in accordance with the EPA 
Environmental Management Plan Instructions 
particularly the possible effects of issues external to the 
Proposal e.g. other users. Also, clarify what is meant by 
“the relationship between the Proposal aspects and the 
EPA environmental factors”. 
m. Section 1.3 – in accordance with EPA 
Environmental Management Plan Instructions “describe 
the site-specific environmental value, existing and/or 
potential uses, ecosystem health condition or sensitive 
component of the key environmental factor which will be 
affected”. 
n. Section 2 – the WHP should identify how 
DPIRD will review and revise management actions if the 
management targets are not met, rather than 
“exceeded”. 
o. Table 2-1 introduction and spread of weeds 
via clearing activities and equipment –  
i) state whether soil will be moved between high 
and low risk areas and actions to be taken to prevent 
spread of weeds. 
ii) include personnel inspection under point 8. 
iii) Include measures to prevent wind born seed 
under construction point 10 and maintenance point 4. 
p. Table 2-1 Importation of material containing 
weed seeds may cause introduction of new weeds – 
iv) Clarify whether soil or vegetation matter will be 
brought onto site during construction and if so what 
measures will be used to prevent the spread of weeds 
and introduction of new weeds. 
p. Table 2-3 Management target 1 

 
 
j. Section 1.5.2 and Table 2-1 amended to include a commitment to survey any un-surveyed portions of the Proposal 
alignment, prior to construction commencing. 
 
 
k.  Section 1.5.2 amended to note that further high-risk areas may be declared based on the findings of pre-construction 
survey, or monitoring during construction or maintenance works. 
 
l.    Section 1.5.4 updated to address the EPA instructions relating to Rationale for Choice of Provisions, including effects of 
external issues. 
 
 
 
m.   Section 1.3 (Table 1-1) amended to include site specific environmental values 
 
 
 
 
 n.   Section 2 text amended 
 
 
 
 
i)  Item 11 added restricting of movement of soil from high risk areas to low risk areas 
 
ii). Item 8 amended. 
iii) Item 10 amended.  Added Item 5 under maintenance. 
 
 
iv)  Table 2-1 states that “no soil or vegetation matter will be brought onto the site” 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

v) Clarify what is meant by “check the integrity of 
the demarcation of high risk areas, and previously 
uncleared areas”. 
vi) Summarise the methodologies used to during 
inspections to identify new weed outbreaks. 
q. Table 2-3 Management target 2 
vii) Clarify the sentence “assess high risk areas 
and adjacent areas for growth of new significant weed 
species”.  
viii) Summarise what methodologies will be used 
to monitor potentially weed contaminated windrows or 
stockpiles. 
ix) Summarise how inspections to identify spread 
of existing significant weeds will be conducted. 
r. Tables 2-1 to 2-3 should be restructured and 
updated in accordance with EPA Environmental 
Management Plan Instructions and template. 
s. Section 2.5, Review and revision of 
management actions – please note that if the WHP 
becomes a requirement of a condition then in 
accordance with EPA Environmental Management Plan 
Instructions, formal approval from the EPA must be 
sought to amend a provision of a Condition EMP based 
on information gained through adaptive management.  
t. Section 2.6.1, Annual reporting –  
x) annual reporting should include comparison of 
monitoring results against baseline information and 
management targets. 

i.in accordance with EPA Environmental Management 
Plan Instructions the annual reporting should include the 
review and revision of management actions. 
b. Replace CEO of OEPA with CEO of DWER. 
c. Section 4, Consultation – The ERD 
summarised consultation for the whole Proposal. In 
accordance with EPA Environmental Management Plan 
Instructions include a summary of the consolation 
undertaken specifically for the WHP. 

v)  wording changed to “check condition / visibility of demarcation measures for high risk areas and previously cleared 
areas, re-instate markers (flagging tape, signage) if required” 
 
vi) wording amended to ‘conduct visual inspections within clearing footprint’ 
q.   
vii)  Wording amended to ‘assess high risk areas and adjacent areas for new infestations of significant weed species’ 
 
viii)  Wording amended to ‘visual monitoring of potentially weed contaminated windrows or stockpiles to identify growth of 
weeds.’ 
 
ix) Wording amended to ‘visual inspections to identify spread of existing significant weed infestations’   
 
r)    Table 2-1 restructured as per page 11 of EPA Instructions, referring to Table 2-2 for management targets, and Table 2-3 
for monitoring details. 
 
s) Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
x).  Text amended. 
 
 
i). Text amended. 
 
b.  Text amended 
c. Consultation as part of the PER and WHP preparation raised weeds as an issue as presented in ERD Table 6-1. No 
specific weed hygiene management aspects were identified during the consultation.     
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

13. Offsets – quantify impacts to threatened flora. 
Ensure that impacts to threatened flora are quantified. 
For example, the flora and vegetation section of the ERD 
discusses impacts to threatened flora but does not 
quantify the impacts: 
• the proposed alignment avoids known records of 
threatened flora species “located in uncleared 
vegetation” (p.121) 
• there will be “no new clearing of records of threatened 
flora species” due to previous fire-related clearing 
undertaken by DBCA (p.137). 

As presented in Section 9.6.1 of the ERD, the Proposal alignment has been selected to avoid all recorded threatened flora species 
in previously uncleared areas (i.e. outside of chained areas).  That is, the Proposal will result in zero direct impacts to threatened 
flora recorded in previously uncleared areas.   
Within previously cleared areas, the Proposal may result in impacts to individuals of the threatened flora species Conostylis 
lepidospermoides (Endangered) and Eucalyptus merrickiae (Vulnerable) that survived or regrew after previous DBCA chaining 
operations, however these individuals will be impacted by ongoing chaining operations by DBCA irrespective of the Proposal being 
implemented.   
DBCA previously obtained a permit to take 300 plants of C. lepidospermoides within the firebreak area traversed by the Proposal 
alignment, which represents less than 6% of the known population estimated at over 5000 plants.  Of the 300 plants taken within 
the firebreak, an estimated 143 plants (if surviving/regrown) lie within the Proposal clearing footprint or less than 3% of the known 
population.  The Proposal is not expected to result in impacts to C. lepidospermoides that are additional to previous or ongoing 
chaining operations of the firebreak. 
A total of 84 plants of E. merrickiae have been recorded within the proposed clearing area, in previously chained areas.  DBCA 
conducted chaining during November 2017 and obtained a ‘permit to take’ for these plants.  The Proposal is not expected to result 
in impacts to E. merrickiae additional to previous or ongoing chaining operations in the firebreak. 
The Proposal is expected to result in zero direct impacts to the threatened species Rhizanthella gardneri (Endangered) or 
Anigozanthos bicolor subsp. Minor (Endangered), as the Proposal alignment has been modified to avoid records of the species 
and their expected habitat. 
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14. Offsets - EPBC Act listed Threatened Ecological 
Community (TEC) “Proteaceae dominated kwongkan 
shrublands of the southeast coastal floristic province of 
Western Australia”: 
1. Provide information regarding the location, 
current condition or disease risk as a result of clearing 
the TEC. Include maps showing the extent of this TEC 
including the area of impact (proposed alignment) and 
the location of the modified fuel buffer. 
2. The Ecoscape (2017) report refers to the TEC 
being likely to match the vegetation types BaMs and 
BsBeAl (p. 37), which are identified as being in 
“excellent condition” (p. 239 & 240). The five 
occurrences of these two vegetation types occur 
between Shao Lu Road and Cape Arid National Park 
(eastern end of the Proposal area) and are all adjacent 
to cleared farmland (refer to Map 2-15 Ecoscape 2017a). 
The Ecoscape (2017) study recommends avoidance of 
these vegetation types by deviating the fence through 
existing agricultural land (p. 110 & 130). Consistent with 
principle 1 of the WA Environmental Offsets Policy, 
address on-site avoidance and mitigation measures, 
including explanation of where impacts cannot be 
avoided or mitigated on-site, prior to considering whether 
a significant residual impact remains. 

The Proteaceae dominated kwongkan shrublands TEC was identified as occurring within two vegetation types mapped by 
Ecoscape (2017a, Map 2-15 in ERD Appendix 3, see excerpt below) over the original Proposal alignment.  The two vegetation 
types are located approximately 5-7.5 km to the south-east of the intersection of Shao Lu Rd and Bebenorin Rd: 
• BaMS (potentially comprising the TEC).   
• BsBeAl (likely to comprise the TEC).   

 
 
Appendix 4 presents detailed figures of the two TEC areas identified along the Proposal alignment.  Both identified TEC areas lie 
within an existing chained firebreak (approximately 80-100 m wide) traversed by two existing graded tracks separated by 
approximately 25 m.  The two TEC areas area subject to ongoing chaining by DBCA as part of firebreak maintenance.  To the 
immediate south-west/west of the firebreak lies cleared farmland.

BaMS 

BsBeAl 
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DPIRD consulted with DBCA who undertook a site inspection of the two TEC areas   DBCA found that the 
TEC vegetation within the firebreak was in good condition, with chaining found to have ‘very little impact’ on the short, heath-like 
vegetation structure.  However, the south-west/west portion (10-30 m wide) of the firebreak adjacent to the farm boundary was 
observed to be in a highly disturbed condition, dominated by wattle species and pine needle deposition from planted pine trees 
along the farm boundary south-west/west of the firebreak (see Plate 1 below, and Appendix 4).  DBCA advised that development 
of the fence in the degraded western portion of the firebreak would have ‘minimal impact upon the TEC’ vegetation further east 
within the firebreak in the vicinity of the two graded tracks.  Accordingly, DBCA recommended that the Proposal alignment be 
moved from the original alignment along the graded tracks, to an alignment within 15-20 m from the farm boundary. 

 
Plate 1:  highly disturbed areas within 10-30m of farm boundary, now proposed as the Proposal alignment adjacent to the 
TEC areas 
Source:  DBCA. 
 
DPIRD has considered DBCA’s advice and amended the Proposal alignment for the portion adjacent to the TEC areas, to an 
alignment 20 m north-east/east of the farm boundary, within the highly disturbed portion of the firebreak (see Appendix 4).  Within 
this area the TEC is expected to be absent and grading a 6 m wide corridor for the fence is expected to result in zero impacts to 
the TEC.  Chaining will be undertaken beyond the 6 m wide graded corridor, to a distance of 9 m for a total disturbance width of 
15 m, however the chained area lies within the existing firebreak area subject to ongoing chaining by DBCA and so will not result in 
additional impacts to the TEC.  As noted by DBCA, chaining is expected to have very little impact to the TEC vegetation.
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

Consistent with the WA Offsets Policy, DPIRD has amended the Proposal alignment to a highly disturbed portion of an existing 
firebreak, thereby avoiding impacts to the TEC associated with a 6 m graded corridor, and chaining beyond the corridor does not 
comprise an additional impact to the TEC.  Accordingly, no significant residual impact remains. 
DPIRD note that the TEC is listed as threatened under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and following referral of the Proposal (EPBC 
2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-controlled action’ thus not considered to pose a significant impact to the TEC or 
other matters protected under the EPBC Act.  



  State Barrier Fence Extension 

DAF16515_01 R004 Rev 0  

12-Jul-18   17 

15. Offsets – Flora and vegetation: 
The residual impact significance model in the Offset 
Guidelines identifies impacts to species or ecosystems 
protected by statute (including the EPBC Act) as 
“Significant residual impacts that will require an offset”. 
Provide justification as to why offsets have not been 
proposed for impacts to threatened flora and TECs. This 
justification should include rationale, demonstrating 
consideration of the six principles in the WA Offset 
Policy and Guidelines, including the Residual Impact 
Significance Model and the WA Offsets Template why its 
proposed impact to Threatened Flora and the TEC is not 
significant. If sufficient justification to demonstrate that its 
impacts are not significant cannot be provided then a 
suitable offset which has been developed in 
consideration of the six offset principles in the Offset 
Policy and the Offset Guidelines should be proposed. 

The Proposal incorporates avoidance and mitigation measures that are expected to result in no significant residual impacts to flora 
and vegetation.  This includes the following: 
• As noted in response to Issue (13), the Proposal alignment has been selected to avoid all recorded threatened flora species in 

previously uncleared areas (i.e. outside of chained areas).  That is, the Proposal is expected to result in zero direct impacts to 
threatened flora recorded in previously uncleared areas.  Within previously chained firebreak areas, the Proposal is not 
expected to result in additional impacts to that of previous and ongoing chaining operations by DBCA irrespective of the 
Proposal being implemented.   

• As noted in response to Issue (14), the Proposal alignment has been selected to avoid clearing the Proteaceae dominated 
kwongkan shrublands TEC (Kwongkan TEC).  Re-chaining of the TEC within the existing firebreak will occur with DBCA 
operations irrespective of the Proposal being implemented.  DPIRD note that the Kwongkan TEC is listed under the 
Commonwealth EPBC Act and following referral of the Proposal (EPBC 2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-
controlled action’ thus not considered to pose a significant impact to the TEC or other matters protected under the EPBC Act. 

• As noted in response to Issue (3) the Proposal will avoid clearing remnants retained at less than 30% of their pre-European 
extent, except for a 1.2 ha portion of vegetation association 4801.  The clearing of vegetation association 4801 has been 
avoided and minimised as far as is practicable, and is not expected to be a significant residual impact as removal of 1.2 ha will 
not significantly change the current extent of the association at 6499 ha and the associated ecological values provided by the 
vegetation community.   

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal is not expected to result in significant impacts to flora and vegetation 
associated with fragmentation, including effects of genetic isolation. 

• The Proposal alignment includes key gaps around the Oldfield, Young and Lort Rivers, and minimises crossing of salt lakes.  
Potential impacts to wetland vegetation are thus substantially avoided and minimised.  

• As noted in response to Issue (10), the Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan will define and manage Protectable areas 
comprising dieback vulnerable areas that are un-infested and un-interpretable.  Specific hygiene requirements will be applied for 
‘high environmental value’ areas.  These measures will minimise the risk of dieback related impacts to native vegetation and 
particularly to conservation significant flora, the Kwongkan TEC and conservation areas. 

• As noted in response to Issue (12), the Proposal will incorporate a Weed Hygiene Management Plan to minimise the risk of 
indirect impacts to native vegetation and particularly to conservation significant flora, the Kwongkan TEC and conservation 
areas. 

• Considering the Residual Impact Significance Model and the proposed avoidance and mitigation measures, the Proposal: 
o Is not expected to result in a significant impact to a matter protected under the EPBC Act, including threatened 

flora and TECs, as per the Commonwealth’s decision on EPBC 2016/7722. 
o Is not expected to result in a flora species or ecological community being listed as rare, environmental 

sensitivity or threatened under WA or Commonwealth legislation. 
o Is not expected to impact or remove areas necessary to maintain declared rare / threatened flora or threatened 

ecological communities, additional to previous and ongoing DBCA operations irrespective of the Proposal 
being implemented. 

o Is not expected to significantly impact an important remnant of vegetation or result in a high degree of 
fragmentation.   

o Is not expected to impact or remove buffers for conservation significant wetlands, and have minor clearing of 
native vegetation associated with salt lakes.   

o Is not expected to significantly impact conservation areas. 
o Is not expected to significantly impact areas recognised as having high biological diversity. 

• Based on the WA Offset Policy Principles (1) and (2), DPIRD have selected avoidance and mitigation options such that the 
residual impacts to flora and vegetation are not expected to be significant.  Accordingly, DPIRD do not consider an offset as 
necessary under the WA Offset Policy and Guidelines.   
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

 

16. DBCA have advised (Attachment 2, No. 31) that the 
alignment of the fence within the 80-100m modified fuel 
buffer may compromise the intent and effectiveness of 
the modified fuel buffer and may necessitate the clearing 
of additional vegetation and associated impacts for 
adequate bushfire protection. Quantify impacts to flora 
and vegetation should this occur including the TEC and 
threatened flora.

There is no need for additional clearing of vegetation but chaining may need to be undertaken in two swaths instead of one, either 
side of the barrier fence, using a shorter chain length.  

 Terrestrial Fauna 
17. Clarify the extent of Carnaby’s Black-cockatoo foraging 

habitat to be cleared. The ERD (p. 177) states that 2.8 
ha of potential foraging habitat near Merivale Rd may be 
cleared, but does not clearly state whether this is the 
total extent of potential foraging habitat that may be 
cleared (the ERD states that 6,189 ha of ‘low-value’ 
potential foraging habitat was mapped within the study 
area). 

Ecoscape (2017a, page 388) report the following with respect to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo along the Proposal alignment:  
• ‘Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo is likely to forage in eucalypt forest, mallee and Banksia shrubland habitats where they occur near 

the eastern and western ends of the study area, but not in the central section which is further from the coast’. 
• ‘minor impact to foraging habitat may occur near the eastern and western ends of the study area, but no impact on roosts or 

nesting habitat is likely because the study area falls outside of the known breeding range’. 
• As presented in ERD Figure 1-2, the eastern and western ends of the Proposal alignment (which could be subject to potential 

foraging by Carnaby’s Black Cockatoos) almost totally comprise previously chained firebreaks or cleared freehold land.  Any 
clearing of the eastern and western ends would thus be in previously chained areas that will be subject to ongoing chaining by 
DBCA irrespective of the Proposal being implemented.  The impact to potential foraging habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
along the Proposal alignment is not additional to that of previous or ongoing chaining operations by DBCA. 

• The exception is clearing of a 2.8 ha portion of vegetation near Merivale Road in the south-east portion of the Proposal 
alignment, which will occur through previously uncleared vegetation.  Clearing of this area is expected to impact foraging habitat 
for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

• The Proposal is expected to result in zero impacts to breeding habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, as the Proposal alignment 
lies outside the known breeding range of the species (Ecoscape 2017).  As a conservative precaution, the CMP will include pre-
clearing survey for potential black-cockatoo hollows prior to construction works and avoidance where practical of the 103 
potential habitat trees identified within vegetation in the Salmon Gum section of the Proposal alignment. 

18. The ERD (e.g. p. 208) identifies the habitats used by 
significant fauna that may be subject to clearing impacts. 
Quantify the extent of these impacts within the 
Development Envelope or Clearing Footprint. State the 
quantity, quality and type of habitat expected to be 
impacted for each significant species.  

Appendix 5 presents estimates of clearing impacts to each significant fauna, based on: 
• habitat types identified for species (ERD Table 10-6) 
• proportion of Proposal alignment occupied by habitat (some species occur only within western, central or eastern ends) – refer 

to comments in ‘Occurrence’ column in Appendix 5 
• habitat types mapped within surveyed areas of the clearing footprint 
• Beard vegetation associations mapped within un-surveyed areas of the clearing footprint (see response to Issue 8)  
• indicative habitat types represented by Beard vegetation associations. 
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19. The ERD (e.g. p. ix) concludes that impacts to the 
Western Ground Parrot are ‘uncertain’, and cites advice 
from DBCA on risks to this species in numerous places, 
particularly with respect to the suitability of impact 
mitigation measures (e.g. pages 211 and 230). Provide 
documentation of DBCA’s advice in the ERD. 

DBCA’s advice was received on 6 and 19 April 2016 as follows: 
 

  
Sent: Tuesday, 19 April 2016 2:40 PM 

 
 

Subject: RE: Esperance extension Shape file and wildlife document 
 
Thanks,  
Apologies for the delay in replying. I’ve attached a file that shows the area of most concern (a little longer than my earlier 
estimate, I expect). These are areas where dispersing juvenile ground parrots could conceivably encounter or cross the fence. In 
addition, we have recently found birds in potential habitat where they don’t normally occur, presumably because they have moved 
in the face of the extensive fires of late last year. There is quite a lot of potential habitat in the area north of Fisheries Road, where 
such birds might occur now. 
If there was a way of increasing the visibility of the fence in this area, such as by your suggestion of increasing the 
frequency of deployment of fluorescent markers, that would be expected to minimise risk. 
Regards, 

 
--------------------------------  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

  
Sent: Wednesday, 6 April 2016 10:27 PM 

 
 

Subject: Re: Esperance extension Shape file and wildlife document 
 
Hi  
Thank you. Good to talk to you today. Some extra comments follow. 
Currently, we don't know of any Western Ground Parrots within a couple of kilometres of the proposed fence. However, as noted 
on the 'phone earlier today, this is easily within the area likely to be used by dispersing young birds, which can sometimes move 
tens of kms from areas known to be 'permanently' occupied. In this case, there is potential ground parrot adjacent to perhaps 50 
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km of the length of the proposed fence, so it is feasible that dispersing birds would be moving through this area. It is not known 
whether dispersing birds do so under conditions of high visibility, but it is known that birds do fly short distances during the calling 
periods, which occur in the hour before sunrise and the hour after sunset, so dispersing birds may be doing so under low light 
conditions. Birds flying at these times do so at a height of less than 3-4 metres, often much lower, and could easily be flying over 
the heath at a height that could lead them to collide with a fence that was about 1.3 m high. So collisions are possible. It's worth 
noting that the closely related Night Parrot (Pezoporus occidentalis) has been recorded as colliding with a barbed wire stock fence, 
resulting in death of that individual (Ley & Tynan 2008; attached). I assume that fluorescent markers may increase visibility to flying 
birds, but there are no data that I am aware of that would tell us whether such markers actually do make a significant difference, or 
whether 7 m spacing is appropriate.  
 
So, deaths due to collision between Western Ground Parrots and the proposed fence are possible, but the question is whether 
there is likely to be a population level impact. We don't know, but I think the likelihood is probably fairly low.  
 
Thank you also for the copy of the 'Final Ecological Advice' document. I feel obliged to note the following: DAFWA "has monitored 
thousands of kilometres of the existing SBF over many decades and considers that mortality of birds (other than emus), bats, 
reptiles or small mammals to be highly unlikely events." I would contend that, at least in relation to birds and bats, you simply don't 
have the data to be able to make that assertion. The officers patrolling the fence, even if they were very conscientious, would 
simply not detect most bird collisions, either because the birds were injured and managed to limp off out of sight, or because 
scavengers (cats, foxes, dogs and various native animals) would remove most small-medium carcasses long before your staff 
would be looking for them. Please note that this is not a criticism of your staff - it is a statement about the difficulty that everyone 
has in assessing such situations, and it can only be addressed by carrying out formal experiments to determine detectability of 
carcasses, which is only done very rarely. The same comments apply to the sources cited by Long & Robley, which you refer to in 
your document. We don't know the level of impact - what we do know is that detectability of collision events is low. 
 
I hope this helps a bit with your risk assessment, but please contact me again if you have any further questions or comments. 
 
Cheers, 

 
 
Attached:      
Ley, A., and Tynan, B. (2008). Bird casualties in fences in Diamantina National Park, Queensland. Australian Field Ornithology 25, 
96–98. 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

20. Provide evidence to support the ERD’s conclusion that 
habitat fragmentation and genetic isolation risks to the 
Western Brush Wallaby, a DBCA Priority 4 species, are 
unlikely to be substantial.  

As identified in ERD Sections 10.7.3 and 10.7.4, the study by Everard & Bamford (2016) identified fifteen areas of remnant 
vegetation that potentially could be affected by fragmentation (inside and close to the fence).  The fifteen areas ranged from 
approximately 400 ha to 38 200 ha in size and totalled approximately 111 086 ha. 
Everard & Bamford (2016) concluded that Brush Wallaby populations were most at risk in remnants smaller than 1500 ha and 
where there is a lack of connectivity between remnants on the agricultural side of the Proposal alignment.  Three of the fifteen 
remnant areas were smaller than 1500 ha, ranging from 400 ha to 838 ha in size for a total of 1955 ha (1.8% of the total area of the 
remnant patches).  The remaining 98.2% of remnant vegetation areas within the fence were larger than 1500 ha and thus there is 
a low risk of genetic isolation. 
Of the three remnant areas smaller than 1500 ha, two of the areas (Area 2, Reserve 30583 and Area 14, 38544) have connections 
to nearby reserves that provide a combined area greater than 1500 ha and thus a reduced risk of genetic isolation.   
One of the fifteen remnant areas (Area 4, Reserve 43949) is isolated from other substantial remnants and at risk of genetic 
isolation.  Reserve 43949 comprises 717 ha or 0.65% of the total area of the remnant vegetation patches within the fence.  As 
stated in the ERD, any impact to the population (if present) of the Brush Wallaby in Reserve 43949 would be localised and not 
expected to significantly alter the representation of the Priority 4 species in the agricultural area at a regional scale.   

21. Clarify whether using already cleared boundaries to 
reduce impacts to Terrestrial Fauna from habitat clearing 
(ERD, p. 2) and avoidance of significant habitat trees 
(ERD, p. 233) form part of management approaches and 
mitigation measures and if they will be included in 
management plans. 

The Construction Management Plan will include the following: 
• Pre-construction survey of the un-surveyed areas of the Proposal alignment to identify conservation significant flora and/or 

conservation significant fauna habitat (including significant habitat trees). 
• Avoidance of conservation significant flora and/or fauna habitat during clearing as far as is practicable within the Development 

Envelope and considering other relevant constraints. 
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Issue 
number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

22. Offsets - Western Ground Parrot: 
• Quantify the extent of the impact to habitat for the 
Western Ground Parrot as a result of the Proposal, in 
consultation with the DBCA.  
• Provide a rationale as to why the predicted impact to 
the Western Ground Parrot is not significant, 
demonstrating consideration of the six principles in the 
Offset Policy and Guidelines, including the Residual 
Impact Significance Model (p. 11) and the WA Offsets 
Template (Attachment 4). 
• If sufficient justification cannot be provided to 
demonstrate the Proposals impacts are not significant 
then a suitable offset which has been developed in 
consideration of the six offset principles in the Offset 
Policy and the Offset Guidelines should be provided. 
The Fitzgerald Biosphere Plan Appendix 2 which 
identifies habitat critical to the survival of the Western 
Ground Parrot as “The current area of occupancy, any 
possible other areas used as dispersal corridors and 
potential habitat into which the species could disperse or 
be translocated.” 

• As noted in response to Issue (58), the portion of the Proposal alignment adjacent to potential and known WGP habitat is 
located within existing firebreaks and cleared farmland, therefore the disturbance to WGP nesting habitat is expected to be 
highly unlikely and not significant.  DPIRD acknowledge the additional data provided by DBCA with respect to breeding period.  
As a precaution, construction of the portion of the Proposal adjacent to potential/known WGP habitat will be staged to avoid the 
August to early January period when breeding may potentially occur.   

• As noted in response to Issue (57), it is not possible to quantify the potential likelihood of collision by dispersing juveniles, due to 
the lack of data on (1) WGP ecology (i.e. numbers and distribution) and (2) actual records of WGP collisions with fences, 
including existing agricultural fences that lie adjacent and nearby WGP habitat.  The likelihood of collision additional to that 
already occurring with existing agricultural fences is expected to be very low.  DPIRD note that dispersing juveniles entering the 
agricultural area from woodlands may encounter multiple existing agricultural fencelines, whereas the Proposal is altering one 
fenceline at the boundary of the woodlands and agricultural area. 

• As noted in response to Issue (58), it is not possible to quantify the potential impacts of collision and determine whether these 
represent a population level impact.  DPIRD note the advice received by DBCA as presented in response to Issue (19) that 
‘deaths due to collision between Western Ground Parrots and the proposed fence are possible, but the question is whether 
there is likely to be a population level impact.  We don't know, but … the likelihood is probably fairly low’.   

• DPIRD note that the WGP is listed as Critically Endangered under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and following referral of the 
Proposal (EPBC 2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-controlled action’ thus not considered to pose a significant 
impact to the WGP or other matters protected under the EPBC Act. 

• As noted in response to Issue (53), the intentional selection of the Proposal alignment to lie at the existing interface of the Great 
Western Woodlands and agricultural areas minimises any additional impacts of predation by cats and foxes on native fauna 
including the WGP.  Implementation of the PPCMP will minimise the potential additional impacts of predation on WGP. 

• As noted in response to Issue (10), the Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan will define and manage Protectable areas 
comprising dieback vulnerable areas that are un-infested and un-interpretable.  These measures will minimise the risk of 
dieback related impacts to native vegetation including habitat for WGP. 

• As noted in response to Issue (12), the Proposal will incorporate a Weed Hygiene Management Plan to minimise the risk of 
indirect impacts to native vegetation including habitat for WGP. 

• Considering the Residual Impact Significance Model and the proposed avoidance and mitigation measures, the Proposal: 
o Is not expected to result in a significant impact to a matter protected under the EPBC Act, including the WGP, 

as per the Commonwealth’s decision on EPBC 2016/7722. 
o Is not expected to impact or remove buffers for conservation significant wetlands, and have minor clearing of 

native vegetation associated with salt lakes (see response to Issue [15]).   
o Is not expected to significantly impact conservation areas (see response to Issue [15]). 
o Is not expected to significantly impact areas recognised as having high biological diversity (see response to 

Issue [15]). 
o Is not expected to significantly impact or remove habitat necessary to maintain WGP. 

• Based on the WA Offset Policy Principles (1) and (2), DPIRD have selected avoidance and mitigation options such that the 
residual impacts to WGP are not expected to be significant.  Accordingly, DPIRD do not consider an offset as necessary under 
the WA Offset Policy and Guidelines.   
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number EPA Services comment Proponent response 

23. Offsets - Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo: 
• Quantify the impact to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
foraging habitat, including loss of significant habitat trees 
after avoidance.  
• Provide rationale as to why the proposed impact to 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo is not significant, 
demonstrating consideration of the six principles in the 
Offset Guidelines, including the Residual Impact 
Significance Model (p. 11) and the WA Offsets Template 
(Attachment 4). if sufficient justification to demonstrate 
that its impacts are not significant cannot be provided 
then a suitable offset which has been developed in 
consideration of the six offset principles in the WA 
Environmental Offset Policy 2011 (Offset Policy) and the 
Offset Guidelines should be provided. 

• As noted in response to Issue (17), the Proposal alignment within areas of potential foraging habitat for Carnaby’s Black 
Cockatoo (eastern and western ends) almost totally comprise previously chained firebreaks or cleared freehold land.  Any 
clearing of the eastern and western ends would thus be in previously chained areas that will be subject to ongoing chaining by 
DBCA irrespective of the Proposal being implemented.  The impact to potential foraging habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
along the Proposal alignment is not additional to that of previous or ongoing chaining operations by DBCA. 

• The exception is clearing of a 2.8 ha portion of vegetation near Merivale Road in the south-east portion of the Proposal 
alignment, which will occur through previously uncleared vegetation.  Clearing of this area is expected to impact foraging habitat 
for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

• The Proposal is expected to result in zero impacts to breeding habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, as the Proposal alignment 
lies outside of the breeding range for the species (Ecoscape 2017).  As a conservative precaution, the CMP will include pre-
clearing survey for potential black-cockatoo hollows prior to construction works and avoidance where practical of the 103 
potential habitat trees identified within vegetation in the Salmon Gum section of the Proposal alignment. 

• DPIRD note that Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo listed as threatened under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and following referral of 
the Proposal (EPBC 2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-controlled action’ thus not considered to pose a significant 
impact to the species or other matters protected under the EPBC Act. 

• As noted in response to Issue (10), the Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan will define and manage Protectable areas 
comprising dieback vulnerable areas that are un-infested and un-interpretable.  These measures will minimise the risk of 
dieback related impacts to native vegetation including habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

• As noted in response to Issue (12), the Proposal will incorporate a Weed Hygiene Management Plan to minimise the risk of 
indirect impacts to native vegetation including habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

• Considering the Residual Impact Significance Model and the proposed avoidance and mitigation measures, the Proposal: 
o Is not expected to result in a significant impact to a matter protected under the EPBC Act, including Carnaby’s 

Black Cockatoo, as per the Commonwealth’s decision on EPBC 2016/7722. 
o Is not expected to impact or remove buffers for conservation significant wetlands, and have minor clearing of 

native vegetation associated with salt lakes (see response to Issue [15]).   
o Is not expected to significantly impact conservation areas (see response to Issue [15]). 
o Is not expected to significantly impact areas recognised as having high biological diversity (see response to 

Issue [15]). 
o Is not expected to impact or remove habitat necessary to maintain Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. 

• Based on the WA Offset Policy Principles (1) and (2), DPIRD have selected avoidance and mitigation options such that the 
residual impacts to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo are not expected to be significant.  Accordingly, DPIRD do not consider an offset 
as necessary under the WA Offset Policy and Guidelines.   

 Social Surroundings 
24. Please provide a map showing the Proposal and the two 

native title areas. 
Appendix 6 presents a map of the Native Title areas, providing a broad overview of Native Title Areas.  Detailed Native Title 
mapping will be undertaken through the Native Title Future Act processes.   

 Other -consultation
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25. Table 6-1: Provide a revised table containing details 
regarding all consultation or provide an explanation as to 
why there is no information provided for some 
consultation. 
For example, in the response to issues column, the 
response is that “no information was provided regarding 
response to issues raised”. A further example is that the 
form of the consultation undertaken on 22 March 2012 
with members of the EERG is not provided. 

If meeting outcomes were not recorded or could not be located on file by the current DPIRD Project Manager then the comment 
was included in the ERD Table 6.1 that “no information was provided regarding response to issues raised”.  
Esperance Extension Reference Group (EERG) meetings were held in person at the DPIRD Esperance office.  DBCA 
representatives were present at all EERG meetings.  
 

26. Table 6-1: Explain the ‘North South’ alignment and 
define the sections of the SBF that this refers to.  
Please note the DPIRD is considered to be the 
proponent for the whole alignment.  Therefore it will be 
the responsibility of DPIRD to ensure that any conditions 
imposed are complied with, including for construction 
and maintenance. As such weed management issues 
will be the responsibility of the proponent.

In early stages of developing the Proposal, the alignment was referred to by the EERG as the “east-west” alignment from the start 
of the proposed alignment near Ravensthorpe to the section of fence at Parmango Road.  From Parmango Road the fence 
alignment generally turns south and was referred to as the “north-south” alignment (i.e. from Parmango Road to southern coastal 
end point of the fence near Cape Arid National Park).  
DPIRD note they are the proponent and their responsibility with respect to conditions. 
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3. Response to public submissions 
The comments on the PER are from the members of public.   

Table 2:  The Proposal – General comments 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

27 Department of 
Planning Lands and 
Heritage 

Alignment 
Freehold lot boundaries proposed to be utilised may not be 
correctly aligned within the Proposal and may be encroaching 
onto Unallocated Crown Land (UCL). It is recommended that 
the services of a surveyor be engaged to confirm the correct 
boundaries. 

A licensed surveyor has surveyed the proposed alignment and freehold boundaries in accordance with 
the Licensed Surveyors (General Surveying Practice) Regulations 1961 and the Landgate Survey and 
Plan Practice Manual.  This information has been provided to the Department of Planning Lands and 
Heritage and Landgate’s Graphic Services Section.  

