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Summary and recommendations 
 
APH Contractors proposes to extend the existing sandpit on Lot 2 Calinup Road, 
Gelorup, approximately 12 km south of Bunbury.  This report provides the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice and recommendations to the 
Minister for the Environment on the environmental factors relevant to the proposal. 
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to report to the 
Minister for the Environment on the environmental factors relevant to the proposal 
and on the conditions and procedures to which the proposal should be subject, if 
implemented.  In addition, the EPA may make recommendations as it sees fit. 

Relevant environmental factors 
The EPA decided that the following environmental factors relevant to the proposal 
required detailed evaluation in the report: 

(a) Vegetation and Flora; 

(b) Fauna, and; 

(c) Rehabilitation. 

Conclusion 
The EPA has considered the proposal by APH Contractors to extend the existing 
sandpit on Lot 2 Calinup Road, Gelorup 
 
The proposal area supports a vegetation complex, a landscape feature and an 
ecological linkage which are all regionally significant.  The re-establishment of the 
existing vegetation complex on the site after sand excavation will be extremely 
difficult and the proponent has not been able to provide evidence that the 
rehabilitation proposed will be successful.   
 
The EPA considers the proposal to extend the existing sandpit on Lot 2 Calinup Road, 
Gelorup as proposed is environmentally unacceptable as it cannot be managed to meet 
the EPA’s objectives in relation to Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and Rehabilitation. 
 
The EPA therefore concludes that the proposal should not be implemented.   

Recommendations 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for the 
Environment: 

1. That the Minister considers the report on the relevant environmental factors of 
Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and Rehabilitation as set out in Section 3. 

2. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal cannot meet 
the EPA’s environmental objectives for Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and 
Rehabilitation. 

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has not included in this Bulletin “conditions 
and procedures to which the proposal should be subject, if implemented” because 
the EPA holds the view that the proposal should not be implemented. 

4. That the Minister not issue a statement that the proposal may be implemented. 
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1. Introduction and background 
 
This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) to the Minister for the Environment on the environmental factors 
relevant to the proposal by APH Contractors to extend the existing sandpit on Lot 2 
Calinup Road, Gelorup (Figure 1). 
 
The Public Environmental Review (PER) level of assessment is applied to this 
proposal as it is of regional significance and raises several significant environmental 
factors (Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and Rehabilitation), which are complex and 
require detailed assessment.  As such the EPA considered that this proposal should be 
subject to a formal public review period.   
 
Further details of the proposal are presented in Section 2 of this report.  Section 3 
discusses the environmental factors relevant to the proposal.  Section 5 presents the 
EPA’s conclusions and Section 6, the EPA’s Recommendations. 
 
Appendix 3 contains the proponent’s consolidated commitments.  Appendix 4 
contains a summary of submissions and the proponent’s response to submissions and 
is included as a matter of information only and does not form part of the EPA’s report 
and recommendations.  Issues arising from this process, and which have been taken 
into account by the EPA, appear in the report itself.   

2. The proposal 
APH Contractors proposes to extract approximately 2.2 million bank cubic metres of 
sand from 22.87 hectares over a period of 20 years at an annual extraction rate of 
100,000 – 120,000 tonnes per year.  Sand will be extracted to a maximum depth of 
20m Australian Height Datum (AHD).  It is proposed that sand extraction will 
continue from east of Gelorup Hill and move progressively southwards in 18 sand 
extraction blocks, each between one and two hectares (Figure 2).  Embankments will 
be restored to 1:4 (14o) slopes and the restored landform will be suitable for potential 
future residential use.   
 
This proposal, originally for the clearing of 30ha for sand extraction, was referred to 
the EPA on 13 May 1999 by Giacci Holdings Pty Ltd.  By the time the PER was 
released in November 2003, Pioneer Construction Materials Pty Ltd was nominated as 
the proponent and the proposal had been reduced to 20ha of clearing.  On 
24 February 2005, the EPA was notified that the proponent was now APH Contractors 
and that the amount of clearing proposed was reduced to 18.87ha.   
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below.  A detailed 
description of the proposal is provided in Section 3 of the PER (Pioneer Construction 
Materials Pty Ltd, 2003). 

1 



 
 

Figure 1: Location Map 
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Figure 2: Sand Extraction Blocks (amended since PER) 
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Table 1:  Summary of key proposal characteristics 
 

Element Description 
Life of sandpit 20 years (continual operation) 
Size of sand reserve 2.2 million bank cubic metres (upper limit) 
Area of disturbance 
(including access): 
• Existing cleared area 

(central area) 
• Vegetation requiring clearing

(southern area) 

 
 
4 hectares (approximately) 
 
18.87 hectares (approximately) 

Hours of operation 7a.m. to 6p.m. Monday to Friday  
7a.m. to noon Saturday, excluding public 
holidays 

Infrastructure/ancillary 
equipment/facilities: 
• Internal access roads 
• Earthmoving equipment 
• Mobile dry screen and 

conveyor 
• Transportable 

cribroom/chemical toilet 

 
 
5 metres wide with limestone gravel base course 
Front-end loader for excavation and loading of 
haulage trucks 

Sand extraction rate 180,000 bank cubic metres per year (upper 
limit) 

Sandpit details: 
• Depth of excavation 
• Setback limits: 

• Eastern boundary 
• Southern boundary 
• Western boundary: 

- Near Gelorup Hill 
- Next to Cokelup Road 

• Finished slope of 
embankments 

 
20 metres AHD 
 
50 to 250 metres (minimum) 
150 metres (minimum) 
40 metres (minimum); to allow for the future 
realignment of Cokelup Road 
20 metres (minimum) 
1:4 (14o) (maximum) 

Excavation staging Three-hectare excavation blocks (maximum) 
Sandpit access Via existing Calinup Road 
Post-mining landform The restored landform will be suitable for future 

residential development 
 
Since release of the PER a number of modifications to the proposal have been made 
by the proponent.  These include: 

• A reduction in the amount of clearing proposed from 20ha to 18.87ha.  This is 
proposed to be done via: 

1. clearing of a further 1.23ha in a 20m wide strip to allow for the future 
realignment of Cokelup Road further to the east; and, 

2. the establishment of a 150m vegetation buffer distance from the southern 
boundary of Lot 2 to the extraction area, which eliminates Cell 19 (as 
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proposed in the PER) and reduces Cell 18.  The establishement of this 
buffer means that the clearing of approximately 2.36ha of vegetation is 
removed from the proposal.  

3. Relevant environmental factors 
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to report to the 
Minister for the Environment on the environmental factors relevant to the proposal 
and the conditions and procedures, if any, to which the proposal should be subject.  In 
addition, the EPA may make recommendations as it sees fit. 
 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following environmental factors relevant to the 
proposal require detailed evaluation in this report: 

(a) Vegetation and Flora; 

(b) Fauna, and; 

(c) Rehabilitation. 
 
The above relevant factors were identified from the EPA’s consideration and review 
of all environmental factors generated from the PER document and the submissions 
received, in conjunction with the proposal characteristics. 
 
Details on the relevant environmental factors and their assessment are contained in 
Sections 3.1 - 3.3.  The description of each factor shows why it is relevant to the 
proposal and how it will be affected by the proposal.  The assessment of each factor is 
where the EPA decides whether or not a proposal meets the environmental objective 
set for that factor. 

3.1 Vegetation and Flora 

Description 
Representation of ecological communities  
This proposal includes the clearing of 18.87ha of Karrakatta Central and South 
Vegetation Complex (Heddle et al. (1980)).  The area of the Karrakatta Central and 
South Vegetation Complex remaining on the Swan Coastal Plain is 28.7%, of which 
2.4% is in secure tenure (EPA 2003).    
 
In the report and recommendations on the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme, the EPA 
previously stated that the objective for the protection of ecological communities is to 
seek to 

• preferentially locate developments in cleared areas, where 30% or <30% of the 
pre-clearing extent of the ecological community remains on the Swan Coastal 
Plain (EPA 2003).   

 
Significance of Gelorup Hill 
Gelorup Hill, located within Lot 2, is a major regional landscape feature.  The 
Spearwood Dunes of the Greater Bunbury Region are characterised by low relief 
generally forming extensive flats to the west and bounded to the east by dunes of 
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slightly higher relief that merge into the Bassendean Sands. The higher eastern dunes 
are found from Myalup to Gelorup, while south of Gelorup only the low dunes remain 
(EPA 2003).   
 
The area proposed to be cleared includes the eastern slopes of Gelorup Hill, which is 
the southern most of the higher eastern dunes. 
 
Regional Ecological Linkage 
Lot 2 has a major ecological linkage role as it is part of the 
Dalyellup/Gelorup/Crooked Brook ecological linkage (part of the larger 
Dalyellup/Gelorup/Preston River/Plateau ecological linkage) identified in the EPA’s 
report on the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme (EPA 2003).  
 
In this report the EPA stated that 

In identifying these ecological linkages the EPA is mindful of the following: 
• naturally vegetated areas (in particular the larger relatively intact 

remnants) in the area of the Linkages should be priorities for retention and 
protection, to meet the criteria for regional significance against at least two 
criteria, that is ‘Representation of ecological communities' and 
'Maintaining of ecological processes or natural systems'; 

Submissions 
Public submissions for this factor included statements that less than 30% of the 
Karrakatta Vegetation Complex-Central and South remains on the Swan Coastal 
Plain, that Gelorup Hill is a significant local landscape feature and that the site is part 
of the Dalyellup/Gelorup/Preston River/Plateau ecological linkage.   
 
Some submitters considered that the flora surveys were inadequate to identify Rare 
and Priority listed flora and that the Muir Vegetation Classification used to assess 
vegetation was difficult to interpret and compare with other work on the Swan Coastal 
Plain and did not meet the relevant EPA Guidance for terrestrial flora and vegetation 
surveys.   

Assessment 
The area considered for assessment of this factor is Lot 2 Calinup Road Gelorup, 
Shire of Capel.   
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is: 

• to maintain the abundance, diversity, geographic distribution and productivity 
of flora at species and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or management 
of adverse impacts and improvement in knowledge; and, 

• to maintain the integrity, ecological functions and environmental values of the 
soil and landform. 

 
The vegetation community covering the site is currently below the EPA’s 
recommended target level for long term protection of vegetation communities.  
Therefore, further clearing is inconsistent with the EPA’s objective for Vegetation and 
Flora.  The site also contains a regional landscape feature and supports vegetation that 
acts as a significant regional ecological linkage that the EPA considers should be 
retained and protected.   
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Summary 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal is unlikely to be able to be modified to 
protect the vegetation on the site.  Therefore the EPA concludes that the proposal does 
not meet the EPA’s objective for Vegetation and Flora.   

3.2 Fauna 

Description 
The site supports a population of at least one rare species of fauna, the Western 
Ringtail Possum (Pseudocheirus occidentalis).  This species is recognised by the State 
and is subject to protection under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  
 
The site also sustains a population of the Priority 4 Western Brush Wallaby Macropus 
irma and is likely to also support the Chuditch Dasyurus geoffroii (listed as 
Vulnerable), the Priority 3 Brush-tailed Phascogale Phascogale tapoatafa, the Priority 
4 Western False Pipistrelle Falsistrellus mackenziei and the Priority 5 Quenda 
Isoodon obesulus.   
 
Limited surveys indicate that at least 28 bird species are resident in or use the site, 
including 9 bird species which are of regional significance as they have declined on 
the Swan Coastal Plain (Bush Forever 2000).  This indicates that the site has regional 
significance for bird fauna.  These declining species are: 
 
Broad-tailed Thornbill Acanthiza apicalis, 
Common Bronzewing Pigeon Phaps chalcoptera, 
Golden Whistler Pachycephala pectoralis, 
Scarlet Robin Petroica multicolor, 
Grey Shrike-thrush Colluricincla harmonica, 
Western White-naped Honeyeater Melithreptus lunatus, 
White-browed Scrubwren Sericornis frontalis 
Splendid Fairy-wren Malurus splendens and, 
Yellow Robin Eopsaltria griseogularis. 
 
