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1.0 PURPOSE OF DOCUMENT 
 
On 7 October 2002, the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) set the level of 
assessment for the proposed expansion of the existing Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort at 
Public Environmental Review (PER) with four weeks public review.  There were no 
appeals on this level of assessment.   
 
The level of assessment for PER is typically applied to proposals of local or regional 
significance that raise a number of significant environmental factors, some of which are 
considered complex and require detailed assessment to determine whether, and if so 
how, they can be managed. 
 
The purpose of this scoping document is to provide a basis of understanding between the 
proponent and the EPA regarding the assessment of the proposal to expand the existing 
Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort.  It establishes the environmental issues and factors raised 
by the proposal and their significance, as well as the scope and direction to be taken in 
guiding the preparation of the PER.  It also sets out indicative timelines for the 
assessment. 
 
2.0 IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPONENT AND CONSULTANT 
 
2.1 Proponent Details 
 
Company: Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort Pty Ltd 
Nominated Contact Person: Graeme Robertson 
Position: Director 
Office Address: 262 Stirling Highway, Claremont, WA 6010 
Postal Address: PO Box 140, Claremont, WA 6010  
Phone: 08 9385 3511 
Fax: 08 9385 3486 
 
2.2 Environmental Consultant Details 
 
Company: Bowman Bishaw Gorham 
Nominated Contact Person: Martin Bowman 
Position: Director 
Office Address: 290 Churchill Avenue, Subiaco WA 6008 
Postal Address: PO Box 465, Subiaco, WA 6008  
Phone: 08 9382 4744 
Fax: 08 9382 1177 
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3.0 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
 
3.1 Location 
 
The existing Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort at Loc 80 Reserve 1686 Monkey Mia, Shark 
Bay is situated in the Shark Bay area, near the township of Denham, on the east coast of 
the Peron Peninsula (see Figure 1).  Shark Bay is located on the mid-west coast of 
Western Australia, some 700 kilometres north of Perth.  Monkey Mia borders the Shark 
Bay Marine Park, and lies within the Shark Bay World Heritage Area. 
 
The resort is located within a large expanse of land which is undeveloped, but 
historically has been used for pastoral purposes.  The resort site itself is situated on land 
which has a long history of local use for recreation by the residents of Denham and 
elsewhere, and also by persons and activities associated with commercial fishing. 
 
Monkey Mia has become an important tourist destination with the main attraction being 
the dolphins but other activities such as ocean sail cruising and day trips to nearby 
features including the stromatolites, Shell Beach, Steep Point, Big Lagoon and Francois 
Peron National Park are available.  The site also performs an important scientific 
research function with researchers (up to 12 researchers/scientists at a time) from 
overseas coming to study the dolphins and sea life at Monkey Mia. 
 
 
3.2 Proposal 
 
3.2.1 Resort Expansion and Staff Accommodation 
 
It is proposed to increase the resort area from its current area of 3.74ha, to 6.84ha, and 
for a new staff accommodation area of 2.3ha to be established to the west of the resort 
(see Figure 2).  Currently, the resort can accommodate approximately 600 people.  The 
expansion of the resort will allow for an increase in capacity in order to accommodate up 
to 1200 people. 
 
In total, 5.4ha of vegetation will require removal to make way for the new resort 
accommodation and staff accommodation facilities.   
 
The following table provides further detail on the proposal to refurbish and increase peak 
accommodation capacity through establishment of the following facilities: 
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Table 1: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Development 

Proposed Resort Development Use Existing? No. Units Existing No. Units Proposed 

Shop, Café and Restaurant Yes No change No change 

Function Rooms No Nil 1 

Hotel Suites  Yes 14 100 

Bungalows No 0 30 

Administration/Reception Yes No change No change 

Budget Accommodation  Yes 24 beds 120 bed 

Motel units  Yes 70 70 

Caravan Lots Yes 77 caravan lots
12 park homes 

71 

Staff Housing and Amenities Yes 45 beds 36 suites 
24 caravan park sites 
Amenities bldg 
Swimming Pool 

Camping Area Yes 2000m2  
(125 people) 

4400m2 
(260 people) 

Ablution facilities Yes - Provide required facilities 

Tennis Courts Yes 1 2 

Swimming Pools Yes 6 m pool & spa 7000m2 pool (self contained) within 
resort 
100m2 pool (self contained) within 
staff accommodation area 

Power Station/Water 
Treatment/Workshop and Yard 

Yes 4-6 kVa Provide required facilities 

Manager’s Residence Yes Yes Yes 

Car parking Yes Existing 200 cars + 2 buses within resort 
55 cars + 24 boat/trailer bays within 
staff accommodation area 

 
 
3.2.2 Waste Water Treatment Plant 
 
The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) which services the needs of the existing resort 
will be upgraded and expanded.  Wastewater is currently collected from the Resort and 
Department of Conservation and Land Management (CALM) facilities via a system of 
pipes that gravitate towards a pump station located within the Resort.  It is then 
macerated and pumped up the hill to the WWTP. 
 
The existing WWTP is comprised of two facultative ponds (primary and secondary 
ponds) followed by two infiltration swales.  A third infiltration swale and a sprinkler 
irrigation and disposal system is also currently under construction. The footprint of the 
existing WWTP area is 1.76ha.   
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Item Existing Proposed  

Primary Pond 0.18 Ha 1.2 Ha 

Secondary Pond 0.09 Ha 0.6 Ha 

Evaporation Ponds Nil 1.4 Ha 

Swales Three Swales Not Required 

Total Pond Area 0.27 Ha 3.2 Ha 

 

The ponds have been designed to allow for the variable loads throughout the year and the 
high peak BOD loads that are generated by the daily visitors.  It is proposed that all 
ponds be lined with a HDPE Liner. 

 

The Proposed ponds are designed to handle the future loads from daily visitors together 
with the resort guests and allows for the proposed resort expansion.  The system however 
is designed to ensure that there will be no overflow with all effluent being disposed of by 
evaporation.  The existing system will then be removed and as a result, no infiltration or 
spray irrigation will occur on-site. 

 
 

This system has recently come under stress and as a result, an urgent upgrade has been 
required.  Ultimately, as part of the resort expansion a major upgrade of the pond system 
is intended, but in the interim an upgrade of the existing pond system has been proposed.  
This will involve the construction of:   

 
 

However, as previously advised the above are recommended short term changes.  The 
following table provides a comparison between the existing pond system and the 
ultimate pond system proposed as part of the major upgrades should the proposed resort 
expansion receive the necessary environmental and planning approvals. 

 

A Works Approval application for the above has been lodged with the Department of 
Environment and it is understood that this has recently been issued. 

• A low sand bund below the facility to restrict outflow from the sprinkler area in 
the event of an uncontrolled discharge 

 

Table 2: Comparison of Existing and Proposed Ponds for Wastewater Treatment Plant 

• A 1.8 metre high cyclone mesh fence around the sprinkler area to deter animals 
entering the area. 

• A sprinkler system to increase evaporative loss of effluent from the system. 
• A third infiltration/evaporation swale. 
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In order to construct the ponds, an area of approximately 4.0ha of area will be required 
of which 1.76 hectares is already cleared of vegetation.  Therefore, approximately 2.2ha 
of vegetation is proposed to be cleared. 
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A number of options for the location of the staff accommodation buildings were 
considered (see Figure 3), these were: 

 
4.2 Staff Accommodation 
 
 

It is envisaged over time that most of the remaining original accommodation units will 
be upgraded to reflect the new design theme.  Additionally, new accommodation units 
will be constructed to orientate towards an internal swimming pool area in order to 
reduce reliance by visitors on the beach front.  Further details relating to the historic 
planning decisions that have guided this proposal as well as the proposed resort lease 
will provided as part of the PER. 

 

Through providing an increase in accommodation and recreational facilities the 
expanded resort will be able to cater for lengthier visitor stays than are currently 
experienced.  It is considered likely that if people stayed for several days at the resort, 
they would visit the dolphin facility only once or twice and utilise other recreational or 
water based activities during the balance of their stay.  For example, ocean sail cruising 
and day trips to nearby features, including the stromatolites, Shell Beach, Steep Point, 
Big Lagoon and Francois Peron National Park.  In doing so, it is expected that visitor 
pressures to the surrounding environment will be distributed across a lengthier time 
period, thereby reducing the intense impact of shorter-stay visitors.  