28 Esperance Shire 
Bushfire Brigades 

Proposal design and construction 
It is suggested that the access points be no more than 5 
kilometres (km) apart and consultation with adjoining private 
property landholders be sort to identify suitable access point 
along the barrier fence. 
As most of the response to fire in the UCL will be with large 
machinery and logging chains along with fire trucks the access 
points need to be of a sufficient size to allow access for this 
type of machinery to avoid damage to the barrier fence. 
An access point offering an opening of 12 meters would be 
suitable for most machinery. 
The ERD, point 9 of Page 24, proposes that “Access gates will 
be placed in line with the barrier fence across minor access 
roads or at 10 km intervals if there are no existing access 
roads.” 
From a fire fighting view this will not provide enough access 
points or they will be spaced out too far apart to be practical for 
use when responding to a fire in the UCL landscape. This will 
lead to the barrier fence needing to be cut or opened at other 
points that may then lead to a loss of the fence's strength and 
structure. 

Cutting the fence in the event of a fire is the preferred option.  This gives quicker and easier access direct 
to a fire site, and limits the need for gates (which are weak points for wild dogs).  Repairing the fence 
after it has been cut and once it is safe to enter a fire zone is relatively easy but will require DPIRD to be 
notified of the damage.  

However, strategic gate placement for firefighting access can be considered in consultation with relevant 
landholders, DBCA and the Esperance Shire Bushfire Brigade prior to construction.  
 

29 Esperance Shire 
Bushfire Brigades 

Alignment 
Address the feasibility and environmental implications of 
aligning the proposed fence on the outer edge (closest to UCL) 
of chained area. 
The ESD, p. 20, states that the proposed alignment indicates 
that a large proportion of the fence (414.3km, 62.8%) will be 
situated on the currently chained fire break adjacent to private 
property. The title of Plate 4 indicates that innermost fire track 
will preferentially be re-graded for the fence if possible.  

The inner most track (i.e. closest to the agricultural boundary) is preferred where possible for several 
reasons including: 
• Ecoscape 2015 (page 130) recommended placement of the fence as close as possible to the existing 

agricultural boundary to reduce the potential for the spread of weeds and limit the overall 
fragmentation of vegetation/fauna habitat and edge affects.  

• The inner track is further away from the woodlands and thus at a lower risk of damage from wildfires or 
falling trees originating from the woodlands. 

• The inner track provides greater width of cleared/chained vegetation, increasing the fence visibility and 
minimising the likelihood of fauna collisions. 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

To allow easier access from private property to the chained fire 
break for retreatment and mitigation work when necessary it is 
recommended that the outer edge of the currently chained fire 
break is used. In some areas this may need further 
chaining/treatment of the UCL on the outer edge of the 
chained break to allow for a straighter fence.

30 Department of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation and 
Attractions 

Alignment 
Explain where the fence will be constructed within the modified 
fuel buffers and whether the fence will be positioned as close 
to the boundaries of the agricultural properties as possible to 
ensure that fuel modification operations are not compromised.  
Discuss whether the construction of the fence within modified 
fuel buffers will necessitate further clearing by DBCA to meet 
the agreed standard of between 80 and 100 m in width.  
The alignment of the proposed fence on UCL within the fire 
protection buffer must be discussed with and agreed to by 
DBCA prior to finalisation of planning and construction of the 
fence. 
Under a memorandum of understanding with the Department 
of Planning, Lands and Heritage DBCA is responsible for 
managing pre-suppression fire mitigation on unallocated crown 
land (UCL). This includes the maintenance of modified fuel 
buffers. These modified fuel buffers are created using a chain 
dragged by two bulldozers creating a width of 80 m to 100 m 
which will hold 90% of bushfires that come up against it. This 
meets the agreed standard (Standard Operating Procedure, 
Standards for Upgrading Tracks and Fire Access in the Great 
Western Woodlands; DEC 2012 and Fire Management 
Information Note G5 Fuel Modification and Fire Management; 
DPaW 2010). Currently there are long sections of survey pegs 
positioned well inside the modified buffer strip. The alignment 
of the fence along the survey pegs will compromise the intent 
and effectiveness of the buffer. This may in turn necessitate 
the clearing of additional natural vegetation, associated 
impacts and cost, to ensure that adequate bushfire protection 
is maintained. 

The Proposal involves a number of stakeholders with different interests that have been accommodated 
as far as is practicable.  There will be some impacts of locating new fence infrastructure on fire mitigation 
measures compared to no infrastructure being in place.   
There is no need for additional clearing of vegetation but in some instances chaining may need to be 
undertaken in two swaths instead of one, either side of the barrier fence using a shorter chain length.  
Either side of the barrier fence there would be a well-maintained track which DBCA could utilise via a 
barrier fence access permit provided by DPIRD.  There would be opportunities for fence maintenance 
staff, DBCA and local fire authorities to work together and combine resources to minimise cost impacts. 
The fence alignment surveyor was directed to avoid impacts to Shire road drainage ditches, which extend 
up to 40 m from some roads into UCL.  The fenceline must avoid these ditches or significant rainfall 
events will undercut the fence and allow wild dogs underneath.  Avoidance of Shire road drainage ditches 
will also facilitate ongoing Shire road drainage maintenance.  
The alignment deviates around Aboriginal places identified, some of which move the alignment further 
into the UCL/chained area.  The surveyor has also ensured the fence alignment is straight where 
possible.  In many cases existing fire tracks and chaining are not straight.   
 

31 Department of 
Planning Lands and 
Heritage 

Land tenure should be sought for any portion of the Proposal 
covering UCL. The construction of the fence in these areas can 
commence once the land tenure has been granted. 

Noted.  DPIRD has requested the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) commence the 
referral process for land tenure.   
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Table 3:  Flora and Vegetation 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

32 Wildflower 
Society of 
WA 

Survey adequacy 
Address the concerns below relating to the adequacy of surveys and 
if possible relate this to EPA’s Guidance Statement 51, the 
Environmental Factor Guideline for Flora and Vegetation and the 
Technical Guidance Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental 
Impact Assessment. 
Over thirty percent of the remnant vegetation surveyed (241 relevés 
and quadrats) for the project area was classified as either Excellent or 
Pristine condition and 98% was considered better than Very Good 
(Ecoscape 2015). An analysis of significance of the vegetation was 
affected by limited regional statistical data to compare. In addition, the 
flora and vegetation survey, although comprehensive was “not 
considered a comprehensive inventory as the recording of relevés 
focussed on dominant and characteristic species” (Ecoscape 2015) 
resulting in a disproportionate representation by Eucalyptus and 
Melaleuca. The vegetation described was also influenced by scrub 
rolling and wildfires prior to the surveys. 

• ‘Ecoscape 2015’ is interpreted to refer to Ecoscape 2017 (2017a as listed in ERD) – two references to 
Ecoscape 2015 in the ERD (Table 9-15) are from earlier drafts prior to the Ecoscape report being 
updated from ‘Final rev 1’ (July 2015) to ‘Final rev 2’ in March 2017 not detected in editing. 

• In addition to EPA Guidance Statement 51 (GS 51), the survey approach reflected DWER (formerly 
OEPA) guidance specific to the Proposal provided on 9 August 2013 which stated: ‘areas that require 
clearing whether they are intact vegetation or areas chained every five years should have a targeted 
survey for DRF or Priority Flora species. If any vegetated areas proposed to be cleared are part of a 
reserve or national park a Level 2 survey should be conducted in accordance with EPA guidance in 
Guidance 51’.   

• The combined surveys undertaken met this guidance through targeted surveys as indicated and 
Level 2 surveys in areas adjacent to the conservation estate (refer to response to Issue 4).  The 
adequacy of this approach was reflected in the ESD, which required DPIRD to ‘Conduct a Level 1 flora 
and vegetation survey within the Proposal footprint to identify and characterise flora and vegetation in 
accordance with the requirements of Guidance Statement No. 51. The survey is to include areas that 
are likely to be directly or indirectly impacted as a result of the Proposal. Targeted surveys are to be 
undertaken for conservation significant flora and communities and in areas adjacent to a conservation 
estate.’ 

• The above guidance underpinned the survey approach, which attempted to balance what was practical 
and achievable given the extensive linear scale of the Proposal while addressing EPA aims with 
respect to survey adequacy for impact assessment purposes. 

• The EPA’s Environmental Factor Guideline for Flora and Vegetation and the Technical Guidance Flora 
and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment (both published in December 2016) 
were not specifically applicable to the Proposal as this guidance were not in effect at the time the key 
field studies were undertaken in 2013 and 2014 or upon issue of the ESD in October 2016; however, 
the purpose of the technical guidance - to ensure adequate flora and vegetation data of an appropriate 
standard are obtained and used in environmental impact assessment is considered to have been met. 

• The requirements of GS 51 are summarised in the ERD Table 9-3 and how these requirements have 
been met are summarised in the ERD Section 9.1.7.  Pertinent to this submission, GS 51 requires the 
survey demonstrate appropriate scale for different areas – as stated in the ERD, the studies 
demonstrate adequate provision of resources for the survey and documentation of the flora and 
vegetation, including the intensity of sampling (the number of sites, their spacing, and their area) being 
attuned to the complexity of the flora and vegetation of the Proposal.    

• It is agreed there is limited regional statistical data available to assist comparison and analysis of 
vegetation significance, which has been addressed as reasonably and practicably possible through 
grouping of the Ecoscape (2017) local vegetation types within Vegetation Associations and 
assessment of impact of the Proposal on those Vegetation Associations as described in ERD 
Section 9.6.1 and Table 9-11, to give a regional perspective on vegetation significance.  This analysis 
shows that there is expected to be no discernible significant change in the extent of any relevant 
Vegetation Association as a result of the Proposal.  Further analysis of impact on the mapped local 
vegetation types grouped within each Vegetation Association demonstrates no significant impacts are 
expected on local vegetation types from the Proposal.  The total predicted impacts are less than 20% 
of the 6339.6 ha of vegetation mapped along the Proposal alignment.  The maximum clearing within 
any of the local vegetation types (EsGlWr) is 20% of its mapped extent along the Proposal alignment; 
however, this vegetation type is represented in Vegetation Association 486, which is well represented 
and has a total of approximately 58.7% of its pre-European extent remaining. 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 
• The comment quoted from Ecoscape 2017a (as referenced in the ERD) noting the flora and vegetation 

survey, although comprehensive was ‘not considered a comprehensive inventory as the recording of 
relevés focussed on dominant and characteristic species’ is a comment directed at the flora inventory 
(i.e. to be clear, not directly relevant to vegetation type assessment and mapping).  While the inventory 
of flora species surveyed is not comprehensive, this does not mean the inventory is empty, as the 
survey effort was high as indicated by the 189 relevés, 52 quadrats, opportunistic observations and 
conservation significant flora searches which DPIRD expects provides a reasonable assessment of 
flora within the Proposal area.   

• As described in Ecoscape (2017) the conservation significant flora searches entailed searching the 
entire study area for such species during at least one pass in 2013, with the study area traversed on 
foot (over the majority of the study area including all areas that do not have associated tracks) or by 
vehicle.  Traversing on foot was conducted in a ‘meandering’ nature between points of flora interest 
such as conservation significant flora locations.  The risk of any significant flora remaining undetected 
is highest in unsurveyed areas and will be mitigated through the commitment to undertaken pre-
clearing surveys for Threatened and Priority Flora in unsurveyed areas as described in ERD Table 13-
2. 

33 Wilderness 
Society 
Private 
Submitter 7 

Survey adequacy  
Address the concerns below relating to the adequacy of surveys and 
if possible relate this to the EPA’s Guidance Statement 51, Guidelines 
and Technical Guidance.  
The proposed Esperance extension falls within the South West 
Botanical Province, which is recognised as a biodiversity hotspot of 
international significance. The region supports many species listed 
nationally as endangered and is characterised by fine-scale 
endemism. There is a paucity of data with minimal botanical surveys 
having been undertaken in the region. Like much of the south west of 
WA, surveys that do occur often find rare, endemic or threatened 
species and/or ecological communities. A total of eighty-nine 
vegetation types were identified in the flora surveys conducted over 
parts of the study area and the vegetation condition was 
predominantly ‘Very Good or better in condition’. (ERD, p. 275). The 
Proposal as it stands will result in the clearing of 36 species of Priority 
Flora, 11 of these species located in uncleared vegetation (ERD, p. 
102). 
A detailed, multi-seasonal assessment was not undertaken of the 
potential impacts of the barrier fence on threatened flora and fauna. 
Given the large area, lack of scientific data, multiple vegetation 
communities affected and the abundance of threatened species 
potentially impacted by the Proposal, assessments should have been 
substantially more rigorous. 
Given the lack of accurate available data on flora, and the large area 
subject to clearing, disturbance and or fragmentation we suggest 
further comprehensive survey work over a number of different 
seasons is needed along any proposed fence line. 

• As noted in the response to Issue 32, the survey approach was based on GS-51, DWER (OEPA) 
guidance for the Proposal and the ESD.  The EPA’s Factor and Technical Guidance (December 2016) 
were not specifically applicable as the surveys were undertaken prior to the guidance being release.  
However, the surveys are considered to have met the requirements for adequate flora and vegetation 
data of an appropriate standard obtained and used in environmental impact assessment. 

• As noted in the response to Issue 32, the assessment of impact on vegetation associations and types 
demonstrates no significant effect on any, which reflects the narrow, linear nature of the Proposal; i.e. 
while the total area of disturbance is 816 ha, this will occur along a 15-20 m wide and 660 km long 
alignment, with a significant proportion involving re-chaining of previously chained areas, new chaining 
and utilisation of existing tracks where possible with high levels of disturbance mostly restricted to the 
6 m wide graded corridor for the fence.  Thus, any given linear sub-section of fence is expected to 
result in minimal disturbance to local and adjacent ecological systems as demonstrated by the 
assessment of impact on vegetation types, if these can be accepted as representative of (or type of 
proxy for) other local ecological elements (as inferred in the EPA Environmental Factor Guideline – 
Flora and Vegetation [EPA 2016], which recognises vegetation as a defining feature of terrestrial 
ecosystems). 

• Given the above factors the Proposal is expected to pose a low risk of significant impacts on 
conservation significant flora and communities and further comprehensive survey work is not 
considered warranted.  As noted in ERD Table 13-2, the unsurveyed areas will be subject to pre-
clearing surveys for Threatened and Priority Flora. 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

34 Wilderness 
Society 
Private 
Submitter 7 

Cumulative impact  
After further detailed multi seasons assessment are completed the 
ERD must then adequately address the direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts of the barrier fence and associated operations (e.g., repetitive 
chaining and burning) on multiple threatened species. 

• As presented in response to Issue (15), the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the Proposal to 
flora and vegetation are not expected to be significant, once avoidance and mitigation measures are 
implemented.  Key avoidance and mitigation measures include:  

o avoidance and minimisation of clearing and fragmentation through Proposal 
alignment selection and restricting grading to 6 m 

o mitigation of indirect impacts and avoiding clearing of conservation significant 
species habitat by implementing a PDMP, WHMP and CMP. 

• As noted in response to Issue (33), given the low risk of significant impacts, further comprehensive 
survey work is not considered warranted, however all unsurveyed areas will be subject to pre-clearing 
surveys for Threatened and Priority Flora. 

35 Private 
Submitter 7 

Position Statement 2 
Explain how the Proposal complies with previous EPA Position 
Statement 2: Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an element of 
Biodiversity Protection in light of the following: 
• The amount of clearing has not been minimised to the extent 
reasonably possible (see No. 42 below). 
• The cumulative impacts of clearing, fragmentation and repetitive 
chaining and burning on the identified ecotypes will be far greater 
than the proponent has presented. 
• The loss of a further 3.6 hectares (ha) of vegetation association 
4801 (Christmas trees on sandplains) is unacceptable, given only 
11% of this type remains. It is dishonest to claim that some of this will 
not be lost because it will ‘only’ be repetitively chained. Nuytsias are 
small trees and hence chaining will permanently remove them. 
• The ERD (p. 275) statement that “Total predicted residual impacts 
to the mapped extent of local vegetation types (which include water 
turnout diversions) are less than 20% and; therefore, no significant 
impacts to vegetation at a local or regional scale is expected from the 
Proposal” is not credible.  
• Many rare, restricted and threatened species or populations are 
likely to be significantly affected by the proposed fence-related 
clearing, fragmentation and repetitive chaining and burning and any 
alleged mitigation measures will be difficult and expensive to monitor 
and maintain. 
• When the impacts of climate change are added to the cumulative 
impacts of the fence-related clearing, fragmentation, chaining and 
burning, it is impossible to claim with any scientific credibility that no 
species or population will become extinct. 

It is unclear if the submission is intended to refer to EPA Position Statement (PS) 2 (Environmental 
Protection of Native Vegetation in Western Australia), or PS 3 (Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an 
element of Biodiversity Protection); however, the listed dots points appear to be most applicable to PS 2 
and each dot point is considered below in this context. 
• The amount off clearing has been minimised to the extent reasonably possible as outlined in the ERD, 

particularly Section 5, through options analysis and with the chosen option co-located and maximally 
utilising the chaining/clearing associated with DBCA fire management.  Please refer to ERD Section 
5.2.1 for a summary of modifications and refinements to the alignment undertaken with the aim to 
minimise clearing.   

• The submitter has not provided a rationale as to why they believe the cumulative impacts will be 
greater than presented in the ERD.  The ERD notes that works will occur in four types of pre-existing 
environmental conditions (uncleared vegetation, previously chained firebreak, existing 
tracks/firebreaks and previously cleared areas).  Once the fence has been established there will be 
ongoing maintenance works, involving 188 ha of chaining in previously uncleared areas every 4–6 
years, similar to existing DBCA fire management practices.  A weed and dieback management plan 
will be implemented to minimise impacts from construction and maintenance along the Proposal 
alignment.  As outlined in response to Issue 44, the Proposal is not expected to result in significant 
fragmentation or isolation impacts to flora, vegetation and fauna. 

• Other than any ongoing DBCA fire management practices as discussed in the ERD, DPIRD is not 
aware of other approved significant projects in the vicinity of the Proposal which would add to the 
cumulative impacts.  As outline in ERD Section 10.7.2 significant habitat fragmentation effects have 
largely been avoided through the maintenance of ecological corridors and Proposal alignment along 
the boundary of the agricultural area.   

• As per response to Issue 3, the Proposal will result in clearing of 1.2 ha of vegetation association 4801 
within previously uncleared vegetation.  The clearing of vegetation association 4801 has been avoided 
and minimised as far as is practicable, and is not expected to be a significant residual impact as 
removal of 1.2 ha will not significantly change the current extent of the association at 6499 ha.   

• It is not clear on what basis the submission considers the statement from ERD (p. 275) not credible.  
The sentence referred to is from ERD Table 13-2, and forms part of the summary of outcomes for 
Vegetation and Flora with respect to the EPA objective for the factor.  
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 
• It is not clear on what basis the submission considers many rare, restricted and threatened species or 

populations likely to be significantly affected by the proposed fence-related clearing, fragmentation and 
chaining.  As noted in response to Issues 15, 22 and 23, the Proposal is not expected to result in 
significant impacts to flora and vegetation, Western Ground Parrot or Carnaby’s Cockatoo.  As noted 
in response to Issue 41, the Proposal is not expected to result in significant impacts to flora, vegetation 
or fauna associated with fragmentation or isolation. 

• The final dot point is considered speculative.  The studies undertaken for the Proposal meet the EPA 
requirements for scientific credibility and are adequate to inform proper impact assessment.  The 
cumulative impacts associated with climate change are addressed in to response to Issue 55. 

36 Department 
of 
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Consostylis lepidospermoides (TF) 
Confirm the known numbers of C. lepidospermoides and the number 
of plants that will be impacted by this Proposal. 
State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys, p. 43 - Known from 34 
populations with an estimated total number of 3850 plants. Estimated 
3000 plants recorded from nine populations within the study area 
during the survey.  

Refer to response to Issue 13. 
The known numbers of C. lepidospermoides are at least 5000 plants, including 670 recorded in the 
Commonwealth Approved Conservation Advice (2008), an estimated 3000 recorded by Ecoscape (2017) 
within the 2013-2014 survey area, plus over 2100 plants recorded by Woodman Environmental (2016) 
near Ravensthorpe Nickel.  
An estimated 143 plants of C. lepidospermoides (less than 3% of the known population) were recorded 
by Ecoscape (2017) within the previously cleared portion of the Proposal alignment.  These plants were 
covered by a permit to take (No. 136-1516) issued to DBCA for firebreak chaining in March 2016.  Should 
the 143 plants have survived or regrown following the chaining undertaken by DBCA, they may potentially 
be impacted by the Proposal.  However, they will not be subject to impacts additional to previous chaining 
or ongoing chaining by DBCA irrespective of the Proposal being implemented. 
C lepidospermoides was recorded in the EeMsGa, EiMcGa, EoMtTc, EpBmMs, EpEa, EpMhGa and 
EspPmCl vegetation types mapped by Escoscape (2017a).  Within the Proposal clearing footprint 
217.9 ha of these vegetation types have been mapped, representing 12% of the area of these vegetation 
types within the surveyed area.  The above vegetation types are expected to occur more extensively 
beyond the surveyed area. 
The species is well represented outside the Proposal clearing footprint and mainly recorded in previously 
disturbed (chained) areas.  With continuation of existing management practices (i.e. chaining) the 
presence of the species is unlikely to change.   

37 Department 
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Acacia diaphana (P1) 
Further detailed information will be required in respect to final 
proposed fence alignment and number of A. diaphana plants that will 
be affected. 
State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys, page 47 - Acacia diaphana 
was known from five populations, now seven following the State 
Barrier Fence flora survey, all of which occur on unsecure tenure. 
This species is being considered for a status upgrade to threatened 
flora and the impact should therefore to be minimised. 

Of the 221 individual plants of Acacia diaphana recorded during on ground surveys, none are located 
within the Proposal alignment.  A. diaphana was recorded in the EoMs vegetation type.  Within the 
Proposal clearing footprint 0.3 ha of vegetation type EoMs has been mapped, representing 6% of the 
total area mapped for EoMS within the surveyed area.  The EoMs vegetation is expected to occur more 
extensively beyond the surveyed area. 
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Baeckea sp. Gibson (P1) 
Further detailed information will be required in respect to final fence 
alignment and number of B. sp. Gibson plants that will be affected. 
State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys, p. 48 -  Very little is known 
about this species. The location of two new populations during the 
survey has added a significant number of plants to the five records 
that previously existed.  

Of the 250 individual plants of Baeckea sp. Gibson recorded during on ground surveys, none are located 
within the Proposal alignment.  Baeckea sp. Gibson was recorded in the AcLd vegetation type.  Within 
the Proposal clearing footprint, 4.4 ha of vegetation type AcLd has been mapped, representing 12% of 
the total area mapped for AcLd within the surveyed area.  The AcLd vegetation is expected to occur more 
extensively beyond the surveyed area. 
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Eucalyptus misella (P1) 
Further detailed information will be required in respect to final fence 
alignment and number of E. misella plants that will be affected. 
State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys, p. 51 - This species is a 
potential candidate for upgrade to threatened. At least 70 individual 
plants located during the survey are not new populations. 

Of the 55 individual plants of Eucalyptus misella  recorded during on ground surveys, none are located 
within the Proposal fence alignment.  E. misella was recorded in the EdMhVr and EpBmMs vegetation 
types. Within the Proposal clearing footprint, 25.0 ha of these vegetation types has been mapped, 
representing 12% of the total area mapped for the two vegetation types within the surveyed area.  The 
two vegetation types area expected to occur more extensively beyond the surveyed area. 

40 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 

Rhizanthella gardneri (TF) 
All known and critical habitat for R. gardneri must be avoided. 
While not recorded in the field survey undertaken by Ecoscape, the 
report recognises historical records within the Oldfield River corridor 
as mentioned in State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys Section 5.2.4. 
A 1km opening in the fence will be left on the Oldfield River and this 
underground orchid should not be affected. However, the presence of 
this species must be recognised. Recent, yet to be published, genetic 
studies indicate that Rhizanthella gardneri is likely to be a distinct 
species from the Wheatbelt plants. 

No individual plants of Rhizanthella gardneri recorded during on ground surveys and as such there are no 
recorded plants within the Proposal alignment, however it is noted that the species if highly cryptic.  
DBCA recorded populations of R. gardneri are located within the EspMhLsp vegetation type.  This 
vegetation type is not located within the Proposal clearing footprint, with the total 9.2 ha of potential 
habitat mapped within the surveyed area completely avoided by the Proposal alignment.  Accordingly, no 
individual plants are expected to occur within the clearing footprint. 

41 Private 
Submitter 7 
ANON-
KP3G-
REQK-8 
2300 

Clearing 
Explain whether it is possible to construct the entire length of the 
fence on already cleared land preventing any clearing of native 
vegetation. 
On at least seven occasions the barrier fence is diverted for tens 
of km to follow cleared land boundaries that extend deep into the 
Great Western Woodlands and Cape Arid National Park. It is 
estimated that approximately 150 km of barrier fence (or 23% of the 
Proposal), and resultant clearing and chaining, would not be required 
if these diversions/incursions were removed. The following three 
changes were suggested: 
1. Place the entire barrier fence corridor (up to 20m width) within 

existing private property boundaries (except where it is shown to 
be physically impossible); 

2. Exclude from the fence the seven private property clearing 
incursions that extend deep into the Great Western Woodlands 
and the area around Cape Arid National Park; 

3. Exclude from the fence the 15 areas of natural bushland that the 
current route would permanently separate from GWW and CANP.

GIS modelling by DPIRD indicates that placing the Esperance barrier fence entirely on private property 
boundaries along a similar route to the 660 km Proposal would result in a fence length of 1033 km.  This 
is close to the 1190 km length of the existing State Barrier Fence from Kalbarri to Ravensthorpe and cost 
prohibitive.   
The private boundary fence model would be located on over 100 freehold properties with around 50 road 
crossings impacted.  The road crossings would need to be gated or have grids placed across them to 
minimise animal movement into the agricultural area.  Each grid costs around $100,000 to install.  Grids 
are also less effective at stopping movement of wild dogs, emus and kangaroos and grids and gates have 
road safety implications.  
Other negative consequences would include an increased number of emu bottlenecks, very high future 
maintenance costs and increased numbers of wildlife entanglements and injuries.  
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42 Wildflower 
Society of 
WA 

Clearing 
The distributions of many vegetation communities throughout the 
region are not fully defined and thus it is not possible to conclusively 
evaluate the impacts of clearing 79.22 hectares (ha) of vegetation 
types (BaMs and BsBeAl) identified as “likely or potentially matching 
the description of the recently listed ‘Proteaceae Dominated Kwongan 
Shrublands’ TEC” (Ecoscape 2015). 
The cumulative impact of clearing two significant vegetation 
associations for which less than 30% of their pre-European 
distribution are extant, namely “512: Shrublands; mallee scrub, 
Eucalyptus eremophila and Forrest’s marlock (E. forrestiana) and 
4801: Shrublands; heath with scattered with scattered Nuytsia 
floribunda on sandplain” (Ecoscape 2015) is also not certain.

Refer to response to Issue 14 with respect to impacts to vegetation types BaMs and BsBeAl identified as 
likely/potential to comprise the Kwongkan TEC. 
The total impact to vegetation association 512: Shrublands; mallee scrub, Eucalyptus eremophila and 
Forrest’s marlock (E. forrestiana), will be 64.2 ha.  While this impact is to a vegetation association with 
less than 30% of the pre-European distribution remaining, the entire impact area is restricted to chained 
vegetation.  Given this, there will be no new impacts to vegetation association 512. 
The total impact to vegetation association 4801: Shrublands; heath with scattered with scattered Nuytsia 
floribunda on sandplain is limited to 3.6 ha.  Of this, 2.4 ha is restricted to chained vegetation.  The 
remaining 1.2 ha is located in undisturbed vegetation next to Merivale Road and underground Telstra 
cable.  The 1.2 ha represents 0.002% of the pre-European distribution remaining.  Given there will only 
be new impacts to 1.2 ha of vegetation association 4801, clearing will not significantly change the current 
extent of this vegetation association. 

43 ANON-
KP3G-
RERP-E 

Clearing 
The EPBC listed Kwongan vegetation should not be impacted in any 
way by this Proposal. 

Refer to response to Issue 14. 
Considering DBCA advice and consistent with the WA Offsets Policy, DPIRD has amended the original 
Proposal alignment adjacent to the two identified areas of potential Kwongan TEC.  The amended 
Proposal alignment adjacent to these two areas lies over a highly disturbed portion of an existing 
firebreak adjacent to the farm boundary and introduced pine trees, thereby avoiding impacts to the two 
TEC areas.   
DPIRD note that the TEC is listed as threatened under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and following 
referral of the Proposal (EPBC 2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-controlled action’ thus not 
considered to pose a significant impact to the TEC or other matters protected under the EPBC Act.  

44 Wilderness 
Society 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERB-Z 
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Submitter 7 
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KP3G-
REQH-5 
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KP3G-
RERG-5 
112, 1239, 
1664, 2146, 
2274, 284 

Fragmentation  
Address concerns regarding further fragmentation of bushland with 
conservation values and plant populations. This should also address 
the concern that 111,086 ha of bushland will be isolated. 
The ERD p. 218 states that “The Proposal will contribute to existing 
habitat fragmentation at the boundary of the agricultural area; 
however, the impacts are expected to be minor and not significantly 
affect any fauna abundance, distribution or diversity in the region.”  
However: 
• Scientific basis should be provided for the statement quoted above. 
• Fragmentation can cause an increase in weed infestations 
(Panetta and Hopkins, 1991), facilitate the spread of plant disease 
and increase the risk and movement of fire (Panetta and Hopkins, 
1991 in Simberloff and Cox, 1987). An increase in habitats of lower 
environmental value can also occur due to changes in species 
composition, usually composed of more common “generalist’ 
coloniser species which will tolerate disturbed habitats (Radford et al., 
2007). 
• Isolation of populations occur with habitat fragmentation with 
implications such as the reduction of genetic vigour over time, 

Weed infestations and dieback 
• The majority (approximately 628.4 ha or 77.6% total) of the clearing footprint is located within chained 

vegetation which has been subjected to previous disturbance.  The fragmentation caused by the 
proposed clearing is therefore unlikely to increase weed or dieback infestations in these previously 
disturbed areas.  The Proposal will incorporate weed and dieback management plans to avoid and 
minimise the spread of weeds and dieback along the Proposal alignment, including in the 10.5% of 
portion within previously uncleared areas. 

Isolation and genetic impacts to flora and vegetation 
• The total clearing footprint will be restricted to a width of 15-20 m along the length of the fence.  

Limiting the disturbance width reduces the impacts of fragmentation to vegetation and flora, as the 
break in vegetation is unlikely to act as a permanent barrier or significantly alter the vegetation’s 
genetic vigour.  While the movement of a small number of larger species of wildlife will be restricted, 
movement of the majority of small mammals, birds and insects that act as pollinators and vectors for 
dispersal of plant propagules will not be restricted by the clearing and fence structure.  Similarly, wind-
blown plant propagules will not be significant restricted by a 15-20 m wide cleared corridor and low-
rise fence structure.  Accordingly, the Proposal is not expected to result in significant genetic isolation 
or impacts to genetic vigour of flora and vegetation in the region. 

Isolation and fragmentation of fauna habitats 
• Fragmentation impacts will be minimised through aligning the fence along the boundary of the 

agricultural area and the provision of ecological corridors at the Lort, Young and Oldfield Rivers. 
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overabundance of some species and the restriction of evolutionary 
potential (Hayward et al,. 2009). The ability for species to access 
natural resources and survive is also impacted (McArthur and Wilson, 
1967). 
• The Proposal as it stands would fragment approximately 15 
considerable areas of woodland and other native vegetation creating 
isolated remnant bush now in an agricultural zone. The total area of 
this disconnected woodland (not provided by the proponent) has been 
calculated to 111,086 ha or over 1100 sq km. This vegetation is 
currently connected to and contiguous with ecologically significant 
larger intact areas, primarily the Great Western Woodlands and Cape 
Arid National Park. 
• The Proposal is in conflict with the objectives of: 
• the federal government’s “National Wildlife Corridors Plan”, “...to 
create major links in the Australian landscape to support our 
biodiversity and its adaptation to a changing climate.” (Australian 
Government Department of Environment and Energy, n.d.) and  
• the Western Australian state objectives set out in the Department 
of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions divisions “Science and 
Conservation Strategic Plan 2014-17” which aim to provide the 
scientific bases for effective landscape-scale programs and 
“...achieve habitat, ecosystem and landscape-scale conservation and 
protection based on best practice science”. 
• further access tracks increase the ‘edge effect’ on the bushland 
reducing local population sizes. 
• Impacts may be amplified by climate change. 

• ERD Section 10.7.3 notes that the fence will not result in isolation or fragmentation of habitat for the 
majority of fauna, as all invertebrates, all reptiles, all birds (except emus) and smaller mammals will be 
able to pass through the fence.   

• Movements of small fauna may potentially be affected by the cleared corridor about the fence, 
however this will be minimised by the restricted width (15-20 m) of the corridor, the highly infrequent 
human / vehicle movements and lack of lighting along the Proposal alignment (in contrast to the barrier 
created by formalised roads).  The majority of the Proposal alignment (590.1 km or 89.5% of the total 
659.4 km) is along existing firebreaks, roads and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks 
and fences and the impacts of a cleared corridor for this portion of the Proposal alignment is not 
additional to existing effects on small fauna movements. 

• The ERD concluded that medium size mammals were most likely to be at risk of habitat fragmentation.  
Within the region, the Brush Wallaby was identified as at risk from loss of ecological connectivity.   

• The potential for isolation and fragmentation impacts to Brush Wallaby is addressed in response to 
Issue 20.  This indicates that of the 15 remnant areas of remnant vegetation (111,086 ha) that could 
be affected by fragmentation (inside and close to the fence), the majority (98.2%) were larger than 
1500 ha and considered by Everard & Bamford (2016) as at low risk of genetic isolation for Brush 
Wallaby populations.  Of the remaining 1.8%, two of the areas had connections to nearby reserve that 
would reduce the risk of isolation.  One of the 15 areas (Area 4, Reserve 43949) comprising 717 ha or 
0.65% of the total area would be at risk of genetic isolation, however the impacts are expected to be 
localised and not significantly alter the representation of significant fauna species at the regional scale. 

• Movements of larger fauna species (notably Emu and macropods) will also be restricted by the fence, 
however it is noted that these are not migratory species.  Most fauna are not expected to be reliant for 
survival on resources such as water and food sources on the agricultural side of the Proposal 
alignment, but the Proposal may affect individuals and local populations of Emus and kangaroos used 
to foraging on the relatively high energy content of crop lands or pastures and drinking from 
anthropogenic water sources.   

• As discussed in the ERD Emus and macropods will be able to utilise the ecological corridors along the 
Lort, Young and Oldfield Rivers and some Emus may still reach the coast to the east of the agricultural 
area.  The width of the gaps at these locations was developed in consultation with key stakeholders.  
The gaps associated with these three main river systems and along the coast ensure that dispersal 
and access to resources can still occur along the key ecological corridors.   

