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DISCLAIMER 

This document is prepared in accordance with and subject to an agreement between Terrestrial Ecosystems and 

the client, Talis Consultants. It has been prepared and is restricted to those issues that have been raised by the 

client in its engagement of Terrestrial Ecosystems and prepared using the standard of skill and care ordinarily 

exercised by environmental scientists in the preparation of such reports. 

Persons or agencies that rely on or use this document for purposes or reasons other than those agreed by Terrestrial 

Ecosystems and its client without first obtaining prior consent, do so at their own risk and Terrestrial Ecosystems 

denies all liability in tort, contract or otherwise for any loss, damage or injury of any kind whatsoever (whether in 

negligence or otherwise) that may be suffered as a consequence. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Shire of Ashburton is developing the Pilbara Regional Waste Management Facility (PRWMF) on the south 

side of Onslow Road, approximately 36km south of Onslow on Unallocated Crown Land.  

An integrated Class IV waste management facility has been designed and will be constructed and operated to best 

practice standards.  

This management plan identifies and discusses vertebrate feral fauna and native species that could become pest 

species and could move into the facility from adjacent areas or be transported to the facility with waste being 

deposited. A series of management actions are provided to stop the incursion of feral fauna and native species that 

could become pest species, and where that is not achieved, will eradicate or contain the problem to reduce the 

propensity for these species impacting on native fauna in adjacent areas, the Cane River Conservation Park to the 

south-east, pastoral stations and further afield in residential and industrial developments near the Town of Onslow. 

A table is provided of triggers and appropriate actions that will be implemented should feral or pest vertebrate 

fauna be found in the PRWMF. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Shire of Ashburton (Shire) is developing the Pilbara Regional Waste Management Facility (PRWMF) on 

Lot 150 Onslow Road, approximately 36km south, south-west of Onslow (Figure 1). The proposed site for the 

waste management facility is approximately 900m south of Onslow Road (Figure 2) behind a sand dune that 

runs parallel to Onslow Road and will therefore generally not be visible from the road. 

The proposed PRWMF is located on Unallocated Crown Land (former Mount Minnie pastoral lease; Figure 

1). The site lies approximately mid-way between the Ashburton River to the south and the Cane River to the 

north, and is within the Cape Range subregion of the Carnarvon bioregion, and includes the Giralia and Uaroo 

land-systems (Van Vreeswyk et al. 2004). The site is approximately 30km south-west of the coast in an area 

that is currently largely surrounded by pastoral leases which are used to graze stock.  

There is a proposal to incorporate some of the area around the existing Cane River Conservation Park into the 

park (see Figure 1). The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) has advised that 

there is no proposed date for when the former Mount Minnie pastoral lease area will be added to the Cane 

River Conservation Park (Crown Reserve No. 46122).  

1.1.1 Proposed waste management facility  

The PRWMF is an integrated waste management facility that has been designed and will be constructed and 

operated to best practice standards. With the rapid increase in industrial development and associated growth 

within the Shire of Ashburton and the Pilbara Region there will be a consequential increase in the volume of 

waste generated. It is proposed that the waste management facility will be a Class IV facility. The facility will 

be the first of its kind in regional Western Australia. The PRWMF will include the following waste 

management facilities: 

• Class IV landfill; 

• Green waste facility; 

• Construction and demolition waste recycling facility; 

• Liquid waste facility;  

• Tyre monocell; and 

• Asbestos monocell.  

This Class IV landfill design will consist of a double composite basal lining system, leachate, storm water and 

landfill gas management systems and capping and restoration. The Class IV facility will be licenced to accept 

the following waste types: 

• Clean fill;  

• Uncontaminated clean fill;  

• Type 1 and 2 inert wastes; 

• Type 1 and 2 special wastes; 

• Neutralised acid sulphate soils; and 

• Contaminated solid wastes (up to Class IV). 

1.1.2 Management of the Pilbara Regional Waste Management Facility 

The Shire of Ashburton will construct and be the sole owner for the new waste management facility. The Shire 

will be likely to contract out the operation of the facility to a private waste service provider. 

1.1.2.1 Quantity of putrescible waste 

The current projected waste volumes to be received at the facility is estimated to be 10,000 tonnes per annum 

(tpa) based on data received from various stakeholders and the Shire. Of this, an estimated 870 tonnes per 

annum is expected to be putrescible waste including green waste. 
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1.1.2.2 Management of various types of waste 

Landfill waste will be compacted and covered daily in accordance with best practice environmental 

management standards. This will ensure odours are minimised, voids/spaces are removed, and the visual 

presence of waste is minimised. Waste will be covered using a minimum of 300mm of suitable cover material. 

Green waste facility - green waste will be stockpiled until sufficient quantities are available for processing (i.e. 

mulching). 

Construction and demolition waste recycling facility - (inert materials) will be stockpiled until sufficient 

quantities are available for processing (i.e. screening and crushing). 

Liquid waste facility - sullage will be collected in reception ponds for settling and the liquid directed to an 

evaporation pond. The solid content will then be removed and disposed to landfill. All hazardous liquid wastes 

will undergo fixation prior to disposal to landfill. Oily water will be processed through an oil water separator 

system (enclosed system) and the treated water will be used for dust suppression or irrigation. 

Tyre monocell - tyres will be baled and buried in a dedicated monocell. 

Asbestos monocell - asbestos and asbestos containing materials will be managed appropriately and buried in a 

dedicated monocell.  

1.1.3 Climate  

The Bureau of Meteorology records indicate rainfall is highly variable, but rain predominantly falls between 

January and June (Chart 1). Rainfall is heavily influenced by cyclonic activity with low pressure cells crossing 

the coast and carrying large quantities of rain that are delivered in a couple of days. The highest daily maximum 

(>35oC) and minimum temperatures are between December and March.  

 

Chart 1. Long-term weather statistics for Onslow 
 (http://www.bom.gov.au/climate/averages/tables/cw_005016.shtml, downloaded, June 2018) 
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1.1.4 Vegetation 

Phoenix Environmental Sciences (2017) reported the following four vegetation associations within the site: 

• Hummock grassland with isolated low Corymbia hamersleyana and/or C. zygophylla mallee over 

isolated mixed shrubs over low Triodia basedowii hummock grassland; 

• Open mallee woodland with open mid Corymbia zygophylla mallee woodland over isolated low 

Scaevola spinescens, Verticordia forrestii and Petalostylis labicheoides shrubs over low Triodia 

basedowii hummock grassland; 

• Open shrubland 1 with isolated tall Grevillea stenobotrya shrubs over low open Quoya loxocarpa, 

Acacia stellaticeps and Tephrosia rosea var. Fortescue creeks shrubland over low sparse Cenchrus 

ciliaris, Triodia basedowii and T. epactia grassland; and 

• Open shrubland 2 with mid open Grevillea stenobotrya shrubland over low open Tephrosia virens 

shrubland over low Triodia basedowii, T. epactia and Aristida holathera grassland. 

All these habitats were assessed as being in excellent condition (i.e. pristine or nearly so, no obvious signs of 

damage caused by human activities since European settlement). Plates 1-8 show the available fauna habitat. 

These photos were taken during a site inspection by Terrestrial Ecosystems on 6 June 2018.  