The site may also support populations of two additional bird species (Carnaby’s Black 
Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus latirostris and Baudin’s Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus 
baudinii), that are listed in the EPBC Act and are listed as Endangered under the 
Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950.   
 
The large size of the vegetated area (approximately 38 ha on Lot 2) plus the 
contiguous vegetated area to the south, west and east and the landform/vegetation 
diversity including wetland areas accounts for the number of bird species present 
including regionally significant species.  The site has a major ecological linkage role 
for fauna. 

Submissions 
Public submissions for this factor included statements that the method used for fauna 
surveying was inadequate and that the PER did not adequately identify Rare and 
Endangered Fauna and Specially Protected (Threatened) and Priority Fauna on the 
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site.  Some submitters also questioned the assertion that fauna would relocate into 
rehabilitated areas after mining.   

Assessment 
The area considered for assessment of this factor is Lot 2 Calinup Road Gelorup, 
Shire of Capel.   
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the abundance, 
diversity, geographic distribution and productivity of fauna at species and ecosystem 
levels through the avoidance or management of adverse impacts and improvement in 
knowledge. 
 
Limited surveys of the site have revealed that the proposal site supports habitat for 
one rare species of fauna, the Western Ringtail Possum, a Priority 4 species of fauna, 
the Western Brush Wallaby, and nine regionally significant bird species.  It is highly 
likely that the site also supports other vulnerable, endangered and regionally 
significant fauna. 

Summary  
Having particular regard to the site: 

(a) supporting habitat for the Western Ringtail Possum, the Western Brush Wallaby 
and nine regionally significant bird species; and, 

(b) is likely to support other vulnerable, endangered and regionally significant fauna 
 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal does not meet the EPA’s objective for Fauna.   

3.3 Rehabilitation 

Description 
The proposal principally involves the clearing of 18.87ha of native vegetation in 18 
stages or cells.  The rehabilitation of these cells is proposed following the completion 
of extraction.  The proponent has committed to preparing a Rehabilitation Plan as part 
of its Environmental Management Plan as a condition of approval.   
 
The proponent’s description of rehabilitation practices involves the reuse of topsoil 
from newly cleared cells onto previously excavated cells and the planting of seedlings 
and respreading of seeds harvested prior to the clearing of each cell.   

Submissions 
Public submissions regarding rehabilitation included statements that the proposed 
clearing is long-term subdivision rather than a temporary loss of good quality remnant 
vegetation and that the proposed rehabilitation will not replace the biodiversity levels 
of the remnant vegetation presently on Lot 2.   
 
Several public submitters stated that before approval the proponent should prepare a 
full rehabilitation plan that addresses vegetation for the return of fauna, visual 
amenity, rehabilitation objectives, recalcitrant species, seed collection, topsoil 
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regeneration, deep ripping, weed management and monitoring.  A trial demonstration 
of successful revegetation was also requested.   
 
The choice of rehabilitation techniques proposed by the proponent, such as direct 
return of topsoil only, were also questioned as were potential impacts from sand 
blown onto adjacent properties and previous use of Tasmanian Blue Gums in 
rehabilitation.   
 
One submission considered that the replacement of topsoil alone would not be 
acceptable and that the proposed batter slopes (1:4) to be instated after excavation are 
too steep.   
 
Submissions from the public also included a request to substantially increase the 
buffer distance separating Gelorup Hill from the excavation cells to minimise the risks 
of erosion and deterioration of the natural vegetation cover on the crown of the hill. 
 
The monitoring of groundwater and adjoining wetland habitats was also raised as an 
issue as was the suggestion that a review of the proponent’s performance should be 
included as part of periodic licence renewals.   

Assessment 
The area considered for assessment of this factor is Lot 2 Calinup Road Gelorup, 
Shire of Capel.   
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to ensure, as far as practicable, 
that rehabilitation achieves a stable and functioning landform which is consistent with 
the surrounding landscape and other environmental values and that native vegetation, 
comparable to that which existed before mining, is re-established as a self-sustaining 
ecosystem. 
 
The EPA considers that the re-establishment of a close approximation of the existing 
Karrakatta Central and South Vegetation Complex on the site will be extremely 
difficult and that previous rehabilitation undertaken on the site is inadequate.  The 
proponent has not been able to provide evidence that the rehabilitation proposed will 
be successful.   

Summary 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the proposed sand pit extension is most unlikely to be 
successfully rehabilitated and therefore the proposal does not meet the EPA’s 
objective for Rehabilitation.  

4. Conditions  

4.1 Recommended conditions  
The EPA has not included in this Bulletin “conditions and procedures to which the 
proposal should be subject, if implemented” because the EPA holds the view that the 
proposal should not be implemented.   

9 



5. Conclusions 
 
The EPA has considered the proposal by APH Contractors to extend the existing 
sandpit on Lot 2 Calinup Road, Gelorup. 
 
The proposal area supports a vegetation complex, a landscape feature and an 
ecological linkage which are all regionally significant.  The re-establishment of the 
existing vegetation complex on the site after sand excavation will be extremely 
difficult and the proponent has not been able to provide evidence that the 
rehabilitation proposed will be successful.   
 
The EPA considers the proposal to extend the existing sandpit on Lot 2 Calinup Road, 
Gelorup as proposed is environmentally unacceptable as it cannot be managed to meet 
the EPA’s objectives in relation to Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and Rehabilitation. 
 
The EPA therefore concludes that the proposal should not be implemented.   

6. Recommendations 
 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for the 
Environment: 

1. That the Minister considers the report on the relevant environmental factors of 
Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and Rehabilitation, as set out in Section 3. 

2. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal does not 
meet the EPA’s environmental objectives for Vegetation and Flora, Fauna and 
Rehabilitation. 

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has not included in this Bulletin “conditions 
and procedures to which the proposal should be subject, if implemented” because 
the EPA holds the view that the proposal should not be implemented. 

4. That the Minister not issue a statement that the proposal may be implemented. 
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Organisations: 
Busselton Dunsborough Environment Centre 
South West Environment Centre (Inc)  
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Department of Industry and Resources  
Shire of Capel  
Department of Conservation and Land Management 
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Appendix 3 
 
 

Proponent’s Consolidated Commitments 
 

 

 



 
Number    Topic Actions Objectives Timing Advice from

1 Environmental
Management 
Plan 

 Development of an Environmental Management 
Plan for the Calinup Road Sandpit. 
 
Among other issues the Environmental 
Management Plan will address: 

• Noise management. 
• Dust management. 
• Vegetation clearing. 
• Education of the workforce to protect 

native flora and fauna. 
• Site rehabilitation. 
• Closure. 

Provide a systemic 
framework with 
environmental 
performance 
objectives for 
environmental 
management of the 
sandpit. 

Prior to 
commencement 
of operation 

Shire of Capel, 
CALM 

2  Environmental
Management 

Implement the Environmental Management Plan Achieve 
environmental 
performance 
objectives 

During 
operation 

Shire of Capel 

 



3 Visual Amenity Minimise the visual impact of the sandpit 
through: 
1. Rehabilitating the upper east facing sandpit 
slopes of Gelorup Hill which are visible at a 
distance from the plain by: 

a) reducing the finished visible faces to 
maximum 1:4 slope. 
b) covering the reduced slopes with topsoil. 
c) encouraging the establishment of 
vegetation through proper topsoil handling. 

2. Retaining vegetation setbacks. 
3. Minimising the area of disturbance at any one 
time through progressive extraction followed by 
progressive rehabilitation.   

To reduce the visual 
impact of the sandpit 
extension.  

During 
operation 

Shire of Capel 

4  Rehabilitation
and Closure 

Develop a detailed Rehabilitation and Closure 
Plan 

To progressively 
rehabilitate and 
decommission the 
sandpit to a standard 
consistent with the 
land use requirements 
for Lot 2.   

Prior to 
commencement 
of operation 

Shire of Capel 

5  Rehabilitation
and Closure 

Implement the Rehabilitation and Closure Plan.  Achieve the objectives 
of the rehabilitation 
and closure plan.  

During 
operation 

Shire of Capel 
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Submission I

Pubtic Environmental Review: APH Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit 'Lot2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Submitter 1 is opposed to the above proposed development on a number of grounds which

include:

. less than 3AYo of the Kanakatta Vegetation Complex-Central and South remains on
the Swan Coastal Plain and therefore what remains should be conserved in accordance
with The National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity Conservation 2001-
2005 (Commonwealth of Australia 2001)

There is no state Policy that there will be no further development on Karrakntta vegetation
complex. The 3096 criteria is a guideline/position statement that requires consideration.
Considerable consideratiorc has been given to these figures within the PER. The fact is that
the site is on Karrakatta a*d clearing will tahe the percentage of Karrakatta vegetation under
3075. However, the proponent has committed to rehabilitate the area with the intent that the
/oss is to be temporary: The vegetation is regrowth and previously grazed and does not
represent pristine, undisturbed vegetation. Remoual will be temporary and following
rehabilitation progressively returned to previously vegetated status. If permanent removal in

future due to residential development then this will be addressed at the time of residential
proposals. In addition, 18 hectares of native vegetation on the property will be retained.

. the proponent's argument that 52%o of the Ka:rakatta Vegetation Complex-Central and
South may still occur in the Greater Bunbury Region, which therefore allows firther
ciearing to occur, is totally objectionable. This ecosystem type is not resticted to the
Greater Bunbury Region and attempts to justiff clearing vegetation on the basis of
representation within a region based on boundaries of a non-biological nature should
be rejected.

It is not the intent of the PER to suggest that clearing is appropriate based on any onefigure
quoted. The PER aims to ttse the most up to date information and determine what impacts
are likely and how these can be managed.

This figure (52%o) is based on the EPA's docurnent "A Strategt for the EPA to identifi
regionally significant natural areas in its consideration of the Greater Bunbury Region
Scheme portion of the Swan Coastal Plain, August 2002' (GBR Strategy) which subdivides
the vegetation complexes into their occurrence on both the Southern Swan Coastal Plain and
the Greater Bunbury Region to help determine areas of significance in the Greater Bunbury
Region. The proposal is within the Greater Bunbury Region.

Percentages for both the Southern Swan Coastal Plain and the Greater Bunbury Region have
been included in the document based on the most up-to-date information available (EPA
documentation, August 2002). Figures for the Greater Bunbury Region have been used as a
subset of the Swan Coastal Plain and reflect the dffirences in the Karrakatta Yegetation
Complex- Central and South, across the Swan Coastal Plain. In addition, the PER provides
details of the vegetation distribution within a l|-kilometre radius of the property and the
percentage that the proposed clearing constitutes within the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex
*-ithin this l|-kilometres radius. The vegetation within this area has more similar values
with the vegetation described for the Greater Bunbury Region (52%o remaining) than that of

W:\APH Contractors\PER Responses\Public Submissions - summary (APII).doc
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the Swan Coastal Plain, of which onty 30% remains. This figure is therefore used as a piece

of information used to help assessment of the proposal be determined based on informative

s e! e cti o n of infor mati on.

. inadequate fauna surveys

How^'s (lggS) study in Bold Park indicates that trapping does not necessarily provide an

accurate indication of what species occur on a site, even after a number of years of trapping.

Hence, database searches of the Department of Conservation and Land Management, the

Western Australian Museum and Enviranment Australia's Environment Protection and

Biodiversity Conservation databases were undertaken to provirie information on the species

lmown to occur in the wider area or likely to occur in the area. Fauna/habitat assessments
v,tere canducted fur the site. The results o"f the fauna assessments have been incorporated
into the PER document.