 

Expansion of the existing resort is likely to reduce the need and viability for the 
development of a second resort.  This expansion will consolidate development within the 
single node and decrease the potential for significant environmental impacts upon the 
surrounding area.   

 
4.1 Resort Expansion 
 
 

4.0 ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED AND BASIS FOR 
JUSTIFYING PROPOSAL AND SELECTING PREFERRED OPTION 

• to the west of the resort, on the white coastal sandplain. 
 

• to the south of the resort, on the red sandplain; 

• to the south-east of the resort, on the white coastal sandplain; and 
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In previous correspondence, the Department of Environment’s (DoE) Midwest Regional 
Office has provided support for the option of a new evaporation pond, as opposed to the 
options for infiltration and irrigation due to their associated environmental risks.  The 
Department of Health (DoH) has also provided in principle support for the construction 
of facultative ponds and an evaporation pond.   

 

In relation to disposal, three options were investigated which included an evaporation 
pond, infiltration swales and irrigation.  Protection of groundwater quality is considered 
to be of extreme importance at Monkey Mia.  Therefore, a fully lined evaporation 
system, with the existing infiltration swales being removed, has been selected in order to 
minimise the chance for groundwater contamination. 

 

A number of alternatives were considered for the necessary upgrading of the WWTP.  
Due to the isolated nature of Monkey Mia, treatment facilities that require a high level of 
maintenance or skilled operators were not considered appropriate.  Therefore, it is 
proposed to construct additional facultative ponds for waste water treatment as is used by 
the Water Corporation in Denham and many other Local Authorities at isolated 
locations.  

 
4.3 Waste Water Treatment Plant 
 
 

Subsequently, the area located to the west of the resort on the white coastal sandplain 
was identified as being the best option, due to it being zoned appropriately and there 
being no known aboriginal sites occurring within the area. 

 

In relation to the second option, which is to the south-east of the resort and on the white 
coastal sandplain, it was also identified as not being appropriate due to the there being 
several aboriginal heritage sites located within this area as well as the site being located 
with the Monkey Mia Recreation Reserve 1686 and as a result, not zoned appropriately.   

 

The first option to locate the staff accommodation buildings on the red sandplain and to 
the south of the resort was identified as being inappropriate, due to the site occurring 
within the WWTP buffer, there being several heritage sites located within the area as 
well as any future construction having the potential to be visually intrusive.   
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Reserve 1686 is dual vested in the Executive Director of the Department of Conservation 
and Land Management (CALM) and the Shire of Shark Bay.  A proposed resort lease, 
which has not yet been settled and is still subject to a cabinet decision, proposes a term 
of at least 99 years over a portion of Reserve 1686/80.  This also includes the area of 
existing Reserve 40727 which is the subject of the current lease.  However, access and 
final transfer of the leased area is still subject to final environmental and planning 

The Scheme requires that development be generally in accordance with the Monkey Mia 
Outline Development Plan (O’Brien 1995) and that new construction is not to occur 
without the preparation of a Concept Development Plan which needs to be approved by 
the Shire of Shark Bay and Western Australian Planning Commission.  The Shire has 
adopted the Concept Development Plan which is the subject of the current proposal. 

 

The Monkey Mia Reserves 40727 and 1686 are zoned Special Use Zone (Tourist 
Development) under the Shire of Shark Bay’s Town Planning Scheme No. 2.  Appendix 
5 of the Scheme – Schedule of Special Use Zones, allows a variety of land uses within 
Monkey Mia including holiday accommodation, restaurants, parking, staff 
accommodation and utilities. 

 
5.2 Zoning and Tenure 
 
 

The Monkey Mia Reserves 1686/80 and 40727 were originally gazetted in 1890 for the 
purpose of ‘Government Requirements’ following a request by a pearler for land to 
depasture sheep.  As the township of Denham established, Monkey Mia, being a lee 
shore, became a popular place for local residences to camp and fish recreationally.  In 
the 1970’s, a caravan park was established at Monkey Mia and this was gradually 
upgraded into the current facility during the 1980’s.   

 
5.1 Background 
 
 
5.0 PLANNING CONTEXT 

 

Reserve 40727 is 3.74ha in area and is identified for the purposes of Caravan Park 
Chalets and Camping.  Care, control and management of the reserve is with the Shire of 
Shark Bay with power to lease for any term not exceeding 40 years, subject to the 
consent of the State Minister for Lands.  The land is leased to Monkey Mia Dolphin 
Resort Pty Ltd. 
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In this regard, it is intended that whilst the majority of the resort development will 
remain single story, a number of selected buildings within the current lease area, 
including backpackers accommodation, will be developed at two storeys.  Subsequently, 
a development application for a two storey backpackers accommodation within the 
existing resort has been approved with construction now in its final stages.   

 

Town Planning Scheme Amendment No. 45 received final approval from the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure in October 2003 and was gazetted on 4 November 2003.  
The intent of this Amendment is to allow limited two storey development within the 
existing Resort.  The Amendment requires that no structure shall exceed 7.75m in height 
and that the location, intensity and design of the two storey development comply with an 
endorsed CDP.  Furthermore, the increased capacity provided by the backpacker’s 
accommodation is incorporated into the planned increase of the Resort’s maximum daily 
capacity from 600 persons to 1200. 

 
5.3 Two Storey Development 
 
 

approvals for the proposed resort expansion and establishment of staff accommodation 
facilities. 

• Monkey Mia Concept Development Plan (2002) 

 
 

• State Coastal Planning Policy (2003) 

• Shark Bay Region Plan 1998 / Shark Bay Regional Strategy (1998) 

• Shark Bay World Heritage Property 1998-2008 – Draft Strategic Plan (1998) 

• Outline Development Plan (O’Brien 1995) 

• Shark Bay Marine Reserves Management Plan (1994) 

• Monkey Mia Reserve Management Plan (1993) 

The proposal is also subject to the following plans and strategies, which will be 
discussed and addressed in detail as part of the PER: 

 
5.4 Statutory Requirements 
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6.1.3 Topography, Landforms and Soils  

6.1.2 Climate 

6.1.1 Location 

 

The land system mapped at a scale of 1: 250,000 to which the proposed resort expansion 
area, the staff accommodation area and the WWTP area belong is the Sandplain Land 
System, described as nearly flat to gently undulating red sandplains (Payne et al, 1987).  
The Sandplain Land System is dark to dusky red sandy flat or gently undulating plains, 
often very extensive and rather uniform, with 4% occasional low longitudinal dunes up 
to 10 m high (Payne et al. 1987).   

 

The topography of the land proposed for the extension of the resort is generally flat and 
sits at an elevation of 2-3m AHD. The WWTP is situated approximately 625m south of 
the proposed extension to the resort and is higher in the landscape at an elevation of 
approximately 20m AHD. 

 

 

The average monthly evaporation is approximately 156mm, with the highest levels of 
evaporation occurring during the months of November, December and January (with 
values ranging from 200mm to 226mm).  The lowest levels of evaporation occur during 
the months of June, July and August (with values ranging from 81mm to 95mm). 

 

Shark Bay has an arid to semi-arid climate characterised by hot, dry summers and mild 
dry winters.  Summer minimum and maximum temperatures typically average near 20oC 
and 35oC respectively, while in winter, minima around 10oC and maxima of 20oC are the 
norm. 

 
6.1 Biophysical Context 
 
 
6.0 REGIONAL SETTING OF PROPOSAL 

 

 

The Monkey Mia Resort is located on the eastern side of the Peron Peninsula in Shark 
Bay, which is approximately 27 kilometres north-east of Denham, and some 700 
kilometres north of Perth. Monkey Mia borders the Shark Bay Marine Park and lies 
within the Shark Bay World Heritage Area. 
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6.1.4 Remnant Vegetation and Flora 

The Monkey Mia Reserve Draft Management Plan (CALM 1993) notes that there is only 
one saltpan (birrida) in the Monkey Mia reserve, near its western boundary, and that it 

 

The landform vegetation unit to which the WWTP area belongs is Red Sandplain.  The 
vegetation is dominated by Acacia ramulosa, which is a spreading shrub that grows up to 
3m in height. Brooker (1988) described the vegetation on the red sandplain as typical of 
most on northern Peron Peninsula with some Acacia tetragonophylla and 
Heterodendrum oleifolium.  The Red Sandplain vegetation had considerably higher 
species richness than the Coastal Sandplains on the margin of the peninsula. 