• The distribution of macropods may be impacted by the fence.  Temporary aggregations of Western 
Grey Kangaroos may occur alongside the fence, as has been documented for macropods against the 
Dingo Barrier Fence in eastern Australia (Caughley et al., 1987; Hayward and Kerley, 2009).  These 
temporary aggregations of macropods alongside the fence are likely to have limited impact to the 
species populations or wider ecology of the Great Western Woodlands. 

National Wildlife Corridors Plan 
• The National Wildlife Corridors Plan (NWCP) provides a framework to retain, restore and manage 

ecological connections in Australia, based on voluntary cooperation and the efforts of communities, 
landholders, governments and industry.  DPIRD note that the NWCP does not specify land use 
controls or regulation but is for the purposes of guiding investment and supporting stakeholder 
collaboration and sharing of information.   
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• The NWCP recognises Gondwana Link as an important foundation stone of the network of wildlife 

corridors in Australia, and notes that the aim of Gondwana Link is to protect and restore ecological 
values from Margaret River to the Great Western Woodlands.  The Gondwana Link has a broadly 
defined alignment (see figure below) which incorporates the Great Western Woodlands.  

Source: Gondwana Link Ltd (2014) Gondwana Link Whole of Link Ecological Guide Version 1.2. 
Gondwana Link Ltd., Albany, WA. 

• The Proposal has been designed with careful consideration to the presence and values of the adjacent 
Great Western Woodlands as part of the Gondwana Link.  This includes: 

o selection of an alignment that maximises use of existing cleared areas and minimises 
fragmentation of native vegetation 

o restricting grading to a 6 m wide corridor 
o providing ecological corridor gaps at key locations 
o a fence design that allow all invertebrates, reptiles, birds (except emus) and smaller 

mammals to pass through. 
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• Accordingly, the Proposal has been designed to maximise alignment with the aims of NWCP and 

Gondwana Link as non-regulatory initiatives, within the regional economic development objectives of 
the Proposal and other alignment planning considerations (e.g. avoiding emu bottlenecks and 
Aboriginal heritage sites). 

Science and Conservation Strategic Plan 
• The DBCA Science and Conservation Strategic Plan 2014-17 guides activities by DBCA’s Science and 

Conservation Division.  The objective referred to in the submission is for the Wildlife component of the 
Strategic Plan and in full reads: ‘Conserve and manage the State’s native plants and animals and 
achieve habitat, ecosystem and landscape-scale conservation and protection based on best practice 
science’.  The objective is then to be delivered by actions specified under the Wildlife component of 
the Strategic Plan.  None of the actions specifically address fragmentation or isolation, however one 
action is to manage the conservation status of threatened species and ecological communities, 
including listing and recovery plans.   

• The Proposal has been designed and assessed with the consideration of the most up to date listing, 
conservation and recovery advice for threatened species and ecological communities.  This includes 
selection of an alignment that avoids and minimises impacts to threatened species and ecological 
communities, and provision of specific mitigation measures for the Western Ground Parrot.   

Further Access Tracks  
• The majority (89.5%) of the Proposal alignment is along existing firebreaks and cleared farmland that 

have existing clearing, tracks and fences and the impacts of access tracks for this portion of the 
Proposal alignment is not additional to existing effects on small fauna movements.  

• The Proposal will incorporate weed and dieback management plans to avoid and minimise the spread 
of weeds and dieback along the Proposal alignment, including in the 10.5% of the Proposal alignment 
within previously uncleared areas. 

Climate Change Effects 
• The cumulative impacts associated with climate change are addressed in to response to Issue 55. 

45 Wildflower 
Society of 
WA 

Phytophthora dieback 
Address the level of scientific certainty with regard to P. cinnamomi as 
discussed below. 
The vegetation within the study area currently “contained very low 
levels of weed invasion” and P. cinnamomi pathogens and evidence 
of disease was “not observed within or immediately adjacent to the 
project area” other than an infestation of P. inundata towards the 
eastern end of the study area and P. roacearum adjacent to Bandalup 
Road (Ecoscape, 2015).  
The Dieback Report (Ecoscape, 2015) notes that the majority of the 
study area was considered “uninterpretable” due to inadequate rain 
and because of a lack of reliable indicator species. The report 
estimates that 4,187.49 hectares of the survey area is vulnerable to 
dieback. 

As presented in response to Issues (10) and (11), the majority of the Proposal alignment that is 
vulnerable to dieback is not considered interpretable primarily due to a lack of reliable dieback indicator 
species (Glevan 2015).  Undertaking additional dieback surveys is likely to record similar findings as the 
2014 survey, irrespective of rainfall conditions, therefore DPIRD do not propose to repeat surveys across 
the full Proposal alignment.   
To address the uncertainty in the extent of dieback within the Proposal alignment, the Phytophthora 
Dieback Management Plan (PDMP) will incorporate a risk-based approach that defines and protects 
Protectable areas, including known un-infested areas and uninterpreted areas.  The PDMP will 
incorporate dieback hygiene measures for Protectable areas that include managing access through 
known and potential dieback infested areas, and specific protection for high environmental value areas.  
This risk-based approach is consistent with the DBCA Dieback Management Manual and National Best 
Practice Guidelines. 
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46 Department 
of 
Biodiversity 
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Attractions 

Phytophthora dieback - management 
It is recommended that a detailed Phytophthora dieback hygiene 
managed plan is prepared for the proposed works and implemented if 
the project proceeds. 
The reference to the 400 mm isohyet, p. 9 of Appendix 4, is a useful 
guideline but should be considered in the context of susceptible 
vegetation. Proteaceous species occur in lower rainfall areas to the 
east of Salmon gums and dieback may be at risk during periods of 
high summer rainfall and persistent warm conditions – two factors that 
enhance the likelihood of Phytophthora dieback. 

As presented in response to Issue (10), DPIRD will prepare a Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan 
(PDMP) for construction and maintenance works. 
Glevan (2015) considered the influence of summer rainfall (above 50mm) in the determination of 
vulnerable areas (see Section 7.1.1 of report).  
The PDMP will include identification of Protectable areas along the Proposal alignment including 
consideration of dieback vulnerable areas.  The identification of Protectable areas will be undertaken by a 
Registered Dieback Interpreter who is appropriately qualified to consider the influence of total and 
summer rainfall on dieback occurrence. 
 

47 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 

Phytophthora dieback and weed hygiene – management 
Principles of environmental management, in terms of Phytophthora 
dieback and weed hygiene and impacts to conservation significant 
flora within vegetation modified buffers and related DBCA permits, will 
need to be considered in any ongoing management and maintenance 
of the barrier fence when completed and vested within the Western 
Australian Agricultural Authority. 
The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
should also liaise with DBCA on vegetation modification to identify 
synergies between the fence maintenance program and the 
maintenance of the UCL interface fuel mitigation program for bushfire 
protection. 

As discussed in response to Issue (10), the Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan will delineate 
responsibilities and communication between DPIRD and DBCA in ongoing management of dieback within 
the barrier fence and firebreaks. 
DPIRD note the requirement to align management of fence maintenance activities, including fire 
reduction, with DBCA activities in adjacent UCL and reserves. 
  

48 Wildflower 
Society of 
WA 
ANON-
KP3G-
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112, 1239, 
1664, 2146, 
2274 

Phytophthora dieback and weed – mitigation 
Discuss how phytophthora and weeds will be mitigated during 
construction and operation, and the effectiveness of proposed 
hygiene practices. 
Clearing and use of machinery to construct and then maintain the 
proposed fence line will undoubtedly greatly increase the risk of 
introduction of weeds and pathogens, even with hygiene practices in 
place. 
Additional measures to prevent the spread of dieback disease during 
and after construction (i.e. locked gates to prevent public access 
along the fence) 

Proposed management of dieback is discussed in the response to Issue (10). 
Proposed management of weeds is presented in the Weed Hygiene Management Plan as presented in 
Appendix 3. 
DPIRD note that there is currently no prohibition to public access along the existing fire tracks that occupy 
the majority of the Proposal alignment.  If the Proposal is implemented, it will be an offence under 
Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Regulation 51 to travel along the barrier fence reserve unless 
the person has obtained prior written consent of the Direct Generation, subject to a fine of $10,000.  
Prohibition signage will be located regularly at entry points to the barrier fence reserve.  The penalty and 
signage is expected to reduce public access within the existing fire tracks and new barrier fence tracks, 
thereby potentially reducing the spread of weeds and dieback. 
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49 Gondwana 
Link 

Weed management 
Indicate whether DPIRD will ensure herbicide spraying will be 
effective and efficient, ensuring no unnecessary vegetation and tree 
deaths. 
Previous management of the existing Barrier Fence has included use 
of strong herbicides (principally a combination of Glyphosate and 
Metsulfuron) that has led to extensive tree deaths. We understand 
DPIRD has modified its procedures but strongly suggest that the 
fence include constraints on herbicide use on native vegetation.  

Herbicides may be used to control tree re-growth through the fenceline and on the 6m wide graded 
vehicle track immediately adjacent to the fence.   
The use of metsulfuron herbicide may be applied at rates consistent with the manufacturer’s instructions 
to minimise potential non-target vegetation poisoning.  Metsulfuron degradation products are non toxic 
and metsulfuron has low mammalian toxicity

2
. 

Risk assessments will be carried out by fence maintenance staff prior to spraying to ensure: 
• Herbicide application is timed to avoid wet ground/seasonal conditions and susceptible soil types 

which could contribute to off target effects.  
• Spray swath width is minimised to cover the immediate fence line and maintenance track only. 
• Wind speed and direction are accounted for and recorded on the day of spraying. 
 

50 Birdlife 
Western 
Australia  
ANON-
KP3G-
RERP-E 
 

Offsets 
Offsets should be provided for: 
• the loss of 816 ha of native vegetation for example a similar area of 
high ecological restoration standard revegetation in strategic local and 
regional locations 
Offsets should include: 
• the purchase of 816 ha of agricultural land – adjacent to nature 
reserves -for revegetation 
• limit fragmentation of the Great Western Woodlands by building the 
fence extension around existing nature reserves and any ‘buy-backs’ 
-not through them 
• better management of the Great Western Woodlands 
• increased efforts to tackle feral animals in the Great Western 
Woodlands 
• research funding to identify new methods to tackle feral animals.

• As presented in response to Issue (15), DPIRD have selected avoidance and mitigation options such 
that the residual impacts to flora and vegetation are not expected to be significant.  Accordingly, 
DPIRD do not consider an offset as necessary under the WA Offset Policy and Guidelines.   

 

Table 4:  Terrestrial Fauna 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

51 Gondwanna 
Link  

Survey adequacy fauna 
Address the concerns that the ERD relies heavily on limited survey 
work in a relatively poorly known area: 

• The Australian Bustard is not a conservation listed species.  The species can take off and reach vertical 
heights of around 5 m very quickly and this has been observed on numerous occasions in locations such 
as the Pilbara, Great Sandy Desert, Barkly Tablelands and the Kimberleys  
Consequently, a fence at 1.35 m in height is not expected to cause a significant impact to this species. 

• Refer to responses to Issues (57) to (61) regarding impacts to the Western Ground Parrot. 

                                                           
2
 http://www.herbiguide.com.au/Descriptions/hg_metsulfuron_mode_toxicity_fate_properties_regulations.htm  
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• bustards (Ardeotis australis) are not included in the bird list, 

though relatively common in the area, one of their last southern 
stongholds, particularly in some seasons. They are low heavy 
flyers, particularly when disturbed, and susceptible to being 
entangled in any Barrier Fence. 

• Western Ground Parrot – while there may be ‘no known 
populations within 2 kms’ their extent is not yet fully surveyed, 
as recognised on p. 211 of the ERD. Given their Critically 
Endangered status no risks to potential habitat or possible 
future occurrences is acceptable. Having seen WGP in flight we 
suggest the statement on p. 230, that flights are likely to be 
above tree top height, to be incorrect. 

• Recent overall survey date should be included such as Birdlife 
Australia’s survey work in the Great Western Woodlands. This 
work has been conducted for many years, with a number of 
‘new’ sightings and data being recorded on species trends and 
movement. 

• Carnaby Cockatoo breeding sites – the assumption that 
because the area is outside the ‘known breeding range’ 
breeding does not occur seems open to question. Our 
understanding is that even the occurrence of these birds in parts 
of the Great Western Woodlands is relatively new information, 
and they may well have breeding sites. Confirmation that all 
potential breeding trees will be checked (ERD, p. 212) is 
required. 

• Chudich (Dasyurus geoffroii) – while apparently only one 
possible occurrence was noted in survey work cited (tracks) it is 
well known that they occur across the area, perhaps particularly 
in the western end of the Proposal, and have on occasion fallen 
victim to baits and trapping intended for ‘wild dogs’. As further 
baiting and trapping is foreshadowed on the Great Western 
Woodland side of the proposed fence as part of this Proposal 
what mitigation measures will be taken to provide greater 
protection for this species. 

• Read-tailed phascogale. The ERD indicates that this species 
persists in old growth wandoo woodlands, however, they are 
also well known to persist in Allocasuarina huegaliana 
woodlands, of which there are a number of areas along and 
adjacent to the proposed fence.  

• As per ERD Section 10.7.1, the CMP will include pre-clearing survey for potential Black Cockatoo hollows 
prior to construction works and avoidance where practical of the 103 potential habitat trees identified 
within vegetation in the Salmon Gum section of the Proposal alignment. 

• Chudich are potentially susceptible to 1080 poison through wild dog baiting.  The Predator and Pest 
Control Management Plan (PPCMP) identifies additional wild dog control strategies to complement the 
current control being undertaken in the Esperance Ravensthorpe area.  The intent of the Proposal is to 
reduce the overall need for wild dog control including baiting by implementation of a fence as a non-lethal 
control measure. 

• The Red-taileed Phascogale (RTP) primarily occupy remnant woodlands in upland areas with Wandoo 
(Eucalyptis wandoo) and Rock Sheoak (Allocasuarina huegeliana).  In lowland areas they typically occur 
along riverine corridors and lake margins, often in areas of mature York Gum (Eucalyptus loxophleba) 
and Swamp Sheoak (Casuarina obesa) as these habitats provide hollows and a continuous canopy that 
the species requires. The nearest and most recent record of the RTP to the Proposal alignment comes 
from 1997 near Jerdacttup which is about 15 km from the alignment (Short and Hide 2012).  The areas of 
vegetation to be cleared as a result of the Proposal are typically Mallee and other vegetation types that 
are unlikely to have hollows of suitable size for the species to den in. 

 
References 
Short, J., and Hide, A. (2012).  Distribution and status of the red-tailed phascogale 
(Phascogale calura). Australian Mammalogy 34, 88–99. 
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52 Wilderness 
Society 
 

Survey adequacy  
Address the concerns below relating to the adequacy of surveys 
and if possible relate this to the EPA’s Guidance Statement 56, 
Guidelines and Technical Guidance.  
A detailed, multi-seasonal assessment was not undertaken of the 
potential impacts of the barrier fence on threatened flora and 
fauna. Given the large area, lack of scientific data, multiple 
vegetation communities affected and the abundance of threatened 
species potentially impacted by the Proposal, assessments should 
have been substantially more rigorous. 
The ERD has failed to adequately address the direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts of the barrier fence and associated operations 
on multiple threatened species. 
Among the endangered and vulnerable fauna found or likely to be 
found in the vicinity of the Proposal are Malleefowl (Leipoa 
ocellata) , Western Quoll or ‘Chuditch’ (Dasyurus geoffroii), 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus latirostris) , Western 
Brush Wallaby (Macropus irma), Quenda (Isoodon obesulus 
fusciventer), Red-tailed Phascogale (Phascogale calura), Numbat 
(Myrmecobius fasciatus), Dibbler (Parantechinus apicalis), Heath 
Mouse (Pseudomys shortridgei) and Western Ground Parrot 
(Pezoporus flaviventris). These are just some of the significant 
species that are holding on in an increasingly disturbed 
environment. 
Given the lack of accurate available data on fauna, and the large 
area subject to clearing, disturbance and or fragmentation we 
suggest further comprehensive survey work over a number of 
different seasons is needed along any proposed fence line.

• The fauna surveys undertaken met the requirements for the Proposal as set out in the ESD; namely to 
conduct Level 1 terrestrial fauna surveys to identify and characterise terrestrial fauna, fauna habitat and 
habitat connectivity that may be impacted directly and indirectly by the implementation of the Proposal.  
As discussed in ERD Section 10.1.4 the environmental studies undertaken for this Proposal fulfil the 
requirements of a terrestrial biological study appropriate to the scale and nature of impact of the 
Proposal.  

• The submitter has not provided a rationale for their assertion the ERD fails to adequately address direct, 
indirect and cumulative impacts.  ERD Section 10.7 addresses these issues as required.  As stated in 
Section 10.7.2 (cumulative impacts) the landscape between the Great Western Woodlands and the coast 
is predominantly cleared and habitat remnants are highly fragmented.  The Proposal alignment follows 
the edge of the Esperance agricultural area with largely cleared farmland to the south and largely intact 
vegetation in the lower rainfall Great Western Woodlands to the north and east.  The clearing of 
approximately 188 ha of fauna habitat in previously uncleared areas will not significantly change the 
availability of fauna habitat either locally or regionally.  Clearing of 628.4 ha within previously chained 
areas is not additional to previous or ongoing chaining operations by DBCA irrespective of the Proposal 
being implemented.  As noted in response to Issue 44 the Proposal is not expected to cause significant 
impacts to fauna associated with fragmentation or isolation. 

• All species listed in the submission have been considered in the ERD with all bar the Numbat, Dibbler 
and Heath Mouse subject to impact assessment and management measures described as appropriate.  
The Numbat and Dibbler were assessed as out of range of their occurrence and the Heath Mouse as 
unlikely to occur therefore further impact assessment and management was not considered in the ERD.   

• As stated in ERD Section 10.8 targeted searches for conservation significant fauna (such as Malleefowl 
mounds and potential habitat trees) will be undertaken prior to clearing within any section of the Proposal 
alignment that has not been previously surveyed. 

53 Private 
Submitter 7 

Assessment 
Adequate assessment of the information provided in survey reports 
is required. 
The key study relied on by the proponent in relation to the impacts 
of the barrier fence on the Western brush wallaby is the Everard 
and Bamford (2016) study. Contrary to the claims of the ERD in 
relation to population viability and habitat area, the study authors 
state: 
• There is currently a lack of data for Brush Wallabies in terms of 

population dynamics, numbers of animals and area required to 
support a minimum viable population specific for the Esperance 
region (or indeed any region). 

• The potential impacts to the Western Brush Wallaby are addressed in response to Issue (20).  As 
concluded, any impact to the population (if present) within native vegetation patches in the agricultural 
area would be localised and not expected to significantly alter the representation of the Priority 4 species 
at a regional scale.   

• DPIRD acknowledge the potential for the Western Brush Wallaby population (if present) within native 
vegetation patches in the agricultural area to vary in density from that recorded at Whiteman Park.  There 
is thus potential for the regional populations to require greater than 1500 ha as a viable habitat.  DPIRD 
note that out of the 111,086 ha of native vegetation patches within the Proposal alignment, a total of 
99,012 ha (89.1%) comprises patches exceeding 5000 ha in area.  Therefore, even if the regional 
population is present in densities as low as one third that of Whiteman Park, the majority of the population 
within the fence would still be within viable habitats.  Accordingly, DPIRD do not expect the Proposal to 
significantly impact the species at a regional scale. 
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• A population of 250 individuals at a density of 0.16 

wallabies/hectare would require approximately 1500 hectares 
(ha) to be viable, although it is not known if the population 
density in Whiteman Park would also occur in the barrier fence 
project area. 

• The overall abundance of the Fox may not alter either side of 
the fence, but Foxes (and Cats) are attracted to disturbance and 
tracks (Graham et al., 2012), and therefore there may be a 
localised concentration of predators along the fence. (Links to 
No. 89 and 90) 

• The consequences of such changes in abundance and 
distribution for Brush Wallabies are uncertain. While the species 
co-exists with high densities of Grey Kangaroos in Whiteman 
Park, probably because the wallaby is a browser and the 
kangaroo a grazer (Bamford and Bamford, 2002), an increase in 
the abundance of Foxes is a concern. This would especially be 
the case for small, isolated wallaby populations located within 
the fenced agricultural zone. 

• There could also be an increase in the concentration of 
predators outside and along the fence (due to predators being 
attracted by disturbance and ready access) which could 
increase predation rates upon juvenile wallabies. Predation 
pressure would also increase in those areas where the fence 
passes through previously unfenced areas, as the fence and 
associated tracks would provide ready access for predators. 

• Chaining native vegetation close to the fence to reduce fuel 
loads may create foraging habitat for wallabies, but could also 
expose the species to increased predation by attracting them 
into areas that do not provide shelter. They could also be more 
vulnerable to being trapped against the fence by predators. 
Similarly, gaps located in the fence may facilitate the movement 
of wallabies but may also act as a funnel for predators. On a 
much smaller scale, this has been demonstrated with fauna 
underpasses established beneath major roads (Harris et 
al.2010). 

• During a wildfire, the fence may act as a barrier and restrict the 
movement of wallabies to vacate the area. In this situation 
occurs to a small and isolated population, there is the potential 
for local extinction. (Links to No.70) 

The ERD (p. 22) claims the wallabies will be able to jump over the 
fence – which will presumably apply even more so to the Western 
grey kangaroos the fence is supposed to exclude. 
“In addition to connectivity along road reserves, Brush wallabies 
have been observed to leap over a 1.2 m capture net (Everard & 
Bamford, 2016), so some individuals may occasionally pass over 
the proposed barrier fence which is 1.35 m high.”

• As noted in response to Issue (88), the majority of the Proposal alignment (590.1 km or 89.5% of the total 
659.4 km) is along existing firebreaks, roads and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks and 
fences that may be subject to increased activity by cats and foxes.  The intentional selection of the 
Proposal alignment to lie at the existing interface of the Great Western Woodlands and agricultural areas 
therefore minimises any additional impacts of predation by cats and foxes on native fauna.  
Implementation of the PPCMP will minimise the potential additional impacts of predation on native fauna. 

• As noted in ERD Section 5.1.2, integrated wild dog control (trapping, baiting and shooting) will continue to 
be undertaken to reduce the passage of wild dogs through the unfenced gaps associated with the river 
crossings and the 3.2 km open coastal end point.  A PPCMP has been prepared for DPIRD to implement 
predator control at the unfenced gaps.  These measures will reduce the potential for predation of native 
fauna at the unfenced gaps. 

• As noted in response to Issue (80), the existing farm boundary fences along the Great Western 
Woodlands are expected to have a similar bushfire risk to medium to large fauna.  The 80-100 m wide 
chained DBCA firebreak along large sections of the Proposal alignment will provide some protection from 
bushfires, depending on the severity of the fire.   
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54 3-25, 1004, 
112, 4-71 

Assessment 
The submitters note that wallaby populations have been recorded 
along the western edge of the GWW close to the proposed 
alignment and that the populations are uncommon and that 
clearing for the Proposal may impact on the populations viability. 

The potential impacts to Western Brush Wallaby are addressed in response to Issues (20), (44) and (54).  
As noted in these responses, impacts to the species are expected to be localised and not expected to 
significantly alter the representation of the Priority 4 species at a regional scale. 
 

55 Wilderness 
Society 
Private 
Submitter 7 

Cumulative impact  
After further detailed multi season field work and assessment for 
fauna are completed the ERD must then adequately address the 
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the barrier fence and 
associated operations (e.g., repetitive chaining and burning) on 
multiple threatened species. 
The ERD has assessed the cumulative impacts of clearing fauna 
habitat in a simplistic manner and should consider the complexity 
of understanding clearing, disturbance and habitat fragmentation 
impacts on species populations. The assessment also fails to 
consider the current lack of knowledge on key species impacted 
such as the Western Brush Wallaby, Western Ground Parrot, 
Malleefowl for which there is a lack of substantive data on 
population numbers and the location of populations. 
Construction of the barrier fence would inevitably lead to further 
intensification of burning and chaining operations along the length 
of the fence, given that DBCA will use the fence corridor as a burn-
break allowing for even more frequent and extensive burning and 
chaining operations. 

• The indirect and cumulative impacts of the Proposal have been fully assessed and include the following 
matters addressed elsewhere in this response document: 

o Issues (10), (11) and (44): dieback and weeds. 
o Issue (44): fragmentation and isolation. 
o Issue (56): climate change. 
o Issues (20), (44) and (54): Western Brush Wallaby. 
o Issues (57) to (61): Western Ground Parrot.   
o Issue (72):  Malleefowl. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the majority (89.5%) of the Proposal alignment is along existing 
firebreaks and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks and fences.  As noted in response to 
Issue (70), the Proposal alignment has been selected to run along the boundary of the Great Western 
Woodlands rather than intruding into the woodlands or running at right angles to the broadly defined 
alignment of the Gondwana Link.  The alignment selection therefore significantly reduces the impact of 
burning and chaining operations to the Great Western Woodlands and associated fauna populations. 

• Given the assessment of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to fauna, further comprehensive survey 
work is not considered warranted, however all unsurveyed areas will be subject to pre-clearing surveys 
for conservation significant fauna 

 

56 Gondwana 
Link 
Private 
Submitter 7 

Climate change 
The following questions were raised with regards to the impacts of 
the Proposal in conjunction with climate change: 
• what are the likely fauna shifts due to climate change 
• how will the fauna shifts be affected by the Proposal 
• what is the predicted effect on the effectiveness of the barrier 

fence, and 
• what will the predicted effect on regional environments and 

species? 
CSIRO/BOM predicted climate change for the region in question, 
“Southern and south-western flatlands-west”, as follows: 
• Average temperatures will continue to increase in all seasons 

(very high confidence) 
• More hot days and warm spells are projected with very high 

confidence. Fewer frosts are projected with high confidence 

The following response is made with respect to fauna shifts, regional environments and species: 
• The potential fauna shifts due to climate change in the region have not been studied and therefore 

remain uncertain.  However, given the changes in temperature and rainfall noted by the submitter, there 
is potential for some fauna populations to experience a gradual shift over time to areas of more 
favourable habitat (e.g. to the south or south-west to areas retaining higher rainfall supporting greater 
vegetation vigour), and potential for increasing frequencies of episodic movements of fauna escaping 
fires or drought conditions.  

• The Proposal lies along the interface of an extensive area of intact fauna habitat (Great Western 
Woodlands) and an extensive area of cleared, depauperate fauna habitat (agricultural areas to the 
south).  The cleared agricultural lands to the south have isolated corridors and patches of native 
vegetation that are unlikely to support widescale shifts of fauna populations from the Great Western 
Woodlands.   

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the fence will not impede movement for the majority of fauna, with all 
invertebrates, all reptiles, all birds (except emus) and smaller mammals able to pass through the fence.  
Therefore, the fence is not expected to affect potential climatic shifts for the majority of fauna species.   

• As noted in response to Issue (44), movements of small fauna may potentially be affected by the cleared 
corridor about the fence, however this will be minimised by the restricted width (15-20 m) of the corridor, 
the restricted width (6 m) of the graded portion of the corridor, the highly infrequent human / vehicle 
movements and lack of lighting along the Proposal alignment (in contrast to the barrier created by 
formalised roads).   



  State Barrier Fence Extension 

DAF16515_01 R004 Rev 0  

12-Jul-18   42 

No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 
• A continuation of the trend of decreasing winter rainfall is 

projected with high confidence. Spring rainfall decreases are 
also projected with high confidence. Changes in other seasons 
unclear, although downscaling suggests a continuation of the 
observed autumn declines 

• Increased intensity of extreme rainfall events is projected, with 
high confidence 

• Mean sea level will continue to rise and height of extreme sea-
level events will also increase (very high confidence) 

• A harsher fire-weather climate in the future (high confidence) 
• On annual and decadal basis, natural variability in the climate 

system can act to either mask or enhance any long-term human 
induced trend, particularly in the next 20 years and for rainfall. 
However, SSWFW is one region of the world with very high 
model consensus on forced drying during the observed period 
and in the near-term, and 

• Time spent in drought is projected (with high confidence) to 
increase over the course of the century. 

In summary, the fence-related climate change effects and 
implications include: 
• More extreme weather events (floods, fires, winds) are likely to 

repeatedly damage the barrier fence and make it increasingly 
ineffective and difficult and expensive to maintain 

• Changing climate is likely to lead to a reduction in, or significant 
changes to, faming activity in the fence target area 

• There is likely to be decrease ability of native ecosystems 
adjacent to the proposed barrier fence to withstand the 
combined impacts of climate change together with planned 
repetitive chaining and prescribed burning associated with the 
barrier fence, and  

• Native animal populations are likely to decline, and any 
populations that remain in isolated areas of fenced-off bushland 
are less likely to survive. 

• The majority of the Proposal alignment (590.1 km or 89.5% of the total 659.4 km) is along existing 
firebreaks, roads and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks and fences and the potential 
effects on fauna shifts for this portion of the Proposal alignment is not additional to existing effects on 
small fauna movements. 

• The Proposal alignment incorporates gaps along each of the major ecological corridors identified for the 
Lort, Young and Oldfield Rivers and the coastal strip, facilitating potential fauna shifts should these occur 
along the riverine habitat or coastal strip of the corridors.   

• Based on the above considerations, the fence is not expected to result in a significant impact to regional 
environments or fauna species in the event of climate-related fauna shifts. 

 
The following response is made with respect to the predicted effect of climate change on the effectiveness 
of the barrier fence: 
• The Proposal incorporates substantial gaps about major rivers and is not expected to be subject to 

significant damage from flooding. 
• The Proposal alignment is mostly within existing firebreaks and cleared farmland to minimise the 

exposure to wildfires originating from the woodlands. 
• The Proposal incorporates ongoing chaining of vegetation for firebreak maintenance to substantially 

reduce the risk of fire damage to the fence and maximise the longevity of government and private sector 
investment.   

• The Proposal assists farmers to manage their productivity in the face of climate change, by dealing with 
factors that can be effectively and directly managed.  The Proposal will provide increased business 
certainty for small livestock producers by reducing the impacts and risk of wild dog attacks.  It will also 
provide an opportunity for grain-only businesses to diversify and spread their risk to include small 
livestock with less fear of potential wild dog impacts.  Grain and pasture farmers will benefit through 
increased yields and reduced infrastructure damage caused by emus and kangaroos 

 

57 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERG-5 

Western Ground Parrot - collision  
Address the potential likelihood of collision by dispersing juveniles. 
Details of potential collision risks are discussed below: 

a. When young WGP are dispersing from habitat 
in Cape Arid National Park there is potential 
for collisions when they move through 
potential habitat near the proposed fence. 

Consultation has been undertaken with DBCA  and incorporated into 
the following response: 
• It is not possible to quantify the potential likelihood of collision by dispersing juveniles, due to the lack of 

data on (1) WGP ecology (i.e. numbers and distribution) and (2) actual records of WGP collisions with 
fences, including existing agricultural fences that lie adjacent and nearby WGP habitat. 

• DPIRD acknowledge that there is potential WGP habitat adjacent to approximately 50 km of the eastern 
end of the Proposal alignment (ERD Figure 10-2), and that WGP disperse considerable distances (tens of 
kilometres) from known breeding areas and thus could potentially encounter the barrier fence. 

• DPIRD acknowledge that fence collisions have been recorded for other bird species within Australia, 
including the Night Parrot which is the closest relative to the WGP. 
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b. Dispersing ground parrots can sometimes 
move tens of kilometres from areas known to 
be ‘permanently’ occupied, as demonstrated 
following the 2015 fires. In this case, there is 
potential ground parrot habitat adjacent to 
approximately 50 km of the length of proposed 
fence alignment. Therefore, birds may move 
through his area. 

c. It is not known whether dispersing birds do so 
under conditions of high visibility, but it is 
known that birds do fly short distances during 
the calling periods, which occur in the hour 
before sunrise and the hour after sunset, so 
dispersing birds may be flying under low light 
conditions.  

d. WGP fly at a height of less than 3-4 metres, 
often much lower, and could easily be flying 
over the heath at a height that could lead them 
to collide with a fence that was about 1.3 m 
high. Evidence should be provided to support 
the statement in the ERD (Section 10.7.5) that 
WGP are “most likely to be above treetop level 
(i.e. above fence height)”. Dispersal routes are 
most likely going to be through ground parrot 
habitat (i.e. shrubland) and this is likely to be 
about 0.5 m height (albeit sometimes with 
scattered stunted mallees or banksias). 

e. If dispersing birds do not find suitable habitat 
in which to settle, they are likely to return to 
their natal area and therefore may be at risk of 
collision with the proposed fence on their 
return journey. Dispersing birds are therefore 
not necessarily lost to the population, as is 
implied in Section 10.7.1 of the ERD. 

• DPIRD note that there are existing agricultural fences that lie adjacent and nearby the known and 
potential WGP habitat identified by DBCA (ERD Section 10.3.2, Figure 10-2).  The existing agricultural 
fences are typically 7 line ringlock wire (see Plate 2) and have a height of 1.1-1.2 m, gaps at 15cm high x 
30cm wide, a line of barbed wire at the top, and no visual markers to deter WGP collisions.  By 
comparison, the barrier fence will have a height of 1.35 m, gaps at 10 cm high x 15 cm wide, no barbed 
wire, and 1.3 m high fluorescent markers at about 2.3 m intervals.   

• The WGP has a wingspan of approximately 25-35 cm and thus could potential collide with both the 
existing agricultural fences or with the barrier fence, however the barrier fence will be provided with 
fluorescent markers whereas the existing agricultural fences do not.  DPIRD note that dispersing 
juveniles exiting the WGP habitat of the woodlands and entering the agricultural areas would already 
encounter multiple agricultural fence lines (as they cross property boundaries) and thus potential collision 
hazards, irrespective of the Proposal being implemented. 

 

 
Plate 2:  Existing agricultural fencing along the eastern portion of the Proposal alignment 
Source: DPIRD 
 
• The likelihood of collision by dispersing juveniles with the barrier fence additional to that already occurring 

with existing agricultural fences cannot be quantified, but is expected to be very low due to the following 
factors: 
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o The small population size (estimated 150 birds and potentially less following recent 

bushfires), which reduces the total frequency of dispersing juvenile flights and thus the 
frequency of potential fence encounters.  DPIRD note that consequence / significance 
of collisions (as opposed to likelihood) is considered separately in response to 
Issue (58). 

o The new fence replacing existing ringlock and barbed wire agricultural fencing, which 
are of a comparable height and also present a collision hazard for WGP. 

o Dispersing juveniles entering the agricultural area may encounter multiple existing 
agricultural fencelines, whereas the Proposal is altering one fenceline at the boundary 
of the woodlands and agricultural area. 

o The new fence incorporating fluorescent markers compared to the existing un-markered 
agricultural fences, which decreases the likelihood of collision from the existing 
situation.  

o The new fence does not incorporate barbing compared to the existing barbed wire 
agricultural fences, which decreases the risk of injury upon collision from the existing 
situation. 