The surveyfound:

. Common habitats.

. Previously well documented and researched within the region.

. 22 species offaunc u.)ere recorded, one mom.w-al, 19 birds and 2 reptiles.

. lack of a long term land use plan for the area with particular regard to biodiversity
conservation

The PER has given considerable thought to the longlerm land use of the property, hence the
reason why a development concept plan has been provided. The PER and the concept plan
discuss the retention of ecological linlcs with the proposal indicating what vegetation will be
retsined in the mining proposal and how this could cotelate to retention in future
subdivision propos als.

Submitter 1 respectfully requests that this proposal be rejected by the EPA and that the EPA
put forward recommendations that sand mining cease and that the site be rehabilitated to a
functioning ecosystem.

The areas of current sand extraction, north of Calinup Road, have been delineated as
potentialfuture rurai residential cieveiopment in a number of planning documents. Planning
documents have also indicated that the southern portion of Lot 2, the subject of this PER,
may be suitable for future residential development. Therefore the rehabilitation of the site
will be in a manner that reflects the longlerm land usefor the site.

W:\APH Contractors\PER Responses\Public Submissions - summary (APII).doc
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Submission 2

Public Environmental Review: APH Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit 'Lot2 Calinup Roa4 Gelorup.

Submitter 2 is strongly opposed to the proposal by Pioneer Construction Materiats Pty

Ltd to extend the current sand extraction operations on Lot2 Calinup Road Gelorup.

Submitter 2 respectfully requests that the application to extend operations be refused
and that the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) make recommendations for

sand mining to cease and rehabilitation of the site to commence.

In specifrc terms, Submitter 2 holds that incremental clearing of native vegetation,
fragmentation, isolation and degradation of natural ecosystems on the Swan Coastal Plain
(SCP) have already resulted in a loss of habitat and biodiversrty far beyond what can be
considered reasonable. It is Submitter 2's contention that the urgent need to preserve and
consolidate the remnant natural ecosystems of the SCP,
ecologicallv viable. is now self eviden! given cornmon recognition of the extreme loss to
date.

As the EPA is aware, Lot 2 Caiinup Road is iocated wiihin the Greater tsunbury Regron
(GBR) and connected to a relatively undisturbed area of bushland which covers a 40-metre
ridge-line, the 'Gelorup Rise', extending south to the Boyanup Road West. This vegetated
ridge is abuffed by extensive wetlands to the east and west and together with its ecological
linkages and geographic standing is of outstanding regional signifisanss.

Lot 2 Calinup Road is located on the eastern slopes of Gelorup ridge and abuts residential
development along its northern and north-eastern boundaries. It is unlikely to be viable in
the longierm, as Lot 2 is identified in the Greater Bunbury Structure Plan (October 1995) as
Special Development/residential. This development is likely to occur in the long-term as
demand for new residential areas increases. Sequential development of this land and
adjoining properties along Gelorup ridge is currently occurring with interim land uses such
as sand extraction and future mineral sand mining. The proposal retains vegetation within
the southern and eastern portions of Lot 2 as an ecological link. The extracted areas will be
reinstated and rehabilitated following sand extraction and form a part of a green belt or
s ub s e q uently b e c om e r e s ident i al in th e fu tur e.

The landscape value of Gelorup Hill has been discussed in sections 1.6.5, 1.8, 4.6.7 and
4.6.8, and the management and mitigation of impacts addressed in section 7.1. A reference
to these sections was also made in the regional vegetation section.

The case for preservation ofthe area proposed to be cleared under the PER is supported by
the EPA's own document - "A Strategt for the EPA to identifi regionally significant natural
areas in its consideration of the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme portion of the Swan
Coastal Plain, August 2002' (GBR Strateg) - which states in part:

o '78%o of the original vegetation along the southern Swan Coastal Plain (SCP) has been
cleared'(pp 3, Beeston et al,20Ol)... 'The GBR is comparable with this as77Yo of the
original vegetation has been cleared and clearance has occurred in the same general
pattera! (pp 7),
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o 'In recognition of this high level of clearing on the Plain... in the GBR there is a need
to preferentially locate developments in cleared areas on the Swan Coastal Plain' (pp 8

& 10), and
e 'The importance of looking at the region's natural areas as an integrated ecological

system is recognised, and the maintenance or establishment of linkage corridors is
given a high priority' (pp 12).

The 30% retention is a guideline, while every effort needs to be made to locate development
in areas currently cleared there is limited opportunity for extraction of sand resources in
currently cleared areas, as most of the areas identffied as having potentially high quality

sand resources have either been extracted or sterilised by other established land uses.

Recognition needs to be given that there is a demand for further resources and it is more

suitaiie to, where porr'rbl", exfract this from areas where future development will be
undertaken. The SCP is one of the fastest growing regions in WA and there is and will
continue to be a requirement for future urban and rural residential development. Lot 2 has

been identified as being a potential area of such development-

Section 2.7 of the PER states that the resource available per hectare of clearing results in a
productive sandpit and minimises the need to clear extensive areas of vegetation. The ideo
that the development should occur in an area alrea$t cleared is not feastble in this instance
because extraction needs to occur in areas where the resource exists and is of appropriate
quality.

Submitter 2 narntatns that it is entirely reasonable, and widely accepted, to argue for the
retention of a minimrrm 30o/o of native vegetation in any landscape or planning unit in any
area where that vegetation still exists. The EPA's GBR Strategy (section 4.2.1) supports this
by using a standard level of native vegetation retention of at least 30o/o of the pre-clearing
extent of the ecological communities on the SCP. This view is also supported by The
National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity Conservation 2001-2005 (Commorrwealth
of Australia 2001) document which recognises the objective to retain at least 30% of each
native vegetation type that occurs throughout Australia.

This is a guideline/position statement- There has yet to be developed a State policy that
consists of a map of all vegetations areas and areas for which funher development is no
longer permitted because of this 30% figure. If it is the State's intention to prevent further
development in areas where 70ok or more of the vegeiaiion complex har^e been cleqred ihen a
State policy and developmental constraints map should be developed- Until such time as this
occurs it can only be treated as a guideline.

That the 30Yo figvre has already been broached in the Greater Bunbury Region (GBR) is
again bome out in EPA Bulletin I I 12 p.6 that states that approximately 141,000 hectares or
less than 25Yo of the landscape is currently occupied by native vegetation.

In addition, the GBR Sfrategy (Table 6) notes that there rs28.7%o of the Karakatta Complex-
Central and South (vegetation complex) remaining on the southern SCP, as percentage of
original area on SCP, already below the recommended 30%. It is a spurious argument put
forward by the proponent that because 52o/o of the (original) Ka:rakatta Vegetation Complex-
Central and South may still occur in the Greater Bunbury Region, further clearing can occur.
Put simply, less than 30% of the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central and South remains
on the Swan Coastal Plain and therefore, as stated no more clearance of this vegetation
complex can occur.
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Percentages for both the Southern Swan Coastal Plain and the Greater Bunbury Region have
been included in the document based on the most up-to-date information available (EPA
Cocumentetion, August 2002). Figures fcr the Greater Bunbury Region have been used as a
subset of the Swan Coastal Plain and reflect the dffirences in the Karcakotta Vegetation
Complex - Central and South, across the Swan Coastol Plain- In addition, the PER provides
details of the vegetation distribution within a (S-kilometre radius of the property and the
percentage that the proposed clearing constitutes within the Karrakatta vegetation complex
within this lI-kilometres radtus. The vegetation within this area has more similar values
with the vegetation described for the Greater Bunbury Region (5294 remaining) than that of
the Swan Coastal Plain, of which only 30o% remains.

It should also be noted that in the PER document (section 4.6.1 'Regional Vegetation
Description' p.33) it states: "Beard (1990) recognised that the KflTakatta Vegetation
Complex-Central and South varies from north to south according to rainfall." The argument
that 52Yo of the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex-Cental and South still occurs in the Greater
Bunbury Regron (and is common) is therefore poor, since the vegetation throughout this
vegetation complex on the SCP varies considerably, catering for a large ftmge of fauna and
flora.

The 52% is quoted from an EPA document. The PER does not actually state that because
52o% remains clearing is permitted. It simply provides thefacts for which 52% remains within
the GBR as defined by the EPA. The variation between the north and south is exactly why a
distinction is made.

Submitter 2 is concemed with the methodology of the PER's fauna survey at Gelorup Rise
(section 4.7.2) as being less than comprehensive. The surveying techniques, which consisted
of two daytime searches and one late afternoon and night search, are not sufficient to
adequately account for the fauna that potentially occur within the area in context of its north-
south and east-west ecological linkages. Many Australian mammals, such as the chuditch,
are also nocturnal and shy and consequently, when sgarshing areas for such mammal species,
a sigbting would be rare. Standard trapping techniques have been developed to target such
mammal species to confi::n their presence and movement within specified habitat areas.

How's (1998) study in Bold Park indicates that trapping does not necessarily provide an
accurate indication of what species occur on a site, even after a number of years of trapping.
Hence database searches af the Deportment of Consei r;ation and Land Management, the
Western Australian Museum and Environment Australia's Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation databases were undertaken to provide information on the species
lcnown to accur in the wider area or likely to occur in the area. The results of fauna
assessment conducted on the site have been incorporated into the document.

The surveys found:
. Common habitats.

. Previously well documented and researched within the region.

. 22 species offaunawere recorded, one mammal, l9 birds and two reptiles.

The PER states in part (1.6.1) "it is unlikely that the vegetation of Lot 2 supports any rare or
'endangered fauna species". This assumption cannot be made without adequate evidence and
no evidence is presented in the 'fauna survey' presented in the document.
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In threeJ'auna surveys (May 2000, June 2001., and May 2AB) on Lot 2 only one listed species
Macropus irma. the Brush Wallaby, was recorded on site. This species is highly mobile and
is expected to be part of a local papulation ocatrring in adjacent vegetation (section 6.5.3).

It is stated that "Eight species of fauna listed as likely to occur at Lot 2 are gazettsd under
either the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 or the Environmental
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999" and that "these species have not been
observed on the proposed extension area of Lot 2 and adjoining area". This is the case
because adequate surveys have not been undertaken. The PER (1.61) then states: "The

proximity of the proposed extension to the current sand extraction operation is expected to
reduce the likelihood of any of these species occurring on Lot 2." This is an extremely good
reason not to undertake the proposed extension.

The species are listed as likely to occur within 30 kilometres of Lot 2. As stated above, fauna
surveys over the past four years have only observed the occurrence of one listed species on
the project area. As the proposed extension is so close to the current operations, there is
Iikely to be little cdditional effect on these species as a result af the extension.

Conclusions such as: "Progressive clearing will: provide the opportunity for fauna species,
which may occur on site, to relocate to the undisturbed areas" are trite to the extreme. There
is no consideration that some fauna are territorial and moving to another area that is already
occupied is not an option, nor is there any legitimate attempt to explain the consequences of
such incremental loss of territory to species that are expected to inhabit the area. The
assumption that fauna species which have lost their homes, territories and food sources due to
vegetation clearing would 'move' to the next available undisturbed site is naive. There is no
evidence presented to support this claim.

Relocation of species is a common method to improve species survival during disturbance.
In some instances the species will relocate to surcounding areas, where this is not possible
human intervention, fu nature of a translocation programme, can be undertaken. If species
of significance require translocation prior to clearing at Lot 2 the proponent will look at
implementing such plans.