 

The Coastal Dune unit forms a narrow strip adjacent to the beach and consists of sparse 
shrubland and spinifex.  It is dominated by Acacia sclerosperma, Spinifex longifolius, 
Halosarcia spp. and Sporobolus virginicus (Brooker 1988; CALM, 1993).  

 

The Coastal Sandplain unit is the white sandy flat area located between the coastal dunes 
and the Red Sandplain.  The vegetation is dominated by Acacia sclerosperma, Scholtzia 
spp. and Rhagodia preissii with smaller depressions containing Halosarcia spp., 
Frankenia pauciflora and Sporobolus virginicus (Brooker 1988; CALM, 1993).   

 

There are two landform-vegetation units found within the proposed resort expansion area 
being the Coastal Sandplain and Coastal Dunes.   

 

The proposed resort extension area mainly comprises white quartz sandplain (White 
Coastal Sandplain) that forms a strip between the beach and unconsolidated red quartz 
sand plain (Red Sandplain) which overlay the Peron Sandstone.  

 

CALM (1993, p. 29) distinguishes four landform units and associated vegetation in the 
Monkey Mia Reserve.  These landform units are White Coastal Dunes, White Coastal 
Sandplain, Red Sandplain and Saltpans (or birridas). Red Sandplain covers 
approximately 80% of the land area of the reserve.  The Coastal Sandplain lies between 
the Red Sandplain and the narrow strip of Coastal Dunes. 

 

A narrow strip of low coastal dunes is present between the quartz sand unit and the beach 
face.  The WWTP area is contained within the unconsolidated red quartz sand plain unit 
(Red Sandplain).  The Red Sandplain is separated from the Coastal Plain by an 
escarpment, which is rocky in some parts and loose sand at angle of repose in other parts 
(Weston, 2002). 
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6.1.5 Fauna 

Rufous Hare-wallaby or Mala (Lagorchestes hirsutus ssp, mainland subspecies) 
Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) 
Schedule 1 (Fauna which is Rare or likely to become Extinct) 
 

A significant number of these species are rare or endangered.  A search of CALM’s 
Threatened Fauna database indicated that the following threatened fauna may occur 
within the study area:   

 

Environment Australia describes the Shark Bay region as an area of major zoological 
importance, primarily due to habitats on peninsulas and islands being isolated from the 
disturbance that has occurred elsewhere. The region contains a rich avifauna with over 
230 species, or 35% of Australia’s bird species having been recorded (Environment 
Australia, 2001).  The area is also noted for its diverse herpetofauna supporting nearly 
100 species, many of which are at their northern or southern limit (CALM, 1998). 

 

 

contains saltbush, samphires (Halosarcia spp.) and sea heath (Frankenia pauciflora).  
This birrida is well west of the proposed resort expansion area and is also distant from 
the WWTP facilities. 

A fauna survey was conducted by Bamford Consulting Ecologists within the study area 
between 19th January – 1st February 2002, particular attention was payed to the Thick 
Billed Grasswren and the threatened species listed above. 

Thick-billed Grasswren (Amytornis textilis textilis, western sub-species) P4  
Priority Taxa 
 
Woma python 
Schedule 4 (Fauna which is Otherwise Specially Protected) 
 
Western Spiny-tailed Skink (Egernia stokesii badia) 
Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata) 
Banded Hare-wallaby or Mernine (Lagostrophus fasciatus fasciatus) 

 

In addition to the native fauna, there are several feral animals such as cats, goats, rabbits 
and foxes present within the Monkey Mia area. 

 
Eastern Curlew (Numenius madascariensis) P4 
Bush Stonecurlew (Burhinus grallarius) P4 
Woylie (Bettongia penicillata ogylbii) P4 
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Results from the fauna survey indicated that there appears to be suitable habitat for most 
of the terrestrial species listed on CALM’s Threatened Fauna Database and also for some 
migratory species listed on the Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  Those significant species for which 
there is suitable habitat within the development areas are listed in Table 3.  Note that this 
list is not complete, as the EPBC Act includes almost all members of some families as 
migratory, and the mobile nature of these birds means that many species can be expected 
anywhere if records are kept for long enough (Bamford, 2002). 

TABLE 3 
Significant Fauna for which there is Suitable Habitat in the Proposed Development Areas 

(from Bamford 2002) 

 EPBC Migratory WAWC Priority 

Woylie Bettongia pencillata ogylbii - - - 4 

Bilby Macrotis lagotis VU - VU - 

Rufous Hare-wallaby Lagorchestes hirsutus VU - VU - 

Banded Hare-wallaby Lagostrophus fasciatus fasciatus VU - VU - 

Malleefowl Leipoa ocellata VU X VU - 

White-bellied Sea-Eagle Haliaeetus leucogaster - X - - 

Osprey Pandion haliaetus - X - - 

Bush Stone-curlew Burhinus grallarius - - - 4 

Bar-tailed Godwit Limosa lapponica - X - - 

Marsh Sandpiper Tringa stagnatilis - X - - 

Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus - X - - 

Common Greenshank Tringa nebularia - X - - 

Terek Sandpiper Tringa terek - X - - 

Grey-tailed Tattler Tringa brevipes - X - - 

Curlew Sandpiper Calidris ferruginea - X - - 

Sharp-tailed Sandpiper Calidris acuminata - X - - 

Grey Plover Pluvialis squatarola - X - - 

Fork-tailed Swift Apus pacificus - X - - 

Rainbow Bee-eater Merops ornatus - X - - 

Thick-billed Grasswren Amytornis textilis textilis VU - - 4 

Western Spiny-tailed Skink Egernia stokesii badia VU - VU - 

Woma Python Aspidites ramsayi - - 4 - 

EPBC:  Species listed as Schedule 1 in the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999.  

VU:  Species listed in Schedule 1 as Vulnerable. 
Migratory:  Species listed as Migratory in the Commonwealth's Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999. 
WAWC:  Species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. 
VU:  Species listed in Schedule 1 (Fauna which is rare or likely to become Extinct) as Vulnerable. 
 4:  Species listed under Schedule 4 – Fauna which is Otherwise Specially Protected.  
Priority:  Species listed as Priority Taxa by the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  
 4:  Species listed as Priority 4 – Fauna in need of monitoring.  
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6.1.6 Marine Environment 

Under natural conditions, this population is likely to be concentrated in Acacia 
tetragonophylla shrubland on inland red soils, but there is a marked concentration of 
birds around the existing resort.  The concentration of Grasswrens around the resort 
appeared to be because they had learnt to forage on insects collected in the fronts of cars 
and around lights, however the birds did not venture more than about 10m from dense, 
natural vegetation (Bamford, 2003).  There were no records of Grasswrens within the 
resort itself, and no evidence of nesting away from the resort, Bamford noted that 
Grasswren numbers appear to be low on the coastal white sands, with large areas over 
which no Grasswrens were located. 

 

In February 2003, Bamford Consulting Ecologists were commissioned to undertake a 
detailed survey of the western race of the Thick-billed Grasswren Amytornis textilis 
textilis, known to be abundant in the Monkey Mia region.  A minimum of 33 Thick-
billed Grasswrens were found to be present in approximately 50ha immediately around 
Monkey Mia, although this is likely to be an underestimate because the survey was 
carried out over only a short period at a time of the year when the birds call infrequently 
(Bamford, 2003).   

 

Of the listed species, the mammal species are almost certainly not currently present, 
although some occur nearby in populations protected from feral predators (Bamford, 
2002).  Several of the EPBC Migratory species were observed at the WWTP, including 
the White-bellied Sea-Eagle, Curlew Sandpiper, Common Greenshank and Grey-tailed 
Tattler.   

Tidal exchange and wind driven currents are the main factors affecting water movement 
in the near shore environment at Monkey Mia. The tides at Monkey Mia are semi-
diurnal, and although almost in phase with the Denham tides, are of considerably greater 

 

In addition to increasing salinity within the bay, reduced exchange leads to increases in 
the range of water temperatures through the year.  Oceanic temperatures in the region 
typically range between 19°C and 24°C.  The range in water temperatures at Monkey 
Mia is greater than in the open ocean.  