58 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERG-5 

Western Ground Parrot - significance  
Address the concerns raised below with regards to the significance 
of potential impacts on the WGP population: 

f. DBCA notes that a modelling project 
undertaken in collaboration with Curtin 
University identified areas of potential habitat. 
DBCA recognises that there is a lack of survey 
effort throughout much of the potential habitat. 
Due to a lack of survey in the potential habitat 
identified adjacent to the alignment it is not 
possible to quantify potential disturbance of 
nesting birds. The potential of collision is also 
unknown due to a lack of evidence that this 
will occur. However, any loss of birds from 
such a small population is likely to be 
significant. 

DPIRD respond to the concerns raised as follows: 
• As noted in response to Issue (57), the likelihood of collision by dispersing juveniles with the barrier fence 

additional to that already occurring with existing agricultural fences is expected to be very low.   
• Due to the portion of the Proposal alignment adjacent to potential and known WGP habitat being located 

within existing firebreaks and cleared farmland, the disturbance to WGP nesting habitat is expected to be 
highly unlikely and not significant.  As a precaution, construction of the portion of the Proposal adjacent to 
potential/known WGP habitat will be staged to avoid the August to early January period when breeding 
may potentially occur.   

• Should additional, unrecorded WGP habitat be present within the Great Western Woodlands (e.g. along 
Fisheries Road) adjacent or nearby the Proposal alignment this would then increase the likelihood of 
collisions with the fence.  However, it would also imply a larger population size to that currently estimated 
and thus potentially a reduced consequence of collisions.  

• Should ‘very low numbers’ of WGP exist in Fitzgerald River National Park as stated in the submission, 
then (1) the associated likelihood of collision with the barrier fence additional to existing agricultural 
fences would be very low and (2) the population may not be ecologically viable irrespective of the 
Proposal being implemented.   

• With respect to the Proposal alignment ‘bisecting’ the historical distribution, DPIRD note that while the 
WGP have been recorded between Fitzgerald River and Cape Arid National Parks, these records were 
scattered and occurred prior to 2002 (see figure below).  DPIRD also note that between the two national 
parks lie extensive cleared agricultural lands with scattered patches of native vegetation that would 
provide limited WGP habitat; and numerous, un-markered agricultural fences representing potential 
collision hazards to dispersing birds.  Based on these factors, DPIRD do not consider the Proposal to 
constitute a significant additional barrier ‘bisecting’ the species habitat. 
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g. The WGP was recently recorded post the 
2015 bushfire to the north of Fisheries Road 
and within a few kilometres of the proposed 
alignment along the western boundary of Cape 
Arid National Park in the same location. The 
presence of WGPs within only a few 
kilometres of the western edge of Cape Arid 
National Park is significant, and given there is 
historical habitat north-west of this occurrence 
where the alignment follows the clearing then 
south along the park boundary, there is 
potential for impact on dispersing birds. The 
edge of the reserve has not been surveyed for 
WGP, i.e. the absence for suitable habitat is 
inferred. 

h. A recent WGP sighting in the Thomas River 
area of the national park within about five 
kilometres of the southern end of the proposed 
fence alignment. This suggests that dispersal 
of birds is not restricted to the western edge of 
Cape Arid. The fence alignment running west 
along Merivale Road and south along the park 
boundary towards the coast may also be 
susceptible to potential collision from young 
dispersing birds. 

i. Table 10.7 of the ERD states that the WGP is 
currently only known to occur in one location 
however although no birds have been 
detected in the Fitzgerald River National Park 
since 2010 despite extensive survey efforts. It 
is likely that if there are birds here they are in 
very low numbers hence issues with 
detectability.  

j. The Ecoscape report reference to the ground 
parrot being generally solitary and not known 
to establish territories in this table is not 
correct. Birds surveyed by DBCA are heard in 
small groups (i.e. not solitary), and they 
appear to have at least some site fidelity (i.e. 
monitoring of known populations in areas 
where birds can be reliably detected over 10 
years plus).

 
Source: DPaW (2016) 
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k. The ‘potential presence’ statement in Table 
10.7 of the ERD that the fence alignment is 
“The western limit of the recorded distribution” 
is contrary to the statement that birds are in 
the Fitzgerald River National Park and not 
correct. Historical distribution is bisected by 
the fence alignment. 

• As noted in response to Issue (57), it is not possible to quantify the potential likelihood of collision by 
dispersing juveniles, due to the lack of data on (1) WGP ecology (i.e. numbers and distribution) and (2) 
actual records of WGP collisions.  Accordingly, it is not possible to quantify the potential impacts of 
collision and determine whether these represent a population level impact.  DPIRD note the advice 
received by DBCA as presented in response to Issue (19) that ‘deaths due to collision between Western 
Ground Parrots and the proposed fence are possible, but the question is whether there is likely to be a 
population level impact.  We don't know, but … the likelihood is probably fairly low’.  DPIRD note that the 
WGP is listed as Critically Endangered under the Commonwealth EPBC Act and following referral of the 
Proposal (EPBC 2016/7722), the Proposal was deemed a ‘non-controlled action’ thus not considered to 
pose a significant impact to the WGP or other matters protected under the EPBC Act. 

 

59 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions  
ANON-
KP3G-
RERP-E 

Western Ground Parrot - Mitigation Measures 
Provide evidence that mitigation measures which include fence 
droppers will prevent collisions. 
The ERD (Section 10.7.1) states that “DBCA advised deaths due 
to collision between Western Ground Parrots and the proposed 
barrier fence are possible, but the Department is uncertain whether 
there is likely to be a population level impact.”  
It should be noted that in its submission DBCA states that it has no 
supporting evidence to be able to comment on mitigation 
Proposals in terms of their capacity to mitigate collisions, and so 
any assessment on effectiveness of these would be based on 
conjecture.  
It is considered that any loss of birds would be significant. 

DPIRD respond to the Issue as follows: 
• DPIRD reiterate the advice provided by DBCA and incorporated into the Proposal design, that provision 

of fluorescent fence markers to increase the visibility of the fence would be expected to reduce the 
likelihood of collisions occurring. 

• Use of markers on fences has been demonstrated to reduce collisions by birds (Baines and Andrew 
2003; Pfennigwerth 2008).  Due to the lack of data on WGP ecology and previous collisions with fences, 
it is not possible to conclusively demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation in reducing 
WGP collisions with the barrier fence.   

• DPIRD acknowledge that while the proposed mitigation measures are expected to reduce the likelihood 
of collisions occurring, there remains the potential for collision to occur.   

• As noted in response to Issue (57), the likelihood of collision additional to that already occurring with 
existing agricultural fences is expected to be very low.  As noted in response to Issue (58), DPIRD have 
advised that they expect the likelihood of a population level impact to be ‘probably fairly low’, and the 
Commonwealth have deemed the Proposal to not pose a significant impact to the WGP. 

60 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 

Western Ground Parrot - Mitigation Measures 
Currently the ESD (Section 10.7.1) states that “there will be no 
clearing between August and November for sections of the 
Proposal alignment adjacent to Cape Arid NP, to minimise impacts 
on breeding and juvenile Western Ground Parrots.” Native 
vegetation clearing periods in areas adjacent to potential ground 
parrot habitat should be restricted to late January-July to mitigate 
potential disturbance of nesting birds, given that DBCA has recent 
evidence of chick calls in late December and early January. This 
evidence suggests that under some situations birds may be 
breeding into the summer months.

DPIRD acknowledge the additional data provided by DBCA with respect to breeding period.  Construction of 
the portion of the Proposal adjacent to potential/known WGP habitat will be staged to avoid the August to 
early January period when breeding may potentially occur.   
 
 

61 ANON-
KP3G-
RERP-E 

Western Ground Parrot - Mitigation Measures 
There should be no extension of the fence within 10 km of any 
actual or potential Western Ground Parrot habitat. 

• As noted in response to Issue (57), the likelihood of collision additional to that already occurring with 
existing agricultural fences is expected to be very low.  As noted in response to Issue (58), DPIRD have 
advised that they expect the likelihood of a population level impact to be ‘probably fairly low’, and the 
Commonwealth have deemed the Proposal to not pose a significant impact to the WGP. 
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62 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERT-J 

Emu – Fence collision entanglement 
The following issues should be addressed: 
• the risk presented by the remaining bottleneck areas such as 

the alignment along Rolland Road and property boundaries that 
protrude into the UCL vegetated area between the Young and 
Lort rivers, and 

• how the impacts to emus might be minimised in anticipation of a 
migration event. 

In the ERD ,Table 10-10, under 'Collision and entrapment' in the 
column title 'Minimise', the document states that the "... Proposal 
alignment has been significantly modified to reduce the number of 
bottlenecks/acute angles that emu may aggregate in." However, 
there are still some sections which could be considered risk areas 
for aggregation due to bottlenecks/acute angles, such as the 
alignment along Rolland Road and property boundaries that 
protrude into the UCL vegetated area between the Young and Lort 
rivers. 
With regard to managing the potential of mass aggregations of 
mainly emus, the ERD refers to the DAFWA now DPIRD) Emu 
Migration Procedure (or in some instance Emu Mitigation 
Procedure). This procedure relates to minimising impact to the 
fence infrastructure while keeping animal welfare a high priority 
through minimising disturbance and euthanasia of animals 
displaying signs of high levels of stress. 
The management measures should also include discussion of the 
relative risk of the Young to Lort River section of the barrier fence 
and how the impacts to emus might be minimised in anticipation of 
a migration event. 

DPIRD reiterate that the Proposal as part of the State Barrier Fence is the State Government’s primary tool 
for preventing Emus moving from the rangelands into the grain producing agricultural lands of the 
southwest.  However, DPIRD have aimed to minimise impacts to Emus in the planning and design of the 
Proposal. 
The key design consideration has been to avoid acute angles in the Proposal alignment that Emus may 
aggregate in, while balancing other design considerations including minimising clearing and fragmentation of 
native vegetation. 
In the case of the Proposal alignment along Rollond Road between Young and Lort Rivers, there are two 
substantial areas of agricultural land (each approximately 2000 ha) surrounded by native vegetation.  To 
completely avoid a bottleneck along these areas would require moving the Proposal alignment 
approximately 5-7 km to the north-west, along approximately 10 km of previously uncleared native 
vegetation and fragmenting approximately 15,000 ha of native vegetation.  DPIRD has elected to avoid 
these impacts by maximising the use of existing firebreaks and cleared lands within the two 2000 ha 
agricultural areas, accepting the associated increased risk of Emu aggregations occurring between and 
adjacent to the two agricultural areas. 
DPIRD will monitor the section of fence between the Young and Lort Rivers, including regular 
communication with the farmers along that section, to identify if aggregations are beginning to occur, 
particularly in low rainfall years where local migrations are more likely.  Should aggregations be observed, 
DPIRD will consider if any contingency actions are warranted, in accordance with DPIRD policy and 
consultation with DBCA and landholders. 
 



  State Barrier Fence Extension 

DAF16515_01 R004 Rev 0  

12-Jul-18   48 

No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

63 RSPCA 
Wilderness 
Society 
Gondwana 
Link 

Emu – Fence collision entanglement/animal welfare 
Clarify which policy and guidelines will be followed and the 
protocols and mitigation measures that will be undertaken to 
ensure impacts to emus and other native species avoid cruel and 
inhumane deaths. Explain whether there will be any independent 
oversite. 
In the report, ‘Alternative options considered to the proposed 
Esperance extension’ (2016) DAFWA reported that “emus suffering 
from exhaustion are humanely euthanased” and “If the fence is 
approved and constructed, DAFWA, will monitor emu migrations 
along the fence when they occur.” However, “work instructions for 
emu migrations have been developed for DAFWA staff.” These 
focus on ensuring that areas of fence subject to pressure from 
large numbers of emus are avoided.” It is unclear how animals can 
be monitored and humanely euthanased in a timely fashion if 
“areas subject to pressure from large numbers of emus are 
avoided”.  
Current operational procedures during a migration event include: 
• application for a Damage Licence from DBCA to enable for the 

lawful killing of native fauna in the above events 
• humane destruction by DPIRD SBF staff of emus found on the 

SBF Reserve on the inside of the fence during a migration 
event, and 

• humane destruction by DPIRD SBF staff of any emu outside the 
existing SBF which is unable to stand or walk. 

It is unclear what DPIRD’s policy or guidelines are on preventing 
animal cruelty along the fence and what ‘humane destruction’ 
constitutes. 
The Animal Welfare Act should be followed.  
More independent assessment of animal welfare issues is 
required.

The relatively low occurrence of impacts of wildlife with the existing State Barrier Fence is documented in 
ERD Section 10.7.1.  
In the event of an emu irruption, DPIRD’s “Biosecurity Procedure SBF003 - State Barrier Fence Emu 
Migration” will be followed.  These include instructions for euthanasia/humane destruction which are 
consistent with the Animal Welfare Act 2002.  With regard to monitoring and euthanasia during an irruption, 
human movement is preferentially taken on the inside of the fence.  The procedure states that: 
“Movement along the fence is to be minimised when emus are present.  Human presence will disrupt the 
emus, and may cause them to bunch up and put pressure on the fence.  If it is necessary to move along the 
outside of fence when birds are present, drive slowly behind mob staying as close to the fence as possible.” 
 

64 Wilderness 
Society 
266, 2648 

Emu - Seed dispersal 
Explain how and if ‘healthy numbers’ of Emu’s will be retained or 
managed inside the fenced area to allow seed dispersal. 
Emu’s are an important long distance seed disperser and play an 
important role in the functioning of a healthy ecosystem (Groom et 
al. 2015). The proponent states that the intention of the fence is to 
only stop large numbers of emu’s in migration events moving 
through the area and that pre existing numbers of Emu’s already 
within the area coupled with the fence gaps to allow movement 
should ensure that seed continues to be dispersed. (ERD, p. 146). 

DPIRD reiterate that the Proposal as part of the State Barrier Fence is the State Government’s primary tool 
for preventing Emus moving from the rangelands into grain producing agricultural lands of the southwest.   
DPIRD do not propose to remove naturally occurring populations of Emus present on non-irruption years 
from the southern side of the Proposal alignment (i.e. within agricultural areas).  Densities of Emus in the 
agricultural area south of the Proposal alignment can exceed that in the rangelands (Caughley and Grice, 
1982) so the ecological benefits of these taxa will likely remain, as they have for the rest of the agricultural 
area in WA that has existed inside a SBF for over 100 years. 
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65 Wilderness 
Society 

Emu – Migration/fence gaps  
Provide an explanation of how the fence gaps will be used by 
Emus in a migration event and any mitigation measures proposed 
to be used at this time. 
The ERD (p. 216) states that “Significant habitat fragmentation 
effects have largely been avoided through the maintenance of 
ecological corridors and Proposal alignment along the boundary of 
the agricultural area”. 
How will the ‘ecological corridors’ / gaps in the fence be used by 
Emus during a migration event. There is no mention of mitigation 
against the possibility of Emu’s using fence gaps during a 
migration event in the “Emu Migration Policy” (ERD, p. 225) or 
anywhere else in the ERD.  

Emus will be able to access these water courses and DPIRD expects that emus will disperse along the river 
courses.  Due to ecological and cultural concerns the river gaps have been left open and farms along those 
rivers may experience increased emu activity during a mass movement event.  DPIRD and private 
landholders will need to liaise with DBCA about the best options for control in such an event.  
 

66 Gondwana 
Link 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERT-J 

Emu – Migration/habitat fragmentation  
Further discussion should be provided on the extensive literature 
which supports the need for connectivity across and within 
landscapes. 
The ERD (p. 220) provides a statement “that some emus may still 
reach the coast east of the agricultural area” however, this is 
misleading and ignores the likely pre-European movement patterns 
towards the coast during dry times inland, which we still see in 
many smaller species. 
It is recognised that the existence of the agricultural areas now 
restricts the earlier movements, and that what society can do to 
mitigate this ecological disruption is a major and difficult issue. 
Little is known of the fence’s wider ecological ramifications, such 
as disruption to the long-range movement of the target species, 
which is important for maintaining genetic adaptability particularly 
in light of climate change (Frankham et al., 2014). The possible 
exception is with Emu populations, about which more is known. 
URS (2007, p. 5-1) in their Benefit–cost Analysis of the State 
Barrier Fence noted that ‘... there is a definite movement of Emus 
southward in winter and northward in summer. At this time, Emus 
will travel up to 1000 km’. When these southward-moving Emus 
reach the Barrier Fence, they have been shot, poisoned or left to 
starve in the tens of thousands (APB 2001; Johnson 2006) 
(Figures 4 and 5). This problem is likely to be exacerbated by 
extending the fence, ‘Ecological connectivity or Barrier Fence? 
Critical choices on the agricultural margins of Western Australia, K. 
Bradby Et Al. 2014’ (p. 18). 

DPIRD reiterate that the Proposal as part of the State Barrier Fence is the State Government’s primary tool 
for preventing Emus moving from the rangelands into grain producing agricultural lands of the southwest.  
The objective of the Proposal is to prevent mass movements of Emus between the rangelands / Great 
Western Woodlands and agricultural lands. 
As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal is not expected to result in significant impacts due to 
fragmentation or isolation. 
As noted in response to Issue (73), the Proposal incorporates strategic gaps to maintain the macro corridors 
identified in the region, while balancing the regional economic development objectives of the Proposal. 
As noted in response to Issue (64), DPIRD do not propose to remove naturally occurring populations of 
Emus present on non-irruption years from the southern side of the Proposal alignment (i.e. within 
agricultural areas).  Densities of Emus in the agricultural area south of the Proposal alignment can exceed 
that in the rangelands (Caughley and Grice, 1982) so the ecological benefits of these taxa will likely remain, 
as they have for the rest of the agricultural area in WA that has existed inside a SBF for over 100 years. 
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67 Gondwana 
Link 
RSPCA 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERT-J 

Emu – Migration/habitat fragmentation/animal welfare 
Explain why the state barrier fence is a non-lethal method of 
control when it prevents access to water and food. Include 
information regarding the welfare of animals. 
Page 220 of the ERD states that the impacts of the existing SBF 
along the interface of the rangelands and northern agricultural 
region has proved an effective, non-lethal means of emu control 
during migrations. This is not supported as it prevents major 
southward movement and denies larger wildlife the water and food 
they seek and is therefore a lethal control.  
Disrupted access to food and water can cause frustration, distress, 
possible starvation and dehydration. Discuss whether habitat and 
access routes can be maintained. 
Department of Agriculture staff and farmer proponents have 
described the barrier fences as ‘nonlethal’ wildlife management 
tools (Esperance Express 2013; Read 2013), and this description 
gained some local currency (e.g. SCNRM, 2013). Even discounting 
the tens of thousands of Emus regularly shot, poisoned or starved 
along the fence, many native animals, including kangaroos and 
wallabies, also clearly and obviously suffer and die when caught in 
the fence, ‘Ecological connectivity or Barrier Fence? Critical 
choices on the agricultural margins of Western Australia, K. Bradby 
Et Al. 2014’ (p. 185, Figure 6) 

The proposed Esperance extension would act to prevent large wildlife species (kangaroos, emus and wild 
dogs) entering agricultural land from the Great Western Woodland and Cape Arid National Park.  These 
species occur in these areas where there are resources present.  The intent of the Proposal is to prevent the 
southerly movement of these species into agricultural land, in the case of emus this of particular relevance 
during anthropogenically enhanced irruptions.  Lethal control involves use of direct lethal measures for 
population level control (e.g. shooting or baiting).  Non-lethal control does not apply direct lethal measures.  
Fencing is consistently considered a non-lethal control tool in wildlife management.  
Due to ecological and cultural concerns the Proposal alignment incorporates gaps at the intersection of with 
macro corridors / major rivers identified for the region (see response to Issue [73[).  Wildlife will be able to 
access these corridors and DPIRD expects that they will disperse along the corridors.  This will necessitate 
wild dog control measures to be coupled with these gaps and DPIRD and private landholders will need to 
liaise with DBCA about the best options for control of emus in an irruption event. 
The relatively low occurrence of impacts of wildlife with the existing State Barrier Fence are documented in 
ERD Section 10.7.1. 
 

68 Gondwana 
Link 

Waste  
How will emu carcasses be disposed of? 

Disposal of emu carcasses was not identified as a key environmental factor or potential impact in the ESD 
and therefore, not included in ERD. 
If significant numbers of emu carcasses need to be disposed of they will be buried in trenches to eliminate 
the attraction of scavengers. 

69 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions

Fauna - Habitat fragmentation 
Provide clarity on the level of impact predicted on large, mobile 
species such as brush-tail wallabies within reserve areas inside the 
fence. 

The potential impact of fragmentation on larger fauna such as Brush Wallabies, Emus and Kangaroos is 
addressed in response to Issues (20), (44) and (66). 
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70 The 
Wilderness 
Society 
Proforma 

Fauna - Habitat fragmentation 
Large-scale fragmentation would isolate habitats for larger wildlife, 
cut some nature reserves off from the Great Western Woodlands 
and reduce the ecological connectivity that is essential for climate 
adaptation. It would also cut across the Gondwana Link at right 
angles. 

The potential impact of fragmentation on larger fauna such as Brush Wallabies, Emus and Kangaroos is 
addressed in response to Issues (20), (44) and (66).   
As presented in response to Issue (44), Gondwana Link has a broadly defined alignment that incorporates 
the Great Western Woodlands and largely excludes agricultural lands to the south (see figure below).  The 
Proposal alignment has been selected to run along the boundary of the Great Western Woodlands and 
agricultural lands and is thus parallel to the Link’s alignment, rather than at right angles.   
 

 
Source: Gondwana Link Ltd (2014). 
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71 10, 11, 32, 
94, 105, 227, 
302, 818, 
867, 894, 
926, 1299, 
1391, 1580, 
1588, 2151, 
2341, 2558, 
1-179, 1-
131, 959, 44, 
75, 78, 94, 
167, 222, 
257, 373, 
449, 474, 
562, 704, 
760, 793, 
1030, 1742, 
1894, 1906, 
2138, 2195, 
2290, 2491, 
2646, 2674, 
2716, 1-75, 
1496, 2323, 
1890, 2148, 
1876, 2593, 
112, 466 

Fauna - Habitat fragmentation 
Concerns were raised that cross-landscape fences have an impact 
on bushland and wildlife and contend that such fences fragment 
habitats, which may reduce genetic diversity in populations that 
may in turn lead to in-breeding. 
Submitters contend that fragmentation of wildlife corridors is 
stressful for wildlife and unsustainable for habitat in the future. 

The potential impact of fragmentation on flora and fauna is addressed in response to Issues (20), (44) and 
(66).  As noted in response to Issue (70), the Proposal alignment has been selected to run along the 
boundary of the Great Western Woodlands and agricultural lands and is parallel to the broadly defined 
alignment of Gondwana Link.   
 
 

72 Wilderness 
Society 

Fauna - Fence gaps 
For some species, such as the Brush Wallaby and Malleefowl, 
becoming isolated in pockets of remnant vegetation will prevent 
movement and any fence gap (which may be km’s away separated 
by agricultural land), will not serve to combat negative effects of 
habitat fragmentation. 

The potential impact of fragmentation and isolation on fauna is addressed in response to Issues (20) and 
(44).  As noted in ERD Section 10.7.5, the fence is not expected to significantly impede Malleefowl, as 
juveniles can pass through the fence mesh and adults can fly over the fence. 
 

73 Wilderness 
Society 

Fauna - Fence gaps 
Explain how the Proposal including unfenced areas aligns with the 
South Coast NRM and Western Australian South Coast Macro 
Corridor Network. 
The proposed gaps are highlighted to “coincide with the four macro 
corridors identified in the South Coast Macro Corridor Network 
(Wilkins et al. 2006).” (ERD, p.203). It can be argued that the 
proposed Esperance extension completely undermines the entire 
concept of the South Coast NRM and Department of Biodiversity 
Conservation and Attractions “Western Australian South Coast 
Macro Corridor Network” by effectively fencing it in with proposed 
gaps which do very little to combat the effects of habitat 
fragmentation. 

The purpose of the South Coast Macro Corridor Network (SCMCN) was to identify a potential regional-scale 
Macro Corridor Network including inland linkages along major river systems to protected areas and other 
uncleared bushland (Wilkins et al 2006).  The SCMCN identified corridors along the Oldfield, Young and Lort 
Rivers, which intersect the Proposal alignment, and along the coastal strip at the eastern end of the 
alignment.  Accordingly, gaps will be provided in the barrier fence at the intersections of the three identified 
corridors, at widths varying from 400 m to 2 km depending on the extent of riparian vegetation present in 
each corridor and at the request of Traditional Owners based on cultural heritage values.  The coastal end 
point has also been left open for 3.2 km. 
Contrary to the argument in the submission, the Proposal does not ‘effectively fence in’ the three corridors 
but intentionally is designed to maintain the corridors while balancing the regional socio-economic 
development objectives of the Proposal. 
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74 Gondwana 
Link 

Fauna - Fence gaps 
Given the particular importance of the river valleys for wildlife 
movement and cultural songlines, some guarantee is required that 
these minimal but important connections do remain open over the 
long term. 

DPIRD has left the Lort, Oldfield and Young River crossings open at the request of Traditional Owners and 
based on environmental recommendations.  Closing these river gaps does not form part of this Proposal.  

75 ANON-
KP3G-
REQH-5 
396, 1014, 
2146, 2567 

Fauna - Migration 
Address concern that the ability of native wildlife to move through 
the landscape would be hindered and therefore impacted. 
The Proposal may have a detrimental effect to non-target species 
whose migratory patterns may be affected. 
The NatureMap database suggests seasonal movement of 22 
species of native wildlife including listed as threatened or priority 
taxa will be impacted. Nomadic exploitation of the dry land habitat 
is a well-documented strategy for many of these species being 
critical to the health and sustainability of sub- and meta-
populations. 

• As noted in response to (44), the fence will not result in isolation or fragmentation of habitat for the 
majority of fauna, as all invertebrates, all reptiles, all birds (except emus) and smaller mammals will be 
able to pass through the fence.   

• Movements of small fauna may potentially be affected by the cleared corridor about the fence, however 
this will be minimised by the restricted width (15-20 m) of the corridor, the restricted width (6 m) of the 
graded portion of the corridor, the highly infrequent human / vehicle movements and lack of lighting along 
the Proposal alignment (in contrast to the barrier created by formalised roads).   

• The potential impact of fragmentation on larger fauna such as Brush Wallabies, Emus and Kangaroos is 
addressed in response to Issues (20), (44) and (66).   

• The majority of the Proposal alignment (590.1 km or 89.5% of the total 659.4 km) is along existing 
firebreaks, roads and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks and fences and the impacts of a 
cleared corridor for this portion of the Proposal alignment is not additional to existing effects on small 
fauna movements. 

• As noted in response to Issue (73), the Proposal incorporates strategic gaps to maintain the macro 
corridors identified for the region, while balancing the regional economic development objectives of the 
Proposal. 

76 The 
Wilderness 
Society 
Proforma 
and 
additional 
comments 

Fauna - Migration 
Submitters consider that the Proposal will prevent natural migration 
and that the natural movement of many native animals would be 
stopped or severely hindered by the fence and associated clearing. 
The submitters contend that wildlife need to move across their 
habitats in order to follow seasonal supplies of food and water, for 
breeding purposes and dispersal of juveniles. Submitters further 
contend that small marsupials are essential to maintain low density 
scrubland. 

Refer to response to Issue (75). 

77 ANON-
KP3G-
RERT-J 

Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
The fence should not remove native vegetation that is of 
habitat/feeding value to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo

As noted in response to Issue 17, the Proposal will result in clearing of 2.8 ha of potential foraging habitat for 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo.  As noted in response to Issue 23, this clearing is not considered a significant 
impact. 

78 Birdlife 
Western 
Australia 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERG-5 

Birds - Collision and entanglement 
Address the concern that the fence will result in collision and 
entanglement of numerous bird species. 
Submitters are concerned that owls, nightjars, raptors, bustards, 
malleefowl, emus, and parrots, including the Western Ground 
Parrots, will be caught in the fence.  Opportunistic observations 
showed that owls, nightjars, raptors, bustards, emus, and parrots 
are caught in the State Barrier Fence.  Individuals from 107 bird 
species are known to have succumbed to fence strikes across 

The known occurrence of wildlife impacts with the existing State Barrier fence is very low, as stated in ERD 
Section 10.7.1 (0.0043 animals per km per year). 
Key mitigation strategies have been developed to mitigate the collision/entrapment risk of the Proposal. 
These are detailed in ERD Section 10.8.  Specific design measures that have incorporated are:  

• mesh dimensions are large enough to allow the majority of fauna species to pass through 
• no barbed wire or electrical wires will be used to reduce entanglement and injury potential 
• fence specifications have been modified to include fluorescent orange droppers every seven 

metres (half way between fence posts which are also seven metres apart) to increase the visibility 
of the proposed barrier fence
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Australia.  Catching a single Western Ground Parrot would reduce 
to wild population by 1%. 

• the number of fluorescent orange fence droppers to be doubled (two droppers 2.3 m apart 
between the star pickets which are seven metres apart) along approximately 115 km of Proposal 
alignment near the Western Ground Parrot habitat at Cape Arid NP to mitigate risk of collision–an 
existing farm boundary fence will be replaced with a high visibility barrier fence for this section 

The potential impacts and mitigation for the Western Ground Parrot are addressed in response to Issues 
(57) to (61). 

79 ANON-
KP3G-
RERB-Z 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERT-J 
 

Animal welfare 
The Proposal should have addressed animal welfare in more 
detail. 
The Proposal will cause harm, as defined in section 5 of the Animal 
Welfare Act 2002, to individual animals and should be a 
consideration of the assessment. 
An animal welfare assessment framework should be applied that 
evaluates alternatives and competing benefits in light of adequate 
information on the impact of the proposed measure on the welfare 
on individual animals and with a rigorous assessment of the 
relative humaneness of the proposed control technique or measure 
(see, eg, Invasive Plants and Animals Committee 20163 
Commonwealth of Australia 20114 and the materials available at 
http://www.pestsmart.org.au/animal-welfare/). 
The State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension should be evaluated 
in the same way as other methods proposed to control or manage 
pest animals, and with a suitable assessment of the relative 
humaneness of the method and the suitability of any proposed 
mitigation measures. Indicate whether that is a relevant code of 
practice, made under the Animal Welfare Act 2002, that would 
apply to the harm that individual wild animals would experience 
because of the implementation of the Proposal. 
The ERD claims that the fence would provide non-lethal control of 
the incursion of emus and kangaroos. This is at odds with well 
documented incidences of mass emu culling where they 
congregate at the fence during their periodic migrations, and 
evidence of kangaroos being caught in the fence and dying 
(Driscoll, 2013). 

Assessment of animal welfare is outside the scope of the ESD or the Terrestrial Fauna environmental factor 
and so was not specifically addressed in the ERD.  
DPIRD will comply with the requirements of the Animal Welfare Act 2002 in the implementation of the 
Proposal. 
 

                                                           
3
 Invasive Plants and Animals Committee. (2016). Australian Pest Animal Strategy 2017 to 2027. Australian Government Department of Agriculture and Water Resources, Canberra. Available at 

http://www.agriculture.gov.au/pests-diseases-weeds/pest-animals-and-weeds/review-aus-pest-animal-weed-strategy/aus-pest-animal-strategy  
4
 Commonwealth of Australia (2011). Australian Animal Welfare Strategy and National Implementation Plan 2010–2014. Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra. Available at 

http://www.australiananimalwelfare.com.au/content/about-aaws  
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80 RSPCA 
396, 1014, 
2146, 2567 

Fauna – Bushfire/animal welfare 
The fence could prevent escape during a bushfire which may 
cause injury, fear and painful death. Discuss the feasibility of 
constructing emergency gates that can be opened to allow animals 
to escape through the fence in case of a bushfire. 

Existing farm boundary fences along most of the alignment pose a similar pre-existing risk.  The 80-100 m 
wide chained DBCA firebreak along large sections of the proposed fence will provide some protection from 
bushfires, depending on the severity of the fire.  The 15-2 0m wide barrier fence reserve will also be chained 
and graded providing some fire protection.  Gates or grids will be installed at road crossings and/or 10km 
intervals.  Fire incident controllers would be responsible for coordinating fire responses in emergency 
situations. 

81 RSPCA Fauna - Collison and entanglement/animal welfare 
Measures have been suggested below to alleviate the impacts of 
injury, pain, fear, starvation and dehydration, exposure, increased 
susceptibly to predation on animals. Address the suitability of these 
measures. 
• Deterrents e.g. scents 
• Routine inspections including the timing of these during and 

post construction 
• First aid, veterinary attention or humane euthanasia as 

appropriate 

Routine inspections will be conducted along the fence during and after construction and particularly during 
the first few years after construction while animals become accustomed to the fence.  Where possible 
animals will be taken for veterinary care or humanely euthanised where appropriate.  
Use of scent based deterrents are under investigation for some wildlife management applications but to date 
have not been shown to be appropriate for wildlife management along linear infrastructure.  Auditory 
deterrents have been trialled in a number of different wildlife management contexts with varied results.  
Where successful these are utilised at points rather than along linear infrastructure and may be considered 
at relevant locations (e.g. gaps in the fence).   

82 The 
Wilderness 
Society 
Proforma 

Fauna - Collision and entanglement/animal welfare 
The existing barrier fence and the proposed extension raises 
significant animal welfare issues. There is a history, within the 
government, of disregarding animal welfare along the existing 
fence and currently, procedures for the humane treatment of the 
wildlife that get trapped in or by the fence are not known.

The known occurrence of wildlife impacts with the existing State Barrier fence is very low (0.0043 animals 
per km per year as presented in ERD Section 10.7.1).  In the event of an emu irruption, DPIRD’s 
“Biosecurity Procedure SBF003 - State Barrier Fence Emu Migration” will be followed.  These include 
instructions for euthanasia/humane destruction which are consistent with the Animal Welfare Act 2002 for 
isolated occurrence of entrapments where euthanasia is required  

83 Department 
of 
Biodiversity, 
Conservation 
and 
Attractions

Fauna - Mitigation Measures 
Consider and include if necessary the regular replacement of the 
fluorescent orange fence droppers to prevent fading through 
exposure to sunlight over time. 

The fluorescent orange droppers along the existing State Barrier Fence have not faded in six years.  
Replacement would be considered as part of a replacement maintenance schedule if fading were to occur.  

84 RSPCA 
Birdlife 
Western 
Australia 

Fauna - Mitigation Measures 
If the extension proceeds monitoring and research should be 
undertaken to: 
• evaluate the fence’s impact on animals, both positive and 

negative 
• asses the mortality and changes in abundance and movement 

patterns of feral species upon ecosystems 
• determine if the fence extension achieves its purpose. If it 

doesn’t or it can be replaced by other management measures, 
there should be a plan in place to remove the fence or sections 
of it. 