  
Plate 1. Current fauna habitat Plate 2. Current fauna habitat 

  
Plate 3. Current fauna habitat Plate 4. Current fauna habitat 

  
Plate 5. Current fauna habitat Plate 6. Current fauna habitat 
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Plate 7. Current fauna habitat Plate 8. Current fauna habitat 

1.1.5 Vertebrate fauna 

Phoenix Environmental Sciences (2017) reported that the site could support a diverse vertebrate fauna 

assemblage including the conservation significant species listed in Table 1. The Northern Quoll has been added 

to the list as it has been recorded in ‘unsuitable’ habitat (i.e. sand plain and samphire) in the Wheatstone project 

area and may be transported to the facility from Onslow which has a localised population. However, no 

evidence of this species was recorded at the site during the 2017 survey.  

Table 1. Conservation significant vertebrate fauna potentially occurring within the site 

Species Common Name Potential to be present in the area 

Lerista planiventralis 

maryani 

Maryan’s Keeled Slider Likely to occur in areas of loose sandy substrates 

and leaf litter which are present throughout the 

waste management facility area. 

Apus pacificus Fork-tailed Swift Likely to occasionally aerially forage over the waste 

management facility, but unlikely to land or nest 

within the waste management facility area. 

Falco hypoleucos Grey Falcon May very rarely forage within the project area but is 

unlikely to nest in the facility due to the absence of 

suitable tall nesting structures. 

Pezoporus 

occidentalis 

Night Parrot This species’ habitat preferences are poorly known; 

but it may occur in areas where suitable vegetation 

is present, such as mature Triodia sp., but will 

readily move if disturbed. It has not been recorded 

in this area. 

Falco peregrinus Peregrine Falcon May very rarely forage within the waste 

management facility area but it is unlikely to nest in 

the facility due to the absence of suitable tall nesting 

structures. 

Leggadina 

lakedownensis 

Short-tailed Mouse, Lake 

Downs Mouse 

Could occur in the waste management facility area 

where suitable vegetation cover is present. Its 

numbers fluctuate based on the environmental 

conditions. 

Dasyurus hallucatus Northern Quoll May occur in the waste management facility area 

because it has been transported to the area. 

Macrotis lagotis Bilby The waste management facility is outside of this 

species current known geographic range; although 

within its known historic range. Suitable habitat is 

present within the facility, but its presence will 

quickly be observed based on its burrows. 

Pseudomys 

chapmani 

Western Pebble-Mound 

Mouse 

Absent in the waste management facility area due to 

a lack of suitable habitat.  
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1.2 Feral and pest vertebrate fauna 

Feral fauna are species of animals that are living at a location to which they are not native. Most feral species 

persist in an area because they are highly adaptable and can out-compete the native fauna, or occupy a niche 

not adequately occupied by extant native fauna. Because of their capacity to exploit a broad range of niche(s), 

their relative abundance often increases to the detriment of native species.  

Management of some native and feral vertebrate fauna will be required at the PRWMF to avoid some species 

from becoming pests and inappropriately interacting with native fauna, being vectors for disease, and if 

present, to reduce and where practical eradicate the local population. Some of these species are already present 

in various densities in the region and local area adjacent to the proposed PRWMF. Others will be attracted to 

the waste management facility because it provides a resource (e.g. food, water or shelter) that is either scarce 

in adjacent areas or is more abundant in the facility and thus easier to access, and a third group will be 

transported to the facility in the incoming waste. It is generally accepted that an increase in feral species is 

likely to be detrimental to the native fauna, however, an unnatural increase in native species due to the 

provision or abundance of a resource that is typically scarce in the area will also disrupt ecosystem function 

and therefore will require active management.  

Given the proximity of the proposed PRWMF to the Cane River Conservation Park, and the possible extension 

of this park to include the area around the facility, it would be highly undesirable to have a waste management 

facility that attracts feral fauna, acts as a point-source for feral fauna or unnaturally increases native vertebrate 

species due to access to waste food or water resources. 

The following list of vertebrate species have been recorded near the waste management facility area, and could 

increase in abundance, be attracted to, or be transported to the facility where they will increase in relative 

abundance and disrupt ecosystem function. 

Fox (Vulpes vulpes) 

The fox has been recorded closer to the coast and is known to prey on turtle eggs along the beaches and coastal 

dunes near Onslow. It has been recorded around the Wheatstone project accommodation and infrastructure, 

and is a likely visitor to the existing Onslow Waste Transfer Station. If foxes find an easy to access food supply, 

they will regularly return and may establish a local population. This species could become a problem species 

if not effectively managed. The most effective long-term management solution for foxes is an exclusion fence. 

Small numbers of foxes can be shot, baited or are able to be trapped, however, these options are generally a 

short-term solution, as other individuals will replace the ones that are removed. 

Cat (Felis catus) 

Feral cats have been caught within the Wheatstone project area in large numbers, they were recorded in the 

Cane River Conservation Park (Cowan 2011) and were present on the Onslow Waste Transfer Station on the 

outskirts of Onslow. Unwanted kittens can also be dumped at waste management facilities by people 

unable/unwilling to manage a litter of kittens in an appropriate and ethical manner. This feral predator will 

quickly find the waste management facility if putrescible waste is available and it will rapidly increase in local 

abundance. Feral cats will be a problem species if not effectively managed. Occasionally, people may feed 

kittens out of sympathy which encourages them to remain in the area and establish a breeding population 

partially habituated to human activity.  

Cats are best excluded from the area by suitable fencing. They are wary and a difficult species to trap and 

shoot, so this can be a time-consuming task. Given the likely abundance of cats in the adjacent areas, any cats 

trapped and shot will quickly be replaced by other cats from neighbouring areas if there is easy access to a 

food supply, so these are short-term solutions. 

Wild dog / dingo (Canis familiaris) 

Cowan (2011) recorded wild dog tracks regularly in the nearby Cane River Conservation Park. Wild dogs / 

dingoes have large home ranges that they traverse over a period of many weeks. They can become habituated 

to human activity and may eventually threaten users and staff of the waste management facility. Wild dogs 

mostly hunt and move about the landscape either singularly, a bitch with pups or in small pack. Numbers will 
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rapidly increase if there is easy access to a food source. Elsewhere in Western Australia (e.g. Nifty, Telfer and 

Woodie Woodie mines) wild dogs / dingoes have become a significant hazard once they have found a food 

source, their numbers increase, and they become reluctant to leave the area. 

Wild dogs and dingoes are easily excluded from relatively small areas with fencing. Management strategies 

relevant to this waste management facility include baiting (e.g. 1080, PAPP), trapping and shooting. Baiting 

can be difficult in a facility when there is an abundance of putrescible waste and when dogs are cunning enough 

to avoid laid baits. Shooting can be effective when there is a single dog or a very small number of dogs, but it 

is time consuming, and once a dog has been shot, others in the pack will almost certainly be more difficult to 

shoot. Any dogs trapped and shot will be replaced by other dogs from neighbouring areas if there is easy access 

to a food supply, so these options are short-term solutions. 

House Mouse (Mus musculus) 

House Mice are present in low numbers in adjacent areas, however, they will increase in local abundance if 

putrescible waste is readily available. In high numbers, House Mice will attract Gwardar (Pseudonaja 

mengdeni) and Mulga Snakes (Pseudechis australis) to the waste management facility. 