The PER does not explain how rehabilitation that has 'successfully established'will occur at
the same rate as clearing to provide adequate conditions for fauna to return. "To

progressively rehabilitate and decommission the sandpit to a standard consistent with the
landuse requirements for Lot 2" begs the question as to what the land use requirements for
Lot 2 will be after clearing? Submitter 2 has identified a lack of long terrr planning for the
area following the pursuit of its own strategic plan (2004-2005) which seeks to: "Facilitate

the development of community bushland management plans in the Greater Bunbury Region,
especiqlly a Bunbury Bushplan".

The proposal does address the future land requirements. Wile Submitter 2 may have a
strategic plan that promotes bushland manogement it has no authorisation over private
property and just because Submitter 2 has a strategic plan it does not mean it is the right
plan to apply to the area. The property has been identified in the Greater Bunbury Stnrcture
Plan (1995) as having long-term residential potential and until such development occurs the
proper4vn .,vill be returned to bushland follotving sand extraction. The PER addresses the
long-term development of Lot 2 in section 3.10 and Appendix 2.
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It is therefore disturbing that in Table I 'Summary of Environmental Factors and

Management Rehabilitation - Predicted Outcome', the PER surmises: "Visual impact will be

minimised tbrough progressive rehabilitation that has the potential to provide habitat for

native fauna, which will be an interim landuse until future residential development of the site

for special development." This statement validates and answers the above assumption and

qo.rtioo and asserts that the main outcome of rehabilitation is to restore visual aesthetics (for

lrater development) with the bonus' of potential provision of habitat to native fatrna but with

the overall outcome leading towards extra revenue througb future residential development.

The proponent recognises that during the planning process consideration needs to be given

to the natural environment. One of these considerations is how the sond pit (the business)
can be run in a feasible manner and also provide suitable habitat where possible for nafive

fauna. In addition, a namber af plcnning dccuments hsve indicated that the site is suitable

forfuture residential development. The proponent must therefore also take these matters into
consideration when developing its proposal.

There is no 'big picture' notion of an integrated bush plan with proper and logical planning
that favours maximum conservation and linkage corridors (and appropriate development),
rather than a proponent thinking and acting in the short terrn for immediate gain.

The proponent, also the owner of the property has prepared a concept plan. While the
outcomes may dffirfrom Submitter 2's prefened outcomes it is infact a long-term plan that
reflects longierm land uses. The regional planning document by the WA Planning
Commission address es these is sues.

There are many points in this PER that fall short of the rigour expected when the futrne of
such an important remnant ecosystem ofthe Swan Coastal Plain is at stake. For example:

o Do any of the Rare and Priority listed flora (Table 8) occur seasonally and was
surveying undertaken accordingly? For example was a survey conducted between
September and October to sample for Franklandia triaristata?

This is covered in the PER in section 4.6.3.1, which states that, "As some species are less
evident in February, a second survey to d.s.res.s species composition with a particularfocus on
declared rare and priority species was undertaken in October 2000."

o It is possible that contaminated equipment has introduced Phytophthora cinamomi
into the area after 1999 (4-6.5 Dieback Status of Forest Area) and should surveying be
repeated to confirm the absence ofdieback?

It is possible for the introduction o/Phytophthora cinamomi into the area. Equipment will be
monitored and visual evidence of dieback assessed on an ongoing basis.

e "The low presence of weedy species indicated that the health of the existing habitat is
good and reflects the impact of present disturbance factors upon the area." (PER:
4.6.8 Habitat Assessment). How is it that that this 'reflects the impact of present
disturbance factors upon the area' when reducing the size of the block increases the
edge effect with the subsequent increase of weedy species because of the disturbance?

The proponent hes commitied to incorporate vveed manzgetnent intc the EW that vvill be
developed and implemeniedfor the site.
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o There are 6 species listed under the EPBC, 1999 as likely to occur within about 30km
of Lot 2 Calinup Road. One daytime search of the property boundary and 3 transects
of 200m including and late afternoon and night search (4.7.2 Fauna Suruey)
represents inadequate replication for meaningful statistical analysis and is not an
accepted method for confirming the presence of target fauna within the area. These
searches may not have been adequate to detect some of the more timid nocturnal
mammal species that may occur within the site, including the chuditch and the
western ring-tailed possum.

Section 4.7.2: An additional una assessment was conducted in May 2003. The results of
this search are incorporated into the PER. The characteristics and likely occurrence of these
species on the property are outlined in the PER. Should threatened species occur on the
properiy4 prior to clearing and extraction the propanelit is w'illing to in'"'estigate relacctian
programs upon advicefrom CALM.

Submitter 2 supports an outcome to this PER that rejects the extension of the Calinup Road
sandpit in favour of a recommendation to implement a phnning strategy that develops a
strong vision and clearly articulated course of management action for the Gelorup Rise and
surrounding area. To this extent, Submiuer 2 n:ey be able to provide a catalyst for this action
through applying for Federal Government Envirofund grants and using mechanisms such as
the GBR, Bushplan and the North Boyanup Structure Plan to facilitate proper planning and
ultimate management.

The PER provides a coherent strateg/ for the use and longlerm management of the property,
which is owned by the proponent. The PER takes into account the North Boyamtp Stntcture
Plan the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme and a number of other planning strategies.

Until such time Submitter 2 respectfully asks that the Pioneer Construction Materials Pty Ltd.
proposal for the southem extension of the sandpit at Lot 2 Calinup Road, Gelorup be rejected.
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Submission 3

Public Environmental Review: APII Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit -Lot2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Submitter 3 is a Town Planning Consultant representing a landowner adjacent to Lot 2
Calinup Road. Submitter 3 is currently preparing a Town Planning Scheme Amendment of
this adjacent lot to rezone the site from the 'Rural' zone to the 'Special Rural' zone, which will
facilitate the subdivision of the site into Special Rural lots and subsequent residential
development.

The subject Amendment proposal has been through an extensive process with the Deparhent
for Environment and the Deparfment for Planning and Infrasfucture and is nearing the final
stages. We consider it essential that you give due regard to the above/attached documents,
which are adopted by Council, the DPI, DEP and will continue to be progressed over the next
6 months. We request that you ensure that no decision on the PER are adverse to the already
seriously entertrained proposal over Lot 167.

Initially a proposal was in place to realign Calinup Road northwards and extend this eastward
through Lot 167. Later advice from the DEP on this matter, referred to in the above
documents (section 3.1.5 Liaison with the Deparhnent of Environmental Protection)
recommended that Calinup Road not be realigned and extended through Lot 167 because it
would result in degradation of the most intact area of vegetation on the site.

The current extractive area is immediately adjacent to Lot 167 and any subdivision and
residential development on Lot 167 should take into account the adjoining land use. There
should be nofurther adverse impacts to Lot 167 with the extension of sand extraction south of
the existing active operations. As sand extraction advances southwards the distance between
the established sand extractive operations and Lot 167 will increase.

You will note that the Amendment for the adjacent lot supports a 500-metre buffer to the
sand extraction on lot 2, but only to the extent shown on the Subdivision Guide Plan.
Obviously Submitter 3 would not support the encroachment of sand extraction any closer to
the adjacent lot, as it would restrict the creation of Special Rural lots within the buffer.

As you will see there is significant work, which has occurred on the adjoining site, which we
believe needs to be considered before any decision is made on the PER.

Submitter 3 also questions the classification of Tasmanian Blue Gums as a Native Species
and wanted to advise that significant sand was still blowing eastwards from Lot 2 onto the
adjacent land.

Tasmanian Blue Gums where planted as approved by the local Council at the time up to and
including 1998. The proponent does not support the use of Tasmanian Blue Gums in future
rehabilitation and will state its preference to local endemic species.
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Submission 4

PubHc Environmental Review: .APH Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit -Lot2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Submitter 4 is very concerned to leam that this proposal involves further clearing of
vegetation complexes that are on or below 30% of their original extent.

Vegetation figures for the Swan Goastal Plain, Outside the Perth Metropolitain Area

Heddle et al (198c) Vegeiation Complex Original area Area Remaining Percentage
Ha Ha Remaining

On all tenures

Karral€tta Complex - Central and South
Open forest & woodland
Swan Coastal Plain- Aeolian deposits

Guildfiord Complex
Open to tall open forest and woodland
Swan Coastal Plain f,uviatile deoosits

15,315

Area on all CALI'Area in Secure 'Percentage in Secur
managed land Conservation reserve€onservation reserve

2,186 1,226 8%

68,0&1 1,710 30/o 83 9 00/o

*Secure Conservation reserves are those are National Parks, Nature Reserves, Conservation Parks and CALM managed Section 5(g) reser
These reserves nneet the lnterlratona! Union for Consewation and Nature's (IUCN) calegodes I - lv-

In Bulletin 966 Clearing of Native Vegetation - Environmental advice on the isszes aris@
from ase ofSection 38 to assess clearing proposals in the agricultural area, and
implicationsfor the other areos of Western Australia, Section 5 makes reference to the
National Shategy for the Conservation of Australia's Biological Diversity. The EPA noted
that if less than 10% of a vegetation complex remains, then the complex is to be considered
"endangered".

Section 5 (iiD affir:ns the EPA's position:
... it is not acceptable to clear below the threshold level of 30%o anywhere;

The 30ok retention is a guideline, while every effort needs to be made to locate development
in areas currently cleared there is limited opportunity for extraction of sand in currently
cleared ereas, as most of the areas identffied as having potentially high quality sand
resources have either been extracted or sterilised by other established land uses.
Recognition needs to be given that there is a demand for further resources and it is more
suitable to, where possible, %tract this from areas where future development will be
undertaken- The SCP is one of the fastest growing regions in WA and there is and will
continue to be a requirement for future urban and rural residential development. Lot 2 has
been identified as being a potential area of such development.

There has yet to be developed a State policy that consists of a map of all vegetations areas
and areas for which further development is no longer permitted because of this 30% figure.
If it is the State's intention to preventfurther development in areas where 70o/o or more of the
vegetation complex have been cleared then a State policy and developmental constraints map
should be developed. Until such time as this occurs it can only be treated as a guideline.
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The proponent has incorrectly used the 15km vegetation statistical analysis tool. Statistics
have not been presented that discuss the representation of Karrakatta Complex Central and
South in the local area defined by a 15km radius.

Section 4.6.2 states the vegetation on Lot 2 (38 hectares) represents 0.3% af the existing
vegetation within a l|-kilometre radius of Lot 2 and 1.1% of the existtng vegetation on the
Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central and South.

SoiI micro-organisms
No discussion has been made of the impacts of the proposal on soil micro-organisms.

Examples of beneficial soil micro-organisrns are:
. Mycomhizal fungi - that help n-i'rh plant nutrient uptake. IV{any WA native orchid species

have a requirement for a mycorrhizal symbiont. To gerrrinate successfully they need
mycorrhizal funyt.

o Rhizobia - that are bacteria which colonise roots of leguminous plants, such as Acacia
species, in so doing they cause the formation of root nodules in which the bacteria can fix
atmospheric nitrogen; and

o Frankia - that can also fix nitrogen with specific host species like Caszarina and
/I lnrnvtnriaa qneciec

The PER document addresses the issues outlined in the Department of Environment's
guidelines prepared for the project. Soil micro-organisms where not a specffic area to be
addressed, however the proponent has made a commitment to manage topsoil where possible
such that it will be returned to complete areas as soon as it is stripped from nevr) areas- By
managing topsoil in this manner it is anticipated that minimal impacts will occur.

Page 41 of the PER claims that Lot 2 does not contribute valuably to the genetic diversity of
the region, genetic diversity or survival of natural values. Submitter 4 strongly disputes this
claim.