A PPCMP will be implemented as part of this Proposal to monitor the efficacy of pest management actions 
against the pest animal management targets.  
As part of the WA Wild Dog Action Plan 2016-2021 landholder surveys of the effectiveness of the 
Esperance Extension will be undertaken before and after construction.  
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85 ANON-
KP3G-
RERP-E 

Fauna - Mitigation Measures 
A mechanism for detailed independent environmental auditing of 
the Fence’s impacts, both during and ongoing after construction 

Independent compliance auditing is expected to be required as part of standard conditions imposed through 
Proposal approval (Ministerial Statement).  Such auditing is expected to be required on a minimum annual 
basis for the life of the Proposal, as outlined in a Compliance Assessment Plan to be approved by DWER.  
Each audit should assess compliance with the disturbance limits allowed under the approval and with all 
conditions, including any requirements to implement management plans, with Compliance Assessment 
Reports provided to DWER.  Audits should involve site inspection as well as review of documentation and 
interview with staff.  Approval conditions are expected to include a requirement for any known or potential 
non-compliances, and management responses, to be reported to DWER within a short timeframe of the 
issue being identified.  DPIRD will be required to retain documentary evidence substantiating compliance 
with all disturbance limits and conditions.   

86 ANON-
KP3G-
RERB-Z 
 

Feral animals 
Explain why cat and fox numbers will not increase as a result of 
this Proposal.  
Research suggests that excluding dingo populations and trapping, 
baiting and shooting dingos does not necessarily eliminate 
predatory animals nor protect native wildlife. In fact, there is 
evidence that dingos can exclude foxes and cats, protecting small 
native mammals, and that they reduce kangaroo numbers thereby 
reducing their impact on pasture and crops 

The role of wild dogs in trophic cascades has been extensively researched in Australian ecology in the last 
decade.  Broadly, results are variable between location, land types and land uses with support for the role of 
wild dogs in regulating kangaroo numbers at low densities demonstrated (but not at high densities).  The 
role of wild dogs in controlling introduced predators is variable.  Work undertaken in the WA southern 
rangelands (the closest physical location to the Proposal) indicates wild dogs do not regulate cats in that 
location (Kreplins et al submitted). 
Foxes are susceptible to both wild dog and fox baits.  There will be ongoing predator control as part of the 
PPCMP and fox and dog control as part of the Esperance Biosecurity Association and Southern Biosecurity 
Group.  Members of the Esperance Biosecurity Association that hold 1080 restricted chemical permits 
receive 50 free fox baits per year to undertake fox baiting on their properties.  

87 Gondwanna 
Link 

Feral animal  
Cat control measures should be undertaken if baiting of fox and 
wild dogs takes place. 
A number of sections in the ERD, such as p. 203, refers to the 
Proposal being implemented in conjunction with ‘fox and wild dog 
baiting programs’ but not cat control. We understand that DBCA 
have considerable data on the accelerating fauna decline attributed 
to increases in cat populations following fox control, which is why 
the Department has invested heavily in improved cat control 
measures.  

A PPCMP will be implemented as part of this Proposal to monitor the efficacy of pest management actions 
against the pest animal management targets.  
As part of the WA Wild Dog Action Plan 2016-2021 landholder surveys of the effectiveness of the 
Esperance Extension will be undertaken before and after construction.  
A recommendation to declare feral cats as declared pests under the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Act 2007 (BAM Act) is currently before the Western Australian Minister for Agriculture and 
Food.  The Proposal is for cats to be declared under the BAM Act with no control category assigned.  This 
will allow DBCA and community groups to undertake management actions, but landholders are not obligated 
to undertake control.  
The PPCMP identifies measures for the control of agricultural pests and how they interact with existing 
control measures.  Control by Recognised Biosecurity Groups and the cat baiting program undertaken by 
DBCA are the focus of the current Proposal. 

88 The 
Wilderness 
Society 
Proforma 

Feral animal - Hunting highways for cats and foxes 
The clearing of 816 hectares of native bushland, and the 
introduction of further access tracks create predator ‘hunting 
highways’ for feral cats and foxes, would further decimate 
threatened species. 

The majority of the Proposal alignment (590.1 km or 89.5% of the total 659.4 km) is along existing 
firebreaks, roads and cleared farmland that have existing clearing, tracks and fences that may be subject to 
increased activity by cats and foxes.  The intentional selection of the Proposal alignment to lie at the existing 
interface of the Great Western Woodlands and agricultural areas therefore minimises any additional impacts 
of predation by cats and foxes on native fauna. 
Implementation of the PPCMP will minimise the potential additional impacts of predation on native fauna. 
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89 Wilderness 
Society 

Feral animals - Impacts of linear infrastructure 
Address the concern that “the risks and effects of the proposed 
linear infrastructure are too high and are such that it must be 
deemed ‘environmentally unacceptable’”. 
The ERD did assess potential impacts resulting from clearing of 
habitat, the physical barrier to fauna movement as part of the 
Proposal, as well as the potential impact of linear infrastructure on 
predator activity and accessibility to wildlife. However, the potential 
impacts have been underestimated, especially in relation to the 
previously uncleared vegetation. 
“The effects of roads on predator activity in relatively intact 
landscapes are part of a suite of indirect or enigmatic impacts that 
are not systematically accounted for in impact evaluations and that 
can, in sum, often be worse that the direct impacts of the 
infrastructure (e.g.. habitat clearing).” (Raiter et al. 2017, p. 92). 
The ERD recommendation to rectify such an impact is to 
implement similar wild dog and fox baiting regimes that are 
currently being undertaken along the existing state barrier fence by 
Biosecurity Groups under DPIRD legislation. (ERD, pg 201) The 
ERD also states that the proponent is undertaking research to gain 
greater understanding of the populations, movement and 
behaviour of wild dogs along fencing elsewhere in WA. 
Feral cats are known to utilise areas which provide ease of 
movement such as tracks and roads (Raiter et al. 2017; Read et al. 
2015). Contrary to this the ERD states “Cat numbers and 
movements are not expected to be significantly affected overall but 
they could utilise the fence for preferential predation.” (ERD, p. 
222). There is no management plan for cats associated with the 
Proposal. 

The risk of preferential predation along the proposed fenceline is addressed at several points within the ERD 
including page 201 and page 222.  Further, control measures are identified in the PPCMP. 
A recommendation to declare feral cats as declared pests under the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Act 2007 (BAM Act) is currently before the Western Australian Minister for Agriculture and 
Food. The Proposal is for cats to be declared under the act with no control category assigned. This will allow 
the Department of Conservation and Attractions and community groups to undertake management actions, 
but landholders are not obligated to undertake control.  
The PPCMP identifies control measures for the control of agricultural pests and how they interact with 
existing control measures. Feral cat control could be conducted using Eradicat1080 feral cat baits either as 
a local Recognised Biosecurity Group program or part of a wider DBCA fauna recovery program such as 
Western Shield (if applicable). However, this is not the focus of the current Proposal. 
 

90 Gondwanna 
Link 

Feral animal 
• Clarify whether baiting and trapping programs form part of this 

Proposal or are ancillary to it. 
• Explain what these programs are, who will implement them and 

under what regulatory controls. 
The ERD (p. 222) makes reference to the baiting and trapping 
programs ‘to be implemented in conjunction with this Proposal’ 
along with other controls on ‘target wildlife’. 

The Esperance Biosecurity Association and Southern Biosecurity Group are recognised by the Minister for 
Agriculture under s 169 of the BAM Act and have approved operational plans for 2017/18 and 2018/19. 
These groups have been conducting wild dog and fox control for decades and will continue to do so as their 
businesses depend on it.  Additional control measures and monitoring are identified in the PPCMP. 
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91 Wilderness 
Society 

Wild dog - Fence gap/rational for Proposal 
What will the impact of the Proposal (including unfenced areas) 
have on the population of wild dogs within the agricultural area? 
The ERD (p. 26) states that “Integrated wild dog control (trapping, 
baiting and shooting) will still be required if the proposed barrier 
fence is constructed but to a lesser extent to minimise dog 
movement along the Proposal alignment and to reduce the 
passage of wild dogs through the unfenced gaps associated with 
the river crossings and the 3.2 km open coastal end point.”  
The ERD (p. 217) also states “The Proposal is designed to prevent 
access of large fauna; however, populations of kangaroos and 
emus will continue to exist within the proposed barrier fence and 
be connected to the outside populations through the gaps in the 
alignment. Wild dogs are already actively managed within the 
agricultural area and no significant change to the population is 
expected.” If no significant changes to the population of wild dogs 
is expected this raises questions around the effectiveness and 
need for the fence. 

Wild dog control is currently undertaken by biosecurity groups in the Esperance and Ravensthorpe areas 
and private landholdings.  The source of wild dog incursions into the Ravensthorpe and Esperance 
agricultural areas is from the Great Western Woodlands and Cape Arid National Park.  Control of wild dogs 
to ensure low numbers, and removal of new incursions of wild dogs comes at cost to the biosecurity groups 
and individual producers.  The barrier fence will provide an extra tool for the control of wild dogs in addition 
to ongoing baiting, trapping and shooting.  It will have the effect of significantly reducing new incursions of 
wild dogs into the Esperance and Ravensthorpe areas, allowing biosecurity groups to focus on other 
biosecurity issues.  A level of wild dog control, but at a lesser extent, will be required to continue to address 
any new incursions.   

92 Gondwana 
Link 

Wild dog - Rationale for Proposal 
• Explain the context of the statement in Section 6.2 of the ERD 

that relates to the impact of wild dogs. 
• Provide information on the effectiveness of the current fence on 

wild dog numbers in the agricultural areas. 
Section 6.2 of the ERD states that “wild dogs are having a severe 
impact on the ability of landholders to run livestock in the pastoral 
regions of WA, and …they are now moving onto the agricultural 
areas of WA”. The submitter considers that if this is true, it would 
suggest that the current State Barrier Fence is totally ineffective 
and an extension on its far eastern extremity will have little positive 
benefit to landholders. If it is not true, then it creates uncertainty 
regarding the arguments for the fence presented in the ERD. 

The existing State Barrier Fence was originally developed to prevent movement of rabbits.  It was retained 
as it mitigated impacts of emus on cropping enterprises in the agricultural region during emu irruptions.  
Maintenance of the State Barrier Fence to emu standard partially mitigated movement of wild dogs into the 
agricultural region.  The State Barrier Fence was upgraded to wild dog standard by the addition of lapwire to 
the base of the fence in 2012.  The upgrade was a result of increasing wild dog impacts on the small 
livestock industry in the agricultural region of WA.  In 2016 over half the landholders surveyed within 15 km 
of the State Barrier Fence reported reduced wild dog impacts subsequent to the application of the lapwire 
(DPIRD unpublished data).  Notwithstanding this positive response there are increased reported impacts of 
wild dogs resident in the agricultural area. 
The State Government has committed $4.8 million from 2017/19 to 2019/20 to maintain and replace old 
sections of the State Barrier Fence so that biosecurity groups and landholders within the fence have a 
higher likelihood of managing the increasing impacts of wild dogs. 
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93 Private 
Submitter 7 

Wild dog - Rationale for Proposal 
Address the concerns raised regarding the rational for the state 
barrier fence. 
Despite 10 years of work on this Esperance barrier fence extension 
Proposal the proponent is only able to provide one significant case 
of wild dog attack in the relevant region and no evidence of 
damage from mass emu incursions. In fact, on two occasions the 
ERD confirms there is no significant, or uncontained, wild dog 
problem in the Esperance agricultural region: 
• At p. 217 the proponent states: “The Proposal is designed to 

prevent access of large fauna; however, populations of 
kangaroos and emus will continue to exist within the proposed 
barrier fence and be connected to the outside populations 
through the gaps in the alignment. Wild dogs are already 
actively managed within the agricultural area and no significant 
change to the population is expected.” 

• At p. 226 the proponent states, “Wild dogs have not been at 
sufficient numbers to provide a regulatory role in the Esperance 
agricultural area for some time due to sustained wild dog 
management so little new impact is expected.” 

As one key paper critical of the barrier fence approach says, 
“The rationale for the [barrier fence] upgrades and extensions 
relies on the assumption that land use on either side of the fence is 
unlikely to change. The opposite is more likely, and conversion to 
other uses is already underway, making the establishment of a 
rigid boundary particularly unwise.”

See response to Issue (91).  Further specific examples of wild dog impacts on regional businesses were 
provided to the EPA through public submissions.  The Esperance Biosecurity Association and Southern 
Biosecurity Group record wild dog control activities and impacts when landholders or the Licensed Pest 
Management Technicians they contract report them.  Individual landholders may or may not report or record 
wild dog activity but DPIRD and the biosecurity groups encourage landholders to do so. 
 

94 918, 1-147, 
465 

Submitters believe that this type of fence has proven to be 
detrimental to wildlife in Australia and Botswana in Africa. 

The selected fence materials and construction method have very low entanglement and mortality rates in 
Western Australia based on fence maintenance staff PDA records as documented in ERD section 10.7.1.  
The Proposal makes additional design improvements to further mitigate risks of collision/entanglement (see 
ERD page 212). 

95 Birdlife 
Western 
Australia 

The submitter is concerned that there will be fewer resources and 
efforts to control feral animals in the Great Western Woodlands. 
This will impact on native fauna. 

A 0-20km buffer zone for wild dog and fox control will be maintained adjacent to the fence by Biosecurity 
Groups who raise rates on private landholders in the area matched dollar for dollar by State Government. 
The responsibility for broader feral animal control on UCL is vested with DBCA.  
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96 RSPCA 
Wilderness 
Society 

The further development of the DPIRD’s draft ‘Code of practice for 
the humane control of wild dogs’ (Aug 2017) and the production of 
an accompanying standard operating procedures should be made 
a high priority.  
At present, there are no legislative requirements, relevant animal 
welfare codes of practice or standard operating procedures relating 
to exclusion or cluster fencing.  
Until the completion of key research by DIPRD on the populations, 
movement and behaviour of wild dogs along fencing elsewhere in 
WA and a comprehensive understanding of the potential impact of 
predators on native fauna is gained the proponent cannot 
adequately provide recommendation on mitigation strategies.

The actions proposed under the ERD and PPCMP are consistent with the Animal Welfare Act 2002.  DPIRD 
will progress its policy issues according to priority.  
It is unclear what DPIRD research the respondent is referring to.  Evaluation of the State Barrier Fence 
upgrades through Landholders Surveys has been completed (DPIRD unpublished) and documented positive 
landholder responses to the upgrades.  Current DPIRD research relates to cluster fencing in rangelands and 
so is not of direct relevance. 

97 Wilderness 
Society 
ANON-
KP3G-
RERB-Z, 
Private 
Submitter 7 
(ANON-
KP3G-
RERB-Z) 
ANON-
KP3G-
RER9-Q 

Submitters considered that the following knowledge gaps caused 
uncertainty in the scientific approach of the Proposal: 
• more field research is needed to quantify the problem and if/why 

the existing methods of dealing with the problem of target fauna 
are ineffective  

• more research is needed on the effect of trophic cascades, a 
type of ecological chain reaction, which describes what happens 
when the populations of a top-order or apex predator are 
disrupted 

• Further research is required to ascertain what impacts the fence 
will have on the Western Ground Parrot as there is limited 
knowledge about its habitat and range due to its elusive nature. 

• provide information on the effectiveness of the current State 
Barrier Fence is and what are its adverse impacts to date. If this 
information is not available research should be undertaken 
which includes an analysis of the impacts displacement and 
death of native fauna such as the kangaroos and emus had on 
the ecosystem. A submittor considered that this assessment 
should be independent. 

• Industry has made clear to government that there is a wild dog issue in the Esperance and Ravensthorpe 
area that biosecurity groups have been dealing with for some years. They have identified that the source 
of new dogs is government lands to the north of the region.   

• Currently there are no methods available for the prevention of emu impacts during irruptions on cropping 
enterprises other than fencing.  

• The role of wild dogs in trophic cascades has been extensively researched in Australian ecology in the 
last decade. Broadly, results are variable between location, land types and land uses with support for the 
role of wild dogs in regulating kangaroo numbers at low densities demonstrated (but not at high 
densities). The role of wild dogs in controlling introduced predators is variable. Work undertaken in the 
WA southern rangelands (the closest physical location to the Proposal) indicates wild dogs do not 
regulate cats in that location (Kreplins et al submitted). 

• Potential impacts and mitigation for the Western Ground Parrot are addressed in response to Issues (57) 
to (61). 

• The known occurrence of wildlife impacts with the existing State Barrier fence is very low (0.0043 animals 
per km per year – section 10.7.1 of the ERD).  

• Populations of kangaroos and emus are present on both sides of the existing State barrier Fence.  As 
with the existing State Barrier Fence, the proposed Esperance extension is intended to prevent the 
periodic irruption of emu numbers impacting on agricultural properties. There is no intention to remove 
naturally occurring populations of emus present on non-irruption years from the southern side of the 
proposed extension. Densities of emus in the agricultural area can exceed that in the rangelands 
(Caughley and Grice, 1982) so the ecological benefits of these taxa will likely remain, as they have for the 
rest of the agricultural area in WA that has existed inside a SBF for over 100 years. 

• Effectiveness of the State Barrier Fence was evaluated by DPIRD before and after the addition of the 
lapwire in 2012. Landholders within 15km of the fence were surveyed as to the effectiveness of the 
upgrades in reducing wild dog impacts. In 2016 over 50% of landholders reported that the addition of the 
lapwire had a beneficial impact on wild dog impacts (noting approximately 20% had solely cropping 
enterprises). Over 65% considered that the lapwire gave them greater confidence to run small stock.  
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98 1949, 2146 Submitters were concerned that the Proposal may result in soil 
erosion and degradation due to the removal of native vegetation 

Erosion is a risk along portions of the Proposal alignment where grader clearing will occur and where soil 
type and slope increase susceptibility.  As stated in the ERD, 6 ha of the maximum clearing footprint has 
been included for the construction of water turnouts for erosion control.  Water turnout locations will be 
determined during construction and will only be required where necessary based on the potential for 
erosion and the state of erosion on any existing tracks.  The Proposal clearing footprint has been modified 
from the existing SBF practice of bulldozing and grading the entire 20 m wide fenceline, to only bulldozing 
and grading a 6 m wide track.  The remaining area adjacent to the track will be chained and thus retain a 
cover of live and dead vegetative matter to minimise the erosion potential. 
Erosion control along sections of the proposed barrier fence located on private land will be the 
responsibility of the land owner. 
Investigations undertaken by DPIRD identified areas expected to be most at risk from water erosion and 
locations where existing erosion has been observed in the field.  These areas that were identified were 
expected to require water diversion turnouts and are outlined in ERD Table 9-12.  Allowance has been 
made for these to be installed alternating every 200 m and every 70 m in high erosion risk areas (up to 
3675 water diversion turnouts may be installed along alignment if conditions require it).   
As stated in ERD Section 9.6.2, erosion will be monitored during fence inspections and managed to 
ensure the integrity of the proposed barrier fence and so that no indirect impacts on adjacent vegetation 
occur. 
Although not stated in the ERD, erosion management measures are expected to be included in the 
Construction Management Plan, which is expected to be required as part of the Ministerial Statement 
conditions and which would normally require review and approval of DWER prior to implementation 
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99 Wilderness Society Discuss the cumulative impacts and the 
significance to the hydrology of the Greater 
Western Woodlands. 
The Proposal addresses the risk of erosion 
through the construction of water diversion 
turnouts along the fence alignment however, 
there is currently an estimated 335,000 
occurrences of linear infrastructure impact on 
surface water movement projected for the 
internationally significant Great Western 
Woodlands (Raiter et al. 2017, p. 119).  

As noted in response to Issue (1), of the 816 ha of clearing to native vegetation, a total of 628.4 ha 
(77.5%) will occur in previously chained areas.  The effect of clearing native vegetation in these areas will 
be comparable to previous and ongoing chaining operations by DBCA irrespective of the Proposal being 
implemented.  Accordingly, clearing of native vegetation over 77.5% of the clearing footprint is not 
expected to result in significant changes to existing hydrological conditions. 
The remaining 187.6 ha (22.5%) of clearing footprint in previously un-disturbed areas will be distributed 
over a total length of 114.2 km, with a clearing width varying from 6 m to 20 m, as presented in ERD 
Table 4-2.  The potential hydrological changes associated with clearing native vegetation (such as 
increased groundwater recharge and groundwater level rise), are expected to be minor, highly localised to 
the vicinity of the Proposal alignment, and reduce over time as the chained vegetation (which forms the 
majority of the clearing area) recovers between chaining events.  The clearing footprint is a highly 
distributed and minute fraction (0.001%) of the 16 million ha of native vegetation comprising the Greater 
Western Woodlands and is expected to cause negligible hydrological impacts to the Greater Western 
Woodlands.   
The key erosion issue facing some sections of the existing State Barrier Fence has been the historic 
practice of grading the full 20m wide fence reserve leading to erosion washouts and gullies in susceptible 
areas, particularly through river/creek crossings.  This Proposal has therefore limited full clearing to 6m 
width, avoids the three major river crossings in the region and will incorporate water turnouts and water 
divergent banks in susceptible areas.  
https://www.dfes.wa.gov.au/safetyinformation/fire/bushfire/BushfireProtectionPlanningPublications/FESA%
20Firebreak%20Guidelines_std.pdf

100 1949 The submitter is concerned that the removal 
of 816 hectares of native vegetation may 
increase risks to already at risk groundwater 
supplies. 

Refer to response to Issue (99).  The potential hydrological changes associated with clearing native 
vegetation are expected to be minor, highly localised to the vicinity of the Proposal alignment, and reduce 
over time as the chained vegetation recovers between chaining events.  Given the highly distributed nature 
of the clearing (6-20 m wide over 114.2 km) the impact to groundwater aquifers and supplies is expected 
to be negligible.

 

Table 7:  Social Surroundings 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

101 Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage 

The Department is of the view the surveys completed are of an adequate 
standard and sufficiently express the view of Traditional Owners toward the 
Proposal. 

DPIRD have liaised with DPLH  who have 
advised that Aboriginal heritage matters can be adequately addressed 
under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (AHA).  
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102 Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage 

The Aboriginal heritage surveys undertaken by the proponent indicate that 37 
cultural areas and 127 isolated finds exist along the length of the Proposal, 
with the alignment avoiding 19 of the 37 cultural areas. 
Although requested, Heritage Information Submission forms for the 37 cultural 
areas have not been provided to the Department by the Esperance Nyungars 
group and the Department is not in a position to advise whether these may be 
places that would meet the criteria of Section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972 (AHA).

DPIRD have liaised with DPLH  regarding 
the 37 cultural areas.  DPLH have advised that Aboriginal heritage matters 
can be adequately addressed under the AHA. 

103 Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage 

The Department is confident the proponent is aware of its obligations under 
the AHA and that should the Proposal impact any Aboriginal heritage site that 
these impacts can be managed through the provisions of the AHA. 

DPIRD understand the obligation to avoid impacts to Aboriginal heritage 
sites and that any disturbance to sites must be managed in accordance 
with the provisions under the AHA. 

104 Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Surveys 
Further Site Identification heritage surveys should occur in areas of the 
Proposal that intersect with cultural areas identified in the Site Avoidance 
Survey and in particular in relation to dreaming tracks that may be impacted. 
The Site Identification assessment will be required to record information for 
assessing whether the sites are eligible under section 5 of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972, and if so, then the proponent will require a Section 18 
permit to disturb the site.

Cultural heritage can be adequately managed under the AHA.  DPIRD has 
responded in writing to the request for more archaeological works and 
other requests from the Proposal as presented in Appendix 7.-  
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105 Gondwanna Link Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
Clarify the process to be followed after initial identification of Aboriginal sites 
during investigations, before proposed development can proceed. 
If the Department intends to construct the Esperance Extension Fence and 
further disrupting the sites already identified, then further assessment is 
required to record information for assessing whether the sites are eligible for 
protection under section 5 of the AHA, and if so then the proponent will require 
a Section 18 permit to disturb the site. 

Refer to response to Issues 101 to 104.  
DPIRD has avoided sites where possible in locating the Proposal 
alignment.  DPIRD will implement the Aboriginal Heritage Due Diligence 
Guidelines (DAA/DPC 2013) and Esperance Nyungar Government 
Standard Heritage Agreement to inform risk-based decision making with 
respect to the AHA.  DPLH advised DPIRD that management boundaries 
around sites extending large distances from the actual site have no formal 
recognition under the AHA.  
If any new suspected Aboriginal sites are identified during construction: 
• works will immediately cease in that area (noting construction may 

continue in other sections of the Proposal)  
• temporary barriers (e.g. flagging) will be installed to prevent accidental 

access to the affected area 
• DPIRD will immediately inform and seek the advice of: 

o Registrar of Aboriginal Sites (DPLH) 
o Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title Aboriginal 

Corporation 
o Goldfields Land and Sea Council 

• if suspected skeletal remains are found WA Police will also be informed 
immediately 

• any object suspected of being cultural heritage material will be left in-
situ until advised by an archaeologist approved by 
DPLH/ETNTAC/GLSC  

• works will not recommence until given the all clear by the archaeologist 
and/or aforementioned organisations as appropriate.  

106 Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Mitigation 
It is recommended that management strategies be put in place for heritage 
sites that will be impacted by the Proposal and the DPIRD work with ETNTAC 
in relation to the development of these strategies.

DPIRD will continue to work with ETNTAC and the Ngadju Native Title 
holders if the Proposal proceeds.  DPIRD has responded in writing to the 
request for more archaeological works and other requests from the 
Proposal as presented in Appendix 7.- 

107 Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title 
Aboriginal Corporation 
 

Native Title Act 1993 
Provide confirmation of how the obligations under the Native Title Act 1993 
have been complied with. 

DPLH has commenced a referral process for the Esperance Extension to 
the State Barrier Fence tenure application, once this referral process is 
completed a Future Act process under the Native Title Act will be 
undertaken.



  State Barrier Fence Extension 

DAF16515_01 R004 Rev 0  

12-Jul-18   65 

No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

108 Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Access to resources within native title determined land 
Pursuant to the native title determination, Esperance Nyungar native title 
holders have the right to take resources from the native title determination 
area. Preventing access and migration of species through the Proposal area 
has the potential to significantly impact Esperance Nyungar people access to 
culturally significant resources. 

Noted. 
DPLH has commenced a referral process for the Esperance Extension to 
the State Barrier Fence tenure application, once this referral process is 
completed a Future Act process under the Native Title Act will be 
undertaken. 
DPIRD acknowledges that one of the key functions of the Proposal is to 
prevent or limit emu movement during times of peak population pressure 
and/or drought-induced food and water stress.  ERD Table 6-1 notes that 
the Proposal preventing emus crossing the landscape and access to 
waters as amongst concerns raised during heritage consultation.   
As discussed in the ERD emus will still be able to utilise the ecological 
corridors along the Lort, Young and Oldfield Rivers and some emus may 
still reach the coast to the east of the agricultural area placement of the 
fence as close as possible to the existing agricultural boundary.  The width 
of the gaps at these locations was developed in consultation with 
Traditional Owners. The gaps associated with these three main river 
systems and along the coast ensure that dispersal and access to 
resources can still occur along the key ecological corridors. 
Most fauna species are not expected to be reliant for survival on resources 
such as water and food sources on the agricultural side of the Proposal 
alignment, but the Proposal may affect individuals and local populations of 
emus and kangaroos used to foraging on the relatively high energy 
content of crop lands or pastures and drinking from anthropogenic water 
sources.  Most other smaller native taxa such as echidnas, quolls, and 
quenda can pass through the proposed mesh size.  The height of the 
fence is low enough that birds and bats can pass over the proposed 
barrier fence.   
The proposed design avoids use of barbed wire and includes features for 
visibility enhancement and these measures are expected to reduce 
collision risk to an acceptable level for all fauna.

109 Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Rangers 
It is recommended that the development of Indigenous rangers would greatly 
enhance the monitoring of the impacts of the Proposal as well as providing 
opportunities for traditional owners to benefit economically form the Proposal 
through fee for service opportunities.

DPIRD’s role ensures that primary industries and regions are key 
contributors to the Government’s agenda for economic growth and 
diversification, job creation, strong communities and better places. 
Economic development opportunities will be considered in due course by 
Government if the project receives statutory approvals. 
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110 Gondwana Link Nyungar and Ngadju endeavours to improve land management and values at 
a site and landscape scale. 
While these communities can speak for themselves, and may choose to do 
so, in recent years they have both undertaken very commendable efforts to 
improve the management of their traditional lands, including in ways that 
assist farmers, pastoralists and other contemporary landholders. It has been 
our honour to be able to assist with this work. However, it is our understanding 
that they have not been offered funding or assistance to manage their 
adjoining lands, including trough approaches that may well be far more 
effective in reducing farmer issue with wildlife on adjoining land, but have 
been made aware of possible paid jobs maintaining the fence. 

The Proposal will be complementary to other land management efforts, 
such as those undertaken but Nyungar and Ngadju peoples.  DPIRD will 
continue to consult and work with those groups where feasible, as the 
Department does with all stakeholders with an interest in the functions of 
the State Barrier Fence.  Funding or assistance to manage Nyungar and 
Ngadju adjoining land is outside the scope of the ESD and currently 
outside the budget and scope of the Proposal. 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

111 Gondwana Link 
ANON-KP3G-RERB-Z 
2360 

There has not been a sufficiently informed and representative participatory 
processes involving relevant stakeholders and community members during 
the development of the Proposal. 
Despite the claims in the ERD, there has been only patchy consultation, and 
even this has largely confined to ‘stakeholders’ identified by the Department 
as probably beneficiaries of the Proposal. 
• Gondwana Link is a nationally and internationally recognised program of 

some 16 years standing building ecological connectivity across the very 
area the proposed fence will traverse. Despite this, apart from some initial 
discussions in 2011-12 when the original designs caused a degree of 
public concern and discussion, the Department or its many consultants 
have never contacted us regarding the proposed fence extension. In 2014 
the Gondwana Link CEO co-authored, with a number of nationally and 
globally eminent ecologists, a journal paper specifically on the proposed 
Esperance Extension. To our knowledge none of the authors have been 
contacted as part of the supposed consolation process. 

• We are aware that the Department originally intended to construct the 
Esperance extension without formal environmental review. While 
recognising that many of the more damaging aspects of the original 
Proposal have been modified, all consultation, including since the Fence 
extension was announced in 2010, has been about the Fence and has not 
included consideration of broader management options. 

• Despite consultation, the ERD significantly misinterprets even the legal 
requirements for consideration of other stakeholder interest, such as for 
the investigation and consideration of identified Aboriginal sites. 

• The submitters do not consider the involvement of South Coast NRM to 
have been broad consultation with stakeholders. The South Coast NRM 
were joint proponents of the original Proposal and may to benefit if the 
Proposal proceeds. 

DPIRD acknowledges and has addressed as best as possible the ongoing 
concerns raised by Gondwana Link and other conservation groups about 
the Proposal.  DPIRD has considered these views provided via on-line 
petitions against the Esperance extension, the ‘Stop and re-think the fence 
campaign’, the published paper against barrier fences and through the 
EPA referral and PER processes.  The Proposal has been modified 
significantly and at great expense to mitigate or avoid potential 
environmental impacts. Broad consultation has been undertaken within the 
resource capacity of DPIRD.  
One of DPIRD’s primary roles is to grow and protect Western Australia’s 
agriculture and food sector.  DPIRD advocates for the WA agrifood sector 
and its vital contribution to the economy, jobs and regional growth.  This 
Proposal is in line with those objectives.  
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112 Birdlife Western Australia 
ANON-KP3G-RER9-Q  
ANON-KP3G-RERG-5 

Submitters were concerned by the regional and state wide cumulative impacts 
to flora, vegetation and fauna. 
Incursions on the Great Western Woodlands – each considered insignificant 
and unforeseeable -accumulate over space and time (c.f. Raiter et al. 2014 
Trends Ecol. Evol. 29,11.). As these incursions become numerous, they 
collectively degrade the Great Western Woodlands.  
The flora and fauna affected by this project are endemic to Western Australia 
and have already suffered vast declines in population.  
The clearing of native bushland in the Wheatbelt region of WA, has restricted 
Carnarby’s Cockatoo populations that are now shifting their feeding patterns 
to include crops and orchard fruits. This results in shooting of native and 
endangered species. By removing even a few hectares of pristine bushland in 
the Esperance and Ravensthorpe shires, will the similar pattern occur in this 
area? 

• As noted in response to Issue (15), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant residual impacts to flora and vegetation. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant impacts from fragmentation or isolation, and has been 
designed with careful consideration to the presence and values of the 
Great Western Woodlands. 

• As noted in response to Issue (55), the Proposal is not expected to 
significantly affect any potential fauna shifts associated with climate 
change. 

• As noted in response to Issue (70), the Proposal alignment has been 
selected to run along the boundary of the Great Western Woodlands 
rather than intruding into the woodlands or running at right angles to the 
broadly defined alignment of the Gondwana Link. 

• As noted in response to Issue (73), the Proposal incorporates gaps to 
maintain macro corridors identified for the region, while balancing the 
regional economic development objectives of the Proposal. 

• As noted in response to Issue (23), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant residual impacts to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo.   
 

113 2188, 803, 942, 1217, 1424, 1473, 
1621, 1916, 2120, 2533, 2526, 
2618, 1092, 1212, 1221, 2424, 
516, 1899, 1366, 535, 3-25 

Submitters consider that native vegetation and fauna should be retained and 
protected for the benefit of future generations and are concerned that the 
proponent won’t be replacing native vegetation in the area. Submitters 
consider that there is an unquantifiable number of products and services yet to 
be identified within the woodlands. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the majority (89.5%) of the Proposal 
alignment is along existing firebreaks and cleared farmland that have 
existing clearing, tracks and fences.  

• As noted in the response to Issue (3), the disturbance of vegetation has 
almost entirely (814.8 ha or 99.85% out of 816 ha) been limited to 
already cleared areas (628.4 ha or 77% out of 816 ha) or limited to 
vegetation communities retained at 30% or more of their pre-European 
extent.   

• As noted in response to Issue (15), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant residual impacts to flora and vegetation. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant impacts from fragmentation or isolation. 

• As noted in response to Issue (23), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant residual impacts to Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo.   
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114 3-25, 1004, 112, 4-71 Submitters contend that the most intact area of the great western woodlands 
(GWW) is the area between Norseman and Hyden as it has not been logged 
or grazed to any significant extent. Submitters claim that this is the same area 
that the Proposal will damage. The submitters consider that the Proposal will 
result in a significant reduction to the conservation values of the GWW and 
that the edge effect of clearing will allow further incursions of weeds, disease 
and wind and heat into some of the most intact areas remaining. The 
submitters also consider that the Proposal will become an access point for 
vehicles that will cause further damage, directly and indirectly. 
The submitters contend that further landscape fragmentation will reduce the 
resilience of the whole region and feel that the Proposal will counter the work 
undertaken by the Gondwana Link project and its partners. The submitters 
further contend that loss of resilience to climate change caused by 
fragmentation will negatively impact farmers who support the Proposal. 
Submitters contend that there will be a permanent loss of biological values as 
a result of the Proposal and that it is not possible to replace the complexity of 
ecological systems and that Australian ecosystems do not follow the 
succession model and are permanently altered by clearing 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal is not expected to 
cause significant impacts from fragmentation or isolation, and has been 
designed with careful consideration to the presence and values of the 
Great Western Woodlands. 