 

Shark Bay is an extensive coastal embayment with marine habitats and conditions 
largely affected by local flushing characteristics.  Restricted oceanic exchange, internal 
circulation and evaporation have created three zones of different water salinity, which in 
turn affects the distribution of marine habitats and species. 
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6.2.2 Aboriginal Heritage and Culture 

6.2.1 Tourism 

6.1.7 Marine Fauna 

 

Total annual visitor numbers to Monkey Mia last year were around 106,500, of which 
approximately 29,000 stayed at the Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort with an average stay of 
3.1 nights.  The main attraction is the dolphins but other activities such as recreational 
fishing, ocean cruising, trips to the stromatolites, Shell Beach, Steep Point, Big Lagoon 
and Francois Peron National Park are also available. The site also performs an important 
scientific function with researchers from overseas coming to study the dolphins and sea 
life at Monkey Mia. 

Seven species of marine mammal have been recorded from Shark Bay.  These include 
three species of whale, three species of dolphin and the dugong (Dugong dugon) 
(Baynes, 1990). These include the pygmy sperm (Kogia breviceps), unidentified beaked, 
humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae), bottle-nosed dolphin (Tursiops truncatus), 
Shark Bay dolphin (Tursiops aduncus), killer whale (Orcinus orca) and unidentified 
pilot whales (Globicephala sp.) from the dolphin group. 

 

 

 

range.  The highest astronomical tide at Monkey Mia is 2.3m, compared with 1.6m and 
2.0m at Denham and Carnarvon respectively (Department of Defence, 2002).  

Surveys for aboriginal sites within the proposed expansion area, which includes the 
resort expansion area and staff accommodation facilities, have been previously 
conducted by Bowdler (1995) and Morse (1997).  Bowdler did not identify any 
aboriginal sites within the proposed expansion area, however two rock shelters to the 
south of this area were described as Aboriginal sites of archaeological significance  and 
were recommended for protection.  Bowdler (1995) recommended that if in the unlikely 
event that further development should turn up any human skeletal material, that the 
Yadgalah Aboriginal Corporation be contacted immediately (Bowdler, 1995). 

 

 
6.2 Social Context 
 
 

Shark Bay supports a diverse assemblage of marine reptiles including four species of 
marine turtle and six species of sea snake. 
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6.2.3 Native Title 

In June 2001, the Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort and the Malgana native title claimant 
(represented by the Yamatji Land and Sea Council) reached agreement on a native title 
claim over the subject site. The agreement accepted the Resort’s expanded land use 
needs and included the hiring of a number of indigenous employees by the Resort, a 
cooperative approach to the construction of an Aboriginal cultural centre and the 
operation of indigenous retail and tourism from the cultural centre. Indigenous Business 
Australia and the Yadgalah Aboroginal Corporation now own a 50% share of the Resort. 

 

 

Morse (1997) also concluded that there were not any aboriginal sites present within the 
proposed expansion area.  However, Morse identified and described seven sites in the 
near vicinity of the Resort, five of which had been previously recorded.  Of these sites, 
three were found to have archaeological significance and were recommended for 
protection.  The other sites were described as having low archaeological significance.  It 
appears that neither Morse (1997) nor Bowdler (1995) undertook surveys in the vicinity 
of the existing and proposed WWTP facilities. 
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As part of the assessment, the above issues will be discussed and addressed in detail in 
the PER.  Consultation with the Department of Fisheries, CALM, Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) is proposed in order to gain detailed information 
relating to the current use of Monkey Mia and its surrounding attractions.   

• potential for impact on the general experience values associated with a visit to 
Monkey Mia. 

 

• potential increase in visitor numbers to other attractions within the region such as, the 
stromatolites, Shell Beach, Steep Point, Big Lagoon and Francois Peron National 
Park; and 

• potential increase in water based activities, such as ocean sail cruising, boating, etc.; 
• potential increase in recreational fishing pressure; 

As a result of the proposed resort expansion, the following activities have been identified 
as having the potential to impact on the carrying capacity for Monkey Mia and its 
surrounding environment: 

 

In ecological terms, the carrying capacity of an ecosystem may be defined by reference 
to the size of the population that can be supported indefinitely upon the available 
resources and services of that ecosystem.   

 
(Environment Australia, 1997) 

Carrying capacity is defined as the limit to an environment’s capacity to withstand use or 
activity.  Beyond this limit the impact of the activities is unacceptable.  In this way the 
carrying capacity determines the maximum number of people who can use a destination 
without unacceptable impact to the environment.   

 
7.1 Carrying Capacity 
 
 

The following is a summation of the key environmental issues identified as being 
relevant to the proposal, the potential impacts and the management responses proposed 
to address these issues.   

 
 

7.0 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, THEIR 
SIGNIFICANCE AND POSSIBLE MANAGEMENT RESPONSES 
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7.2.1 Terrestrial Biodiversity 

The proposed resort expansion will involve an increase in the resort area from 3.74ha to 
6.84ha.  This will result in the clearing of 3.1ha of White Coastal Sandplain vegetation in 
degraded condition.  2.3ha of White Coastal Sandplain vegetation described by Weston 
(2002) as being in good to very good condition will also be cleared for the development 
of staff accommodation facilities.  In total, 5.4ha of White Coastal Sandplain vegetation 
ranging in condition from degraded to very good condition will be cleared. 
 

 

Examination of the extent of white coastal sand plains on Peron Peninsula and Faure 
Island using colour aerial photography at a scale at 1:25,000 indicates that a large 
number of coastal areas, particularly on the east coast, supports this landform type and 
contains similar vegetation.  The total area of white coastal sandplain is in the order of 
148ha within the area examined, suggesting the typical vegetation of this landform type, 
within which the extension area is located, is well represented in the World Heritage 
Area. 

 

Examination of aerial photography shows that the total area of the white coastal 
sandplain landform/vegetation type in the immediate Monkey Mia locality is 
approximately 32 ha, which does not include the existing resort itself.   

White Coastal Sandplain Vegetation 
 
7.2.1.1 Vegetation and Flora 
 

 
7.2 Biodiversity 
 
 

The issue of carrying capacity is also, in some parts, closely tied to the environmental 
issues relating to biodiversity, landscape values and waste management.  This will be 
examined and addressed in further detail as part of the PER.  However, it is anticipated 
that through the assessment of these issues and the relevant environmental factors, the 
management measures identified as a result will also lead to ensuring that potential 
impacts on carrying capacity is managed appropriately.    

 

Acquiring this information will aid in assessing the potential impacts on carrying 
capacity as well as the management measures required to ensure that carrying capacity is 
not adversely impacted on. 
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The Thick-Billed Grasswren (Amytornis textilis textilis, western sub-species) is classed 
as Vulnerable under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999.  It was also listed as Schedule 1 (Vulnerable) under the WA 
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 until recently, but has been adjusted to Priority 4 (a 
lower level of conservation significance). 

Thick-Billed Grasswren 
 
7.2.1.2 Terrestrial Fauna 
 

The exact extent of this vegetation is unknown.  However, in order to gain an 
understanding of the local retention rate, CALM (1993) identifies that approximately 
80% of the Monkey Mia Reserve (which is approximately 456 ha) contains the Red 
Sandplain land unit.  This would mean that approximately 365ha is Red Sandplain 
vegetation within the Reserve.  Therefore, the removal of 2.2ha equates to a local 
retention rate of 99%.  If you were to also include the existing WWTP and the removal 
of the additional 2.2ha the retention rate still equates to 99%.  This impact is therefore 
not considered to be regionally or locally significant and as such no management 
response has been identified.  

The descriptions and mapping of vegetation by Beard (1976a, 1976b), Payne et al. 
(1987) and Spencer et al. (1987) suggest that the Acacia ramulosa and Acacia 
tetragonophylla associations of the WWTP extension study area, or variations of them 
richer in species, are well-represented on Peron Peninsula and on parts of the mainland 
to the east and southeast of the peninsula (Weston 2002).   

 

An expansion and upgrading of the existing WWTP is also proposed, which occurs 
within the Red Sandplain vegetation located approximately 700m south of the existing 
resort.  An area of  2.2ha of Red Sandplain vegetation in degraded to good condition will 
require clearing for the expanded WWTP. 

Red Sandplain Vegetation 
 

This will leave a balance of 26.6ha of White Coastal Sandplain vegetation in very good 
condition within the immediate Monkey Mia locality.  This equates to a local retention 
rate of 83%.  On a regional level, approximately 148ha of White Coastal Sandplain 
vegetation has been identified. The removal of 5.4ha still provides a regional retention 
rate of 96.4%. This impact is therefore not considered locally or regionally significant 
and as such, currently no management response has been identified. 
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A marked concentration of Grasswrens around the existing resort was observed, the 
reasoning for this is probably due to the Grasswrens being attracted to the insects that 
accumulate on vehicles and around lights, however the birds did not venture more than 
about 10m from dense, natural vegetation (Bamford, 2003).  Therefore, given the 
abundance of Grasswrens around the existing development, it is possible that through the 
retention and creation of suitable vegetation around and within the new development, 
Grasswren numbers may increase on the site (Bamford, 2003).   