House Mice are difficult to eradicate as they will be present in very low numbers in the adjacent bushland, and 

a trapping program can reduce or even eradicate a local population within the facility, but they will reinvade 

an area if putrescible waste is available. Stopping mice having access to a food supply is the most cost-effective 

and humane management strategy. Baiting can be effective, but it has the potential to have bycatch 

consequences for raptors and corvids. 

Black Rat (Rattus rattus) 

The Black Rat is not found in the local area but could be transported to the facility in waste that is deposited 

at the facility as they are present in Onslow and at Wheatstone. Once present, the species could be difficult to 

eradicate and could become established in the local area. Removing Black Rats by baiting and trapping when 

they are first observed and removing access to the food supply are the most cost-effective management 

strategies. 

Camel (Camelus dromedaries) 

The Camel is found in low numbers in the adjacent areas, although it was not recorded in the Cane River 

Conservation Park survey (Cowan 2011). It is only likely to be attracted to the free-water that is available in 

the waste management facility when there is an absence of surface water in the adjacent rivers and area for an 

extended period. It is highly unlikely to be a problem species. Camels will only become a problem when they 

start damaging property when in search of water. Most often they can be easily driven off, but if the problem 

persists, they can be shot. 

Donkey (Equus asinus) 

The Donkey is in very low numbers in the region and like camels, it was not recorded in the Cane River 

Conservation Park survey (Cowan 2011). It is only likely to be attracted to the free-water available in the waste 

management facility when there is an absence of surface water in the adjacent rivers and area for an extended 

period in the hot summer months. It is highly unlikely to be a problem species. Donkeys will only become a 

problem when they are present on the roads and become a hazard for vehicles. Most often they can easily be 

driven off, but if the problem persists, they can be shot. 

Horse (Equus caballus) 

Most of the pastoral stations in this part of the Pilbara have a small population of horses, which have been used 

to muster cattle. These horses are mostly confined to areas where there is a supply of water and adequate food. 

Horses are unlikely to become a problem species. Most of the horses will belong to or did belong to a pastoral 

station. Pastoralists may therefore be happy to remove any horses found near the PRWMF. Most often they 

can easily be driven off, and in rare cases may need to be shot. 
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Rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus) 

The site is on the northern limit of the geographic distribution of rabbits. Rabbits are more abundant closer to 

the coast and further south. It is unlikely to be a pest species at the PRWMF, unless there is an abundance of 

high-quality grass available. Rabbits can be shot, poisoned or infected with the lethal haemorrhagic disease 

virus (RHDV1 K5) when they become a problem species.   

Common Pigeon (Rock Dove; Columba livia) 

The Common Pigeon is an introduced avian pest species that is well established in Australia with higher 

abundance in the southern and eastern states. They are almost always found in close association with human 

habitation and are commonly found in seed growing and collecting areas. The Common Pigeon is unlikely to 

become a pest species at the PRWMF, however, should pigeons become a problem, then with suitable approval 

and licences, they can be shot or poisoned. 

Silver Gull (Chroicocephalus novaehollandiae) 

The Silver Gull is present along the coastal areas and frequently seen in Onslow and the Wheatstone project. 

The Silver Gull is regularly attracted to easily accessed food sources such as waste management facilities, 

particularly if freshwater is available and food is generally scarce in the general area. Initially, these gulls are 

unlikely to adventure this far inland, but if the PRWMF is found and provides a food resource, then additional 

Silver Gulls will visit and may remain around the waste management facility. 

Silver Gulls are a native species, so there is a reluctance by the government regulators to want to cull this 

species. Removing access to freshwater and the food source is likely to be a major deterrent for this species 

visiting the facility. They can carry disease and in high numbers can be a nuisance. Gulls are best removed or 

deterred before they become a problem species. In these circumstances a Regulation 4 Licence should be 

sought from the DBCA to cull some of the gulls and frighten the remainder away.  

Ibis [Australian White Ibis (Threskiornis molucca) and Straw-necked Ibis (Threskiornis spinicollis)] 

A widely used common name for the Australian White Ibis is ‘bin-chicken’ because it is attracted to putrescible 

waste management facilities that have freshwater. The Straw-necked Ibis is occasionally seen along the coastal 

area and around Onslow and Wheatstone, and the Australian White Ibis is infrequently seen in these areas. If 

either ibis species finds an easy to access putrescible waste combined with a source of freshwater, they could 

become a problem species, flying in each day from a coastal over-night roost site. 

Both ibis species are native, so there is a reluctance by the government regulators to want to cull either species. 

Removing access to freshwater and reducing access to the putrescible waste is likely to be a major deterrent 

for these species visiting the facility. In high abundance a Regulation 4 Licence should be sought from the 

DBCA to cull some of the ibis and frighten the remainder away.  

Raptors [Whistling Kite (Haliastur sphenurus) and Black Kite (Milvus migrans)] 

The two raptors in the highest abundance in the area are the Whistling Kite and the Black Kite. Both kites are 

scavengers, with the Black Kite known to frequent waste disposal areas in outback towns. Both kites typically 

feed on lizards, small mammals and insects, and are often seen patrolling road verges or fire edges in search 

of dead and dying prey. Both raptors will frequent the PRWMF if there is putrescible waste available or an 

abundance of small mammals present that are feeding on the putrescible waste. Both species are unlikely to be 

a significant problem species. In the unlikely circumstance a bird or a small number of raptors become a pest, 

then application to DBCA for a Regulation 4 Licence to shoot a few birds may be required. 

Crows [Little Crow (Corvus bennenti) and Torresian Crow (Corvus orru)] 

Two corvids have been recorded near the waste management facility area and like most corvids, they will eat 

fruit, invertebrates, eggs, carrion and putrescible waste. If the food supply is abundant, then the local population 

of these species will increase. They have a propensity to pick up and shift some waste material, which can 

contribute to the untidiness of the area. Both species are unlikely to become a serious pest unless their numbers 

increase significantly. Corvids are wary and easily frightened, but they can be persistent and return as soon as 
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people have moved away. In the unlikely circumstance a bird or a small number become a pest, then application 

to DBCA for a Regulation 4 Licence to shoot a few birds maybe required. 

Northern Quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) 

The Northern Quoll was not considered to be present in the coastal area around Onslow, however, individuals 

have been caught and observed in Onslow and the Wheatstone project area. In the town of Onslow they are 

living in areas of human habitation and around Wheatstone in rocky areas but forage widely. Their population 

density is very low therefore the possibility of the species finding the PRWMF is also very low. However, they 

will forage and scavenge in waste facilities and could therefore be transported inadvertently to the waste 

management facility via waste collection vehicles. They are unlikely to become a pest species and would be 

easily managed if found on-site. Should this species be recorded in the PRWMF, a suitably trained person(s) 

with an appropriate Regulation 15 Licence should be engaged to trap and relocate the animals to a more suitable 

location. 

Large Snakes [i.e. Mulga Snake (Pseudechis australis) and Gwardar (Pseudonaja mengdeni)] 

The two most common large snakes in the project area are the Mulga Snake and the Gwardar. Both large 

snakes will eat small mammals, reptiles and ground dwelling birds. The Gwardar is likely to move away from 

humans when disturbed, whereas, the Mulga Snake has a propensity to stay and defend itself. Both snakes are 

venomous, and if abundant, they pose a significant safety issue to staff and contractors. Both snakes will remain 

in the area if there is an abundance of food, will often retreat under buildings and are active at night during the 

warmer months. These snakes can be caught and relocated by suitably trained people if observed in the facility, 

but this will take time, as they are often not readily caught because of their wariness and avoidance of areas of 

human activity. 