• As noted in response to Issue (70), the Proposal alignment has been 
selected to run along the boundary of the Great Western Woodlands 
rather than intruding into the woodlands or running at right angles to the 
broadly defined alignment of the Gondwana Link. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the majority (89.5%) of the Proposal 
alignment is along existing firebreaks and cleared farmland that have 
existing clearing, tracks and fences.  This significantly reduces the 
potential for additional dieback and weed impacts within the Great 
Western Woodlands. 

• As noted in response to Issues (10) and (11), dieback and weed control 
will be provided by management plans that provide specific protection 
for areas of high environmental value. 

• As noted in response to Issue (55), the Proposal is not expected to 
significantly affect any potential fauna shifts associated with climate 
change. 

 

115 4-50 The submitter is a farmer living close to the great western woodlands (GWW) 
and has witnessed the erosion of the integrity of the area over a long period. 
The submitter states that the GWW is made up of many different but 
interrelated ecological zones and that the area that is going to be impacted by 
the Proposal is especially important as it contains the last uncleared areas of 
higher rainfall country and has significantly more plant and animal diversity 
than the drier areas of the GWW. 

• As noted in response to Issue (44), the Proposal has been designed 
with careful consideration to the presence and values of the Great 
Western Woodlands. 

• As noted in response to Issue (70), the Proposal alignment has been 
selected to run along the boundary of the Great Western Woodlands 
rather than intruding into the woodlands or running at right angles to the 
broadly defined alignment of the Gondwana Link. 

• As noted in response to Issue (73), the Proposal incorporates gaps to 
maintain macro corridors identified for the region, while balancing the 
regional economic development objectives of the Proposal. 
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116 The Wilderness Society Proforma  
ANON-KP3G-RERG-5 

Submitters believe that the Proposal is an outdated, ill-conceived and 
reactionary ‘solution’ to a relatively small problem in response to a small 
number of private landholders in the Esperance region who want to keep 
dingoes, feral dogs, emus and kangaroos off their land. 
The submitters feel that vested interests are determining government policy 
and expenditure. The submitters requested that government act in the 
interests of the wider community and environment rather than locking up land 
for a small number of private landowners. The submitters felt that the Proposal 
is a waste of public resources and that the funds could be used for more 
important projects.

One of DPIRD’s primary roles is to grow and protect Western Australia’s 
agriculture and food sector.  DPIRD advocates for the WA agrifood sector 
and its vital contribution to the economy, jobs and regional growth.  

117 ANON-KP3G-RERB-Z MLC 
Gondwana Link 
Private Submitter 7 
545, 2648, 4-3 

This public funded Proposal benefits a small number of farmers. Alternative 
funding measures should be considered. 
 

The Proposal will help protect, grow and improve long-term certainty of 
hundreds of farmers in the Esperance/Ravensthorpe Region.  Flow-on 
economic benefits to communities outside of this area are also expected 
(e.g. farmers in WA who purchase small stock from the Esperance region).  
Government and industry are considering future State Barrier Fence 
construction and maintenance contributions.  

118 Wilderness Society 
ANON-KP3G-RERB-Z Gondwana 
Link 
ANON-KP3G-RERP-E 
Private Submitter 7 
545, 2648, 4-3 
561, 1625, 1611, 1639, 2191, 
2643, 1865, 1004, 4-50 
 

Cost benefit analysis 
An independent/more comprehensive cost benefit analysis of the Esperance 
Barrier Fence project be undertaken should be undertaken. Submitters 
considered this independent cost benefit analysis should include: 
• a comparison of the current Proposal with alternative scenarios of control of 

problem wild dogs through trained contractors or paying compensation to 
landholders for stock losses caused by dingos/wild dogs 

• an assessment of other options 
• a meaningful account of ecological value 
• produced in a participatory process 
• and assessment of the cost of preventing mass migrations that occur every 

five or ten years 
• ongoing cost of inspecting, maintaining and repairing the fence 
The ERD (p. 12-15) relies heavily on a small selection of limited anecdotal 
information from vested interests, largely from other parts of the state, on 
broad and possibly misleading estimates and economic analysis information, 
and some generalised estimates made by the proponents without apparent 
substance to them.

Two cost-benefit analyses completed for the Proposal indicate positive 
returns on investment.  The market price of sheep and wool has increased 
significantly since these analyses were completed.  
In 2015/16, Australian Bureau of Statistics Catalogue 7121 states there 
were 721,722 sheep and lambs in the Esperance Region.  
DNA samples indicated a 94% pure dingo was responsible for the stock 
attack quoted in the PER document.  The situation described was used as 
one example of the damage caused in the Esperance region. Additional 
examples were provided by landholders to the EPA in public submissions.   
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• Earlier work for the Department by other consultants, based on a much 

reduced cost of construction, only found a cost benefit ratio of 1;1.97 (URS, 
2007), yet conversations in 2012 with senior Dept. of Agriculture staff 
suggest that from internal re-calculations a ratio of 1:1 was more likely. It is 
noted that the only economic study referenced in the ERD was conducted 
for the more generic Wild Dog Action Plan. Note that the 2007 URS report 
is quoted elsewhere in the ERD as an authority, but no explanation is given 
on the variation in cost benefits estimated. 

• The relevance of estimates from the pastoral zone to this Proposal is 
unclear as there are no pastoral properties adjoining, or generally, within 
some hundreds of kilometres of the fence. 

• It is unclear whether the one tangible and relevant example quoted of stock 
damage from a “wild dog” was from the north of the farming areas or a farm 
dog gone feral. 

• The ERD only uses the number of stock brands in the two Shire’s and 
makes no attempt to quantify stock numbers and/or number of farms 
actually running stock adjoining the Great Western Woodlands, but then 
produces very generous estimates of the likely increase in stock numbers 
following construction of the proposed fence. While most farms have a 
stock brand, that doesn’t mean they are running or intend to run stock. Our 
advice is that the number of farms who actually do run stock is heavily 
weighted towards the high rainfall coastal strip, with relatively few farms 
running or intending to run stock in areas such as North Cascades, 
Beaumont and Salmon Gums. 

• The bulk of any benefit may well be in the section immediately east of the 
existing Barrier Fence, which funnels wildlife on to the first farms form a 
considerable distance away. This is an issue which does deserve 
remediation, and should be considered separate to any management 
issues arising some hundreds of kilometres further east. 

• While selectively citing information on the causes of emu migration the 
ERD (p. 12) fails to consider or outline how these ‘migrations’ can be dealt 
with by management at their source, and fail to mention that the pastoral 
sources referred to are many hundreds of kilometres from the proposed 
Esperance Fence. 

On p. 217 of the ERD it is stated that “Wild dogs are already actively managed 
within the agricultural area and no significant change to the population is 
expected”. This statement questions the very basis fo the cost-benefits 
claimed.

119 Gondwana Link Provide assurances that the fence be properly maintained if it is funded by 
landholder contribution. 

Government and industry are considering future State Barrier Fence 
contributions by industry to significantly increase the current DPIRD fence 
maintenance budget.  The existing State Barrier Fence and proposed 
Esperance extension will be managed by DPIRD until and unless other 
arrangements are determined.    
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120 1846, 1892, 1239, 1366, 1419, 
1472, 1686, 1764, 1776, 1884, 
1916, 2042, 2114, 2146, 2300, 
2610, 4-50, 2648, 4-23, 4-74, 4-48 

Submitters expressed that farmers and landowners should be responsible for 
improving their own fences. Some submitters suggested that funds could be 
provided to subsidise farmers for constructing their own fences, while others 
considered that landowners should cover costs themselves. Submitters felt 
that public funds should not be used to construct barrier fences on private 
property for private profit, applying the user pays principle, and considering 
the small budget allocations to biosecurity at a state and national level. 
Submitters considered that there was an inequity in providing for some 
farmers what most must pay for themselves and that there will only be a small 
number of landholders in the region who would benefit from the fence. 
Submitters considered that better farming practices have been established 
around Australia and that there are other solutions to reduce the effect of 
native animals on incomes. Submitters also considered that if landowners and 
farmers are unable to operate a profitable, sustainable business from the land 
then the land should be returned to the State. Submitters contend that running 
sheep in the area is ecologically damaging and landowners should be 
educated in relation to their responsibility to nature. 
Submitters contend that if graziers have concerns regarding dingo and wild 
dog attacks on stock that management should be targeted to the affected 
stations and to specific problem predators.

The legal responsibility of managing declared pests under the BAM Act 
2007 is that of the owner or occupier of the land.  Private landholders in 
the region argue that they can manage pests on their own land but that the 
wild dog, emu and kangaroo source and problem predominantly originates 
from government lands.  The proposed fence fulfils some of government’s 
obligations to manage pests on government land by not letting them 
spread onto other persons lands. The rest of the south-west of WA from 
Kalbarri to Ravensthorpe is offered this protection through the existing 
State Barrier Fence.   
One of DPIRD’s primary roles is to grow and protect Western Australia’s 
agriculture and food sector.  DPIRD advocates for the WA agrifood sector 
and its vital contribution to the economy, jobs and regional growth.   
An integrated approach to wild dog management using all available tools 
including Licensed Pest Management Technicians, baiting, trapping, 
shooting and fencing is preferred.   
 

121 172, 323, 30, 50, 80, 1-133, 2475, 
1680, 821, 843, 4-50 

Submitters including farmers and landowners consider that barrier fences 
have not been effective in other states and that landowners should be 
responsible for safeguarding their own properties. 

The legal responsibility of managing declared pests under the BAM Act 
2007 is that of the land holder.  Private landholders in the region argue 
that they can manage pests on their own land but that the wild dog, emu 
and kangaroo source and problem predominantly originates from 
Government lands.  The proposed fence fulfils some of government’s 
obligations to manage pests on their own land by not letting them spread 
onto other persons lands. 
Fencing is recognised as one of the tools that can be utilised in best 
practice, integrated wild dog control.  
Effectiveness of the State Barrier Fence was evaluated by DPIRD before 
and after the addition of the lapwire in 2012. Landholders within 15km of 
the fence were surveyed as to the effectiveness of the upgrades in 
reducing wild dog impacts. In 2016 over 50% of landholders reported that 
the addition of the lapwire had a beneficial impact on wild dog impacts 
(noting approximately 20% had solely cropping enterprises). Over 65% 
considered that the lapwire gave them greater confidence to run small 
stock.  
Currently fencing is being used extensively as a control tool in other 
Australian states with contributions from State and Commonwealth 
Governments. One initiative, the Queensland Feral Pest Initiative, reports 
over 2500km of cluster fencing with a return on investment for producers 
of 1.49 in the first year. 
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122 ANON-KP3G-RERB-Z  
Private Submitter 7 
ANON-KP3G-RERG-5 
ANON-KP3G-RERP-E 
The Wilderness Society Proforma 
1559, 2678 
172, 323, 30, 50, 80, 1-133, 2475, 
1680, 821, 843, 4-50 
3-25, 1004, 112, 4-71 
418 
3-65, 2567, 2080, 2038, 1959, 
1673, 1666, 1608, 4-39, 112 
4-71 

Alternative approach 
Submitters consider that there must be a better approach to managing Emu 
and Wild dog impacts to agricultural land. These are cheaper, more humane 
and environmentally sensitive. Some submitters have witnessed emu 
migration and the impacts that barrier fences can have and ask that more 
humane methods of controlling migration are investigated. 
Address the effectiveness of the following proposed alternatives: 
• An approach that reflects current scientific understanding of the complex 

interrelationships between apex, predators, meso-predators, ecological 
health and agricultural sustainability and address the gaps in scientific 
knowledge 

• Control wild dogs through trained contractors 
• Pay compensation to landholders for stock losses caused by dingos/wild 

dogs 
• Farm holders to fence their own properties 
• Use companion guard animals/Livestock Guardian Dogs (LGD) 
• Cover water sources to limit high reproduction of kangaroos 
• Aversive conditioning 
• Livestock husbandry and management practices, including confinement at 

particular times, removal and proper disposal of dead livestock 
• Fencing such as electric fencing, which can provide a physical and 

psychological barrier 
• Repellents and frightening devices 
• Continued use of current activities such as shooting and baiting 
• Engaging professional trappers, shooters and rangers 
• Landholders can take their own measures to control wild dogs as they do in 

the eastern states 
• Target pests could be controlled with the help of drones 
A survey of 150 livestock producers across Australia found that 65.7% 
reported that predation ceased after obtaining LGDs, and a further 30.2% 
reported a decrease of predation (van Bommel & Johnson, 2012), and: “The 
cost of obtaining a LGD is returned within 1–3 years after the dog starts 
working.” The study concluded that, “Provided a sufficient number of LGDs 
are used, they can be as effective in protecting livestock from predators in 
Australia when ranging freely on large properties with large numbers of 
livestock as they are in small-scale farming systems.

The ERD seeks to evaluate the environmental impact of the Proposal, 
rather than to evaluate it in comparison to other models.  As such these 
comments are out of scope but are addressed here.  
Wild dog management requires integrated use of a suite of tools. Fencing 
is one of these tools but will occur with some of the proposed methods 
(trained contractors, shooting and baiting) and may include others (e.g. 
guardian animals, internal fencing). Management of invasive species 
including wild dogs is an ongoing research issue nationally.  Several of the 
options proposed are the subject of current or recent research.  These 
include water management, use of drones, guardian animals, aversive 
conditioning and other repellents.  These approaches have some success 
but are currently limited by deployment scale.  Fencing is one of the 
limited number of tools that can be effectively deployed at landscape 
scale.  
 

123 590, 1916, 2299, 2571, 3-25 Submitters consider that the Proposal and associated clearing will have 
negative consequences for tourism and that there is considerable potential for 
the development of tourism in an intact, well managed great western 
woodland. 

The impact of clearing has been minimising through co-locating the fence 
in existing chained firebreaks.  New clearing is in isolated locations, 
distributed over 114.2 km and surrounded by extensive areas of native 
bushland.  If wild dog populations are left unchecked, they could increase 
to levels that endanger tourists.   
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124 WA Farmers. 
Roper River Landcare Group Inc. 
Esperance Biosecurity Association 
Inc. 
Stud Merino Breeders’ Association 
of WA. 
Aus Stock Transport. 
South East Premium Wheat 
Growers’ Association. 
National Wild Dog Action Plan and 
Centre for Invasive Species 
Solutions. 
Association for Sheep Husbandry, 
Excellence, Evaluation and 
Production Inc. 
Sheep Producers Australia. 
Blackwood Zone of WAFarmers. 
WAFarmers Lower South West 
Zone. 
Animal Health Australia. 
Western Queensland DogWatch 
Committee. 
Livestock SA. 
Private Submitter 1 
Private Submitter 2 
Private Submitter 3 
Private Submitter 4 
Private Submitter 5 
Private Submitter 6 
ANON-KP3G-REQC-Z 
ANON-KP3G-REQT-H 
ANON-KP3G-REQP-D 
ANON-KP3G-REQB-Y 
ANON-KP3G-REQM-A 
ANON-KP3G-REQU-J 
ANON-KP3G-REQD-1 
ANON-KP3G-REQA-X 
ANON-KP3G-REQZ-Q

These submitters support the Proposal and believe: 
• Wild dogs, kangaroos and emus have significant economic implications to 

farming and flow on businesses 
• Currently mobs of between 50-70 emus have been witnessed are roaming 

though crops on at least two  
• Over 7 Sheep and 40 lambs were attacked and killed as recently as 

January 2018  
• Attacks by wild dogs on sheep are caused negative impacts to the welfare 

of stock 
• Witnessing the attacks on livestock or the impacts of the attacks on 

livestock from wild dogs causes emotional stress to landholders 
• Evidence has been found of wild dogs in close proximity to a homestead 

leading to fears for the safety of adults and especially children 
• Continued impacts from wild dogs may include a shift away from sheep 

farming resulting in a loss of associated jobs and skills, reduction in 
employment and flow-on effects to local communities 

• Wild dogs may bring diseases onto farms putting working dogs at risk. As 
livestock carriers employ working dogs then they may carry and spread the 
diseases across the country 

• Should the fence not proceed and the wild dog numbers continue to 
increase there is potential for wild dogs to infiltrate the farming country and 
cause greater impacts to producers closer to the coast and greater 
community 

• Research has shown that wild dogs roam extensively, GPS collared dogs 
have been recorded travelling 13,000 km in four moths over a 150 km 
home range area. Sightings have been reported within 30 km of townships 
in the Esperance shire. 

• The proposed barrier fence will protect stock from wild dogs and crops from 
emus and kangaroos 

• The fence will assist the increase value of the agri-food sector including the 
grain export industry for the Esperance region 

• Existing barrier fences in WA and the eastern states are considered to have 
been successful methods of protecting both agriculture and wilderness 

• Currently the proposed fence is considered to be the best method for 
protection of agricultural land available 

• A fence excluding emus and kangaroos is more humane than applying for 
permits to destroy them 

• Evidence proves the extension fence will have little impact on the fauna 
and flora within the area as: 
* the majority of the proposed fence will be established on previously 

cleared and chained firebreaks and on existing boundary fence lines on 
the edge of the farming land 

Acknowledged. 
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ANON-KP3G-REQS-G 
ANON-KP3G-REQW-M 
ANON-KP3G-REQN-B 
ANON-KP3G-REQ8-N 
ANON-KP3G-REQR-F 
ANON-KP3G-REQY-P 
ANON-KP3G-REQF-3 
ANON-KP3G-REQE-2 
ANON-KP3G-REQ1-E 
ANON-KP3G-RERK-9 
ANON-KP3G-RERH-6 

* 0.002 % of the Greater Western Woodlands will be impacted 
• The fence extension and resulting firebreak maintenance will reduce the 

risk of fires and their impacts on fauna and flora 
• The fence extension will include new construction techniques that are 

designed to prevent collisions and entanglements between animals and the 
fence 

• The fence will only stop large wildlife species which are not threated and 
are considered pest species when they move onto agriculture land under 
the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Bill 2006 

• The extension of the barrier fence will be another tool for the box to aid in 
the impact of wild dogs 

• The necessary environmental and cultural studies have been completed 
and the issues raised in these have been addressed through modifications 
to the design and materials to be used in the construction of the fence 

• The fence will allow a more diverse and therefore sustainable farming area 
in the low rainfall region of the Esperance shire, and 

• The fence will provide a sustainable future for the agricultural industry and 
communities within the south-Eastern agricultural area, for generations to 
come. 
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Appendix 1 
Table of conservation significant flora 
within 5 km of the Proposal alignment 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Acacia rhamphophylla T Rocky or sandy clay
Upper slopes of low 
ranges - Y N ? Y Unlikely 

Acrotriche orbicularis T Loam, clay loam
Slopes, hills, disturbed 
areas

Mallee regrowth, 
woodland Y Y N Y Unlikely 

Allocasuarina globosa T 
Greenstone, rocky soils, 
loams, laterite Hills, ridges, slopes

Mallee, shrubland, 
Allocasuarina spp. Y Y Y N Unlikely 

Anigozanthos bicolor subsp. 
minor T Sand Wet areas

Heath, mallee over 
heath, disturbed areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Beyeria cockertonii T Clay, basalt, komatiite Slopes Mallee heath N Y N Y Unlikely 

Caladenia graniticola (previously 
included in Caladenia hoffmanii) T Gritty sandy clay, granite

Near low exposed rock 
outcrops

Woodland (Allocasuarina 
huegeliana, Eucalyptus 
loxophleba, 
Leptospermum 
erubescens) Y Y N N Unlikely 

Conostylis lepidospermoides T Sand over laterite Flats, slopes
Mallee, shrubland, 
heathland Y Y Y Y Known 

Darwinia oxylepis T Stony, peaty sand Rocky gullies Mallee heath N N Y N Unlikely 
Darwinia sp. Mt Heywood (R. 
Davis 11066) T Granitic soil Hills, outcrops Shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Darwinia wittwerorum T Clay loam, sandy clay Roadsides, slopes Mallee heath Y Y Y N
Highly 
Unlikely 

Daviesia megacalyx T Gravelly laterite Ridges, hillslopes
Mallee shrubland, mallee 
heath N N Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Drummondita longifolia T 
Granitic loam, skeletal 
sandy loam Granite outcrops

Shrubland; Acacia, 
Gastrolobium, 
Calothamnus spp. Y N N N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Eremophila denticulata subsp. 
denticulata T 

Alluvium, sand, sandy 
clay loam

River beds & plains, 
laterite breakaways

Mallee, Eucalyptus 
occidentalis N N Y Y Unlikely 

Eremophila denticulata subsp. 
trisulcata T 

Sand or loam over 
limestone -

Woodland, chenopod 
shrubland N ? Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Eremophila lactea T 
Sandy clay loam, 
calcrete

Open disturbed road 
verge

Acacia/Melaleuca 
shrubland, woodland, 
mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eremophila subteretifolia T Sand, loam
Edges of salt lakes, sub-
saline flats

Melaleuca shrubland, 
Salmon Gum woodland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eremophila verticillata T 
Clay loam, loam over 
dolomite Lake edges

Woodland, Melaleuca, 
chenopods Y Y Y N Unlikely 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Eucalyptus merrickiae T Sand, sandy clay Near salt lakes
Melaleuca, mallee, 
chenopods Y Y Y Y Known 

Eucalyptus purpurata T 
White powdery loam, 
magnesite

Eastern and north-
eastern slopes of ridges Woodland, low forest N N Y Y Unlikely 

Grevillea involucrata T Gravelly sand -

Proteaceous and 
Myrtaceous heath and 
shrublands, mallee N ? Y N Unlikely 

Hibbertia abyssa T 
Loam, laterite, 
sandstone Hillslopes, soil stockpile

Mallee, mallee 
shrubland. After 
disturbance Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Kennedia glabrata T Sand, granite Granite outcrops

Taxandria and Agonis 
shrublands, low 
shrubland, moss pads Y Y N N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Kunzea similis subsp. 
mediterranea T Loam over laterite Ridge tops

Mallee, mallee 
shrubland, Proteaceous 
heath N N Y Y Unlikely 

Lambertia echinata subsp. 
echinata T 

Gravelly sandy loam, 
sandy loam, and, 
granite, laterite

Below & between rock 
outcrops, slopes, hill 
crests

Heath, Proteaceous 
heath, mallee heath Y N Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Myoporum turbinatum T Sand

In moist areas: along 
creeks & rivers, near 
pools, margins of saline 
depressions

Melaleuca shrubland, 
mallee, halophytes Y Y Y Y Possible 

Rhizanthella gardneri T Sand -
Melaleuca uncinata, 
mallee Y ? Y Y Known 

Ricinocarpos trichophorus T Sandy clay, loam
Breakaways, among 
sandstone rocks

Mallee shrubland, 
Acacia and Melaleuca 
shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Roycea pycnophylloides T Sandy soils, clay Saline flats
Melaleuca, halophytes, 
samphire Y Y Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Thelymitra psammophila T Sandy clay, loam -

Mallee  heath, 
heathland, Allocasuarina 
shrubland Y ? Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 

Acacia diaphana P1 
Wet or waterlogged clay 
or sandy loam Depressions - Y Y ? Y Known 

Astus duomilius P1 Saline sand
Gentle slope of a lake 
dune Woodland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Baeckea sp. Gibson (K.R. 
Newbey 11084) P1 

Loam over laterite and 
granite

Moderately exposed 
hills, cleared bushland

Shrubland, Acacia 
lasiocalyx, Calothamnus 
quadrifidus Y Y Y Y Known 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Boronia baeckeacea subsp. 
patula P1 Clay loam - Mallee Y ? Y Y Known 

Brachyloma nguba P1 
Sandy clay, shallow 
sandy loam Flat plains

Open mallee woodland, 
mallee scrub Y Y Y Y Possible 

Chamelaucium sp. Mt Heywood 
(K. Newbey 7954) P1 

Deep sand, gravelly 
loam Flat plains Shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Chorizema circinale P1 
Sand, sandy clay with 
gravel

Flats, margin of gravel 
pit

Shrubland, disturbed 
areas Y Y Y Y Possible 

Cyathostemon sp. Dowak (J.M. 
Fox 86/271) P1 Sand Margins of salt lakes Mallee/Melaleuca Y Y Y Y Possible 
Cyathostemon sp. Esperance (A. 
Fairall 2431) P1 

Sandy gravel, sandy 
clay, loam

Saline depressions, near 
salt pans, lake margins - Y Y ? Y Possible 

Darwinia sp. Mt Baring (K.R. 
Newbey 9775) P1 Sand Hill crest Eucalyptus tetraptera Y N N Y Unlikely 
Darwinia sp. Mt Ney (M.A. 
Burgman & S. McNee 1274) P1 Sand Slight slope Shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Dicrastylis archeri P1 White sand
Sandplains, near salt 
lakes Open mallee woodland Y Y Y Y Known 

Drosera grievei P1 clayey sand - heath, shrubland ? Y  

Eucalyptus dielsii x platypus P1 
Moderately-drained clay 
loam

Almost flat plains, gilgai 
plains

Eucalyptus dielsii 
woodland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eucalyptus misella P1 Sand Low-lying sandplains

Mallee shrubland, mallee 
heathland, Melaleuca 
spp. Y Y Y Y Known 

Eucalyptus sp. Esperance (M.E. 
French 1579) P1 

Sandy loam, loam, 
calcareous loam Flats

Woodland, mallee 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eutaxia andocada P1 
White sand or brown 
sandy-clay over granite -

Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland Y ? Y Y Possible 

Gastrolobium involutum P1 Sand over granite
Base of rock outcrops, 
drainage channels

Acacia, Melaleuca and 
Allocasuarina spp. 
shrublands, Eucalyptus 
occidentalis woodland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Goodenia turleyae P1 
Sand over clay, gravelly 
clay, granite

Moist sheltered areas, 
near salt lakes

Samphire, Melaleuca, 
mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 

Grammosolen sp. Mt Ridley 
(W.R. Archer 1210911) P1 Sand Salt lake island Shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 
Gyrostemon sp. Ravensthorpe 
(G. Cockerton & N. Evelegh 
9467) P1 Loam, clay, quartz Slopes

Disturbance opportunist. 
Shrubland, mallee Y N Y Y Unlikely 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Hibbertia carinata P1 Gravelly sand Slopes
Mallee shrubland, 
Allocasuarina shrubland N N Y Y Unlikely 

Lepidosperma sp. Mt Chester (S. 
Kern et al. LCH 16596) P1 - - - ? ? ? Y Possible 

Leucopogon remotus P1 
Sand, sandy loam, 
limestone

Plain, slope, near salt 
lake

Mallee shrubland, 
Myrtaceous shrubland, 
woodland, Banksia 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Leucopogon rugulosus P1 Sand
Sandplain, creeks, lake 
edges

Mallee shrubland, low 
heath Y Y Y Y Possible 

Leucopogon sp. Bonnie Hill (K.R. 
Newbey 9831) P1 Sand Undulating sandplains

Mallee, mallee heath, 
heath Y Y Y Y Known 

Melaleuca similis P1 Sand
Margins of saline 
drainage lines

Proteaceous and 
Myrtaceous shrubland, 
mallee shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Microcybe pauciflora subsp. 
grandis P1 Clay-loam or loam. -

Mallee shrubland, 
Allocasuarina shrubland Y ? Y Y Unlikely 

Persoonia baeckeoides P1 

Gravelly sand, laterite, 
sandy clay over 
sandstone Undulating plains

Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland, after fire Y Y Y Y Possible 

Philotheca gardneri subsp. 
globosa P1 Sand -

Heathland, woodland, 
mallee shrubland, 
Callitris, Melaleuca Y ? Y Y Known 

Pimelea pelinos P1 - Sandy clay. Salt lakes.
Shrubland, Melaleuca, 
Darwinia. ? Y Y Y Possible 

Pultenaea wudjariensis P1 Gravelly clay Gently hilly country
Mallee shrubland, mallee 
heath Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Scaevola archeriana P1 
Sandy loam, sandy clay 
loam

Sandplains, road verges, 
edge of salt lakes Low shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Acacia amyctica P2 Sandy loam, clay Flats
Low trees, mallee, 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Acacia nitidula P2 
Granitic sandy gravelly 
soils Granite boulder

Shrubland, mallee, 
woodland, coastal heath Y Y Y Y Known 

Aotus sp. Dundas (M.A. Burgman 
2835) P2 Limestone, saline soils - Shrub mallee, shrubland Y ? Y Y Known 
Astroloma sp. Grass Patch 
(A.J.G. Wilson 110) P2 Sand Edge of salt lakes

Heathland, low 
shrubland, mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 

Bentleya diminuta P2 
Sandy clay or loam with 
calcareous nodules woodland, mallee Y ? Y Y Possible 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Caesia viscida P2 aeolian sand low dunes shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Conostephium uncinatum P2 Deep sand

Edges of salt lakes, 
undulating plains, 
claypans

Mallee, Melaleuca and 
Darwinia on edge of salt 
lakes, Banksia Y Y Y Y Possible 

Cyathostemon sp. Jyndabinbin 
Rocks (K.R. Newbey 7689) P2 

Sand, granitic sandy 
loam Aeolian dunes, flat plains

Mallee, Acacia or 
Melaleuca shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Dampiera orchardii P2 Sand Margins of salt lakes Mallee, Melaleuca Y Y Y Y Possible 

Darwinia luehmannii P2 Sand, sandy loam
Flat depressions, base 
of granite rocks Mallee, Banksia media Y Y Y Y Known 

Daviesia newbeyi P2 
Sand, sandy clay over 
granite Rocky slopes

Mallee, mallee heath, 
burnt areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Drosera salina P2 White sand Margins of salt lakes
Heathland, chenopod 
shrubland, samphire Y Y Y Y Known 

Eremophila calcicola P2 calcareous sandy loam flats - Y Y ? Y Possible 

Eucalyptus litorea P2 
Calcareous sand, sandy 
clay loam & stones

Leeward of primary 
dunes, around salt lakes Mallee, mallee heath Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Eucalyptus luculenta P2 Calcareous sand Gently undulating Woodland, mallee Y Y Y Y Known 
Frankenia brachyphylla P2 - Salt lake margins. Chenopods ? Y Y Y Known 

Halgania sp. Peak Eleanora (M.A. 
Burgman 3547 B) P2 

Loamy sand, lateritic 
sand over limestone or 
granite Undulating plains

Mallee, mallee heath, 
shrubland. After fire Y Y Y Y Known 

Hydrocotyle sp. Coraginaensis 
(K.R. Newbey 7477) P2 

Granitic loamy sand, 
sand

Granite outcrop, salt lake 
edge Melaleuca shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Hydrocotyle sp. Decipiens (G.J. 
Keighery 463) P2 - 

Creek edges, salt lake 
edges

Mallee shrubland, 
chenopods ? Y Y Y Possible 

Hypocalymma sp. Cascade (R. 
Bruhn 20896) P2 Sandy loam, granite -

Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland, disturbed 
areas Y ? Y Y Possible 

Leucopogon corymbiformis P2 sand
sandplains, subcoastal 
dunes woodland, heath Y Y Y Y Possible 

Levenhookia pulcherrima P2 sand - - ? ? ? Y  

Melaleuca eximia P2 
Gravelly sand or gravelly 
clay, granite Granite outcrops - Y Y ? Y Known 

Melaleuca viminea subsp. 
appressa P2 Shallow sand over clay

Near creeks or wet 
depressions

Mallee shrubland, 
Eucalyptus occidentalis Y Y Y Y Possible 

Myriocephalus biflorus P2 Red silty loam, granite rocky outcrops shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Olearia laciniifolia P2 Sand Around playa lakes
Mallee, heath, woodland, 
after fire Y Y Y Y Possible 
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Species 
DPaW 
Cons. 
Code 

Soil Landform Vegetation Soil type 
Present 

Landform 
Present 

Associated 
Vegetation 

Present 

Known 
From 

Nearby 

Likelihood 
of 
occurrence 

Paracaleana parvula P2 Deep sand Plains

Heath, Banksia 
woodland, coastal 
vegetation Y Y Y Y Known 

Persoonia spathulata P2 Sand -
Low heath, mallee, 
Banksia Y ? Y Y Known 

Philotheca apiculata P2 Stony clay loam Rocky outcrops, hillsides
Woodland, Atriplex, 
Melaleuca Y Y Y N Unlikely 

Pimelea halophila P2 Sand Salt lake
Halophytes, samphire, 
Melaleuca Y Y Y Y Possible 

Pterostylis sp. striped sepal 
greenhood (G. Brockman 
GBB355) P2 

Clay loam, ironstone, 
granite

At the base of boulders, 
broken outcrops

Allocasuarina, 
Melaleuca, mallee Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Pterostylis zebrina P2 - - - ? ? ? Y Possible 

Pultenaea brachyphylla P2 

Sandy loam, sandy clay, 
gravel, granite, quartz, 
laterite Gently undulating Shrubland, mallee heath Y Y Y Y Possible 

Spyridium mucronatum subsp. 
multiflorum P2 Gravelly loam or clay -

Mallee heath, mallee 
shrubland Y ? Y Y Possible 

Tecticornia indefessa P2 Sand
Near the edges of salt 
lakes Samphire Y Y Y Y Possible 

Thysanotus brachyantherus P2 Clay, loam, granite Saline flats, gilgai flats Woodland Y Y Y Y Known 
Tricostularia sp. Lake King (A.M. 
Coates 2298) P2 - - - ? ? ? Y Possible 

Acacia bartlei P3 
Waterlogged sandy loam 
or clay loam Depressions Eucalyptus occidentalis Y Y Y Y Known 

Acacia euthyphylla P3 Sand, clay loam

Margins of salt lakes & 
marshes, seasonal 
swamps

Mallee, low woodland, 
mallee heath, 
Myrtaceous shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Acacia glaucissima P3 Sand or clay Flats, low-lying areas. Mallee, mallee heath Y Y Y Y Known 
Acacia improcera P3 Sand, loamy clay, clay Undulating plains, flats Mallee, mallee regrowth Y Y Y Y Known 

Acacia singula P3 
Sand or gravelly sand 
over laterite Rises, hilltops

Shrubland, woodland, 
mallee, Allocasuarina 
acutivalvis Y Y Y Y Known 

Acacia truculenta P3 Sand or loam -
Mallee, woodland, 
regrowth Y ? Y N Unlikely 

Angianthus micropodioides P3 Saline sand, clay
River edges, saline 
depressions, claypans - Y Y ? Y Unlikely 

Banksia lullfitzii P3 Yellow sand Sandplains
Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland, heath N Y Y Y Unlikely 
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Banksia xylothemelia P3 
Sandy loam, usually 
over laterite Sandplains