 

The impact of the proposed developments on the Grasswrens may be lessened by the 
retention of native vegetation, particularly large acacias, which is planned as a buffer 
along the Denham to Monkey Mia Road.  Retention of this vegetation along the road 
would protect part of the territory of the group of Grasswrens that is likely to be 
displaced by the development (Bamford, 2003).   

 

Bamford (2003) found that Grasswren numbers were low in the resort expansion and 
proposed staff accommodation areas with only one group (of 14 recorded in the region) 
largely restricted to the development area, and a second group partly within this area.  
Bamford considers that this second group could probably adjust its territory to 
accommodate the development, especially as it is planned to retain native vegetation 
alongside the Denham-Monkey Mia Road.  The group whose territory greatly overlaps 
the development, however, will be displaced.  Young Grasswrens have been recorded 
moving distances of up to 400m (Brooker, 1998), so it is likely that the affected group 
could adjust its territory, but this could force them into the territories of other pairs.  
Therefore, there is the possibility that this group of Grasswrens may be broken up and 
the territory lost. 

 

Also in conjunction with CALM, there is the potential for the provision of signage and 
other educational materials to both resort guests and day visitors, informing them of the 
important conservation status of the Grasswren. 

 

If necessary, there is the potential to relocate all six individual Grasswrens found within 
the development area, in close partnership with CALM.   

 

Careful monitoring of the population, in conjunction with specifically scheduling 
clearing activities so that they are conducted well after the completion of nesting when 
the fledglings have left their nests may allow individuals to be protected. 
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7.2.2 Marine Biodiversity 

 

Recreational fishing management is based on estimates of sustainable yield with 
reference to total population and biomass, reproductive and growth cycles, size 
indicators and fishing effort.  Fish populations and species are protected by the 
application of size restrictions, gear restrictions, seasonal closures and catch limits.  
Daily and trip based catch criteria referring to species types and size are applied to 
individual fishers, boats and groups of fishers under legislation administered by the 
Department of Fisheries. 

 

Extension of the resort has no relationship with commercial fishing or boat traffic and 
this is managed in accordance with World Heritage area requirements through separate 
agencies. 

• Propeller damage. 
 

Risk to marine habitats derives from two principle activities; 

• Boat traffic. 
 

Risk to the marine ecosystem biodiversity of the area derives from three principle 
activities: 

 
7.2.2.1 Marine Ecosystem Biodiversity 
 

The loss of these individuals may be considered a significant impact in the local context. 
The loss of these individuals in a regional context is not considered significant, as the 
Peron Peninsula is estimated to support a population of Grasswrens in excess of 10,000.  

 
No other terrestrial fauna are expected to be significantly impacted. 
 

In relation to foraging, the other ground-dwelling bird species do not seem to have 
benefited from the existing resort to the same extent as the Grasswrens, and therefore 
may be more adversely affected by the proposed developments than them (Bamford 
2003).  Retention and creation of native vegetation within the development may also 
benefit these other species and to some extent compensate for the loss of habitat. 

Other Terrestrial Fauna 
 

• Anchor damage; and 

• Recreational fishing; and 
• Commercial fishing; 
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The Monkey Mia Resort is located on a broad area of supra-tidal Holocene sand that 
extends into a narrow intertidal and shallow subtidal sand flat sloping steeply into 

Seagrass Meadows 
 
7.2.2.3 Marine Flora 
 

Management responses which will help minimise these impacts include an increased 
presence of CALM rangers on the beach, and boating education by the Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure in conjunction with the Resort.  

(b) The impact of increased boating activities offshore of the resort upon marine 
mammals.  Increased boating activities will increase the possibility of boat strikes 
upon marine mammals.  

 

 

The predicted increase in tourist numbers and average length of stay associated with the 
increase in the size of the resort could potentially impact upon marine mammals found 
within the area.  This impact may be twofold: 

Marine Mammals 
 
7.2.2.2 Marine Fauna 
 

The resort operator can cooperate and assist in the management of recreational fisheries 
by promoting information on bag and size limits, species protection, gear restrictions, 
seasonal and area closures, and catch and release practices in consultation with the 
Department of Fisheries. 

 

However, it is reasonable to propose that the capacity of the resort operator to inspect 
and regulate recreational fishing facilitated by the focussing of the launching and more 
particularly the recovery of fishing boats into a single area.  Education of recreational 
fishers in regard to bag limits is also assisted by the availability and function of a 
centralised accommodation area where technical materials regarding fisheries 
management can be effectively disseminated to the intended recipients. 

 

The Department of Fisheries is responsible for the management of Western Australia’s 
fisheries and it is not within the capacity of the resort operator to regulate or control the 
recreational fishing activity of those who launch their craft at Monkey Mia. 

(a) The impact of additional people on the beach upon dolphins during their feeding 
times, and during other times of the day.  This increase in visitors may require the 
presence of CALM rangers patrolling the beach from dawn until dusk. 
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7.3.1 Setbacks 

The proposed expansion of the resort is within the 100m guideline setback recommended 
by the State Coastal Planning Strategy, with setbacks from the permanent vegetation line 
of around 25m to follow the existing line of development.  However, a reduced setback 
is considered critical to the success of the resort for the special purpose of optimising 
visitor enjoyment.  With over 1500km of mostly protected coastline contained in the 
Shark Bay World Heritage Area, a reduction of setback along the beach for a distance of 
just over 100m is not considered a significant impact.  

 

Therefore, an investigation to determine the vulnerability of the development to storm 
surge and the environmental consequences of undertaking protective works will be 
undertaken as part of the PER. 

 

However, dynamic coastal processes such as natural fluctuations in sea level and climate, 
climate change, storm events and shoreline changes, need to be considered when 
determining a sustainable setback for development.   

 

 

Beyond the sandy sill to the north of Monkey Mia the water is deeper and the seabed is 
characterised by bare muddy sands.  The shallow bank on the north of the channel of 
deeper water supports high-density seagrass meadows. 

 

approximately 5m water depth.  Recent terrestrial deposits of Holocene sands to the west 
and south of Monkey Mia are much narrower.  In these areas, narrow beaches are fronted 
by broad intertidal and shallow subtidal sand flats.  The western sand flat extends to the 
steep break of slope, while the southern flats slope gradually into shallow subtidal sand 
flats and seagrass meadows. 

The seagrass meadows are dominated by Amphibolis antartica, a southern Australian 
species.  Other species in the area include Halodule uninervis and Halophila spinulosa.   

 

 
7.3 Coastal Processes 
 
 

Taking into consideration that the seagrass meadows are not located within close 
proximity of the resort it is considered unlikely that they will be impacted on. 
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7.4.1 Building Design 

7.3.2 Foreshore Protection 

It is considered that any future two storey development will not negatively impact on the 
appearance of the Resort in context with the surrounding area.  Furthermore, two storey 
development will be well distributed throughout the resort, rather than being 
concentrated in one location, which will provide for diversity and interest and make the 

 

Allowing a limited two storey component within the Resort will ensure that development 
will be in context with the existing CALM building which is 8 metres above ground 
level and the prevailing height of trees within the Resort which have grown to 
approximately 9 metres. 

Two Storey Development 
 

Although the existing buildings in Monkey Mia do not have a unifying character, it is 
intended that the expansion of the resort will introduce a consistent architectural style.  
The buildings will have a simplistic but contemporary design.  Colours used will be 
earthy and blend well with the natural landscape surrounding the Resort.   

 

The existing development at Monkey Mia has been constructed as single storey buildings 
which generally fit in well with the landscape.  The view of the resort from the approach 
road is minimal and does not impact on the appearance of the area.   

 

 
7.4 Landscape Values and Visual Amenity 
 
 

CALM estimates that 95% of the visitation at Monkey Mia occurs on the beach front and 
the foreshore dunes.  Formalised access points from the development to the beach and 
the extension of the existing boardwalk are planned in order to minimise the risk of 
erosion of the dunes.  The locations for these access points will be detailed further in a 
Foreshore Management Plan, which will be prepared for the foreshore area adjacent to 
the proposed extension of the resort. 