Zebra Finch (Taeniopygia guttata)  

The presence of a permanent supply of freshwater will encourage Zebra Finches to remain in the area, and this 

will almost certainly result in an increase in breeding activity and local abundance, particularly when there is 

a ready supply of (Triodia sp.) seed. Zebra Finches are relatively easy to manage by stopping their access to a 

freshwater supply, however this is not a practical solution for this facility. Zebra Finches that become a problem 

can be poisoned, trapped or netted and euthanased. 

Northern Short-tailed Mouse (Leggadina lakedownensis) 

Populations of the Northern Short-tailed Mouse can rapidly increase when conditions are favourable. The 

species has been recorded at the Wheatstone project area after a long-period of not being recorded in the area. 

It was not recorded in the Cane River Conservation Park survey (Cowan 2011), but the intensity and frequency 

of that survey was such that it could have easily been present and not recorded. It can and is often confused 

with the House Mouse in baiting and trapping programs undertaken in remote areas where it is present. An 

abundance of the Northern Short-tailed Mouse is likely to be short-lived (i.e. a matter of weeks) and removing 

the food supply will limit their breeding. In the unlikely circumstance it was necessary, they can be trapped 

and relocated by a suitably experienced and licenced person. 

Desert Mouse (Pseudomys desertor) 

The Desert Mouse is present in the area in low abundance. It has a diet of seeds, insects and green vegetation 

so it is unlikely to be attracted to putrescible waste. It may infrequently be recorded at the facility but is highly 

unlikely to become a pest species.  
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Large goannas [Sand Goanna (Varanus gouldii) and Yellow-spotted Goanna (Varanus panoptes)] 

Large goannas have become pest species on some mining and tourist sites because they have had access to 

human food (i.e. putrescible waste) or are fed by staff and visitors. As these goannas become more habituated 

to humans, they become bolder, and there is a temptation for them to be fed which encourages them to remain 

in the area. There are multiple examples of these large lizards biting people when they are being fed, and 

because they eat carrion, their mouths and teeth support a wide range of infectious diseases. These lizards are 

easily caught by a suitably trained person with an appropriate Regulation 15 Licence and relocated. 

Asian House Gecko (Hemidactylus frenatus) 

The Asian House Gecko, as the name suggests, originates in south and south-eastern Asia and has been 

inadvertently but very successfully transported to Australia on multiple occasions. They are very similar to 

some Australian geckoes, so they are not readily identified by untrained people. Unlike most other reptiles that 

lay soft-shelled eggs that dehydrate in dry conditions and therefore die, the Asian House gecko lays small 

round, hard-shelled eggs that are more resistant to water loss, so their eggs are easily transported unknowingly 

in rubbish and they can establish new local populations in waste disposal areas. They are mostly reported in 

houses, but they will certainly survive in the Australian bush, so it is unknown the extent to which they would 

thrive in a waste management facility. Once present, they are particularly difficult to eradicate, and they will 

move into adjacent areas. In the unlikely circumstance there is a need to reduce their numbers, then they can 

be caught at night by a suitably trained person with an appropriate licence.  

Cattle 

It is possible that station cattle will endeavour to enter the facility, particularly if it has freshwater. Cattle can 

be stopped from entering the facility with suitable fencing. 

1.3 Generalised invasion curve 

The generalised invasion curve is particularly relevant for pest management at the proposed waste management 

facility (Chart 2). This widely cited chart clearly indicates that prevention is much more cost-effective than 

eradication, which is more cost-effective than containment, which is more cost-effective than on-going 

management. 
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Chart 2. Generalised invasion curve 
(taken from http://agriculture.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/image/0005/179051/invasion_curve_big.jpg) 

As with all vertebrate pest control and management programs, stopping the problem before it occurs is the 

most cost-effective long-term solution, and when the pest species arrives, the earlier effective management 

(e.g. eradication or containment) is implemented the more cost effective it is likely to be in the long term. 

1.4 Social licence to operate 

There is a community expectation that all waste disposal facilities are managed and operated in accordance 

with best practice standards. The Shire is therefore committed to ensuring the PRWMF is designed, constructed 

and operated to best practice standards. Given the location to the existing Cane River Conservation Park and 

the PRWMFs location within the proposed expansion area, there will be an expectation that the facility 

minimises the attraction, harbouring or facilitates breeding of feral and pest fauna that could subsequently 

move into the Conservation Park.  

1.5 Guidelines 

There are no Western Australian guidelines that pertain to the management of vertebrate fauna in waste 

management facilities, although there are multiple more general guidelines on landfill and waste management 

facility operations (e.g. Wright Corporate Strategy Pty Ltd 2010, Environmental Protection Authority 2015, 

Cafe 2016, Environmental Protection Authority 2016), but none provide guidance on managing vertebrate 

fauna. 

The International Solid Waste Association (ISWA) Working Group for Landfill (2010) Landfill Operational 

Guidelines 2nd edition includes a useful chapter on bird control, and the principles outlined in this chapter are 

also applicable to other vertebrate pest species. The guideline makes the following observation ‘birds have 

three key drivers: food supply, rest, and the ability to breed. Landfill sites can offer a suitable environment for 

all of these, depending on the type of bird. When a bird infestation issue is to be dealt with, it must be 

considered that birds can become quickly accustomed to the usual methods of bird control that are used. The 

method of control must therefore be varied, as required, to provide an effective overall control strategy. If birds 

can be identified by species it is often possible to use their instinctive and learned behaviour against them to 
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minimise their level of nuisance. It is possible to keep disturbing accumulations of birds and to progressively 

remove their food sources, resting and roosting places, until the birds find the landfill site no longer attractive.’ 

The ISWA Working Group for Landfill (2010, p.14) suggested the following hierarchy of controls for pest 

bird species: 

• operational practices; 

• gas guns and direct shooting; 

• heli-kites and balloons; 

• distress calls; 

• signal pistols and cartridges; 

• raptors; and 

• wires and screens. 

1.6 Other pest management issues 

1.6.1 Surface water 

The presence of surface water within the PRWMF will attract a wide range of seed eating and other birds to 

drink, particularly in dry and hot conditions. However, for most feral and pest mammal species, the presence 

of surface water will not be a major attractant, however, access to freshwater and putrescible waste will result 

in some species remaining at the facility which would probably only be infrequent visitors (e.g. Silver Gulls).  

The PRWMF will contain the following types of ponds: 

Surface water ponds 

Attenuation pond – 168m x 93m (3.5m deep with 0.5m freeboard – i.e. max depth of 3m). 

Two infiltration ponds – 75m x 95m (2m deep with 0.5m freeboard i.e. max depth of 1.5m) – only one pond 

to be constructed initially and the second at a later stage. 

Leachate ponds 

Initially two leachate ponds, each 80m x 56m (max height of 1.5m with 0.5m freeboard) will be constructed – 

two future leachate ponds to the east of the site will be constructed at a later stage, if required. These ponds 

will be fenced. 