The statement that Lot 2 does not contribute significantly to the genetic diversity of the region
is based on thefollowing points

. Because of the properties limited size

o Existing and previous disturbance on the property

. The species recorded on Lot 2 are widespread over much of the southern portion of the
Swan Coastal Plain.
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I\EED FOR AN ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION PLAN

As absolute minimum the proponent shouLd develop an ecological restoration plan that
includes the following:

Rehabilitation obj ective

The proponent has committed to developing a rehabilitation plan.

Recalcitrant species

It is recommended that a species list be developed that clearly identifies recalcitrant
species.

A list can be developed of recalcitrant species.

Seed Collection

Time of year for seed collection of each species needs to be indicated.

The proportional content of the seed mix and the optimum application/seeding rate will
need to be calculated.

In the event that native vegetation does not establish in certain areas from topsoil
replacement during progressive rehabilitation, then planting of seedlings has been
preferred for rehabilitation. However direct seeding will also be considered- These
details will be discussed with the local shire and inserted within the rehabilitation plan
where appropriate.

Topsoil Regeneration

What time period will elapse between clearing and spreading?

This witl depend on demand for sand however as stated in the PER the proponent will
operate such that where possible topsoil will be transferred to previously extracted and
reinstated areas upon clearing of the new area being opened up. Extraction blocks are
approximately up to three hectares per block and depending on demand for sand may
take up to two years before extraction is completed. The completed and re-landscaped
block will be covered with topsoil removed from the next extraction block. Therefore
clearing and spreading occurs at the same time.

Deep Ripping

Please provide information on the extent of sand compaction that will occur through the
use of machio"ry, and explain why this problem will not need remedying by deep ripping.

This will be addressed in the rehabilitation plan and may vary from extraction block to
extraction block depending on time lapsed betw^een removal of sand. The rehabilitation
plan is a doatment that will be reviewed on a routine basis, such issues as compaction
will be reviewed and options to minimise compaction and restore any areas of
compaction will be developed. The dune sand does not easily become compacted, based
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on extraction in the existing sand pit. The reinstated areas remain highly permeable and
comprise loose sands. Prior to placement of topsoil, the surfaces will be re-contoured to
achieve desired landforms and slopes.

Weed Management

A comprehensive weed management plan needs to de developed.

V't/eeds are addressed in section 4.6.6 of the PER, which provides the name of the eight weed
species located in the southern portion of Lot 2. The proponent has committed to address
weed management as a component of the Environmental Plan to be developed and
implemented for the propos al.
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Submission 5

Public Environmental Review: APII Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit -Lot2 Calinup Roa4 Gelorup-

Submiuer 5 welcomes the opportunity to make a submission regarding the proposal by
Pioneer Construction Materials Pty Ltd to extend the current southern sand extraction
operations on Lot 2 Calinup Roa4 Gelorup.

Biodiversity Conservation

The southern extension of the sandpit on Lot 2 is located on the Spearwood Dune System and
supports vegetation typical of the Karrakatta Vegetaticn Ccmplex Central and South (PE&
p.33).

On the Swan Coastal Plain (SCP) 78o/o of original vegetation has been cleared. A total of
30% Karrakatta Complex-Ceafal and South remains on the Spearwood dune system on the
southern SCP of whichg%o remains in secure tenure. In the Greater Bunbury Regron (GBR)
77Yo of original vegetation has been cleared. A total of 52o/o of the Karrakatta Complex-
Central and South remains. of which L6Yo is in secure tenure within conservation reserves
(EPA,2002).

Lot 2 is not in the *GBR Constained Area" (urban, urban deferred and industrial zoned) and
the criteria that applies to Lot 2 is to

o retain at least 30Yo of the pre-clearing extent of the ecological communities in the
GBR where >30ah of an ecological community remains on the SCP;

o Preferentially locate developments in cleared areas where 30o/o ot <30yo remains on
scP (EPA,2002).

Tltere has yet to be developed a State policy that consists of a map of all vegetations areas
and areas for which further development is no longer permitted because of this 30% figure.
If it is the State's intention to preventfurther development in areas where 70o% or more of the
vegetation complex have been cleared then a State policy and developmental constraints map
should be developed. Until such time as this occurs it can only be treated as a guideline.

The idea that the cieveiopment should occur in an area already cleared is not feasible in this
instance because extraction needs to occar in areas where the resource exists and is of
appropriate quality.

Lot 2 has been identiJied in the Greater Bunbury Stntcture Ptan (1995) as potential future
residential and in the State Planning Policy No. 10, Strategic Minerals and Basic Row
Materials Resource Policy as the northernmost area of potential sand supply south of
Bunbury.

Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central and South is currently cleared to 30%o on the SCP,
so further clearing on Lot 2 is not consistent with this objective. We also highlight that this
complex is poorly reserved with only 9Yo and 16% is in secure tenure within conservation
reserves on the SCP and GBR respectively. This is well below tbe National Objectives and
Targets for Biodiversity Conservation 2001-2005 @nvironment Australia, 2001) which
recognised that the retention of 30Yo, or more, of the pre-clearing extent of each ecological
community was necessary if Australia's biological diversity was to be protected. This level
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of recognition is in keeping with the targets set in the EPA's Position Statement #2. Both the
SCP and GBR are under increasing pressure of rapid urbanisation, and representation of this
complex outside secure tenure will be zubstantially reduced in the near future under current
conditions. Submitter 5 does not support the clearing of remnant vegetation on Lot 2 for sand
mining and future residential development.

The Environment Australia 2001, National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity
Conservation 2A0I -2005 recognises that all vegetated areas can not be preserved in
reserves and recognises that same of this land will remain in private ownership. Submitter 5
aclcnowledges that urbanisation will occur and accordingly the need for construction
materials required for future residential and infrastructure development- The GBRS
recognises that clearircg of Karrakatta Vegetation Complex will reduce vegetation to less
than 30o/o aied has identified potential ecological conidars,4inks to retain vegetation. The
proponent has indicated that as part of this proposal 18 ltectares of native vegetation can be
retained which contributes to the provisions of an east west ecological link in the area.

Rehabilitation

20ha of Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central and South will be cleared on Lot 2. "T\e

commitment to rehabilitate the area using native species ensures that this wiltr only be a
temporary loss." 'At this stage vegetation on Lot 2 is in good condition with a reasonable
degree of species diversity, of moderate health." (PER" p.a2) Although the rehabilitation
methodology appears sound (i.e- prog essive rehabilitation; direct transfer of topsoil), letters
(Appendix 7) suggest past rehabilitation work is of a very poor standard. Furthermore, what
incentive does the proponent have to establish high quatity vegetation when "The

rehabilitated landform will be created to be suitable for future development of the southern
portion of Lot 2 for rural-residential blocks and for ruraVspecial pu4)ose land?" The clearing
is obviously not a temporary loss of 20ha of good quality remnant vegetation, but clearing for
long-tenn subdivision. Rehabilitation and future land-use proposals csnnot be used to justify
or offset the loss of 20ha of good quallty and poorly reserved remnant vegetation.

Submitter 5 aclvtowledges that the proposed rehabilitation method is suitable. Past
rehabilitation was not implemented in a similar manner as no topsoil was saved and clearing
was carried owt on a larger scale with no direct transfer of topsoil. The proponent is
undertaking to rehabilitate in progressive blocks as given in this PER. Comparisons cannot
be made to pravious praciices.

A number of planning documents have indicated that the site is suitableforfuture residential
development. The proponent must therefore also take these matters into consideration when
developing its proposal. The property needs to be rehabilitated as an interim measure until
future residential development occurs. The Shire of Capel and other stakeholder groups and
authorities have expressed that they wish to see the property returned to native vegetation
until subsequent development occurs. The vegetation will be a temporary loss under the
extractiye proposal and a permanent loss of regrowth vegetation should residential
development occur in thefuture.

It is anticipated that approval to develop the extractiye proposal will be approved subject to
conditions. It is within the EPA'r scope to approve the proposal subject to a rehabilitation
plan being developed and approved by the relevant agencies prior to extraction beginning.
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Average species richness in FCT 21a is 54.6 species per plot (the majority of Lot 2) and for
community 21c is 40.5 species per plot (eastern cofller of Lot2) (PE& p.33). Submitter 5
does not believe that rehabilitation work can replicate biodiversity levels of the remnant
vegetation on Lot 2. Monitoring & maintenance @ER, p.66) provides no commitment to
level of rehabilitation or level of species diversity to be achieved- It merely states; "the

rehabilitated areas will be monitored and maintained where deemed necessary [necessary by
whose standards?1, by way of herbicide treatment fertilising and infill planting. Should this
proposal be approved the EMP must stipulate the level of diversity to be achieved.

It is anticipated that rehabilitation criteria will be developed in conjunction with the
appropriate authorities as part of development of a rehabilitation plan and that routine
monitoring will be measured against these criteria.

Flora Survey

The Muir Vegetation Classification (Appendix 3) usi.g mean vegetation health ('moderate
health on Lot 2") and 'lilithin unbormded 30m transects" are terminology and methodology
that was difficult to interpret or compare with other work on the SCP. Also, there is no
information given on the number of transects surveyed area covered, or distinction given to
plant diversity during the February 1999 survey or the October 2000 survey. This level of
work and brevrty of results was both frustrating and, we believe, inadequate and does not
meet Dra.ft EPA Guidance Statement #57 Terrestrial flora and vegetation surveys for
environmental impact assessment in Western Australia- Standard sampling procedures and
terminology commonly used on the SCP (e.g. outlined in Bush Forever) should have been
employed to the standards of this Guidance Statement.

These methods where employed because the Department of Environment advised the
proponent at the time that these methods should be used and accepted by the Department of
Environment infinalising the PER.

Yours sincerelv

Submitter 5

Reference
Environmental Protection Authority QWz) A Strategt for the EPA to ldentify Regionally Significant Natural

Areas in its Consideration of the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme Portion of the Swan Coastal Plain.

Environmental Protection Authority (2003) Terrestrial flora and vegetation surveys for environmental impact
assessment in Western Australia. Draft EPA Guidance Statement #51
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Submission 6

Public Environmental Review: API{ Contractors
Southern Extension of Sandpit -Lot2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Submitter 6 wishes to comment on this proposal as it is seen as important in the long-tenn
future of the Gelorup area.

General Comment
Submitter 6 recognises the need for sand ;l fogilding and other industries but sees the practice
sf filling wetlands and poorly drained areas as a major contributor to the excessive use of
sand resulting in larger sandpits than would otherwise be required.

The yellow sand is of a high quality and will be mainly used for concrete and construction
purposes other than fill. Some of the overburden sand will be used for construction and fill
sand, while the remainder will be used for reinstatement of tlee sand pit as part of
rehabilitating the prop erQ.

The proposal to extend the existing excavated area will result in a significantly larger
denuded tract of exposed sand. This area would require considerable input of money and
technissl knowledge to have any chance of successfirl rehabilitation - if this is indeed
possible.

The proponent has committed to develop a rehabilitation plan. Rehabilitation will be
progressive to minimise the area that is cleared at any one time.

Revegetation

We would require a trial demonstration of successful revegetation of an existing denuded
area of the sandpit before any further clearing was permitted. If the extension were to
proceed in stages we would expect that revegetation would need to be maintained to an
agreed schedule before any further clearing was pennitted.

As no topsoil is curcently available on site, cleaTing would be required to undertake such a
trial. The proponent has proposed progressive rehabilitation such that rehabilitation success
as the project progresses ccm be rnoniiored and improvements niade for the next extractive
block if required.

It is not the role of Submitter 6 to suggest how revegetation should take place, but direct
5sgding of replaced topsoil of hardy species such as Kunzea ericifolia, Jacksonia and some of
the coastal wattles may be successful if coupled with adequate management practices.
Replacement of topsoil alone would not be considered acceptable.