 

Potential impacts of uncontrolled access through the foreshore environment include 
trampling of vegetation supporting the foreshore dunes, which in turn increases the 
erosion of the dunes and results in the need for rehabilitation of the areas.   
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7.5.1 Marine Water Quality 

7.4.2 Construction 

Conventional earth-working machinery will be used for the necessary resort expansion 
construction activities.  There is the potential for construction activities to impact on the 
landscape values for the area, such as use of red sandplain for fill over the white 
sandplain areas as well as potential impacts of construction activities on the surrounding 
environment and visual amenity.  This will be discussed in further detail as part of the 
PER.   

 

Stormwater runoff is another potential source of contaminants to the marine 
environment.  Runoff from small rainfall events may be managed by soil infiltration. 
However, occasional high volumes of rainfall, such as those which can occur during 

 

The effluent treatment system for the proposed extension to the resort has been designed 
to minimise any possible impacts to the marine environment.  The extension area will be 
serviced by a reticulated sewerage system.  Sewage and other waste water generated at 
the resort area are to be transferred by underground pipeline to the expanded treatment 
system located some 625m to the south. 

 

The principle risk to marine water quality posed by the resort extension derives from 
sewerage and effluent disposal.  Should insufficiently treated effluent reach the marine 
system it could cause eutrophication and contamination of near-shore waters and 
sediments with pathogens.  Any resultant decline in water quality could trigger a decline 
in ecosystem structure. 

 

 

best use of available land within the existing lease area and minimise visual impact, both 
from the ocean and from the entry road to the Resort. 

 
7.5 Waste Management 
 
 

Furthermore, a Construction Management Plan will be developed and implemented in 
accordance with Shire approval of the development.  Every effort will be made to 
minimise the potential impacts of the construction activities upon the surrounding 
environment and visual amenity by the erection of fencing, appropriate storage facilities 
and locations, and the containment of all earthworks off the beach.   
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7.5.3 Drainage Management 

7.5.2 Waste Water Treatment 

 

Stormwater treatment strategies for the proposed resort will involve disposal using Best 
Management Practices and Water Sensitive Urban Design.  A Drainage Management 
Plan will be prepared which will aim at preserving or enhancing the quality of 
stormwater runoff and reducing the quantity and frequency of stormwater runoff thereby 
reducing the potential for erosion, local flooding and contaminant discharge. 

 

Impacts upon ground-water and marine water quality of the surrounding area are not 
expected due to effective waste water treatment.  All effluent from the expanded resort 
will be directed to an expanded and upgraded WWTP, utilising an evaporation pond, and 
located approximately 0.6 km inland on elevated ground.  No impacts upon groundwater 
or marine water quality are expected as the evaporation ponds amount to a zero 
discharge outcome. 

 

 

As part of the assessment, management strategies to ensure that marine water quality is 
not adversely impacted on will be provided in the PER. 

 

Another risk to marine water quality comes from boating activities, in particular the re-
fuelling of vessels from the jetty.  Refuelling generally occurs at an ad-hoc basis with 
rudimentary equipment.  Diesel spills have occurred in the past and caused slicks over 
the adjacent Dolphin Interaction Area.   

 

The stormwater runoff from the resort facility that could occur during cyclonic rains 
would contain elevated levels of sediments and other suspended solids.  The increase in 
local turbidity is expected to be within the natural range. 

 

cyclonic events, may require stormwater from the resort to be discharged directly into 
the adjacent marine environment. 

 

As part of the assessment, detailed information will be provided in the PER on the 
potential impacts associated with the proposed upgrade of the WWTP and the 
management measures proposed. 
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7.6.1 World Heritage 

7.5.4 Nutrient Application and Irrigation 

Shark Bay was inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1991.  The Shark Bay World 
Heritage Area is about 250 kilometres long and 130 kilometres wide covering an area of 
approximately 22,000km2, 66% of this area is a marine environment and contains about 
1500km of coastline (CALM, 1998). 

 

 
7.6 Heritage 
 
 

A nutrient application regime will be developed in a Nutrient and Irrigation Management 
Plan (NIMP) to the satisfaction of the Shire of Shark Bay prior to commencement of 
landscaping.  The aim of the NIMP will be to minimise the amount of fertiliser and water 
required to establish and maintain landscape plantings. 

 

With an increase in resort area, there will be an increase in the amount of landscaped and 
grassed areas.  Given the sandy nature of the soil, landscape plantings will require inputs 
of both water and fertiliser to become established. 

 

 

The resort expansion may impact upon the final universal value, with regard to the 
potential impact upon the Thick-Billed Grasswren (see Section 6.1.2). 

• Containing the most important and significant habitats where threatened species 
of plants and animals of outstanding universal value from the point of view of 
science and conservation still survive (Environment Australia, 2001). 

 

 

It is one of the few World Heritage properties inscribed for all four outstanding natural 
universal values: 

 

• Containing unique, rare or superlative natural phenomena, formations or features 
of exceptional natural beauty; and 

• As an outstanding example representing significant ongoing geological 
processes, biological evolution and man’s interaction with the environment;  

• As an outstanding example representing the major stages in earth’s evolutionary 
history; 
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The Draft Strategic Plan for the Shark Bay World Heritage Property (CALM, 1998) 
details the specific objectives, strategies and actions that address the protection, 
conservation and presentation requirements of the Shark Bay World Heritage Property as 
required by the World Heritage Convention. Some of the objectives, strategies and 
actions that can be applied to this proposal are: 

• Involving the local community in the planning and management of the property. 
 

Australia’s primary management objectives for World Heritage Properties derived from 
the general obligations under the World Heritage Convention are to: 

Primary Management Objectives 

In achieving these primary objectives, due regard is given to (CALM, 1998): 

 

• Evaluate, monitor, and control through appropriate regulations, point sources of 
nutrient inputs into the marine and groundwater environments of the World 
Heritage Property; 

• Seek through effective consultation, the appropriate assessment of the impact of 
the activities or developments proposed to occur within or adjacent to World 
Heritage Property; 

• Develop and implement effective management arrangements in order to maintain 
the integrity of World Heritage values, and the overall integrity of the World 
Heritage Property; 

• Recognising the role of current management agencies in the protection of the 
property’s value; and 

• Allowing the provision for use of the property which does not threaten the World 
Heritage values and integrity; 

• Ensuring the provision of essential services to communities within and adjacent 
to the property; 

 

• Take appropriate scientific, technical, legal, administrative, and financial 
measures necessary for achieving these foregoing objectives. 

 

• Keep the community broadly informed about the condition of the World Heritage 
Values of the property; and 

• Strengthen appreciation and respect of the property’s World Heritage values of 
the property; 

• Give the property a function of life of the Australian community; 
• Integrate the protection of the property into a comprehensive planning program; 
• Protect, conserve and present the World Heritage Values of the property; 
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7.6.2 Aboriginal Heritage  

 

The Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 defines Aboriginal sites and provides for the 
preservation of places and objects customarily used by or traditionally important to 
Aborigines, and prohibits the concealment, destruction or alteration of any Aboriginal 
sites.   

 

 

As part of the PER, the above objectives, strategies and actions will be addressed along 
with the development of management strategies to maintain the integrity of the World 
Heritage Property in the local area. 

• Provide information that increases community knowledge about the World 
Heritage property and encourages support for the protection of World Heritage 
sites. 

 

• Improve land and marine access in a manner which provides opportunities for the 
community to experience and appreciate World Heritage values whilst 
minimising adverse impacts; and 

• Apply, where appropriate, the annual monitoring of environmental impacts as a 
condition of approval for tourism activities in the World Heritage property; 

• Through effective management avoid, or minimise, the adverse impact of nature 
based tourism on the integrity of World Heritage values or the overall integrity of 
the property; 

• Encourage residents and visitors to enjoy and appreciate the values of Shark Bay 
by providing for diverse and sustainable recreational activities that do not 
adversely impact on the World Heritage Values or overall integrity of the 
property; 

• Maintain, and where appropriate, restore and enhance the integrity of visual 
seascape and landscape values of the World Heritage Property; 

• Maintain, and where possible enhance, the integrity of formations and landforms 
of World Heritage Value; 

• Through collaboration, ensure human-induced disturbances to the integrity of 
World Heritage values are minimised; 

• Minimise the impact of introduced plants and animals on World Heritage Values 
and the integrity of the World Heritage Property; 

• Review and upgrade, where appropriate, existing sewage treatment and assess 
proposals for new developments to ensure that World Heritage Values will not be 
adversely impacted by disposal of effluent; 
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7.6.3 Native Title 
 

Obligations and responsibilities towards sites are outlined in several sections of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.  In the event that an Aboriginal site, artefact or other 
material is uncovered, it is the responsibility of the developer to immediately cease work 
in the area and contact the DIA.  