Sullage Pond 

The facility will contain a single sullage pond 25m x 25m.  

Fixation Ponds 

Initially two fixation ponds 24m x 5.4m with enough space for construction of a third pond in the future. 

It is impractical to provide exclusion netting for these ponds, so a pest bird species culling program will be 

implemented before species numbers increase to cause a problem.  

1.6.2 Rodenticides 

Rodenticides used to kill House Mice and rats often have an unintended impact on native fauna, in particular 

raptors and corvids (Young and de Lai 1997, Erickson and Urban 2004, Murray 2011, Lohr and Davis 2018, 

van den Brink et al. 2018). If these birds eat dead and dying rodents that have been poisoned, then there can 

be a rapid accumulation of the poison in the birds, causing illness and death. For small numbers of House Mice 

and Rats, trapping is the preferred method, however, where rodenticides are to be used, then the pest contractor 

engaged for the task should use chemicals with the least impacts on native fauna. 

1.6.3 Feeding wild life and feral fauna 

Occasionally, larger terrestrial mammals (e.g. dingoes / wild dogs) or goannas can become less wary to the 

presence of humans and because of their frequent presence in the area, can be fed by facility staff. This has 

happened on mine-sites and tourist facilities often with serious consequences caused from bites. Given these 
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animals often carry a diverse range of diseases due to the consumption of carrion and other decaying material, 

infections can be difficult to treat. Feeding or leaving food or water for native or feral species will not be 

allowed, nor will staff be allowed to bring pets to the PRWMF. 

1.6.4 Maintaining an accurate register of feral and pest species seen or recorded in the waste 

management facility 

It is very important that an accurate and up-to-date register of feral and pest species sightings is maintained for 

the following reasons: 

• it provides a permanent record of what feral and pest species were present, when and their abundance;  

• it can inform management and potential contractors of when, where and the relative abundance of 

feral and pest species;  

• it enables management to respond to questions from regulators or other government agencies on feral 

and pest abundance and the success of management actions; and  

• it will be useful in monitoring the effectiveness of any management programs that are implemented. 

The following information is required in the register: 

• name of species; 

• location of recording; 

• date and time of recording; 

• number of individuals; 

• evidence of feral or pest species (e.g. animal, scat, burrow, call, etc); 

• description of what they were doing (e.g. feeding, digging, in a burrow, drinking, predating on small 

birds, etc); 

• other comments (i.e. colour patterns, general health); and 

• who made the observations. 

All interactions (e.g. bites, scavenging for food, aggressive behaviour) between feral and pest species and staff 

or visitors will be recorded in the register. 

1.7 Hierarchy of effectiveness in control of vertebrate feral and pest species 

Typically, vertebrate feral and pest management plans provide a generic hierarchy of effectiveness in control 

that is used in the development of specific strategies targeting a species likely or potentially to be of concern. 

This hierarchy, in conjunction with the generalised invasion curve (Chart 2) are the basis of the information 

provided in Table 2 and management actions at the end of this plan. 

1.7.1 Physical barrier 

The most effective strategy is to reduce or eliminate the reason why vertebrate fauna come to waste 

management facilities and this is to exclude or significantly reduce their access to putrescible waste and 

freshwater. Total exclusion is obviously the best option, however, in many circumstances, it is logistically 

difficult and expensive. For example, significantly reducing the putrescible waste available to the birds, will 

require covering of the waste materials immediately after it has been deposited, as gulls and ibis will learn to 

access putrescible waste immediately it is unloaded and before it can be covered. Physical exclusion by fencing 

out terrestrial species and netting to exclude avian species from accessing freshwater would be the most 

effective and best long-term solution, however, it is not practical due to its size to use netting at this facility. 

Fences to prohibit animals entering a compound / area, and in particular feral and pest species, has been used 

at multiple locations (Moseby and Read 2006, Robley et al. 2006, Bode and Wintle 2009, Giumelli and White 

2016, Australian Wool Innovation 2017). For example, Moseby and Read (2006) discussed the efficacy of a 

180cm high wire fence with foot apron and curved ‘floppy’ overhang and indicated that it effectively contained 

rabbits, feral cats and foxes during pen trials. They went on to indicate that the 40mm diameter hexagonal 

‘rabbit’ netting was not an effective barrier against young independent rabbits and they recommended 30mm 

hexagonal netting be used if rabbits were to be excluded. Robley et al. (2006) tested six fence designs, and 

indicated that neither cats nor foxes were able to breach a 180cm fence by climbing, regardless of the presence 

of electric wires, and they recommended 180cm high fencing with a 600mm circumference overhang, with an 
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apron of high quality mesh. Electric wires were not essential from preventing animals breaching fences, which 

proved to be a significant saving. 

Barrier fences have weakness anywhere the integrity of the fence can be altered (e.g. at gates and water 

courses). Access gates need to be continuously monitored when open and closed when not being used. An 

alternative is automatic gates that open only when triggered during ingress and egress. The gap between the 

gate and the ground needs to be less that the holes in the fencing wire and have a solid base to prevent erosion 

(i.e. concrete or metal plate). Cattle grids are useful for stopping cattle but are not an effective barrier for feral 

and pest fauna including cats, foxes and wild dogs. 

Water courses that pass-through fences are a particularly vulnerable point at the time of water flow or 

immediately after the water flow event when the integrity of the fence has been breached. There are multiple 

engineering solutions to this problem depending of the water course and potential flow volumes. Plates 9 and 

10 show two examples at either end of the continuum of cost and complexity.  

 
Plate 9. Highly engineered culvert system to preserve the integrity of the fence 

 
Plate 10. A simple, but cost-effective design for an area of intermittent low flow drainage line 

(Source: J. Read) 

1.7.2 Scaring and deterrents  

Scaring and deterrents (e.g. gas cannons, drones, pyrotechnics, acoustics, lasers, lights mirrors and reflectors, 

raptor models and taste repellents) will have a limited long-term effectiveness as the pest birds and large 

terrestrial mammals (e.g. cats, foxes, wild dogs) will habituate to the scaring source. The time to habituation 

can be prolonged by using multiple techniques and altering the time, location and intensity of the source. Scare 

deterrents based on various light sources are likely to be the least effective.  
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1.7.3 Trapping and relocation 

For some pest species, it is practical to trap and relocate individuals (e.g. Northern Quoll, Northern Short-tailed 

Mouse), and if the relocation site is appropriate, then these individuals should survive and not return to the 

facility. 

1.7.4 Lethal techniques  

Lethal techniques such as shooting, and poisoning/baiting are likely to provide a permanent solution for some 

species and a temporary solution for others. Removing individuals and small groups that are also present in 

adjacent areas and that are likely to be attracted to the food resource is generally a short-term solution. 
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2 DISCUSSION OF MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 

The vertebrate fauna likely to become a management problem can be divided into three broad categories: 

• Avian fauna 

o gulls 

o kites 

o finches 

o pigeons 

o ibis 

o crows 

• Large terrestrial fauna 

o feral cats 

o wild dogs / dingoes 

o foxes 

o goannas 

o cattle 

• Small terrestrial fauna 

o mice 

o snakes 

o rats 

o quolls 

o geckoes 

2.1 Avian fauna 

The presence of gulls, ibis and finches at the waste management facility will largely be regulated by the 

available food and freshwater. For the non-seed-eaters, such as ibis, kites and crows they will likely get enough 

water from the putrescible waste, so, the presence of freshwater will not be a determining factor in their 

presence. Limiting access to putrescible waste is therefore the most effective deterrent. Kites and crows can 

survive without regular access to freshwater and are in low densities in adjacent areas. 