Low shrubland, 
regenerating areas, 
mallee shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Bossiaea flexuosa P3 Deep sand Edges of salt lakes

Shrublands, Melaleuca 
shrublands, mallee 
shrublands Y Y Y Y Known 

Comesperma calcicola P3 

Calcareous or semi-
saline clay loams, 
limestone

Areas around saline 
water

Woodland, mallee, 
chenopod shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Commersonia rotundifolia P3 
Sandy clay, clay, loam, 
sand, granite Slopes Mallee, after fire Y Y Y Y Possible 

Conostephium marchantiorum P3 Sand
Plains, creeklines, edges 
of salt lakes Mallee, shrubland Y Y Y Y

Highly 
Unlikely 

Cryptandra polyclada subsp. 
polyclada P3 Sand, laterite Sandplain

Mallee, shrubland, 
heathland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Cyathostemon sp. Salmon Gums 
(B. Archer 769) P3 

Sand, sandy clay over 
granite, light clay with 
gypsum, saline soils

Flats, dry river beds, 
near claypans

Shrubland, heathland, 
mallee, Melaleuca Y Y Y Y Known 

Dampiera sericantha P3 
Sand, sometimes with 
gravel Plains Shrubland, heathland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Dampiera sp. Ravensthorpe (G.F. 
Craig 8277) P3 - - - ? ? ? Y Possible 

Daviesia pauciflora P3 
Sand over laterite or 
limestone Flats

Shrubland, heathland, 
Banksia speciosa Y Y Y Y Known 

Eremophila chamaephila P3 Sand, clay
Sandplains, disturbed 
road verges, wetlands

Mallee, Melaleuca 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Eremophila compressa P3 
Clay, clay loam, sandy 
loam Undulating plains

Mallee, woodland, 
shrubland, disturbed 
areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Eucalyptus creta P3 Sandy clay or loam Calcareous plains Woodland, Melaleuca Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Eucalyptus famelica P3 Sand
Wet areas, sometimes 
slightly brackish Woodland, shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Eucalyptus histophylla P3 
Sandy loam on granite 
or laterite Granite outcrops Woodland, mallee Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Eucalyptus semiglobosa P3 

Sand over laterite, silty 
sand near granite, 
limestone Hillslopes, gullies, cliffs Mallee, coastal heath Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Eutaxia actinophylla P3 
Clay loam, clay loam 
over granite, gravel Small depressions

Woodland, Acacia 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 
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Frankenia drummondii P3 Sand Lake edges
Chenopods, Melaleuca 
spp., woodland Y Y Y Y Known 

Frankenia glomerata P3 White sand -
Samphire, Melaleuca 
shrubland, mallee Y ? Y Y Known 

Gonocarpus pycnostachyus P3 Sand, clay
Wet depressions, granite 
rocks

Shrubland, Banksia 
media, after fire Y Y Y Y Known 

Goodenia laevis subsp. laevis P3 Sandy loam or laterite -
Mallee, woodland, 
Melaleuca shrubland Y ? Y Y Known 

Grevillea punctata P3 Stony red loam, red clay - Mallee, mallee regrowth N ? Y Y Unlikely 
Hibbertia hamata P3 Granite Inland outcrops Shrubland, low shrubs N N Y Y Unlikely 

Isolepis australiensis P3 Silty sand, sandy clay Lake margins, pools

Eucalyptus occidentalis, 
sedges, low Myrtaceous 
shrubs Y Y Y N Unlikely 

Isopogon alcicornis P3 Sand, loam on granite
Sandhills, salt lakes, 
sandplains, outcrops

Mallee shrubland, 
shrubland, heathland Y Y Y Y Known 

Kunzea salina P3 Sand Edge of salt lakes
Darwinia diosmoides, 
Melaleuca, mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 

Leucopogon apiculatus P3 

Skeletal sandy or stony 
soils over quartzite or 
granite

Granite outcrops & hills, 
quartzite ridges, rocky 
slopes Low heath, coastal heath Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Leucopogon florulentus P3 

White/grey or yellow 
sand, sandy clay, 
gravelly lateritic soils

Sandplains, gentle 
slopes shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Leucopogon rotundifolius P3 Skeletal soils
Granite outcrops, steep 
hillslopes

Thickets, mixed heath, 
mallee shrubland N N Y Y Unlikely 

Melaleuca dempta P3 Sand, clay Sandplain, near salt lake Mallee, Melaleuca Y Y Y N Unlikely 
Micromyrtus elobata subsp. 
scopula P3 

Sand, deep aeolian 
sand, dandy clay

Undulating plains, 
dunes, hill crests Mallee, mallee heath Y Y Y Y Known 

Mirbelia densiflora P3 Stony loam, loamy sand

Small ridges, 
breakaways, undulating 
plains

Mallee shrubland, 
Acacia shrubland. After 
fire/disturbance Y Y Y Y Possible 

Opercularia rubioides P3 
Sand, gravelly sandy 
clay, sandy loam

Floodplains, stony hills, 
flat plains

Mallee, Myrtaceous and 
Proteaceous shrubland, 
Eucalyptus occidentalis Y Y Y Y Possible 

Persoonia cymbifolia P3 Sand
On flats or in rock 
crevices

Mallee shrubland, 
Proteaceous heath, 
Melaleuca shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Persoonia scabra P3 Sand or sandy loam -
Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland, heath Y ? Y Y Known 
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Pityrodia chrysocalyx P3 Sand Edge of salt lake

Mallee shrubland, 
heathland, disturbed 
areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Pultenaea adunca P3 White/grey sand -
Mallee shrubland, mallee 
heath, shrubland Y ? Y Y Known 

Pultenaea daena P3 

Sand, sandy loam, 
sandy or loamy clay, 
gravel, limestone, 
dolomite, laterite

 Gently undulating 
plains, adjacent to salt 
lakes, in disturbed areas

Mallee, Melaleuca 
shrubland, heathland, 
disturbed areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Schoenus benthamii P3 Sand, sandy clay Winter-wet flats, swamps Mallee heathland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Sphaerolobium validum P3 

Sand, clayey sand, 
laterite gravel, quartz 
pebbles

Gently undulating areas, 
flats, roadsides

Mallee over Proteaceous 
shrubland, heathland, 
disturbed areas Y Y Y Y Possible 

Stylidium pulviniforme P3 Sand Winter-wet areas Low heath, halophytes Y Y Y Y Possible 

Synaphea platyphylla P3 Sandy loam -
Mallee shrubland, 
disturbed areas Y ? Y Y Unlikely 

Trachymene anisocarpa var. 
trichocarpa P3 Sand

Recently disturbed or 
burnt sites, woodlands, 
plains Woodland, mallee Y Y Y Y Known 

Verticordia verticordina P3 
Sand, clay, granite, 
limestone -

Heathland, mallee heath, 
sedgeland Y ? Y Y Possible 

Adenanthos ileticos P4 Sand -
Mallee, shrubland, 
Banksia media Y ? Y Y Known 

Allocasuarina hystricosa P4 
Loam, limestone, granite 
outcropping

Plains, lower slopes, 
hilltops, granite outcrops

Mallee, Allocasuarina 
spp. shrubland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Beyeria villosa P4 Rocky sandy clay, loam Hillslopes
Mallee shrubland, mallee 
heath Y Y N Y Unlikely 

Dampiera deltoidea P4 
Sand, sandy clay, loam, 
laterite

Sandplains, around 
quartzite rocks, slopes Mallee, shrubland N N Y Y Unlikely 

Darwinia polycephala P4 Sand, clay Flats, near salt lakes
Melaleuca shrubland, 
mallee Y Y Y Y Known 

Darwinia sp. Mt Burdett (N.G. 
Marchant 80/42) P4 

Sandy, clay loam, clay, 
laterite

Flats, near clay pans & 
salt lakes, hillcrests, 
road verges Mallee, Melaleuca Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eremophila biserrata P4 Sand or sandy clay
Alluvial flats, salt flats & 
lakes

Melaleuca shrubland, 
mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 

Eremophila racemosa P4 
Sandy or stony loam, 
clay loam

Undulating plains, 
roadsides Woodland, mallee Y Y Y Y Possible 
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Eremophila serpens P4 Sand, alluvium, loam

Winter-wet depressions, 
sub-saline flats, drainage 
lines, salt lakes

Melaleuca/chenopod 
shrubland, sedgeland, 
woodland, burnt areas Y Y Y Y Known 

Eucalyptus dolichorhyncha P4 Sandy clay or clay Flats

Woodland, mallee, 
Acacia and Melaleuca 
spp. Y Y Y Y Known 

Eucalyptus stoatei P4 
Gravelly sand or clay, 
sandy loam Flats, rises Woodland, mallee heath Y Y Y Y Known 

Goodenia phillipsiae P4 Clay, sandy clay, laterite Flat, hillslopes Mallee, mallee heath Y Y Y Y Possible 

Grevillea aneura P4 Sand, sandy clay, gravel Disturbed areas
Shrubland, mallee 
shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Grevillea baxteri P4 Sand
Sandplains, disturbed 
areas

Low heath, woodland, 
mallee, Proteaceous 
heath Y Y Y Y Known 

Grevillea fastigiata P4 Clay, granite - Mallee Y ? Y Y Unlikely 

Gyrostemon ditrigynus P4 Sand, sandy clay, loam
Plains, low ironstone 
ridges

Woodland, mallee, 
shrubland, following fire Y Y Y Y Known 

Haegiela tatei P4 
Clay, sandy loam, 
gypsum Saline habitats

Chenopods, samphire, 
woodland Y Y Y Y Possible 

Kennedia beckxiana P4 Sand, loam, granite Granite hills & outcrops Shrubland, heathland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Marianthus mollis P4 Laterite Hills and ridges
Mallee shrubland, 
shrubland N N Y Y Unlikely 

Melaleuca fissurata P4 Sand, sandy loam Samphire flats, salt pans

Shrubland, Melaleuca 
shrubland, Mallee, near 
samphires Y Y Y Y Known 

Melaleuca penicula P4 
Loamy sand, sandy clay, 
granite

Granite outcrops, valley 
slopes

Melaleuca or 
Allocasuarina shrubland, 
mallee shrubland Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Myriophyllum petraeum P4 aquatic

Strictly confined to 
ephemeral rock pools on 
granite outcrops. In water N N N Y Unlikely 

Prostanthera carrickiana P4 Sandy clay, granite Granite outcrops Heath, mallee Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Pterostylis sp. Ongerup (K.R. 
Newbey 4874) P4 

Stony loamy clay, 
calcareous sand, 
spongeolite

Sheltered slopes, base 
of cliffs and valley floors, 
in soil pockets Mallee Y N Y Y Unlikely 

Pultenaea calycina subsp. 
proxena P4 

Sand, clay, sandy clay or 
loam, with gravel, over 
magnesite

Moderate slopes, 
adjacent to creek beds

Mallee, mallee 
shrubland, after 
disturbance Y N Y Y Unlikely 
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Stachystemon vinosus P4 Fine loamy sand, stones
Sandplains, rock 
crevices on breakaways

Mallee shrubland, 
disturbed areas Y Y Y Y Possible 

Thysanotus parviflorus P4 Sand Near salt lake, hills Mallee shrubland Y Y Y Y Known 

Verticordia penicillaris P4 
Shallow gritty soil, 
granite Granite outcrops

Not recorded (collected 
in 1931) Y Y Y N

Highly 
Unlikely 
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Summary 
This Weed Hygiene Plan (WHP) has been submitted in accordance with the requirements of the 
Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) (Assessment Number 2088) Item 4 Project by Department of 
Agriculture and Food Western Australia (DPIRD).  

Table ES 1 below presents the environmental management target/s to measure achievement of the 
conditioned environmental objective that must be met through implementation of this Condition EMP. 

Table ES 1:  Environmental management targets 
Required information Response 

Title of proposal State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension.
Proponent Department of Agriculture and food Western Australia. 
Environmental Scoping Document Assessment Number: 2088.
Purpose of this WHP The Weed Hygiene Plan is submitted as a mitigation strategy to meet the 

requirements of Item 4 of the ESD (Assessment Number: 2088).   
The purpose of this WHP is to describe the proposed management, 
monitoring and mitigation methods to be implemented to ensure residual 
impacts (direct and indirect) are not greater than predicted.  

EPA’s environmental objective for the 
key environmental factor 

Flora and Vegetation: 
To protect flora and vegetation so that the biological diversity and ecological 
integrity are maintained.

WHP environmental objective To ensure indirect impacts on flora and vegetation from the introduction and 
spread of weeds from the Proposal can be managed.   

Management targets 
 

Management target 1: No new introductions of significant weeds* within the 
clearing footprint. 
Management target 2: No net increase in the current extent of significant 
weeds* identified within the clearing footprint. 

*Significant weeds are defined as Declared Pests under the BAM Act, WoNS and priority weeds identified in the Draft 
GWW WFAMP (DEC 2013). 

Corporate endorsement 

I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge, the provisions within this Weed Hygiene Plan are true 
and correct and address the legal requirements the Environmental Scoping Document (Assessment 
Number:2088). 

 

[Signature of duly authorised proponent representative] 

Name: Kevin Chennell      Signed: 

Designation: Executive Director, Biosecurity and Regulation  Date: 
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1. Context, scope and rationale 
The Weed Hygiene Plan (WHP) presents the management actions to be implemented by the Department 
of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) to ensure indirect impacts on flora and 
vegetation from the introduction and spread of weeds associated with the Proposal can be managed.   

1.1 What is the Proposal? 

DPIRD, on behalf of the agricultural industry in the Shires of Ravensthorpe and Esperance, proposes to 
extend the existing State Barrier Fence (SBF) from its current termination point 25 km east of 
Ravensthorpe, north to Salmon Gums, ending east of Esperance near Cape Arid National Park (the 
Proposal; Figure 1-1). 

The Proposal is in response to socio-economic impacts on industry and communities in the region from 
periodic emu ‘migrations’, kangaroo damage to crops and pasture and the impact of wild dogs limiting 
livestock enterprises.  The Proposal aims to protect agricultural enterprises by providing a physical barrier 
along the boundary between agricultural land and Unallocated Crown Land (UCL) in the Great Western 
Woodlands (GWW) to restrict the movement of kangaroos, emus and wild dogs (target fauna) from 
entering agricultural land.   

The Proposal involves the construction of a 660 km long and 1.35 m high barrier fence that is largely 
impermeable to target fauna.  The Proposal includes corridor gaps in the barrier fence at three major 
waterways that intersect the Proposal alignment, and a 3.2 km wide unfenced coastal corridor near Cape 
Arid National Park.  These gaps in the proposed barrier fence will maintain significant ecological corridors 
(Figure 1-1). 

1.2 Scope 

A WHP was prepared in May 2015 for the Proposal in response to recommendations made following 
biological surveys undertaken for the Proposal alignment (Ecoscape 2015a).  The Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) also issued in August 2015 Environmental Assessment Guideline (EAG) 17 for 
Preparation of Management Plans under Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) 
(EPA 2015).  The WHP was prepared prior to the release of EAG 17 and was not consistent with the 
format requirements outlined in EAG 17.   

Since preparation of the original WHP and referral of the Proposal, the OEPA (2016) issued the 
Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) guiding the assessment of the Proposal.  The ESD required 
DPIRD to describe the proposed management, monitoring and mitigation methods employed to reduce the 
direct and indirect impacts of the Proposal.  Subsequently, this WHP has been prepared to address the 
ESD requirement, and is based on the original WHP (Ecoscape 2015a).   

The WHP addresses the construction and ongoing maintenance activities for the proposed barrier fence 
and includes management-based provisions in accordance with EAG 17.  The WHP identifies the 
management actions and monitoring measures that should be implemented to achieve the EPA 
environmental objective for Flora and Vegetation.  Management targets and contingency actions have also 
been identified to provide an adaptive management framework to ensure the potential introduction and 
spread of weeds associated with the Proposal can be managed.   

Since the release of the ESD, the EPA has published revised instructions on how to prepare environmental 
management plans.  After 13 December 2016 the EAG 17 guidelines have been superseded.  However, 
consistent with EPA advice to DPIRD for this transitional period this WHP has been prepared in 
accordance with the requirements set out in the ESD. 
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The management actions and monitoring requirements in this WHP are expected to be very similar to 
those required for Phytophthora Dieback management.  A Phytophthora Dieback Management Plan 
(PDMP) is proposed to be developed following approval of the Proposal.  Due to the inherent similarities in 
management approach, DPIRD anticipates the PDMP may be incorporated with the WHP as one 
document (for example, as a Weed and Phytophthora Dieback Hygiene Plan) to avoid unnecessary 
duplication and aid management efficiency.  

1.3 Key environmental factor, aspects and objectives 

The ESD identified Flora and Vegetation as one of the key preliminary environmental factors for the 
Proposal, in part due to the potential indirect risk of the introduction and spread of weeds associated with 
the Proposal from construction and ongoing maintenance activities.  Environmental studies undertaken for 
the Proposal identified the presence of a number of weed species within the Proposal alignment, including 
Declared Pests (see Section 1.5.1). 

The environmental objective for this WHP is to ensure indirect impacts on flora and vegetation from the 
introduction and spread of weeds from the Proposal can be managed.   

The EPA objective, as well as relevant environmental aspect of the Proposal that may impact on Flora and 
Vegetation are provided in Table 1-1.   

Table 1-1: Key environmental factor, EPA objective and aspect of the Proposal 
Environmental 
factor EPA objective Environmental aspects of the 

Proposal 
Site specific environmental values 

Flora and 
Vegetation 

To protect flora and 
vegetation so that 
biological diversity 
and ecological 
integrity are 
maintained 

The introduction and/or spread 
of weeds through the 
construction and ongoing 
maintenance of the Proposal 
from: 
• increased vehicular access 
• clearing of native vegetation 
• disturbance of topsoil and 

mulching from 
chaining/clearing activities.  

• Proteaceae dominated kwongkan 
shrublands TEC 

• Threatened and priority fauna 
habitat including Consostylis 
lepidospermoides 

• Threatened and priority fauna 
habitat including:  
o Red-tailed Phascogale 
o Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
o Malleefowl 

• Remnant vegetation retained at 
less than 30%, including vegetation 
association 4801 (Shrublands; 
heath with scattered Nuytsia 
floribunda on sandplain 

1.4 Requirements of the ESD 

The ESD outlines the required work items to be conducted to inform the assessment of the environmental 
impact of the Proposal on Flora and Vegetation.  This WHP has been prepared to address the requirement 
of work item 4 of the ESD presented in Table 1-2.  

Table 1-2:  Requirements of the ESD 
Item Requirement Section in WHP 

4 Describe proposed management, monitoring and mitigation 
methods to be implemented to ensure residual impacts 
(direct and indirect) are not greater than predicted. 

Section 2; Table 2-2; 
Table 2-3; Table 2-4 
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Figure 1-1: Existing environment condition along the Proposal alignment and regional location
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1.5 Rationale and approach in meeting the environmental objective 

This section presents the rationale and approach for the WHP against the environmental objective, which 
is to ensure indirect impacts on flora and vegetation from the introduction and spread of weeds from the 
Proposal can be managed.   

1.5.1 Survey and study findings 

This WHP has been informed by the following environmental investigations and the original Weed Hygiene 
Plan (Ecoscape 2015a) prepared for the Proposal: 

• GHD (2012) Report for State Barrier Fence Extension Scoping Study 

• Ecoscape (2015b) State Barrier Fence Biological Surveys. 

These environmental investigation results are presented in the PER document.  A summary of the results 
pertaining to weeds has been provided below. 

GHD (2012) scoping study report findings 

A Level 1 flora and fauna desktop and field assessment was conducted for four potential alignment options 
for the Proposal.  The study area comprised a 100 m wide area along the entire length of all proposed 
alignment options.   

The desktop assessment identified these four environmentally significant invasive species as having the 
potential to occur within the Proposal alignment: 

• Asparagus asparagoides (Bridal Creeper) 

• Carrichtera annua (Ward’s Weed) 

• Lycium ferocissimum (African Boxthom) 

• Tamarix aphylla (Athel Tree). 

The field survey recorded agricultural weeds such as pasture grasses and weedy daisies that were 
dominant within the Proposal alignment.  Weed invasion largely took place within existing disturbed tracks, 
roads and paddocks.  Weed intrusion into the uncleared bushland and previously chained areas was 
minimal along the survey area.  There was only one instance where a significant weed (Bridal Creeper) 
had intruded into uncleared bushland and this was located along the eastern-most section of the Proposal 
alignment along Cape Arid Nature Reserve.   

The study concluded the construction of the proposed barrier fence within previously uncleared vegetation 
could potentially increase the risk of weed invasion in these areas, and consideration for weed control 
should be given in areas along the Proposal alignment with high environmental significance, such as Cape 
Arid National Park.   

Ecoscape (2015b) State Barrier Fence biological survey findings 

This survey comprised a Level 2 flora and Level 1 fauna assessment for the Proposal alignment.  The 
study area comprised 6430 ha and was a 100 m wide corridor along the Proposal alignment.   

Much of the vegetation along the Proposal alignment has been modified from clearing and chaining 
activities.  A total of 26 invasive species (weeds) were identified as occurring along the length of the 
Proposal alignment, with the following two

1
 species Declared Pests: 

• Asparagus asparagoides (Bridal Creeper) 

• Onopordum acaulon (Stemless Thistle).   

                                                           
1
 Ecoscape (2015b) identified Carthamus lanatus as a Declared Pest.  This species has since been delisted under the 

BAM Act 
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The two identified Declared Pests are recognised as Category Three (C3) under the Western Australian 
Organism List (WAOL) developed pursuant to the BAM Act, which requires landowners and land 
managers to implement measures to limit the spread and potential damage to natural environments and 
agricultural lands.  These are established plant species where it is not feasible or desirable to manage 
them in order to limit their damage.  The biology of each species are presented in Appendix 1.   

Locations for the Declared Pest species are outlined below (Figure 1-2) 

• Asparagus asparagoides (Bridal Creeper) – adjacent to Cape Arid National Park 
• Onopordum acaulon (Stemless Thistle) – north of Salmon Gums adjacent to Beete Road. 
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1.5.2 Assumptions and uncertainties 

The list of identified weed species (Ecoscape 2015b) is not considered comprehensive for the study area 
as they were not specifically targeted during the flora field surveys.  The eastern most portion of the 
Proposal alignment was not included in the Level 2 survey conducted in 2015; furthermore the Proposal 
alignment has since been slightly modified since the Level 2 vegetation survey was conducted (Ecoscape 
2015); therefore, no data on Declared Pest species is available for these locations.  To address this 
limitation this WHP includes reference to ‘significant’ weeds which may exist along the Proposal alignment 
and, if identified within the Proposal Development Envelope, are subject to the requirements of the plan.  
Significant weeds are defined as: 

• Declared Pests under the BAM Act 

• Weeds of National Significance (WoNS) 
• Priority weeds identified in the Great Western Woodlands Draft Strategic Weed and Feral Animal 

Management Plan (Draft GWW WFAMP; DEC 2013) (Appendix 2). 

WoNS are species which have been agreed by Australian governments as priority weeds based on their 
invasiveness, potential for spread and environmental, social and economic impacts (DEE 2017).  In 
Western Australia many WoNS are also Declared Pests under the BAM Act (DAFWA 2017).   

The Draft GWW WFAMP (DEC 2013) has been developed to provide cross-tenure strategic direction in 
weed (and feral animal) management for all land managers in the GWW.  The Draft WFAMP includes a list 
of priority weeds identified in the development of the plan, being species that pose the greatest threat to 
biodiversity and cultural values of the GWW, but for which there is a strong likelihood of control.  

Prior to the commencement of construction, the un-surveyed portions of the Proposal alignment will be 
subject to a flora and vegetation survey including a weed survey.    

1.5.3 Management approach  

The general approach for managing any potential construction and ongoing maintenance impacts on flora 
and vegetation from the Proposal is to develop a comprehensive management-based provisions that 
include: 
• management risks 

• key management-based targets 

• management actions 

• monitoring measures 

• review and revision requirements.   

The Proposal alignment will largely be located within existing tracks and graded firebreaks, and previously 
chained areas where possible, to avoid the spread of weeds into uncleared vegetation.  The locations for 
the identified Declared Pests are located adjacent to environmentally significant reserves (Cape Arid 
National Park and Lake Gilmore Nature Reserve).  However, these areas are associated with previous 
disturbance from chaining events, existing tracks and farm boundary fences.   

Additional ‘high risk’ areas may be declared for the Proposal alignment based on the results of the pre-
construction surveys in previously un-surveyed portions (see Section 1.5.2), and monitoring undertaken 
during construction and maintenance (see Section 2.4). 
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An adaptive risk based management approach has been developed in order to create a robust 
management system, that prioritises and manages significant risks using the mitigation hierarchy (i.e. 
avoid, minimise, manage, rehabilitate and offset).  The proposed monitoring and adaptive management 
approach was informed on risks identified and mitigation proposed in the original WHP (Ecoscape 2015a).  

This management approach allows for flexibility, to enable the management program to adapt to any 
changes in the Proposal conditions, as well as to respond to the dynamic nature of the surrounding 
environment.  

Identified locations of Declared Pest species (Ecoscape 2015b) are referred to as ‘high risk’ areas in this 
WHP (Figure 1-2).   

1.5.4 Rationale for choice of management provisions 

Management provisions reflect industry practice for weed control over linear infrastructure, and have been 
selected with consideration to the following: 

• expected changes in intensity, duration, magnitude and footprint of impact 
• expected changes and rate of changes in the environment 

• possible effects of external issues including other users 

• expected timeframe for mitigation to take effect. 

Provisions address the potential for changes in the abundance and footprint of significant weed 
infestations within the Development Envelope, through ongoing monitoring and updating of a weeds 
register.   

Provisions address the potential for changes in the environment through periodic review of weed listing for 
any changes (e.g. new Declared Pests) and update to the WHP if required. 

Provisions address external land uses and other users, through demarcation of high risk areas (flagging 
tape, signage) and potentially infested windrows/stockpiles, and installation of traffic controls (e.g. gates or 
suitable equivalent) to notify and control third parties accessing the barrier fence reserve. 

Corrective actions include application of weed controls (e.g. herbicide) and monitoring of the effectiveness 
of controls, with periodic reporting of success against management targets.  The periodic reporting reflects 
the timeframe for weed control to take effect.    
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2. WHP provisions 
This section of the WHP identifies the legal provisions that DPIRD proposes to implement to satisfy work 
item 4 for Flora and Vegetation in the ESD.  It identifies the management targets that DPIRD will use to 
measure performance and monitoring that will be undertaken in relation to the management targets. 
Finally, it identifies how DPIRD will review and revise management actions if the management targets are 
not met. 

2.1 Environmental objective 

The WHP environmental objective is to ensure indirect impacts on flora and vegetation from the 
introduction and spread of weeds from the Proposal can be managed.   

2.2 Management actions 

Risk-based management actions have been identified and prioritised to achieve the WHP environmental 
objective (Table 2-1). 

These management actions focus on the construction and ongoing maintenance activities associated with 
the proposed barrier fence that have the highest likelihood of causing environmental impact, and were 
specifically developed to reduce potential indirect impacts on Flora and Vegetation.  Management and 
monitoring actions will be implemented by DPIRD or its contractors.   
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Table 2-1:  Risk-based management actions that will be implemented to meet the WHP and EPA environmental objectives 

Risk and key impacts Management actions 
Management Target 
(Refer to Table 2-2) 

Monitoring Reporting 

Introduction and/or 
spread of weeds via 
clearing activities and 
equipment 
 
Risk-based priority: 
High 
 
Timeframe:   
During construction 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Conduct environmental inductions that discuss: 
• significant weeds (Declared Pests, WoNS and Draft GWW WFAMP priority weeds) recorded 

and potentially occurring within the Proposal alignment 
• high risk areas (including mapping of known locations of significant weeds within Development 

Envelope); including a restriction on the movement of soil into and out of high value and high 
risk areas 

• clean-on-entry requirements and wash-down/brush down procedures. 
2. Compile maps of known occurrences of significant weeds and amend as required. 
3. Develop and maintain a significant weed register for weeds identified within Proposal 

Development Envelope. Register to include for each species: 
• location within Development Envelope 
• details of distribution 
• abundance 
• relevant biological information 
• history of control methods and relative success of control methods 
• importance of following weed hygiene procedures. 
4. Conduct inspections of the proposed barrier fence to identify new weed outbreaks. 
5. Review the list of Declared Pests annually and update this WHP and weed register with any 

relevant changes.  
6. Clearly demarcate high risk areas and previously uncleared areas using distinctive markers 

(flagging tape, signage etc.) 
7. Install traffic control methods such as gates (or suitable equivalent to clearly signal to vehicles 

to stop for inspection) and significant weed signage at entry/exit locations identified high risk 
areas and previously uncleared areas. 

8. Inspect vehicles, machinery and personnel exiting restricted areas, including the following 
measures: 

• check tyres and the underside of vehicles for plant and organic material – clean on exit if 
required 

• check tools and machinery involved in clearing for plant and organic material – clean on exit if 
required 

• check boots and socks of personnel for seeds and soil – clean on exit if required. . 
9. Undertake direction of clearing in low risk areas from that area towards high risk areas. 
10. Ensure potentially weed contaminated windrows or stockpiles of cleared vegetation from within 

high risk areas is kept within that area, separate from low risk areas, and signposted.  Apply 
dust suppression onto windrows if required to prevent wind generated seed dispersal. 

11. Ensure soil from within high risk areas is kept within that area, separate from low risk areas. 

Management Target 1 
Management Target 2 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting as 
per Section 2.6 
Reporting to DWER 
if management 
targets not met 

12.     
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Risk and key impacts Management actions 
Management Target 
(Refer to Table 2-2) 

Monitoring Reporting 

Introduction and/or 
spread of weeds via 
clearing activities and 
equipment 
 
Risk-based priority: 
High 
 
Timeframe:   
During ongoing 
maintenance 
 
 

1. Conduct environmental inductions that discuss: 
• significant weeds 
• high risk areas, including mapping 
• clean-on-entry requirements and wash-down/brush down procedures. 
2. Maintain the significant weed register developed during construction.  
3. Ensure all plant and equipment, including vehicles cleaned and inspected prior to entry to the 

Proposal alignment.  
4. Inspect vehicles and machinery exiting high risk areas  including the following measures: 
• check tyres and the underside of vehicles for plant and organic material – clean on exit if 

required 
• check tools and machinery involved in clearing for plant and organic material – clean on exit if 

required. 
5. Ensure potentially weed contaminated windrows or stockpiles of cleared vegetation from within 

high risk areas is kept within that area, separate from low risk areas, and signposted.  Apply 
dust suppression onto windrows if required to prevent wind generated seed dispersal. 

 

Management Target 1 
Management Target 2 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting as 
per Section 2.6 
Reporting to DWER 
if management 
targets not met 

Importation of 
material containing 
weed seeds may 
cause introduction of 
new weeds 
Risk-based priority: 
Moderate 
Timeframe:   
During ongoing 
maintenance 
 
 

1. No soil or vegetation matter will be brought onto the site. Management Target 1 
 
 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting as 
per Section 2.6 
Reporting to DWER 
if management 
targets not met 

Spread of un-
recorded weeds in 
previously un-
surveyed areas 
Risk-based priority: 
High 
Timeframe:   
Prior to construction 
commencing. 
 

1. Undertake a weed survey of the un-surveyed portions of the Proposal alignment. 
2. Update the WHP for any significant weed infestations identified in the survey, including 

declaration of additional ‘high risk’ areas. 

Management Target 2 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting as 
per Section 2.6 
Survey report 
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Risk and key impacts Management actions 
Management Target 
(Refer to Table 2-2) 

Monitoring Reporting 

Increased vehicular 
access in previously 
uncleared vegetation 
and identified high 
risk areas 
Risk-based priority: 
Moderate 
Timeframe:   
During construction. 
 
 
 

3. All vehicles and machinery will be clean-on-entry to site. 
4. Maintain records of all vehicle and machinery inspections, including the following information: 
• date of inspection 
• vehicle and machinery inspected 
• location of inspection, including work proposed for the vehicle or machinery 
• person conduction inspection and their job role/employer. 
5. All records (hard copy and/or electronic) will be available on site and stored at the DPIRD main 

office. 
6. Restrict access to high risk sites through the installation of perimeter demarcation, clear 

entry/exit points and signage. 
7. Movement of vehicles to be restricted to access roads.   

Management Target 1 
Management Target 2 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting as 
per Section 2.6 
Reporting to DWER 
if management 
targets not met 

Increased vehicular 
access in previously 
uncleared vegetation 
and identified high 
risk areas 
Risk-based priority: 
Moderate 
Timeframe:   
During ongoing 
maintenance. 
 

1. All vehicles and machinery will be clean-on-entry to site. 
2. Maintain records of all vehicle and machinery inspections, including the following information: 
• date of inspection 
• vehicle and machinery inspected 
• location of inspection, including work proposed for the vehicle or machinery 
• person conduction inspection and their job role/employer. 
3. All records (hard copy and/or electronic) will be stored with the DPIRD SBF Manager. 
1. Map location of high risk sites and provide maps, coordinates, weed register and clean on exit 

instructions for these sites to staff and contractors prior to conducting maintenance activities on 
Proposal. 

Management Target 1 
Management Target 2 
 

Refer to 
Table 2-3 

Annual reporting 
Reporting to DWER 
if management 
targets not met 
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2.3 Management target  

A management target will be employed to measure and report against achievement of the WHP and EPA 
environmental objectives.  

Table 2-2:  Management targets to measure the efficacy of management actions relative to the WHP and 
EPA environmental objectives 

Proponent environmental objective  Response 

Management target 1 No new introductions of significant weeds* within the clearing footprint 
attributable to the Proposal.

Management target 2  No net increase in the current extent of significant weeds* identified within the 
clearing footprint attributable to the Proposal.

*Significant weeds are defined as Declared Pests under the BAM Act, WoNS and priority weeds identified in the Draft 
GWW WFAMP (DEC 2013). 

2.4 Monitoring  

The purpose of monitoring is to inform, through the management targets, if the WHP and EPA 
environmental objectives are being achieved and when management actions will be have to be reviewed 
and revised.   

Table 2-3 describes the monitoring program for weeds along the Proposal alignment. 
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Table 2-3:  Monitoring to measure the efficacy of management actions against the management targets 
Indicator Method Location Parameters Frequency 

Management target 1: No new introductions of significant weeds* within the clearing footprint attributable to the Proposal. 
No incidents relating to 
non-compliance with 
hygiene procedures on 
site 

Check condition / visibility of demarcation measures 
for high risk areas and previously cleared areas, re-
instate markers (flagging tape, signage) if required. 

High risk areas and previously 
uncleared areas. 

• Demarcation (e.g. flagging, signage) 
• Vehicle/plant inspection records 
• Incident reports. 

Weekly during construction until 
completion of clearing works. 