 

The DIA recommends that prior to development or activity a suitably qualified 
consultant should conduct ethnographic and archaeological surveys of the area.  In this 
case given two aboriginal heritage surveys have already been conducted over the 
proposed resort extension area, any future surveys will concentrate on searching around 
the proposed WWTP site prior to construction. 

The Malgana People’s Native Title claim over the area has been determined and 
agreement reached with Monkey Mia Dolphin Resort. Whilst native title and heritage 
issues are separate legislatively, there is a considerable overlap, especially in the opinion 
of Aboriginal Groups. In particular, the evidence of past occupation provided by the 
presence of sites is seen to reinforce claims for native title rights.  

 

It is possible that sites that have not yet been entered on the Register system may exist, 
particularly in the proposed WWTP area where past aboriginal heritage surveys do not 
appear to have been conducted.  The Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 protects all sites in 
WA whether they are known to the DIA or not.  

 

 

“A number of burials have previously been recorded in the Shark Bay Area. Burials are 
known on many parts of the Western Australian Coast and are most often found in 
Holocene dunes adjacent to the coast. In this context it is considered possible that burial 
material may well be present in the white calcareous dunes or on the red dune hill.  It is 
recommended that further consultation with Aboriginal people should take place” 
(Morse, 1997).  

 

Morse (1997) made the following recommendation in light of concerns raised by the 
Yadgalah Aboriginal Corporation:  

 

The two previous aboriginal heritage surveys in the area and a search of the Department 
of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) Aboriginal Sites Register indicates that there are at least six 
sites recorded in the near vicinity of the resort but none within the area proposed to be 
developed. 
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Following from the identification of relevant environmental issues and consideration of 
management responses, the following issues and factors are considered to be relevant to 
this proposal:  

 
8.1 Environmental Issues and Factors 
 
 
8.0  ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, FACTORS AND SCOPE OF WORKS 

 

Should any additional environmental issues and/or factors arise during the consultation 
programme and environmental investigations, they shall be included and addressed in the 
final table submitted to the EPA in the PER.   

 
8.2 Additional Environmental Issues and/or Factors 
 
 

Table 4 relates these environmental issues and factors with the proposed scope of 
investigations:  

• Carrying Capacity 

• Biodiversity 
o Terrestrial flora 
o Terrestrial fauna 
o Marine fauna 
o Marine flora 

• Coastal Processes 

• Landscape Values and Visual Amenity 

• Waste Management 
o Marine Water Quality 
o Waste Water Treatment 

• Heritage 
o World Heritage 
o Aboriginal heritage and culture 
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• Development of management review and feedback procedures.  
 
 

• Development of corrective and preventative procedures; and  

• Development of performance monitoring and measurement procedures on the key 
features of the proposal which may have an impact on the environment; 

• Development of communication procedures to staff, visitors, members of the 
community and government officers, and communicating relevant procedures and 
requirements to suppliers and contractors; 

• Training, including induction, in environmental management procedures; 

• Creation of appropriate management structures and responsibilities including human, 
equipment and financial resources; 

• Setting of appropriate objectives and targets, including responsibility for achieving 
these a time frame in which they are to be achieved; 

• Environmental Management Program with specific plans to address the 
environmental impacts – these would include a Foreshore Management Plan, 
Drainage Management Plan, Nutrient and Irrigation Management Plan; and 
Construction Management Plan. 

• Environmental review of the potential environmental impacts; 

• Environmental policies specific to the proposed resort and WWTP facilities and 
corporate commitment to it; 

In accordance with the Australia/New Zealand Standard ISO 14000 an EMS will be 
developed, prior to construction, by the proponent for this project.  The following is to be 
included in the EMS: 

8.3 Environmental Management System 
 
EPA’s Guidance Statement No. 43 indicates that where appropriate, the proponent 
should demonstrate that there is in place an Environmental Management System (EMS) 
which includes the following elements: 
• An environmental policy and commitment to it; 
• Mechanisms and processes to ensure: 

o Measurement and evaluation of environmental performance; and 
• Review and improvement of environmental outcomes.  
 

o Planning to meet environmental requirements; 
o Implementation and operation of actions to meet environmental performance; 

and 
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Table 4 – Relevant Environmental Issues and Factors and Proposed Scope of Work 
 

Environmental 
Issue 

Environmental 
Factor 

Relevant Area Environmental 
Objective 

Potential Impacts Work Required Potential 
Management  

Carrying Capacity 
 

 Resort and surrounding 
environment.  

To ensure the 
sustainable ecological 
and recreational 
carrying capacity of the 
local and regional 
environment is not 
exceeded by the 
expansion of the 
Monkey Mia Dolphin 
Resort. 

Potential increase in 
recreational fishing 
pressure 
 
Potential increase in 
water based activities, 
such as ocean sail 
cruising, boating, etc. 
 
Potential increase in 
visitor numbers to 
other attractions within 
the region such as, the 
stromatolites, Shell 
Beach, Steep Point, Big 
Lagoon and Francois 
Peron National Park 
 
Potential for impact on 
the general experience 
values associated with 
a visit to Monkey Mia 
 

Consultation with the 
Department of Fisheries, 
CALM, DPI to gain 
information on the current 
use of Monkey Mia and it’s 
surrounding attractions in 
order to assess the potential 
impacts on carrying 
capacity. 
 
Surveys undertaken at the 
resort to identify and 
extrapolate the kind of 
activities that are pursued by 
resort guests during their 
stay at the Monkey Mia and 
the potential impacts that 
would arise due to an 
increase in the number of 
resort guests as well as the 
length of their visit 

Identification of 
appropriate 
management 
measures in 
consultation with 
Department of 
Fisheries, CALM and 
DPI. 
 
 

Biodiversity Terrestrial Flora Resort expansion area 
 
Staff accommodation area 
 
WWTP expansion area 

To minimise the impact 
upon the abundance, 
diversity, geographic 
distribution and 
productivity of flora at 
a species and ecosystem 
level through the 

Loss of 5.4ha of White 
Coastal Sandplain 
Vegetation. 
 
Loss of 2.2ha of Red 
Sandplain Vegetation 

Studies by appropriately 
trained and experienced 
persons to identify the 
diversity, distribution and 
condition of the existing 
vegetation which may be 
directly or indirectly 

Removal of 
vegetation to be kept 
to an absolute 
minimum. 
Restoration of areas 
impacted by 
construction. 
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tal Environmental 
Factor 

Relevant Area Environmental 
Objective 

Potential Impacts Work Required Potential 
Management  

Environmen
Issue 

avoidance or 
management of adverse 
impacts and 
improvement in 
knowledge. 

impacted by the proposal. 

 Terrestrial Fauna Resort expansion area 
 
Staff accommodation area 
 
WWTP expansion area 

To minimise the impact 
upon the abundance, 
diversity, geographic 
distribution and 
productivity of 
terrestrial fauna at a 
species and ecosystem 
level through the 
avoidance or 
management of adverse 
impacts and 
improvement in 
knowledge. 

Loss of territory for 
two groups of Thick-
Billed Grasswrens. 

Document studies by 
appropriately trained and 
experienced persons that 
identify Grasswren 
territories within the resort 
expansion area, and 
determine the regional 
significance of the potential 
impacts of the loss of habitat 
on the Grasswrens. 
 

Relocation of birds 
within resort 
expansion area to 
surrounding area. 
 
Removal of 
vegetation to be kept 
to an absolute 
minimum. 

 Marine Fauna Within the marine 
environment surrounding 
the resort 

To minimise the impact 
upon the abundance, 
diversity, geographic 
distribution and 
productivity of marine 
fauna at a species and 
ecosystem level through 
the avoidance or 
management of adverse 
impacts and 
improvement in 
knowledge. 

Increase in visitors to 
Monkey Mia may 
impact upon marine 
mammals eg. increased 
pressure on dolphins 
during feeding times 
and potential increase 
in boats and therefore  
boating collisions with 
mammals. 
 