The proponent aclcnowledges that topsoil alone may not achieve satisfactory results,
therefore they have proposed using topsoil which will, where possible, be handled as little as
possible such that clearing of topsoil for one an'ea w'ill be applied to recently completed areas
of extraction such that disturbance to the seed source and soil biota is minimised. Such
topsoil management has been proven successful in rehabilitation throughoe$ the mining
indusfu-. It is also recognised however that seeding and seedling planting are quite aften
reqttired to achieve successful rehabilitation results. Therefore the proponent has also stated
in the PER (i.e. sections 1.4.3 and 3.9) that native species will be used to sztpplement
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vegetation establishment from the seed bank in the topsoil. The species suggested by
Submitter 6 will be considered in the development of the rehabilitation plan.

The weed species listed in Table 4-1 do not appear to pose a significant threat if these are the
only weeds present. Inspection of other extraction area operated by the previous owners
reveal a much wider range of difficult to control weeds.

A weed management plan to minimise the spread of weeds will be included in the
Environmental Management Plan that the proponent has committed to developing and
implementing as part of the project.

Other points of concern

Excavated area

The proposed batters are too steep (1:4) and need to be signifi@a11t reduced to
alleviate problems for any significant use of this land.

l:4 is tlze batters for the sand extraction. Future land use (i.e. residential) will be subject to
another approval and slopes will be addressed in that approval process. Section 3.10 and
E:N, - -  A  ^ { tL -  DDD ^-^ . , ; ) -  ) ^ t^ ; l -  ^ { t l ^^  l ^ -^  t ^ , . *  l ^ , -#^ ' - -  ) ^ , - l ^ - , *^ .^+t  t6u ,Y 7  vJ , f tg  r  Dr r I / rvYaqY qgauLa l  vJ  L f ,Y  Lvr tE-Ler r f t  Lu fauJwt t f luvyELUPrr ,Y f t r .

The Gelorup Hill is a significant local landmark and should be protected by not allowing any
excavation above the 55m mark. The PER offers no protection. The setback along Cokelup
Road should not be less than 40m opposite lots 676 & 677. T\e present area of excavation is
nnattractive and is clearly visible from the Boyanup are4l4/l5kms away.

The crest and western slopes of Gelorup Hill will not be excavated. A 4)-metre separation
will be achieved by maintaining a 2}-metre setback and the 2}-metre wide reserve of
Cokelup Road between Lots 676 and 677 and the nearest extraction. Progressive
rehabilitetion will rninimise cny visual impact. The trees to the east of the extractive areas
will screen the excavated slopes and the areas along Cokelup Road and around Gelorup Hill.
The visual assessment in section 7.1 of the PER discusses this issue in some detail.

It is not known what efflect the clearing will have on local hydrology. More studies are
suggested.

The adjoining land east of Lot 2 that has been cleared and is under pasture provides an
example of the impact of clearing on local hydrolog1,,. The wetlands east of Lot 2, with the
exception of the adjoining wetland which has been dammed, appear to be functioning as
natural wetlands. The retention of trees between the wetlands and the excavation will
maintain the existing hydrological balance while progressive clearing and rehabilitation of
the more elevated areas will not affect water levels. Extraction will be more than two metres
above high water table.

Wind blown dust

Further extraction particularly from higher ground may result in increased nuisance of wind
blown sand. The PER assumes the prevailing wind direction when actual wind gauging
studies should be initiated to detennine actual wind strength and direction of prevailing
winds. This should take place over a period of at least two years.
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Meteorological data collected in the South lilest indicates the prevailing wind directions and
the PER has been based on this. Present conditions within northern Lot 2 indicate that
windblown issues only occurred on the eastern boundary, never to the north, west or south.
This windblown sand issue could be attributed to the extensive areas of clearing and
extraction exposed at any one time, the lack of topsoil and the absence of a mulch or similar
vegetation. This will not occur on southern Lot 2 as only one two to three hectare blockwill
be exposed at any one time. The southern arecs will be completely surcounded by
embanlonents and woodland- No studies or gauging will add to the knowledge already
gained.

Other comments

An enviromnental manageraent plan must be developed prior tc any approval, What public
consultation had occurred in relation to this Public Environmental Review? Submitter 6 was
stated to be a recipient of a copy of the PER but this did not happen. Information has been
gleaned from the Shire copy (Page 9 Draft Specific Guidelines Calinup Road).

An EMP will be required as a condition of environmental approval and developed prior to
commencement of extractive operations to the satisfaction of the relevant authorities. PER
documents with covering letter were addressed and sent to each recipient listed. No copies of
the PER were returned because the recipient could not be located. It was therefore the
proponent's belief that all relevant stakeholders and interested parties were advised and
given the opportunity to comment on the proposal. The PER was advertised on 24 November
2003 and 5 January 20A4 in The West Australian and on 20 November 2003 in the South
Western Times.

Conclusion

Submitter 6 is concerned at the size of this proposal and although we would like to see a
satisfactory outcome we cannot stand back and allow continued denudation of fragile sands
to occur without voicing our concerns and suggestions for minimising the deleterious effects
of extended sand excavation at the Calinup Road site.

All concerns and suggestions are received, aclvtowledged and addressed or incorporated
through the PER process to design and develop an extractive proposal for Lot 2 which will
manage any potential ad,;erse environmental impacts while recognising the potential land
use of the property.

Yours sincerely

Submitter 6
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Submission 7 - Department of Environment (DoE)

Public Environmental Review: APH Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit -Lat2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Issues are ordered under the numbered sections in the PER.

Overall the PER is still lacking in detail and rigour and fails to address the natural values of
the area in a regional context.

The proponent addressed the DoE's comments during the drafi stages. The DoE then
approved the docamentfor advertising based on the proponent's response to these comments.
It would appear that if the DoE still had problems with the details incorporated in the
document it slioul,i ltur-e requested additioii'zl informaiion afier our initia!
comments/responses were made and prior to the document being approvedfor advertising by
the DoE.

4.6 VEGETATION AND FLORA

4.6.2 Regional Vegetation Coverage

This section is very confusing and mixes the use of percentage figures for representation from
a series of areas. The area of the Karrakatta Central and South Vegetation Complex
remaining is below 30% (28.7% EPA 2003) on the Swan Coastal Plain. This issue should be
addressed for the Swan Coastal Plain not the Greater Bunbury Region (GBR).

Percentages for both the Southern Swan Coastal Plain and the Greater Bunbury Region have
been included in the document based on the most up-to-date information available (EPA
documentation, August 2002). Figures for the Greater Bunbury Region have been used as a
subset of the Swan Coastal Plain and reflect the dffirences in the Kanakstta Vegetation
Complex- Central atzd South, across the Swan Coastal Plain. In addition, the PER provides
details of the vegetation distribution within a l|-kilometre radius of the property and the
percentage that the proposed clearing constitutes within the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex
within this L1-kilometres radius. The PER describes and discusses the Karrakatta Vegetation
Complex for the entire Swan Coastal Plain, the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central
and South, the Greater Bunbury Region and within a l1-kilometre radius of the property.
This is required to allow the impact of the proposed clearing to be assessed in its fuli context
and is a requirement of the EPA. The vegetation within this area has more similar values
with the vegetation describedfor the Greater Bunbury Region (5295 remaining) than that of
the Swan Coastal Plain, of which only 30o% remains.

This section begins with reference to the Environmental Protection Authority Q002,
unpublished version of EPA 2003), A Strategtfor the EPA to Identify Regionally Significant
Natural Areas in its Consideration of the Greater Bunbury Region Scheme Portion of the
Swan Coastal Plain. However the PER does not adequately address the following three
regional issues raised in EPA Q002) and identified in our previous comments. These are:

(i) Representation of ecological communities i.e.

For the Greater Bunbury Region (except for lands identified in the 'GBR Constrained
Area) this means the objective is to seek to:
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. retain at least 30Yo of the pre-clearihg extent of the ecological communities in the
GBR, where >30yo of an ecological community remains on the Swan Coastal Plain

The PER states that 14,729 hectares of the Karrakatta Vegetation Complex - Central and
South remains an the Swan Coastal Plain. This proposal requires the clearing of 20 hectares.
This equates to 0.14 percent of the remaining Karcakaxo Yegetation Complex - Central and
South.

The PER highlights that the proponent has made a commitment to progressively rehabilitate
the area by direct placement of cleared topsoil onto reinstated surfaces, thereby establishing
native vegetation from the stored seedbank in the topsoil. The loss of this vegetation will be
temporary, as stated in sections 1.4.3, 1.7, 1.8, 3.9, 6.4, 6.5 6.6, I and 9 of the PER.

The 30% retention is a gtideline, while every effort needs to be made to locate development
in areas currently cleared there is limited opportunity for extraction of sand in currently
cleered arects, es most of the areas identified as having potentially high quality sand
resources have either been exfracted or sterilised by other established land uses.
Recognition needs to be given that there is a demand for further resources and it is more
suitable to, where possible, extract this from Greas where future development will be
undertaken. The SCP is one of the .fastest growing regions in WA and there is and will
continue to be a requirement for future ttrban and rural residential development. Lot 2 has
been identified as being a potential area of such development.

r preferentially locate developments in cleared areas, where 30o/o or <30yo of the
pre-clearing extent of the ecological community remains on the Swan Coastal
Plain (EPA 2003)

Section 2.7 of the PER states that the resource available per hectare of clearing results in a
productive sandpit and minimises the need to clear extensive areas of vegetation. The idea
that the development should occur in an area already cleared is not feasible in this instance
because extraction needs to occur in areas where the resource exists and is of appropriate
quality.

Lot 2 is not in the constrained area and is on the Karrakatta Central and South complex which
is currently cleared to 30Yo on the Swan Coastal Plain. Therefore further clearing is
inconsistent with this objective.

There has yet to be developed a State policy that consists of a map of all vegetations areas
and areas for which further development is no longer permitted because of this 30% fi.gare.
If it is the State's intention to preventfurther development in areas where 7094 or more of the
vegetation complex have been cleared then a Stote policy and developmental constraints map
should be developed. Until such time as this occurs it can only be treated as a guideline.

(ii) Significance of Gelorup Hill

The Spearwood Dunes of the GBR are characterised by low relief generaliy
forming extensive flats to the west and bounded to the east by dunes of slightly
higher relief that merge into the Bassendean Sands. The higher eastern dunes
are found from Myalup to Gelorup, south of Gelorup only the low dunes
remain (EPA 2003).
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Gelorup Hill is the southem most of the higher eastern dunes and the
significance of this should be adequately discussed.

The landscape value of Gelorup Hill has been discussed in sections 1.6.5, 1.8, 4-6.7 ond
4.6.8, and the management and mitigation of impacts addressed in section 7.1. Gelorup Hill
will not be lowered as part of the extractive proposal and the ridgeline and hilltop are
located in the western extractive setback.

(iii) Lot 2 and its relationship to any 'regiona[y significant sequences of ecological
communities' or regional ecological linkages.

The EPA Strategy (EPA 2003) recognises four predominantly vegetated regionally
significant sequences of ecological communities within and between the major
landform elements in the GBR. The area of this proposal is part of one of these, &e
Dalyellup/GeloruplPreston River/Plateau ecological linkage.

The setbacks section of the PER discusses the vegetation that will be retained and how this
will help maintain a link befween the wetlands to the east and west (through vegetation being
retained on the eastern pofiion and the southern portion of the property).

4.6.3 Vegetation and Flora ofLot2

In reference to the DOE's previous advice about the adequacy of the survey, the DOE can
supply access to plot based data on some adjacent areas. Some of this data is published in
Gibson et al (1994) and Keighery and Longman QO02).

Could the DoE please provide this information to allow tlrc proponent to assess its relevance
to Lot 2.