No new outbreaks of 
significant weed species 
attributable to Proposal 

Conduct visual inspections within clearing footprint 
to identify new weed outbreaks. 

Proposal alignment – edge of 
disturbance. 

• Up to date weed register and mapping  
• Incident and assessment reports. 

Annually in winter to spring (during 
maintenance). 
Opportunistically (during 
construction and maintenance). 

Management target 2: No net increase in the current extent of significant weeds* identified within the clearing footprint attributable to the Proposal.
No spread of significant 
weed species attributable 
to Proposal 

Assess high risk areas and adjacent areas for new 
infestations of significant weed species. 

High risk areas and areas 
adjacent to mapped area 
boundary. 

• Up to date weed register and mapping  
• Incident and assessment reports. 

Annually in winter to spring. 
Opportunistically. 

Visual monitoring of potentially weed contaminated 
windrows or stockpiles to identify growth of weeds. 

High risk areas. • Up to date weed register and mapping 
• Incident reports.  

Monthly during construction. 
Opportunistically. 

Conduct visual inspections to identify spread of 
existing significant weed infestations. 

Proposal alignment – edge of 
disturbance. 

• Up to date weed register and mapping 
• Incident and assessment reports. 

Annually in winter to spring. 
Opportunistically. 

Vehicle inspection logs 
completed and up to date 

Review vehicle inspection logs to ensure hygiene 
procedure is being followed. 

Proposal alignment.   • Vehicle inspection records.    Monthly during construction. 
Quarterly during maintenance. 
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2.5 Review and revision of management actions 

In the event that management targets are not met, DPIRD will investigate the potential cause and 
determine the likely impact on terrestrial flora and vegetation.  This includes risks and key impacts with 
associated management actions and priorities in Table 2-1.  If the management targets were not met as a 
result of the Proposal the risk assessment will be reviewed and management actions revised as per Table 
2-4 to ensure environmental objectives are met. 

Reviewed and revised management actions will be implemented by the Proponent to mitigate and manage 
impacts so they once again will meet the management targets and the environmental objective.  

Table 2-4: Monitoring and corrective actions for management targets   
Trigger Corrective actions 
Weed infested material 
handled inappropriately 

1. Investigate the cause. 
2. Implement remedy, which may include intensive weed control in the affected area. 
3. Monitor the success of the control. 
4. Review weed management measures if the source of the introduction was 

operational. 
5. Communicate the outcome of the investigation and control program to the work 

force in a tool box meeting.  

Non-compliance with hygiene 
procedures onsite 

1. DPIRD will notify Department of Parks and Wildlife and/or private landholder of the 
location and (if relevant) species identified within the Proposal alignment. 

2. Investigate cause. 
3. Implement remedy, which could include: 
• review of hygiene measures 
• improve induction for staff/contractors 
• increase educational signage 
• improve wash down/ brush down facilities available on site. 
4. Monitor success of remedy. 

Demarcation/control points  at 
site entry and exit points 
(human or environmental) 
subject to damage 

1. Investigate cause of damage. 
2. Arrange for repairs to be undertaken. 
3. Assess the need for additional measures to be implemented (e.g. use of 

temporary fencing, gates). 

New introductions/spread of 
significant weed species 
areas attributable to Proposal  

1. Review the list of Declared Pests annually and update this WHP, weed register 
and weed maps with any relevant changes.  

2. Inspect vehicle cleaning logs to ensure compliance with procedure. 
3. Inspect and review vehicle access prevention measures along Proposal 

alignment. 
4. Report the following information to the DPIRD Pest and Disease Information 

Service (PaDIS): 
• date of observation 
• person and company who observed the new population 
• weed species 
• location of population (position along the Proposal alignment and GPS co-

ordinates) 
• approximate size of infestation (number of weed individuals/populations) 
• photos (if possible). 
PaDIS can be contacted by phone (1800 084 881) or email (info@agric.wa.gov.au). 
5. Mark locations of new significant weed populations using flagging tape and update 

weed register and mapping as required. 
6. Consult DPIRD regarding potential controls and implement controls (e.g. herbicide 

application).   
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Trigger Corrective actions 

Growth of significant weeds in 
windrows or stockpiles of 
potentially contaminated 
windrows or stockpiles  

1. Report the following information to the DPIRD Pest and Disease Information 
Service (PaDIS): 

• date of observation 
• person and company who observed the new population 
• weed species 
• location of population (position along the Proposal alignment and GPS co-

ordinates) 
• approximate size of infestation (number of weed individuals/populations) 
• photos (if possible). 
PaDIS can be contacted by phone (1800 084 881) or email (info@agric.wa.gov.au). 
2. Update weed register and mapping as required. 
3. Consult DPIRD regarding potential controls and implement controls (e.g. herbicide 

application)   

2.6 Reporting provisions 

2.6.1 Annual reporting 

A summary will be produced annually during construction and ongoing maintenance of the Proposal that 
details weed hygiene performance. 

The annual summary will include: 

• summary of hygiene measures undertaken  

• comparison of monitoring results to management targets 

• a review of monitoring results against baseline results 
• documentation of any contingency actions undertaken 

• review management actions taken, evaluate the effectiveness of those actions and suggest 
improvements where necessary. 

The annual summary will also include the achievement of management targets and the environmental 
objective.  The WHP summary template is presented in Table 2-5.   

The annual summary will be submitted to the CEO of DWER as part of the performance review section of 
annual compliance reports expected to be required under EP Act approval of the Proposal.   

2.6.2 Reporting if management targets not met 

In the event that the management targets are not met, DPIRD will notify the CEO of DWER within seven 
days of identification of the exceedance.    
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Table 2-5:  Environmental management plan reporting table 
WHP environmental objective and management target set in the Condition EMP Reporting on the management objective and management target  Status of achievement 

Key environmental factor: Flora and Vegetation (ESD Assessment Number: 2088)
EPA environmental objective:  To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained 

Management target 1: No new introductions of significant weeds* within the 
clearing footprint attributable to the Proposal. 

There [has/ has not] been introductions significant* weeds within the clearing 
footprint attributable to the Proposal. 

 Yes 
No

Management target 2: No net increase in the current extent of significant weeds* 
identified within the clearing footprint attributable to the Proposal. 

The current extent of existing significant weeds within the clearing footprint [has / 
has not] increased as attributed to the Proposal. 

 Yes 
No
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3. Adaptive management and review  
DPIRD will implement adaptive management systems to provide a robust management plan to learn from 
the implementation of mitigation measures, monitoring and evaluation against management targets in 
order to meet the WHP environmental objective.  The following approach will be taken: 

• review management and monitoring requirements (including frequency) after one year 

• address evaluation of assumptions and uncertainties in Section 1.5.2  
• re-evaluate the risk assessment and revision of risk-based priorities on the basis of monitored 

information 

• revision when management actions are not as effective as predicted 

• revision due to external changes during ongoing maintenance of the Proposal, for example: 

∗ continuous improvement and changes in regulatory and corporate requirements 

∗ changes to the sensitivity of the key environmental factors 
∗ implementation of other activities in the area etc.  
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4. Stakeholder consultation 
DPIRD consulted with stakeholders during the preparation of the PER and WHP, which raised weed 
issues as identified in the PER document.  No specific hygiene management requirements were identified 
during the consultation.   
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Appendix 1 
Declared Pests biology information 
 





 

 

STEMLESS THISTLE (ONOPORDUM ACAULON) 

Appearance 

Stemless Thistle is a woolly annual to biennial herb that is usually prostrate.  The leaves are a 
rosette of grey prickly woolly leaves that can grow over 60 cm in diameter.  As its name suggests, 
the Pest does not produce any stems.  It has white or purple flowers of 4–6 cm diameter 
surrounded by sharp spines, between October and December, sometimes in July.  

Image sourced from Ecoscape (2015a) 

Preferred Habitat 

Stemless Thistle occurs in pastures, roadsides, disturbed areas and cultivated lands.  It grows in a 
variety of soils, including sand, heavy clay and calcareous loams and stony slopes.  It tolerates a 
range of soil moisture conditions, from mostly dry to moderately wet.  This species is found mainly 
in the southern cereal growing areas near Esperance. 

Reason for Declaration 

Stemless Thistle is listed as a C3 organism (Declared Pest) for a number of south-western local 
government areas, including the Shires of Ravensthorpe and Esperance within which the study 
area occurs.  This weed species can greatly reduce the carrying capacity of pastures, reducing crop 
yields.  It is also generally unpalatable to stock and can cause stomach ailments and occasionally 
liver and kidney damage. 

The distribution, ecological impact and rate of dispersal of this species in the South Coastal Region 
is currently unknown.  Seeds are known to lay dormant in the soil for up to several years, making it 
difficult to eradicate in areas once a population is established. 

Method of propagation and potential dispersion 

Stemless Thistles disperse their barbed seeds mostly by wind, although they can also get lodged in 
animal fur and feet and may be dispersed along water channels. They can also get lodged on 
clothing, shoes and in car wheels, tyres and undersides. 

 



 

 

More information on Stemless Thistle (and how to control populations) can be found at the following 
website: 

• http://florabase.dpaw.wa.gov.au/browse/profile/8154 
  



 

 

BRIDAL CREEPER (ASPARAGUS ASPARAGOIDES) 

Appearance 

Bridal Creeper is perennial herb and climber, growing between 1 m and 5 m in height.  Leaves are 
fleshy, green and up to 2 cm long.  Bridal Creeper has small cream-white flowers in spring and 
produces red fleshy berries to about 1 cm in diameter before dying back in summer and surviving 
underground until the following autumn.  

 
Source: Ecoscape (2015a)  

Preferred Habitat 

Bridal Creeper grows in a wide variety of habitats, including coastal areas, woodlands, shrublands, 
riparian areas and Pestations.  It is extremely invasive and can penetrate and dominate undisturbed 
bushlands.  

Method of propagation and potential dispersion 

Bridal Creeper mostly spreads by seed and is readily spread by birds and potentially foxes eating 
the fruit. Seeds can also be spread by animals and water movement.  The species may also 
propagate from fragments of its modified roots (rhizomes), which can growth into think mats under 
the soil.  Any soil disturbance, such as digging or grading the soil, can cause rhizome fragments to 
be spread.  

Reason for Declaration 

Bridal Creeper is listed as a C3 organism (Declared Pest) for the whole of Western Australia and 
also as a Weed of National Significance (WONS) listed species.  The species is one of the State's 
most urgent environmental weed problems.  It is extremely invasive, spreading rapidly over other 
vegetation, eventually smothering and possibly killing the Pests.  It can grow a thick tuberous root 
mat which inhibits growth of other Pests and prevent overstorey Pests from regenerating. 



 

 

Implementation of control methods 

Determining the extent of Onopordum acaulon infestations should include a detailed map with the 
following recorded information 

• the total area invaded 
• areas of vegetation that are under threat from invasion 

• which areas are eradicable 

• infestations that are most likely to be major seed sources 

• locations for buffer zones. 
 
Bridal creeper infestations are often found under tall trees, power lines and fence lines, or 
anywhere birds are likely to perch. Given this knowledge, each time a field area is visited the 
following checks should occur: 

• check tree corridors, roadside vegetation and taller trees on the verge of native vegetation areas. 
• always investigate for populations several hundred metres further from where the last Pest was found 

to ensure that all bird dispersed seedlings are located. 
 
Accurate field observations mean that a successful containment and control program can 
occur around pre-existing infestations. Where bridal creeper is found, a buffer zone needs to 
be established. Allow at least a 500 m wide buffer zone around the edge of the infestation. It is 
imperative that this buffer zone be kept free of any seedlings to limit further spread. Work back from 
the buffer zone towards the centre of the infestation. 

 
More information on Bridal Creeper can be found at the following websites: 

• http://www.weeds.org.au/WoNS/bridalcreeper/docs/Asparagus_Weeds_BPMM-2.pdf 
• http://weeds.ala.org.au/WoNS/bridalcreeper/docs/Asparagus_Weeds_BPMM-2.pdf 
• http://florabase.dpaw.wa.gov.au/browse/profile/8779 



 

 

Appendix 2 
Great Western Woodlands Draft 
Strategic Weed and Feral Animal 
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Appendix 4 
Kwongkan shrublands TEC – amended 
Proposal alignment 
 





Figure 2 - Kw ongkan shrublands TEC (BaMS) – amended proposal alignment
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Figure 3 - Kwongkan shrublands TEC (BsBeAl) –  amended proposal alignment
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Appendix 5 
Quantification of impacts to significant 
fauna 
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Species EPBC Act# WC Act# Occurrence Habitat type* 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared – 
previously uncleared 
(ha) 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared 
– previously cleared 
(ha) 

Mammals 

Dasyurus geoffroii 
Chuditch or Western Quoll 

VU VU  Present -potential tracks observed 
(Ecoscape 2017a) 
Low density and large individual ranges 

1,4,7 166 344 

Parantechinus apicalis 
Dibbler 

EN EN Out of range - Nil Nil 

Phascogale calura 
Red-tailed Phascogale 

VU CD Likely – based on occurrence of 
potential habitat along western end of 
alignment 

1,2,3,4,5,7 
(western portion of 
alignment) 

2.6’ 
(adjacent Lort River) 

< 300 

Myrmecobius fasciatus 
Numbat, walpurti 

VU EN Out of range - Nil Nil 

Isoodon obesulus fusciventer 
Quenda 

Not listed P4 Present - Evidence of diggings were 
observed (Ecoscape 2017a) 

2,3,5,6,7 98 292 

Notamacropus [Macropus] irma Brush 
Wallaby 

Not listed P4 Present – observed (Ecoscape 2017a) 1,2,3,4,7 180 610 

Macropus eugenii derbianus 
Tammar Wallaby 

Not listed P4 Out of range - Nil  Nil 

Nyctophilus major 
Greater Long-eared Bat 

Not listed P4 Potential 
(more likely in northern end of 
alignment) 

1,4,7 166 344 

Pseudomys occidentalis 
Western Mouse 

Not listed P4 Potential 2,3 3 21 

Pseudomys shortridgei 
Heath Mouse 

EN VU Unlikely - Nil  Nil 

Reptiles   

Christinus sp. 
Cape Le Grand Gecko 

Not listed P2 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Lerista viduata 
Ravensthorpe Range Slider 

Not listed 
P1 Out of range - Nil Nil 
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Species EPBC Act# WC Act# Occurrence Habitat type* 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared – 
previously uncleared 
(ha) 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared 
– previously cleared 
(ha) 

Aspidites ramsayi 
Woma 

Not listed 
P1 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Acanthophis antarcticus 
Southern Death Adder 

Not listed 
P3 Likely 1,2,3,4,5 104 591 

Parasuta spectabilis bushi 
Mallee Black-headed Snake 

Not listed 
P1 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Paroplocephalus atriceps 
Lake Cronin Snake 

Not listed 
P3 Potential (northwest part) any 189 620 

Birds 

Leipoa ocellata 
Malleefowl 

VU VU Present – observed (Ecoscape 2017a) 
Low density, no nesting mounds 
observed 

1,2,3,4,5 104 591 

Cereopsis novaehollandiae grisea 
Recherche Cape Barren Goose 

VU VU Out of range - Nil Nil 

Apus pacificus 
Fork-tailed Swift 

IA IA Likely seasonal visitor, highly nomadic 
aerial lifestyle 

Any 189 620 

Botaurus poiciloptilus 
Australasian Bittern 

EN EN Out of range - Nil Nil 

Ardea modesta 
Eastern Great Egret 

Not listed IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Ardea ibis 
Cattle Egret 

Not listed IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Plegadis falcinellus 
Glossy Ibis 

Not listed IA Likely occasional visitor 
Predominantly coastal, with sparse, 
scattered inland records 

6,8 8 5 

Falco peregrines 
Peregrine Falcon 

Not listed OS Likely 
No suitable roosting or nesting habitat 
recorded, low density population 

any 189 620 

Pluvialis fulva 
Pacific Golden Plover 

Not listed IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Pluvialis squatarola 
Grey Plover 

Not listed IA Out of range - Nil Nil 
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Species EPBC Act# WC Act# Occurrence Habitat type* 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared – 
previously uncleared 
(ha) 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared 
– previously cleared 
(ha) 

Charadrius mongolus 
Lesser Sand Plover 

EN & IA EN & IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Charadrius l. leschenaultia 
Greater Sand Plover 

(VU & IA at 
species level) 

VU (& IA at 
species 
level) 

Out of range - Nil Nil 

Charadrius rubricollis  
Hooded Plover 

Not listed P4 Likely (winter) 6,8 8 5 

Gallinago stenura 
Pin-tailed Snipe 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Gallinago megala 
Swinhoe’s Snipe 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Limosa limosa 
Black-tailed Godwit 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Limosa lapponica 
Bar-tailed Godwit 

IA (& CR or 
VU at 
subspecies 
level) 

IA (& VU at 
subspecies 
level) 

Out of range - Nil Nil 

Numenius minutes 
Little Curlew 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Numenius phaeopus 
Whimbrel 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Numenius madagascariensis 
Eastern Curlew 

CR & IA VU & IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Actitis hypoleucos 
Common Sandpiper 

IA IA Potential visitor 6,8 8 5 

Tringa brevipes 
Grey-tailed Tattler 

IA IA & P4 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Tringa nebularia 
Common Greenshank 

IA IA Likely visitor 6,8 8 5 

Tringa stagnatilis 
Marsh Sandpiper 

IA IA Potential visitor 6,8 8 5 
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Species EPBC Act# WC Act# Occurrence Habitat type* 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared – 
previously uncleared 
(ha) 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared 
– previously cleared 
(ha) 

Tringa glareola 
Wood Sandpiper 

IA IA Likely visitor 6,8 8 5 

Arenaria interpres 
Ruddy Turnstone 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Calidris canutus 
Red Knot 

EN & IA IA (& VU at 
subspecies 
level) 

Potential visitor 6,8 8 5 

Calidris ruficollis 
Red-necked Stint 

IA IA Likely visitor 6,8 8 5 

Calidris acuminata  
Sharp-tailed Sandpiper 

IA IA Likely visitor 6,8 8 5 

Calidris ferruginea 
Curlew Sandpiper 

CR & IA VU & IA Likely visitor 6,8 8 5 

Calidris tenuirostris 
Great Knot 

CR & IA VU & IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Calidris alba 
Sanderling 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Calidris subminuta 
Long-toed Stint 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Calidris melanotos 
Pectoral Sandpiper 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Onychoprion anaethetus 
Bridled Tern 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Stema caspia (Hydroprogne caspia) 
Caspian Tern 

IA IA Out of range - Nil Nil 

Calyptorhynchus latirostris 
Carnaby’s Black-Cockatoo 

EN EN Present – observed (Ecoscape 2017a) 
Foraging habitat - Western and eastern 
ends of Proposal alignment near the 
coast  
Breeding habitat - out of range 

1,2,3,4,5,7 
(western and 
eastern ends) 

2.8 ha foraging habitat 
(near Merivale Rd) 
Nil breeding habitat 

< 300 ha foraging 
habitat 
Nil breeding habitat 
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Species EPBC Act# WC Act# Occurrence Habitat type* 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared – 
previously uncleared 
(ha) 

Estimated potential 
habitat to be cleared 
– previously cleared 
(ha) 

Platycercus icterotis xanthogenys 
Western Rosella 

Not listed P4 Present – call heard (Ecoscape 2017a) 
Expected in western and central parts of 
Proposal alignment 
No potential nesting trees recorded 

Any 
(western and central 
parts) 

< 150 
 

< 400 
 

Pezoporus flaviventris 
Western Ground Parrot 

CR CR Habitat lies south and east of Proposal 
alignment 

- Nil Nil 

Merops ornatus 
Rainbow Bee-eater 

Not listed IA Present – observed (Ecoscape 2017a) all 189 620 

Dasyornis longirostris 
Western Bristlebird 

VU VU Out of range - Nil Nil 

Psophodes nigrogularis Oberon 
Western Whipbird 

Not listed P4 Potential 1,2,4,5 (western 
part) 

2.6 
(adjacent Lort River) 

< 300 

Invertebrates 

Budginmaya eulae 
Eula’s Planthopper 

Not listed P1 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Hylaeus globuliferus 
(bee) 

Not listed P3 Out of range - Nil Nil 

Daphnia jollyi 
(water flea) 

Not listed P1 Unlikely - Nil Nil 

Atelomastix (6 spp.) 
(millipede) 

Not listed VU Out of range - Nil Nil 

Cyliosoma sarahae (ex Epicyliosoma)  
(Sarah’s pill millipede) 

Not listed VU Out of range - Nil Nil 

Zephyrarchaea marki 
(assassin spider) 

Not listed VU Out of range - Nil Nil 
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Appendix 6 
Overview of Native Title determination 
areas 
 





!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

DALYUP

SCADDAN

BOYATUP

GRASS PATCH

WITTENOOM HILLS
CASCADE

NANGARUP

JERDACUTTUP

Esperance

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the
GIS User Community

280000

280000

350000

350000

420000

420000

490000

490000

62
30

00
0

62
30

00
0

63
00

00
0

63
00

00
0

63
70

00
0

63
70

00
0

Figure 2: Native Title Determination over the Prop osal alignment

Path: Q:\Consult\2016\DAF\DAF16515\ArcMap_documents\DAF16515_G002_RevC.mxd

Legend
!( Town

Proposal alignment

WAD6097 1998 - Esp erance Nyungars
Non-exclusive Native Title

S47A NT Act apply

S47B NT Act apply

Schedule 3A

Schedule 3B

WAD6020 1998 – Ngadju
Schedule 2

Schedule 4

Schedule 5 info@strategen.com.au
www.strategen.com.au

at A3

Source:ESRI: Aerial imagery - 2018.

Note that positional errors may occur in some areas

0 5 10 15 20 25
km

1:800,000

Coordinate System: GDA 1994 MGA Zone 51

Date: 13/06/2018

Scale

Author: jcrute

¹





 State Barrier Fence Extension 

DAF16515_01 R004 Rev 0  

12-Jul-18  119 

Appendix 7 
DPIRD response to cultural heritage 
survey report recommendations 
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Report Recommendation DAFWA Position 

1) Decision: We recommend that DAFWA 
and landowners reconsider the viability of 
this undertaking and explore other options 
that does not involve the construction of 
the SBF extension. If the SBF does go 
ahead, we have put forward a series of 
site-specific and general 
recommendations, to be implemented as 
part of construction, as follows 

DAFWA considers the Esperance extension to the State Barrier Fence (SBF) as the preferred 
and appropriate, non-lethal and long-term option to control the incursion of wild dogs, emus 
and kangaroos into the agricultural land from the vast area of adjacent woodlands. The 
proposed barrier fence is a WA Government priority and DAFWA intends to continue 
progressing relevant approval processes with the aim of minimising cultural and 
environmental impacts.  

The available options to control emus are either lethal (shooting, toxins), or non-lethal 
(deflection by barrier fencing).  Options to control kangaroos are shooting or barrier fencing. 
Elsewhere along the interface of the rangelands and the agricultural region, the SBF has 
provided an effective, non-lethal means of emu control during migrations.  These emu 
migrations are not natural but they amass because of enhanced water supplies in pastoral 
areas.  The emus mostly follow rain-bearing clouds and head south east (i.e. not all into 
agricultural areas) and most are expected to die as a result of the migration irrespective of a 
SBF. 

The ecological benefits from kangaroos and emus will still be present within the agricultural 
land.  Inside the existing 1170km SBF, which has been in place for over 100 years, emus and 
kangaroos are still present. Densities of emus in the agricultural area near Esperance can 
exceed that in the rangelands (Caughley, G and Grice, D 1982), so the ecological benefits of 
these taxa will likely remain. 

A barrier fence would prevent periodic irruption of emu numbers into the agricultural area but 
would not necessarily decrease numbers within the agricultural area during ‘normal years’. 
There is no intent (and probably no methodology) for removing these species from within the 
fenced area.  A portion of the emu population moves generally east- west and is likely to fill 
the ecological requirements of emus in the altered landscape. 

The available options to control wild dogs include trapping, shooting, baiting and barrier 
fencing.  A barrier fence will assist to minimise the social and economic costs of wild dog 
predation in the Shires of Esperance and Ravensthorpe and improve investment confidence 
in the small livestock industry.   

Ref: Caughley, G and Grice, D (1982). A correction factor for counting emus from the air, and its application to 

counts in Western Australia. Australian Wildlife Research 9, 253–259.  
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Traditional Owner Recommendations 

2) Existing Corridors: In the event that 
the fence goes ahead as proposed, we 
recommend that existing corridors of 
disturbance (such as vehicle tracks, road 
verges or existing fence line) are used for 
the alignment wherever possible. 

Agreed in principle.  Where other factors such as environmental considerations do not 
constrain the alignment, DAFWA intends to align the fence on existing disturbed areas within 
the 100m project buffer area wherever possible.   

3) Water: All water sources to remain 
outside of the SBF enclosure. This means 
the SBF alignment to be kept along the 
existing farmer’s fence line when water 
sources are encountered within the 
corridor.  

Agreed in principle (where possible and water sources are known).  The alignment has been 
modified inside known fresh water sources, such as the granite outcrops and swampy areas 
identified by the cultural heritage survey report, within the 100m corridor.  However, varying 
seasonal conditions may result in some fresh water bodies appearing during wet weather 
events that could not reasonably be predicted.   

It is also assumed this recommendation is referring to naturally occurring, fresh water sources 
(i.e. not private dams or saline water bodies).   

4) Construction Monitors: Due to the 
high potential for sub-surface cultural 
materials to be present - but not visible 
during archaeological surveys - we 
recommend that monitors be present 
during all earthmoving activities. 

Disagree.  Fence clearing and construction could take between 18-24 months and DAFWA 
does not believe that monitoring construction across this entire period would be an efficient 
use of government funds or proportionate to the risk of disturbing cultural sites.  

Monitors may be considered for Aboriginal sites as defined by Section 5 of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act that cannot be avoided or high risk freehold sections of the fence that were not 
surveyed by this report.   

The survey report does not indicate that the project would impact upon any site as defined by 
Section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act.   

The nature of the proposed activity will result in minimal ground disturbance. Most of the route 
has already been cleared in the past (and large sections again during the November 2015 
Esperance emergency fires) and the construction of the fence will involve only limited ground 
penetration. There is no justification for monitoring related to better protection for Aboriginal 
sites for this project. 
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5) Site Monitors: At identified heritage 
sites, including all rivers, we recommend 
that monitors be onsite during all works. 

Disagree, refer to 4 above. The three main river systems (the Lort, Young and Oldfield Rivers) 
are not included in the alignment and the fence has been stopped at these areas specifically 
so ground disturbing activities do not impact near these Aboriginal sites.  

The report does not provide any information that supports the claim that Aboriginal sites 
meeting the requirements of the AHA exist in the project route. If a location is believed to be 
an Aboriginal site under Section 5 of the AHA, it is recommended a Heritage Information 
Submission Form is completed and submitted to the DAA as per the Esperance Nyungar 
Government Standard Heritage Agreement. 

 

6) Employment: As native titleholders, we 
always aim to maximise active 
involvement and employment outcomes 
for our people, in projects on our country. 
On this basis we recommend that due 
consideration be given to maximizing 
Aboriginal employment outcomes on the 
construction and particularly the ongoing 
maintenance of the fence. 

Agreed in principle.  Consideration will be given to maximising Aboriginal employment 
outcomes on the construction and ongoing maintenance of the fence but DAFWA will need to 
remain consistent with WA Government procurement policies.  These negotiations would 
more appropriately be conducted as part of the ‘Future Act’ Native Title Act process.   

Also note that if the barrier fence is approved, funded and constructed, beneficiaries of the 
fence would likely be required to contribute to future maintenance of the barrier fence via an 
appropriate industry funding mechanism under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management 
Act 2007. 

7) Agreement: To avoid 
misunderstandings and unexpected 
delays in works programs, we recommend 
that the proponents read, consider and 
agree to all of our recommendations 
before works begin. In the event that the 
proponent wishes to discuss, dispute or 
renegotiate a particular recommendation, 
it is critical that this is done before the 
commencement of the works program to 
avoid delays and budget blow-outs during 
the project. 

DAFWA agrees to continue to consult with the Goldfields Land and Sea Council, Ngadju and 
Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title Aboriginal Corporation on the proposed Esperance 
extension to the SBF and throughout the project construction phase (if the project is approved 
and funded).   

DAFWA does not agree with all of the recommendations in the report but will endeavour to 
resolve any issues prior to any works being undertaken.  
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Archaeological Heritage Management Recommendations 

 

8) Avoidance: No fence construction to 
take place within the identified cultural 
places.  

 

The report fails to clearly identify any Aboriginal sites that do or could meet Section 5 of the 
AHA, and instead identifies “cultural places” (or similar) with minimal detail. Accordingly, 
DAFWA undertakes to avoid and minimise activity in the cultural places where possible and 
feasible. 

A list of mitigation strategies for the cultural places identified during the surveys is provided in 
the attached Excel spreadsheet and accompanied by revised alignment Shape files.  In 
summary: 

 19 places can be completely avoided by deviating the fence alignment; 

 11 places would be impacted within the management boundary indicated but only on 
existing, disturbed freehold crop land. This would involve removing an existing farm 
fence and replacing it with a barrier fence - no new additional clearing would be 
undertaken.  This re-alignment option was considered preferable to extending outside 
of the management boundary and clearing undisturbed bushland;   

 the management boundary of five places would be impacted but on an existing fire 
track;   

 to avoid place 016 and the two water sources near it, a 350m deviation through private 
bushland to reach the farmers private fence is proposed; and 

 minor impact to the SBF PA1 and SBF PA2 artefact scatters near Merivale Rd would 
occur but adjacent to an existing disturbed communications line and road. The fence 
would be located near a below ground Telstra telecommunications cable running 
parallel to Merivale Road, situated approximately 10m north of the road alignment. 
The alternative fence alignment at this location (replacing the private fenceline around 
the UCL) is not preferred as it would involve two crossings of a Thomas River tributary 
and very steep terrain. 

9) Minimize disturbance: The SBF 
should stay as close to the existing farm 
fence as possible.  

Agreed in principle.  If other factors such as environmental considerations do not constrain 
the alignment, DAFWA intends to align the fence close to farm fences within the 100m project 
buffer area where possible.   
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 It was also considered that the original proposal to clear a 15-20m wide track area with a 
bulldozer and grader would exacerbate any future track erosion problems and lead to poorer 
environmental and cultural heritage outcomes.  A large, cleared area like this without any soil 
protection would encourage water to flow and build up speed.   

The recommended track design has therefore been modified to incorporate the following: 

 chain all vegetation as close as possible to ground level over a 15m wide clearing 
footprint, with the exception of the previously unchained area north of Salmon Gums 
that will require a 20m chained area to minimise fire risk to the fence. If cost effective 
the vegetation would also be mulched on location;  

 bulldoze (if necessary) and then grade a 6m wide, flat maintenance track providing 3m 
of vehicle access to either side of the fence down the middle of the 15m or 20m 
chained area; 

 spread the cleared vegetation from the 6m wide track across the remaining chained 
area on either side of the 6m wide graded track; 

 where possible all tree stumps greater than 15cm in width on the 6m wide track will be 
removed; 

 construct water diversion turnouts into the design to, alternating turnouts every 200m 
along the 6m wide cleared track (in areas susceptible to erosion).  Water turnouts are 
to be 10m long by 2.5m wide and can be constructed through the chained area.  This 
will result in an additional 5.5m x 2.5m (13.75m2) of clearing every 200m. 

Some of the advantages of this design include that chaining minimises disturbance to the soil 
structure compared to grading and bulldozing; it maintains the seed bank; provides cover to 
the soil and reduces potential for any buried cultural artefacts to be disturbed.   

The 6m wide track clearing activities should disturb the soil surface as little as possible to 
ensure the long term soil structure is maintained. In time this will allow grasses to regrow, 
stabilise the soil and minimise soil erosion.  Machines used for pushing and heaping 
operations (typically bulldozers) would need to be fitted with root rakes or similar equipment 
and operated in a manner such that as little soil as possible is removed and heaped with the 
cleared vegetative material.   

10) Divert: Fence construction must be The fence has been diverted onto private farm land to minimise impacts and extended to the 
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diverted around some identified heritage 
complexes that encompass and extend 
beyond the 100m surveyed corridor.  

 

edge of the 100m buffer zone to avoid site management boundaries where possible.  To 
avoid place 016 requires a 350m deviation through freehold bushland.  

The Activity Notice stipulated, “In the event that Aboriginal archaeological sites are found in 
the proposed 100m survey corridor, please survey outside that corridor to a distance of 
approximately 200m to provide an alternative alignment option to construct the fence”.  Where 
an alternative alignment option has not been suggested in the report outside the 100m 
corridor area, DAFWA has proposed alternative options and is seeking Native Title holders’ 
views on those options.  

11) Monitoring Plan: A formal heritage 
monitoring plan is developed to provide 
for an effective and streamlined operation. 
The monitoring plan is to be based on an 
up-to-date scope of works. 

Disagree. There is no justification to support monitoring of the proposed works.   

12) Remnant Bushland: Cultural 
monitors are engaged across the 
approximately 52km of the proposed 
alignment that is located in un-cleared 
bushland during the fence construction. 

Refer to points 4 and 11.  

13) Rehabilitate: Heritage sites that are 
being impacted and eroded by the current 
use of the corridor (tracks, firebreaks, 
vegetation clearing, farming) are to be 
rehabilitated.  

 

DAFWA has no control or jurisdiction over the existing vacant Crown Land adjacent to the 
agricultural areas. The preservation of heritage sites should be dealt with through the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. Any rehabilitation would be as required by statute. 

Ongoing use of freehold farm land by farmers is expected to continue, unless Section 5 of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 was to apply to a particular site, in which case the Department 
of Aboriginal Affairs would need to consult with the relevant landholder/s.  

14) Mitigation and Salvage: For those 
sites that cannot be avoided from impacts, 
a formal archaeological assessment with 
representatives of the Traditional Owners 
is required develop a significance 
assessment and site mitigation program.  

Disagree.  DAFWA funded $450,000 for comprehensive archaeological and ethnographic 
surveys of the alignment and requested that, “in the event that Aboriginal archaeological sites 
were found in the proposed 100m survey corridor, the area outside of that corridor be 
surveyed to a distance of approximately 200m to provide an alternative alignment option to 
construct the fence”.  If alternatives were not provided as per above, DAFWA has considered 
a preferred option to minimise any impacts in consultation with the Department of Aboriginal 
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 Affairs and, through this process, Native Title holders.  

The Activity Notice response provided to DAFWA also stated that, “The Native Title Party’s 
preferred Survey Methodology is a Site Identification Model”.  DAFWA understood that sites 
would be identified to a level that allowed them to be appropriately mapped and avoided 
through this survey.  DAFWA exceeded its budget for the cultural heritage surveys given the 
importance placed on avoiding possible Aboriginal sites and does not have additional funds 
for further investigation.  However the information provided to date regarding possible 
Aboriginal sites does not meet this standard. 

 

 