Finches are unlikely to be serious issue, however, if Zebra Finch numbers increase substantially, then they 

may soil infrastructure where they roost or nest. 

2.2 Large terrestrial fauna 

Large terrestrial fauna such as feral cats, wild dogs / dingoes, foxes, adult goannas and cattle can be excluded 

from the waste facility by fencing. Wild dogs are typically not climbers, but will push under and through 

fences, whereas, foxes and cats are climbers or will scramble over a reasonably high fence (Giumelli and White 

2016). A fence that is designed to stop wild dogs will not stop foxes and feral cats, but a fence designed to stop 

feral cats should stop most or all large terrestrial fauna. Small goannas and large snakes will get through the 

wire for most barrier fences. Exclusion fencing for foxes and feral cats typically has a ‘floppy top’ facing 

outwards, and sometimes these fences are electrified as an additional security. Most barrier fencing has an 

apron that stops animals from digging under the fence. This apron is only needed on the outside of the fence 

when the objective is to keep animals out. A dog or cat barrier fence will also keep cattle, camels, donkeys and 

horses out of the facility. 

If a dog barrier fence is installed to keep vehicles, cattle and wild dogs out, then additional management will 

be required as feral cats and foxes will be able to enter the facility. Both species are wary of traps, but it is 

possible for cats to be caught in baited cage traps and foxes in soft-jaw leg hold traps. An appropriate permit 

is required for baiting programs. Alternatively, both can be shot, typically at night. Depending on the number 

and where they are living will determine how long it will take to trap or shoot the feral animals. A detection 

dog trained to find cats and foxes, will also speed up the process, particularly if their retreat sites are within 

the waste management facility, as they are able to be quickly found during the day and the pest species 

euthanased.  
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2.3 Small terrestrial fauna 

House mice will invade the waste management facility from adjacent areas and their numbers will increase if 

an adequate food supply is available. The Asian House Gecko, Black Rats, cats and possibly Northern Quolls 

could be transported to the facility in waste that is deposited. Snakes will enter and remain around the waste 

management facility if there is an abundance of small mammals, and in particular House Mice and Black Rats. 

Reducing and eliminating access to putrescible waste will stop or reduce the probability of having an issue 

with House Mouse, and thus large snakes. Removing locations for large snakes to retreat will also reduce the 

possibility that they stay in the waste management facility. Should rats, Asian House Geckos or Northern 

Quolls be observed, then appropriately trained and skilled people should be contracted to remove them. Rats 

can be trapped and baited, Asian House Geckos caught at night and euthanased and Northern Quolls can be 

trapped and relocated. Trapping Northern Quoll will be enhanced by using a trained detection dog, who could 

locate diurnal retreats and latrine sites. 

2.4 Other agencies and stakeholders’ expectations 

The Shire will be required to construct and operate the facility in manner that meets the expectations of 

stakeholders in regard to feral and pest management. The primary stakeholders include the community of 

Onslow, Onslow local business operators, Chevron Australia and other major companies from the minerals, 

oil and gas sectors throughout Onslow and the Pilbara region, neighbouring station owners and managers and 

the DBCA.  

An increase in feral and pest fauna, and a partial loss of their wariness to human activity can result in species 

causing a nuisance at other nearby locations. Increases or the attraction of large terrestrial fauna to the facility 

may increase their abundance on the nearby Onslow Road causing a road hazard. Therefore, the Shire will be 

expected to minimise the attraction of feral and pest fauna to PRWMF as far as practicable to reduce this 

hazard. 

Birds feeding on putrescible waste can be hosts of zoonotic and livestock pathogens such as Salmonella spp., 

Newcastle disease virus, avian influenza virus and flaviviruses and therefore pose a health risk to staff and 

residents at other locations used by these birds (e.g. Onslow and Wheatstone), including the potential 

contamination of water storage facilities. The facility managers will be expected to minimise the impact on 

native fauna, and pest species propensity to spread disease. 

The DBCA manages the Cane River Conservation Park which is 30-40km south-east of the PRWMF. Increases 

in feral cat, wild dog or fox numbers would therefore be of concern to this agency, given its proximity to the 

Conservation Park. If at some stage in the future the park boundaries are extended to include land around the 

PRWMF, then there would be an expectation that the facility does not provide a source population of feral 

predators of native fauna. Therefore, the Shire will implement the management measures outlined in this plan 

to ensure feral and pests are managed to the satisfaction of the DBCA. 

Dingoes, wild dogs and large goannas that become habituated to human presence and activity, particularly if 

they are being fed, become a danger to staff and visitors to the facility. Staff will be made aware of these risks 

during relevant training or site inductions.  

2.5 Factors to consider in pest management  

The following should be considered when selecting a management option(s): 

• What is the initial capital cost? 

• What are the on-going or maintenance costs? 

• Is the management option environmentally acceptable (i.e. culling, impact on non-target species)?  

• Is the management option socially acceptable and is the Shire of Ashburton likely to draw negative 

comments from the community? 

• Is the proposed approach legal and humane, and in accordance with the Animal Welfare Act (2002)?  

• Will the technique increase occupational health and safety risks (e.g. presence of large snakes) and, if 

so, can these be effectively managed?  
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• Will the management technique require government approval or licensing, and will approval and 

licenses be issued by the Departments of Primary Industry and Regional Development and DBCA?  

• How long will the technique be effective and what is the probability of habituation by the pest species? 
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Table 2. Usefulness of management options 

Options Target species Capital 

cost 

Recurrent 

capital 

cost 

Recurrent cost Humaneness Bycatch 

issues 

Licensing 

or permit 

required 

Gov’t support Effectiveness  

Floppy top, 

electrified 

fencing 

Feral cats, wild 

dogs / dingoes, 

foxes, goannas, 

large herbivores, 

vehicles and 

people. 

Very 

high 

25 yrs Low cost (i.e. 

weekly fence 

inspections) 

Very humane No No Preferred Very high for large 

terrestrial species and 

a long-term solution. 

Floppy top 

fencing (not 

electrified) 

Feral cats, wild 

dogs / dingoes, 

foxes, goannas, 

large herbivores, 

vehicles and 

people. 

High 25 yrs Low cost (i.e. 

weekly fence 

inspections) 

Very humane No No Yes High for large 

terrestrial species and 

a long-term solution. 

A very small number 

of cats or foxes may 

breach the fence. 

Wild dog type 

fencing 

Wild dogs, large 

herbivores and 

vehicles. 

Moderate 25 yrs Low cost (i.e. 

weekly fence 

inspections) 

Very humane No No Yes, but will 

require other 

options to be 

implemented 

High, but limited to 

target species and a 

long-term solution. 

Cattle type 

fencing 

Cattle and 

vehicles. 

Low 25 yrs Low cost (i.e. 

weekly fence 

inspections) 

Very humane No No Yes, but will 

require other 

options to be 

implemented. 

High, but limited to 

target species and a 

long-term solution. 