4.6.4 Rare and Prioritv Listed Flora

This section is somewhat limited; it should be expanded to consider flora generally and
consider significant flora, not just ' Rare and Priority Listed Flora'. Other priority species
possible in the area are: Jaclcsonia sparsa and Lasiopetalum membranaceum these have been
mentioned briefly but not expanded in the report. It is possible that Jacksonia furcellata
recorded for the lot is actually the Priority species Jacksonia sparsa.

General flora issues are covered in the Yegetation and Flora section (4.6-3). Podocarpus
drouynianus occurs on site near its most northern limit. This is discussed in section 4.6.7
and was also incorporated into the section on rare and priority /Iora- The two species
suggested by the DoE hsve been included in the rare and priority flora section, although it
has been noted that thesewere not listed as a result ofdatabase searches.

4.6.7 Evaluation of Vegetation on Lot 2

As outlined above this is limited by the form of the infonnation collected. To place Lot 2
regionally according to its natural values, this section needs to consider the following:

o Gelorup Hill
o variation in the vegetation from north to south, condition of vegetation,

adjacent vegetation (especially the conservation category wetland - Cokelup
Swamp to the west) and EPP lakes to east

o regional values of Gelorup Hill;
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. specific values of Lot 2 in Dalyellup/GeloruplPreston River/Plateau Ecological
Linkage; and

. representation of Karakatta Central and South complex on the Swan Coastal Plain.

This section was updated prior to the PER being approvedfor advertising by the DoE. It was
updated to include more information on the clearing and condition of adjoining land, the
condition of surrounding EPP wetlands and Gelorup Hill.

4.7 FAI]NA

The PER down plays the signilicance of Lot 2 as an ecological linkage for fauna contrary to
the conclusion of the Fauna Assessment in Appendix 5 @amford 2003).

The fauna assessment concludes that Lot 2 is expected to sttpport a rich vertebrate fauna
including a number of species of conservation significance (discassed in Batnford, May 2003
report). The proposed sandpit expansion will a&tersely impact ztpon the fauno, including
these significant species, tltrcugh habitat loss. The impact may extend beyond the boundaries
of the study area for some birds and mammals, as Lot 2 forms part of a much larger area of
native vegetation.

Habitat loss and the reduction of linkage can be managed through adequate rehabilitation
afier sand extraction. The importance of habitat in the study area will depend upon regional
conservation planning. If areas to the east and west are reservedfor conservation, the area
of habitat within Lot 2 will be of little significance in a local context, since large areas will be
protected nearby. However, the role of Lot 2 in providing linkage between these areas will
be great. Conversely, if nearby areas are not reserved for consewation, the area of habitat
in the study area may be of local significance but its role in pro,*iding linkage will be
reduced.

The extractive proposal retains vegetation within the southern and eastern portions of Lot 2
as an ecological link. The extracted areas will be reinstated and rehabilitatedfollowing sand
extraction andform a part of a green belt or subsequently become residential in thefunre.

4.7.2Fauna Survey

Table 9 lists 9 bird species present which have declined elsewhere on the Swan Coastal Plain
between Perth and Bunbury and are of regional conservation significance (Government WA
2000), however the significance of these species has not been discussed in the document. At
least seven of the scientific names used in Table 9 are misspelt.

The significance of tltese species is discussed in the Fauna Assessment in Appendix 5
(Bamford 2003). Misspelt names will be corrected infuture documentation applicable to this
proposal.

4.7.3 Specially Protected (Threatened) and Priority Fauna

There has not been an adequate survey to determine the likely presence of these species- The
"baseline studies to identify existing fauna in the project area" as listed in the "Draft Specific
Guidelines" (Appendix 1) have not been adequately undertaken. The survey in May was
inadequate to record many vertebrate species especially those that have peak activity times in
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spring and summer. Somr of the information presented especially that on Chuditch and
Westem Ringtail Possu:n gives no references or data source.

An additionol fauna survey will be undertaken to address the likely presence of specially
protected (threatened) and Priority fauna. This information will be provided to the DoE.
The information contained in sections 4-7.2 and 4.7.3 is takenfrom the Bamford (May 2003)
assessment of Lot 2 unless stated othetwise.

Despite the heading of this section there is inadequate consideration of Priority fauna. For
slamplo, Appendix 5 includes 5 Priority species (e.g. Quenda, Westem Brush Wallaby,
Westem False Pipistrelle, Brush-tailed Phascogale, Masked Owl) that are not considered in
this section.

All of the above fauna are discussed in section 4.7.2 and are adequate$t described in
Appendix 5.

4.8 GENERAL

The PER makes a series of inaccurate staternents about the values of the site and the impact
of the proposal on these values without being supported by references, for example:

"Rehabilitation of the area with native vegetation will ensure that this (clearing 20ha of
vegetation) will be a temporary loss."

"The vegetation assessments undertaken on Lot 2 demonstrate that the vegetation does not
contribute valuably to either (maintaining ecological processes by conserving genetic
diversity of the region and survival of natural values) of these factors-"

"Clearing of vegetation on Lot 2 will be undertaken in stages, which will provide the
opportunity for species to move ahead of clearing and relocate into other areas.'o

The assessment document should clearly identiff the natural values of the site put them in the
local and regional context and then accurately outline the impact the proposat will have on
those natural values.

The PER describes the vegetation and natural values af Lot 2 and the region and discusses
the proposal to clear 20 hectares and potential impacts and measures to mitigate suclt
impacts.Oobservations andfindings are stated in the PER document.

10. REFERENCES

The following references :

How, R.A., Dell, J. and Humphreys, W.F. (1987). The ground vertebrate fauna of coastal
areas between Busselton and Albany, Western Australia. Records Western Australian
Museum 13:553-574

Storr, G.M. and Johnstone, R.E. (1988), Birds of the Swan Coastal Plain. Records of the
Western Australian Museum Suppl. No. 28.
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have not been included in the reference list for the PER or the fauna assessment Gamford
2003).

A nnmber of other references (e-g. Doyle 2000, Bamford 1997, How et al. 2OLl,ApIin and
Smith 2001, John Stone 2OAl, Cbristidis and Boles 1994 plus others) referred to in the PER
are also not in the reference list Section 10.

These references will be incorporated intofuture docamentation applicable to this proposal.

FIGT]RES

Figure 16 Landscape Units of Lot 2 is missing from the PER.

Other copies of the PER document have been checked and found to contain Figure 16. It is
most likely that Figure I6 from the Submitter's PER document was omitted during collation.
Tltefigure wottld also have been included in the CD issued to DoE.
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APH Con-rnecrons PLIBLIC ENvR.oNItrI.iTAL Rrvrew
RESPoNSES To SuBr!fl ssloNs

Submission 8 - Department of Industry and Resources @oIR)

Public Environmental Review: APII Contractors.
Southern Extension of Sandpit 'Lot2 Calinup Road, Gelorup.

Noted the advert for this quarry with interest in Monday's paper-

This site buts up to an area Iluka Resornces holds in M70/1033 that contains their Stratham
North Ti-mineral deposit. Mining is, as I understand i! not on Iluka's l0-year mining
program as yel However, the company is likely to propose mining in the future. The Ti
deposit is overlain by a significant thickness of unmineralized san4 which is then covered by
similar vegetation to that over the Pioneer proposal. Iflwhen Iluka ever mines the Ti deposit,
'rhat woiild produce laige quantities of sand that should be similar to the Pioneer sand. From
a whole-of-Government approach, it is a pity that the overburden sand cannot be mined now
for supply for building purposes, leaving that part of the dune without Ti minerals as
rrnmined.

The PER recognises that the Gelorup area, including the western and eastern slopes in the
vicinity of Lot 2, are identified for other land uses, of which sand extraction is one such
interim land use, and a final land use of residential, as identified in several planning

documents. Sequential developed as suggested by the DoIR (Submitter 8) is a practical
approach to optimising resources prior to sterilising these resources once residential
development occurs.

The PERpromotes this sequential development approachfor Lot 2.
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APH CONTRACToRS PtrBLIc ExvnoNvrvrer Rnvrew
RESPoNSES To SuBr!flssloNs

Submission 9 -Shire of Capel

OUR REF: EC.6.4.8a
c5_2.N.76

CODE: 1031120-008
ENQ: T Brockman

The Environmental Protection Authority
Westralia Square
141 St Georges Tenace
PERTH WA 6000

(Att Tim Gentle)

Dear Sir

RE: PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - SOUTHERN EXTENSION OF LOT 2,
CALINUP ROAD, GELORUP _ PIONEER CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS PTY LTD

The attached comments concerning the above review are referred for your
information and consideration piease.

Should you require any additional information or wish to discuss this matter further,
please do not hesitate to contact Mr lan Cocker, Manager Operational Services.

Yours faithtully

IAN COCKER
MANAGER OPERATIONAL SERVICES
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Submission 10 - Department of Conservation and Land Management (CALM)
- { g i

9 E / \ O

:W \l oepartmgnt of Conservation
a\S\ /J and Land Management

Conserving the
nature of WA

Your ref: 363103

Our ref: 2001F001635V04

Enquires: Peter HanlY

Phone: (08) 9725 5900

Fax: (08) 97254351

Email: peterha@calm.wa.gov.au

Chairman
Environmental Protection Authority
Westralia Square
141 St Georges Terrace
PERTH WA 6000

Attention: Tirn Gentle

SOUTHFRN EXTENSION OF LOT 2, CALII\UP RD SA}IDPIT, GELORUP,

SIIIRE OF CAPEL (ASSESSMENT NO. 1301): PIJBLIC EI\-yIROI{MENTAL
REVTEW (PER)

I refer to Mr Rod Sippe's letter of 8 December 2002, requesting comment on the

above Public Environmental Review (PER). I apologise for the delayed response.

The Deparbnent of Conservation and Land Management (CALM) has reviewed the PER and

provides the following comments for your consideration in assessing this proposal.

Vegetation

The vegetation on the property is largely well-established regrowth which appears to contain

the fuli suite of indigenous species, providing a good representation of this Karrakatta

Central & South vegetation type, as described and mapped by Havel, Heddle and Loneragan
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(1980). Some mature janahand marri trees occur near the westem boundary of the property.

ihe vegetation on Lot 2 is part of a larger remnant of good qualrty vegetation extending over

a numbir of freehold properties and an uncleared road reserve on this Karrakatta landform

and soil type. The vegetation on Lot 2, along with adjoining properties, is a significant

contributor to a remnant east west ecological linkage on the Swan Coastal Plain. The linkage

extends from the coast to the Preston River and beyond, and is referred to as the Dalyellup,
Gelorup and Crooked Brook east west ecological linkage, Greater Bunbury Regron

Ecological Linkages in Appendix 4, EPA Bulletin 1108, September 2003 (EPA 2003). No

Declared Rare Flora was found during vegetation surueys conductedby the proponent.

The PER document in section 6.4.2 referc to 160/o of the Karralmtta Central and South
vegetation type being in reserves. This is based on the axea covered by the draft Greater
Bunbury Region Scheme (WAPC, 2000) and does not cover the greater original extent of this
vegetation type on the Swan Coastal Plain. In its broader original extent, the proportion of
this vegetation type in conservation reserves is believed to be substantially less than 10 %.

The information on vegetation percentages was obtcinedfrom the EFA document "A Strategt

for the EPA to Identfy Regionally Significant Natural Areas in Consideration of the Greater
Bunbury Region Scheme Portion of the Swan Coastal Plain."

Fauna Habitat

The vegetation provides good quality fauna habitat. The report Southern Extension of Lot 2
Calinup Road, Gelorup- Fauna Assessment for Public Environmental Review May 2003
prepared by W & AR Bamford Consulting Ecologists is included as Appendix 5 of the
Public Environmental Review. The report by Bamford Consulting Ecologists concludes that
the Calinup Rd site.