Trapping Feral cats, foxes, 

wild dogs, mice, 

rats 

  Low-moderate. As 

required, but 

probably 

biannually or 

annually, and 

lower if combined 

with hand catching 

and shooting.  

Acceptable Yes, always 

likely to 

catch native 

animals 

Yes Yes, but may 

require other 

options to be 

implemented 

High, presuming 

sufficient time and 

resources are 

allocated, but a short-

term solution 

Shooting Feral cats, foxes, 

wild dogs and 

large herbivores 

  Low to moderate. 

As required, but 

probably annually, 

and low if 

combined with 

Humane No Regulation 

4 licence 

is required 

for native 

fauna, but 

Yes High, presuming 

sufficient time and 

resources are 

allocated, but a short-

term solution 
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Options Target species Capital 

cost 

Recurrent 

capital 

cost 

Recurrent cost Humaneness Bycatch 

issues 

Licensing 

or permit 

required 

Gov’t support Effectiveness  

hand catching and 

trapping 

no licence 

is required 

for 

shooting 

feral cats, 

foxes and 

wild dogs. 

Poisoning / 

baiting 

Foxes and wild 

dogs 

  Low cost. As 

required, but 

probably annually.  

Tolerated Potentially Yes, a 

permit is 

required 

from 

DPIRD 

Yes, but would 

give preference 

to other 

alternatives. 

High, presuming 

sufficient time and 

resources are 

allocated, but a short-

term solution. 

Baiting Mice, rats   Low cost. As 

required, but 

probably annually.  

Tolerated Yes, 

particularly 

the use of 

rodenticides 

No Yes, but would 

give preference 

to other 

alternatives. 

High, presuming 

sufficient time and 

resources are 

allocated, but a short-

term solution. 

Hand catching Snakes, goannas   As required and 

should be 

combined with 

other activities. 

Short term 

stress, 

acceptable 

No Yes, a 

Regulation 

15 licence 

from 

DBCA 

Yes, if fauna are 

to be caught and 

relocated 

Addresses the few 

occasions there is a 

problem species. 

Covering 

putrescible 

waste almost 

immediately it 

is delivered 

Feral cats, wild 

dogs / dingoes, 

foxes, goannas, 

gulls, kites, ibis, 

crows, mice, rats 

and large 

herbivores. 

  High cost. On-site 

staff would 

undertake the work 

as part of daily 

activities. 

Very humane No No Preferred Very high for all 

species attempting to 

access putrescible 

waste. 
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2.6 Best practice 

As is always the case, best practice is generally the most expensive option. Best practice methods to manage 

feral and pest vertebrate species potentially attracted to and likely to require management at the PRWMF are 

as follows: 

• maintain an accurate and comprehensive register of all feral and pest species recorded in the waste 

management facility;  

• native wildlife, and feral and pest species are not to be provided with food and water at the PRWMF; 

• cover all putrescible waste with suitable material as soon as practical and when the facility is not 

operating; 

• surround the PRWMF with a floppy top fence and a suitable access gate(s); and 

• trap, bait, shoot feral and pest species, and hand catch and relocate native fauna in the event they 

become a pest species. 
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3 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

The following management actions will be implemented. 

3.1 Staff induction 

The staff induction program will: 

• explain the importance of stopping and eradicating feral and pest species becoming established and 

the generalised invasion curve;  

• explain the register of feral and pest species, what information is included in the register, when 

information is added, by whom and how the data will be used; 

• indicate to all staff that feral and native fauna will not be fed on-site nor will containers for water 

provided for feral and pest species to access; and 

• reporting all interactions between feral and pest species and staff and visitors. 

3.2 Register of all feral and pest species 

The PRWMF will establish and maintain a register of all feral and pest species recorded on-site. This register 

will include the following information:  

• name of species; 

• location of recording; 

• date and time of recording; 

• number of individuals; 

• evidence of feral or pest species (e.g. animal, scat, burrow, call, etc); 

• description of what they were doing (e.g. feeding, digging, in a burrow, drinking, predating on small 

birds, etc); 

• other comments (i.e. colour patterns, general health); and 

• who made the observations. 

All interactions (e.g. bites, scavenging for food, aggressive behaviour) between feral and pest species and staff 

or visitors will be recorded in the register. 

Information from the register will be included in the annual report. It will also be used to indicate when 

‘triggers’ for some species have been reached and action is required. It will provide the evidence necessary to 

support a Regulation 4 Licence application to DBCA to cull pest species. 

3.3 Annual review 

An annual review of feral and pest species management will be undertaken by a suitable person within the 

PRWMF. This review should focus on whether management actions were effective, which feral and pest 

species are reoccurring, all interactions between staff and visitors with feral and pest species, and should 

consider whether other or additional management strategies should be included in this management plan. 

This plan should be reviewed, amended where appropriate and signed off by the PRWMF’s Management 

annually. 

3.4 Non-provision of food and water for native and exotic species 

Native and feral species will not be provided food and freshwater by staff or users of the facility. This 

requirement will be conveyed to all staff as part of the on-site induction program. 

3.5 Gatehouse staff observations 

Some feral and pest species will endeavour to enter the facility via the access gate when it is open. Vigilant 

gatehouse staff can prevent this from mostly happening, and when it does occur, will record it in the register, 

and notify the relevant person so immediate action can be taken to remove the pest species.  



 

15 

 

3.6 Cover all putrescible waste with suitable material 

The PRWMF will implement a procedure that covers all putrescible waste material as soon as practical after 

it has been delivered to the facility. Putrescible waste will not remain uncovered when the facility is not in 

operation. The coverage should be sufficiently thick as to avoid feral and pest species digging through the 

covering layer to access the putrescible waste. Should the register indicate the presence of feral and pest species 

accessing the putrescible waste, then the operational procedures will be reviewed to determine how access to 

the waste can be reduced. 

3.7 Fencing and access gate 

The facility will be enclosed with a floppy top fence, with an external skirt with a suitable access gate(s) at the 

entrance that will exclude feral cats, foxes, wild dogs and dingoes. Robley et al. (2006), Moseby and Read 

(2006) and West and Pedler (2017) recommend that the fence should be 1.8m high, have an overhang that is 

at least 600mm in circumference, be curved or shaped in such a way that prevent animals climbing over, and 

have an apron of high quality mesh. The most recently published information on exclusion fencing for feral 

and pest species is contained in West and Pedler (2017). Immediately prior to designing the fence, the DBCA 

and the Australian Wildlife Conservancy should be consulted to determine the latest advances in fence design 

to exclude feral and pest species. 

The integrity of the fence will be checked weekly and a record will be maintained of the checking and any 

repairs required or made to the fence. Any breaches or damage to the fence should be repaired as a matter of 

priority.  

The access gate to the facility will be closed when the facility is not operational and will be staffed when 

vehicles and people are entering and leaving. When practical and while the gate is not staffed, it will be closed 

to limit access of feral and pest fauna.  

The access gate will have a floppy top and a concrete or metal base with the gap between the base and the gate 

as small as it practical (i.e. less than the wire gaps). When the gate is closed animals should not be able to get 

through the perimeter fencing or under the gate. 

3.8 Permanent monitoring of feral mammals 

Eight remotely monitored 3G/4G camera traps will be installed at appropriate locations around the waste 

management facility to focus on the detection and recording of feral and pest fauna within the PRWMF. These 

camera traps will be monitored by a Licenced Pest Management Technician (LPMT) that is familiar with the 

site fauna and licenced to attend the site and trap/shoot/bait foxes, feral cats and wild dogs when they have 

been recorded. 

A record of all feral pest species recorded on the 3G/4G camera traps will be recorded in the feral and pest 

species register. 

Batteries in the camera traps will be recharged/replaced at appropriate intervals by facility staff. 

3.9 Trapping, baiting, shoot feral and pest species, and hand catch and relocate 

native fauna 

Some feral and pest species will be difficult to exclude from the facility, but the problem is most cost-

effectively managed before these species become a problem.  

Table 3 provides triggers for action and the action that is required to manage feral and pest species. 
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Table 3. Triggers and actions to manage feral and pest species 

Fauna Trigger Action 

Avian fauna 

o gulls Gulls present for three 

days within a seven-day 

period. 

A Regulation 4 Licence will be applied from the DBCA and 

the gulls are shot with a shot gun or suitable calibre rifle. 

Depending on the number of gulls and the location of 

putrescible waste, it may be practical to net and euthanase 

the gulls. As with most shooting programs it will be difficult 

to euthanase all the birds, however, shooting is likely to act 

as a strong deterrent. 

o kites Ten kites present for three 

days within a seven-day 

period and actively 

utilising the waste refuge. 

A Regulation 4 Licence will be applied from the DBCA and 

the kites are shot with a shot gun or suitable calibre rifle. As 

with most shooting programs it will be difficult to euthanase 

all the birds, however, shooting is likely to act as a strong 

deterrent. 

o finches Zebra Finches establishing 

more than 50 active nests 

in or near the fenced 

enclosure. 

Nests are removed when they are not in use. Bird wire and 

spikes should be used to reduce areas where birds are 

perching and roosting.  

o pigeons Five pigeons present for 

three days within a seven-

day period. 

A Regulation 4 Licence will be applied from the DBCA and 

the pigeons are shot. Depending on the number of pigeons 

and the location of putrescible waste, it may be practical to 

net and euthanase the pigeons. As with most shooting 

programs it will be difficult to euthanase all the birds, 

however, shooting is likely to act as a strong deterrent. 

o ibis Five ibis present for three 

days within a seven-day 

period. 

A Regulation 4 Licence will be applied from the DBCA and 

the ibis are shot. Depending on the number of ibis and the 

location of putrescible waste, it may be practical to net and 

euthanase the ibis. As with most shooting programs it will 

be difficult to euthanase all the birds, however, shooting is 

likely to act as a strong deterrent. 

o crows Ten or more crows are 

present for three days 

within a seven-day period. 

A Regulation 4 Licence will be applied from the DBCA and 

the crows are shot. Depending on the number of crows and 

the location of putrescible waste, it may be practical to net 

and euthanase the crows. As with most shooting programs it 

will be difficult to euthanase all the birds, however, shooting 

is likely to act as a strong deterrent. 

Large terrestrial fauna 

o feral 

cats 

A single cat within the 

fenced enclosure. 

The cat is humanely shot with a suitable calibre rifle. No 

permit is required. If the cat cannot be reliably found and 

humanely shot, then a trapping program is implemented. A 

minimum of 25 large cage traps would be set for several 

nights. Licencing will be required from DBCA as there is 

potential for by-catch of native fauna species. 

o wild 

dogs / 

dingoes 

A single dog within the 

fenced enclosure. 

The dog is humanely shot with a suitable calibre rifle. No 

permit is required. If the wild dog cannot be reliably found 

and humanely shot, then a trapping or baiting program is 

implemented. Permits are required for trapping and baiting, 

and it can only be undertaken by an LPMT. Dogs can be 

poisoned using a 1080 or PAPP bait or trapped using soft-

jawed traps. 

o foxes A single fox within the 

fenced enclosure. 

The fox is humanely shot with a suitable calibre rifle. No 

permit is required. If the fox cannot be reliably found and 

humanely shot, then a trapping or baiting program is 

implemented. Permits are required for baiting and it can 

only be undertaken by an LPMT. Foxes can be poisoned 

using a 1080 or PAPP bait or trapped using soft-jawed traps.  

o goannas A goanna larger than 1m in 

total length within the 

enclosure. 

Action is not urgent. When a suitably qualified person(s) are 

attending other feral and pest management issues, the 
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Fauna Trigger Action 

goanna is captured, probably by digging up its burrow, and 

relocating the animal way from the facility. 

o cattle A single cow in the fenced 

enclosure. 

The local pastoralist is contacted to remove the cattle. 

Otherwise it is shot. 

Small terrestrial fauna 

o mice House mice scats recorded 

with the facilities or seen 

near the putrescible waste. 

All available food sources for mice in the buildings are 

eliminated. If mice are located within the buildings, then 

their identity should be checked to ensure that they are 

House Mice. This can be done by trapping mice. For a small 

number of mice, a trapping program should be enough to 

remove the problem but for an infestation of mice, then a 

baiting program will need to be implemented. 

o snakes A snake greater than 1m in 

length seen on three 

occasions within a 30-day 

period. 

A suitably trained and skilled person is engaged to capture 

and relocate the snake. A Regulation 15 licence is required 

to catch and relocate fauna. 

o rats A single rat is seen near 

the putrescible waste or in 

or near the buildings. 

All available food sources for rats in the buildings are 

eliminated. If rats are located within the buildings, then the 

species is checked to ensure that it is an introduced rat 

species. This can be done by trapping the rats. With a small 

number of rats, a trapping program should be enough to 

remove the problem but for an infestation, then a baiting 

program will need to be implemented. 

o quolls A single Northern Quoll 

seen within the fenced 

enclosure. 

The Northern Quoll should be trapped and relocated by a 

suitably qualified and experienced person. A Regulation 15 

licence is required to catch and relocate native fauna. 

o geckoes An Asian House Gecko 

recorded within the fenced 

enclosure. 

A suitably skilled person is engaged to hand catch Asian 

House Geckoes. 

3.10 Regulation 4 Licence  

This feral and pest management plan is used as the basis of an application for an annual Regulation 4 Licence 

from DBCA so that culling of feral and pest birds can be done as soon as one of the triggers is activated, rather 

than applying for a licence and waiting for the licence can be processed before a contractor is engaged. 

Management of PRWMF would be the applicant and licence holder, but PRWMF’s management may wish to 

ask the potential contractor to assist with the licence application. 

No permit or licence is required to shoot feral cats, foxes and wild dogs. All shooting should comply with the 

Animal Welfare Act (2002) and be undertaken by a suitably skilled and experienced person with a suitable 

calibre rifle. Some baiting and trapping of feral and pest fauna require a permit or licence.  

3.11 Humane euthanasia 

Euthanasing feral and pest species must be undertaken in a humane manner and in compliance with the Animal 

Welfare Act (2002). Guidance statements provided by Pestsmart (Sharp 2012) and the DBCA (Department of 

Parks and Wildlife 2011) provide useful advice in this regard. 
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Appendix A. Images of selected feral and potential pest species 

  
Donkeys Wild dog / dingo 

  
Australia White Ibis Straw-necked Ibis 

  
Mulga snake Gwardar 

  
Zebra Finch Yellow-spotted Goanna 

 