".-.is expected to support a rich vertebrate fauna including a number of species of
conservation significance. The proposed sandpit expansion will adversely impact upon
the fauna, including these signifrcant species, through habitat loss, but the impact may
extend beyond the boundaries of the study area for some species. This is because for
some birds and mammals, the study area is part of a much larger area of native
vegetation and lies between tvvo areas that are being considered for reservation. The
sandpit expansion may reduce the linkoge between these large areas and therefore could
compromise local populations of some significant species.

The Report suggests that the species most likely to be present that would be affected would
include:

Conservation Significance level l- The Chuditch (Schedule 1 (Vutnerable) under the
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and vulnerable under the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)).
Conservation Significance level 2 -The Brush-tailed Phascogale, Quenda and Brush
Wallaby (listed as Priority 3,4 and 4 respectively on the Department of Conservation
and Land Management's threatened species list).

Conservation Significance level 3 -The Western Yellow Robin, Golden Whistler,
Gilbert's Dunnart, Western Pigmy Possum and Honey Possum" (Species with
widespread decline in abundance in the South West).
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Bamford also notes a number of other species of conservation significance that may occur on

or visit the site. It is possible that the western ringtail possum (Schedule I (Vulnerable) of the

WilClife Conservation Act and vulnerable under the EPBC Act) could occur on the properly-

The extractive proposal retains vegetation within the soutltern and eastern portions of Lot 2

as an ecologtcit ltnk. The extracted areas wilt be reinstated and rehabilitatedfollowing sand

extraction and form a part of a green belt or subsequently become residential in the future.

If species of significance require translocation prior to clearing at Lot 2, the proponent will

look alimplementing such plans.
:F-

Groundwater

The PER does not address whether there may be modification to groundwater values and
water storage capacity, and the signifrcance of this area's contribution to the hydrology and
habitat maintenance of the Cokelup swamp to the immediate west and wetlands to the east of
the dune system if the quarry proceeds.

Cokelup swamp is located west of Gelorup Hill, which forms a topographic divide between
the swamp and Lot 2, which is located on the eastern hillside of Gelorup Hill. The extractive
area is on Lot 2, approximately 750 metres east of Cokelup swamp and will not detrimentally
impact on the hydrogeological function and the existing attributes of the wetland. The
nearest functioning wetland east of Lot 2 is about 2 50 metres from the extractive area.

The separation distance between final pit floor level and high winter water levels will be in
excess of two metres. The groundwater gradient is to the west. All rainwater falling within
the extracted areas will drain into the permeable sands with no ntn-offoccttrring to the east.
All rainwater and run-offwill be contained within the extractive area.

The presence of free draining sands with effective filtering process will ensure that good
quality water recharges the areas and maintains similar hydrogeologicalfunctions.

Additional piezometers will be installed as extraction progresses south to monitor any
changes in water levels. This will be described in the EMP.

Land Use Plans

The proposed quarry extension lies within the extensive area of the North Boyanup Structure
Plan, which is being prepared by the WA Planning Commission. Ideally this plan should be
produced before a decision is made on the quarry so that the values of the site can be better
assessed in context with the sun'ounding environment.

Lot 2 is in an area identified in the Bunbury Wellington Region Plan (WA Planning
Commission, 1995) as a Special Development Area within the Beridup Planning Unit.
Planning policies and guidelines for this Planning Unit are:

1. Assess future development potential within the Special Development Area and ensure
that any interim development or land use does not prejudice that identified future land
use.

2. Landscape protection, conservation and tee planting areas should be promoted in
accordance with the Shire's local rural strategy.
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3. Wetland protection in accordance with the EPA's EPP for Swan Coastal Plain Lakes.
4. Groundwater aquifers should be protected.

The PER recognises the future residential development proposed for the region which
includes Lot 2 and addresses the planning policies and guidelines for interim sand extraction
development and future landforms for residential development.

Recommendations

The Deparbnent provides the following recommendations, should the proposal be approved.

Vegetation Clearing

. The extent of natural vegetation clearing should be minimised as demonstrated in an
Environmental Management Plan approved by DoE and this Department.

An EMP will be developed by the proponent in consultotion with the relevant authorities and
the DoE. Eighteen hectares will be retained by the proposal and vegetation retained mainly
in the eastern and southern portions of Lot 2, which adjoin naturally vegetated areas to the
south and south-west.

r Prescriptions for retaining present vegetation as a basis for ecological corridor
connections should be included with any approval. The corridor connections would
create good linkages to reserves and wetlands to the west and to substantial remnants and
wetlands to the east which form part of a naturally vegetated corridor through to the
Preston River. Further, it should not be presumed that the Cokelup Road reserve along
ttre western boundary willbe incorporated into freehold land.

This is noted in the PER and addressed in previous comments to the Shire of Capel response
(Submitter 9).

o Setbacks for clearing should consolidate, expand and buffer the natural vegetation
retained on the road reserve along the ridge. The naturally vegetated Cokelup road
reserve could be retained in future primarily for its conservation value with altenrative
access incorporated into any futwe urban subdivision design.

The extractive proposal andfuture residential development potential as described in the PER
supports this CALM recommendotion by consolidating the vegetation in the eastern and
southern portions of Lot 2. Cokelup Road reserve is partially cleared to provide access to
Lots 676 and 677, but has not been cleared south of Lot 2. There will be a narrow, 2}-metre
wide vegetated setback along the ridge adjacent to Coketup Road in the vicinity of Lot 677
and the northern portion of Lot 676.

e Clearing design should maximise the buffer adjoining the uncleared road reserye, which
is close to the ridge top. A wider buffer (eg width of 80 to 100 meters) would incorporate
more of the mature trees, enhance the viability of the reserved vegetation, and help to
protect the natural skyline landscape of the ridge along the western boundary of the
property.
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The proposal to extract sand requires access to sand as high up as the eastern facing
hillsiopis as possible, to mmimise sand resources and provide sfficient fill to reinstate and

r eh ab il i t ct e the ex tr ac t e d I andform.

The slq,tine landscape witl be presewed, as the western limit of sand extraction is between

five and l0 metres below the ridge top within the southern portion of Lot 2. The proposed

27-metre setback as well as the partially cleared Cokelup Road reserve will provide a 40-

metre wide bffir of mature trees in the event that residential development does not occur in
thefuture.

o Older habitat trees and areas abutting wetlands are given priority when identifuing areas
to be retained.

There is a significant area retained in setbacks along the southern and eastern portions of
Lots 2 which are nearest to the low-lying wetlands.

o The proponent should be required to fund the preparation and implementation of a
threatened fauna management plan that is acceptable to this Department.

The proponent wottld be prepared to fzrnd relocation of any threatened fauna -from the
property prior to clearing and extraction.

Rehabilitation

o I rehabilitation plan should be deveioped with the objective of ensuring good quality re-
establishment of natural habitat which will enhance the retained corridors.

Given that the area mav go to residential, rehabilitation of the site will be undertaken and
consideration to more specific rehabilitation and management of retained area will alsoform
part of the rehabilitation plan.

. Any future urban development on the disturbed site should also provide for the retention
of a substantial east-west natural vegetation corridor (suggested to be of the order of 200
to 300 metres width of which some may be contributed to by neighbouring properties).

This is not part oJ this proposai and the proponent cioes not own adjoining land so cannot
commit to retain land on adjacent properties. However, an increase in the southern
boundary setback to 100 metres is considered reasonable. If a similar setback was retained
on the property to the south a total of 200 metres of vegetation would be retained creating a
suit ab I e c orridor east-w e s t.

o Gelorup Hill should have a substantially increased buffer width to minimise the risks of
erosion and deterioration of the natural vegetation cover on the crown of the Hill. (When
slopes of the quarry are to be recontoured, machinery must be prevented from possible
incursions into the natural vegetation conidors. This is likely to necessitate an additional
retained strip at the top of steep slopes for machine work or careful planning of how the
pit will be developed to allow for later recontouring.). An increased buffer around
Gelorup Hill could have a beneficial effect of conserving additional areas containing the
plant Podocarpus drouynianus which is near the northem limit of its natural range. These
conservation zones should be fenced.
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The proposed setback is sufficient to avoid any adverse impacts to the vegetation on the crest

of Geirup Hill. The proposed finished slopes following sand extraction will allow

iarthworking eqtipment to trcwerse the reinstated hillside without having to obtain access

via the setback.

Measrres for earthworking of reinstated slopes and the conservation of Podocarpus

drouynianus will be included in the EMP-

o The development of the proposed sand quarry should be subject to a periodic licence

renewal requirement that includes the need for acceptable performance in rehabilitating

the site consistent with a rehabilitation plan that also recognises the proposed future uses

of the land.

Agreed.

o Subject to advice from the Department of Environmen! potential impacts on groundwater

and adjoining wetland habitats should be monitored.

The extractive proposal meets all the requirements of the WRC/DOE guidelines for the
establishment of extractive industries [refer to comments to Item 1.6.2 of Shire of Capel
response (Submitter 9)1 .

Additional piezometers will be installed as sand extraction progresses south to monitor any
changes in groundwater levels.

o Dependence upon topsoil alone to provide propagules for the full range of flora species is
inadequate. The full range of rehabilitation methodologies must be adopted.

This is acknowledged in the PER and will be incorporated into the rehabilitation plan.

o To give ef[ect to these recommendations a comprehensive rehabilitation plan needs to be
prepared which provides details of proposed long tenn use and rehabilitation objectives
including:

. an indication of areas to be retained for conservation purposes and the methods used to
ensure re establishment of the full suite of native vegetation species and provision of
fauna habitat in these areas:

o weed contol;
o timeframes;
. success criteria; and
r rehabilitation monitoring and remediation techniques.

The proponent has committed to develop and implement a rehabilitation plan.

Future Land Uses

In Figure 9, the proponents have indicated a possible future special residential / residential
development design. Through this it is also proposed that a possible buffer of public open
space with natural vegetation to be retained around the wetlands along the eastern boundary
(which is supported by the Department). However, this plan would also involve the firther
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destruction of vegetation otherwise retained during the quarrying operation as presented in
Figure 7.

This is an indication on how the extractive industry can be developed and not limit further
development of the site. It does not form part of the current proposal apart from to
demonstrate that the PER extractive proposal has considered the sequential use of the site. If
and when residential development of the site is proposed in the future it will be subject to
another approval and these issues will be addressed at that time.

Any decision that allows an extension of the quarry will be siguificant in determining the
future land use for that portion where is pennitted, plus any edge effect or ofF-site
impacts. With respect to this, it is recommended that:

r if quarrying is permitted, all of the vegetation shown as retained in Figure 7 should be
protected from future development;

o the buffers and the east-west corridor should be substantially increased in area and these
should be protected frona future development; and

o the extent of a future urban subdivision should be smaller than that proposed in Figure 9
to limit the impact on natural vegetation to nothing more than the extent of any approved
quarry.

The future special residential/residential development of the Gelorup Hill area, which
includes Lot 2, will need to be part of a broader town planning initiative to consolidate
development of the area. Clearing requirements for future residential development on Lot 2
will need to be assessed once such planning is completed and subject to another approval
process.

Summary

o The Departrnent of Conservation and Land Management is opposed to any clearing of the
good quality vegetation on Lot 2 which also provides valuable fauna habitat and makes a
significant contribution to the Dalyellup, Gelorup, Crooked Brook east west ecological
linkage (EPA 2003 op. cit.).

o If quarrying is permitted the suggested aim should be to minimise impacts on the natural
vegetation, habitat and ecological linkage values, with due consideration being given to
anticipated future land use.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Yours sincerelv

KeiranMcNamara
DGCUTIVE DIRECTOR
12 Februarv 2004
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