Increase in visitors may 
impact upon fish stocks 
in surrounding waters. 

Studies by appropriately 
trained and experienced 
persons to determine 
whether marine mammals 
are likely to be impacted by 
the resort expansion  
 

Increased presence of 
CALM rangers on the 
beach. 
 
Education for 
recreational fishers 
and boat users 
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tal Environmental 
Factor 

Relevant Area Environmental 
Objective 

Potential Impacts Work Required Potential 
Management  

Environmen
Issue 

Coastal Processes  
 
 
 
 

Coastline immediately 
adjacent to the resort 

To maintain the 
integrity, ecological 
functions and 
environmental values of 
the landform and coast. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Increase in visitors may 
cause erosion in coastal 
dunes. 
 
Development is 
planned inside the 
100m coastal setback.  

Determine the potential 
impact of increased visitors 
upon the coastal dune 
environment. 
 
Determine the vulnerability 
of the development to storm 
surge and the environmental 
consequences of undertaking 
protective works will be 
undertaken as part of the 
PER 
 

Provision of 
formalised beach 
access routes. 
 
Development and 
implementation of a 
Foreshore 
Management Plan 
prior to construction. 
 

Landscape Values 
and Visual 
Amenity 

 
 

Resort expansion area 
 
Staff accommodation area 
 
WWTP expansion area 

Ensure that the visual 
amenity of an area is 
not unacceptably 
affected by 
development and land 
use change. 

Potential for 
construction activities 
and future development 
to impact on visual 
amenity. 

Determine the potential 
impacts on visual amenity. 

Development and 
implementation of a 
Construction 
Management Plan 
prior to construction. 

Waste 
Management 

Water Quality Local hydrological zone 
and surrounding marine 
water 

To ensure that 
emissions do not 
adversely affect the 
environment or health, 
welfare and amenity of 
people and nearby land 
uses by meeting 
statutory requirements 
and acceptable 
standards. 

Increased levels of 
waste water, nutrients, 
irrigation and 
stormwater run-off 
may impact upon 
groundwater and 
marine water quality of 
the surrounding area. 

Describe how groundwater 
and marine water quality 
will be directly or indirectly 
impacted by the proposal. 
 
 

Development and 
implementation of 
Drainage 
Management Plan 
and Nutrient and 
Irrigation 
Management Plan. 
prior to construction. 
 
Develop management 
measures required for 
the expansion of the 
WWTP. 



Monkey Mia Resort Expansion – Environmental Scoping Document  Page No.    
  
 
 

 BOWMAN BISHAW GORHAM 

36 

tal Environmental 
Factor 

Relevant Area Environmental 
Objective 

Potential Impacts Work Required Potential 
Management  

Environmen
Issue 

Heritage and 
Culture 

World Heritage  Shark Bay World Heritage 
Area 

To ensure that changes 
to the biophysical 
environment resulting 
from the proposal do 
not affect the area’s 
status as a World 
Heritage Area. 
 

Loss of territory for 
two groups of Thick-
Billed Grasswrens 
(Universal Value for 
WHA). 

Determine potential impacts 
on the values of the World 
Heritage Area in the context 
of the objectives of 
Australia’s management 
objectives for World 
Heritage Properties and the 
Draft Strategic Plan for the 
Shark Bay World Heritage 
Property. 

Strengthen 
knowledge and 
appreciation of World 
Heritage Values. 
 
Develop management 
strategies to maintain 
integrity of World 
Heritage Property in 
local area. 

 Aboriginal 
Heritage and 
Culture 

Resort expansion area 
 
Staff accommodation area 
 
WWTP expansion area 

To ensure that changes 
to the biophysical 
environment resulting 
from the proposal do 
not affect historical and 
cultural associations 
within the area and 
comply with relevant 
heritage legislation. 

Development may 
impact upon 
Aboriginal Heritage 
Sites. 

Establish whether any sites 
of Aboriginal archaeological 
and/or ethnographic 
significance may be 
impacted. This should be 
done in consultation with 
local Aboriginal 
communities and native title 
claimants. 

Protection of 
identified sites. 
 
Contact DIA if any 
new sites are found. 
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9.0 APPLICABLE LEGISLATION 
 
 
9.1 Environmental Protection Act 1986 
 
For large projects that may have a significant impact on the environment, proposals may 
be required to progress through both the Part IV and V provisions (in that order) of the 
Act.  To determine whether a proposal is likely to have a significant impact on the 
environment an adequate level of information needs to be provided on both the proposal 
and the surrounding environment. 
 
Section 38 of the Act requires that any proposal that may have a significant impact on 
the environment will be referred to the EPA for assessment. The Act and the associated 
EIA (Part IV Div 1) Administrative Procedures 2002 form the process to be undertaken 
within the PER. 
 
The licence, works approval and registration provisions of Part V of the Act relate to 
pollution prevention measures that are assessed by the DoE and result in legally binding 
conditions being set by the DoE.  The Regional Operations Division administers this 
process for the DoE. 
 
In relation to the proposed upgrading of the existing WWTP, a new works approval and 
licence will need to be applied for under Part V of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986.  Sections 54 and 57 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 sets out the manner 
in which an application for a Works Approval and Licence, is to be submitted.   
 
 
9.2 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
 
Under the assessment and approvals provisions of the Act, actions that are likely to have 
a significant impact on a matter of national significance are subject to an assessment and 
approvals process.  Given that Monkey Mia is located within a World Heritage Area, the 
proposal required referral to the Commonwealth environmental agency Environment 
Australia for assessment.   
 
The proposal has now been considered under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Act 1999 and has been determined to be ‘not a controlled action’.  A copy 
of the letter and Determination notice is attached (see Appendix A). 
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9.3 Town Planning and Development Act 1928 
 
The Town Planning and Development Act 1928 relates to the planning and development 
of land for urban, suburban and rural purposes.  Provided that the Shire of Shark Bay’s 
Town Planning Scheme Amendment No. 45 is endorsed by the WAPC, the proposed 
development is in accordance with the relevant Planning Schemes   
 
 
9.4 Land Administration Act 1997 
 
The Land Administration Act 1997 codifies all processes relating to Crown land surveys, 
reserving Crown land for a specific purpose, and the sale or transfer of Crown land into 
the freehold.   
 
 
9.5 Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
 
The Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 defines Aboriginal sites and provides for the 
preservation of places and objects customarily used by or traditionally important to 
Aborigines, and prohibits the concealment, destruction or alteration of any Aboriginal 
sites.   
 
Obligations and responsibilities towards sites are outlined in several sections of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.  In the event that an Aboriginal site, artefact or other 
material is uncovered, it is the responsibility of the developer to immediately cease work 
in the area and contact the Department of Indigenous Affairs.  
 
 
9.6 Native Title Act 1993 
 
The Native Title Act 1993 is part of the Commonwealth's response to the High Court's 
decision in Mabo v Queensland (No. 2).  The Act adopts the common law definition of 
'native title'.  'Native title' is defined as the rights and interests that are possessed under 
the traditional laws and customs of Aboriginal peoples and Torres Strait Islanders in 
land and waters, and that are recognised by the common law. 
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9.7 Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 
 
State laws governing flora conservation are contained in the Wildlife Conservation Act 
1950 and its Regulations, which are administered by the Department of Conservation 
and Land Management.  Under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950, the Minister for the 
Environment may declare species of protected flora to be "Rare Flora" if they are 
considered to be in danger of extinction, rare or otherwise in need of special protection.  
Such species are referred to as Threatened Flora, and receive special management 
attention by the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  
 
Those species listed as declared rare flora may not be taken without the specific written 
approval of the Minister for the Environment.  This prohibition applies equally to both 
Crown and private land; to licensed and unlicensed persons; and to the owners and 
occupiers of land on which rare flora is found.  
 
 
9.8 Fish Resources Management Act 1994 
 
Western Australian fisheries are managed in accordance with the provisions of the Fish 
Resources Management Act 1994.  The main objective of the Act is to conserve, develop 
and share the fish resources of the State for the benefit of present and future generations. 
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10.0 COMMUNITY AND OTHER STAKEHODER CONSULTATION 
PROGRAMME 

 
 
During the preparation of the PER and supporting documentation, Bowman Bishaw 
Gorham will undertake consultation with the following stakeholders: 

• Shark Bay World Heritage Property Scientific Advisory and Community 
Consultative Committees 

• Department for Planning and Infrastructure (including Maritime Division and section 
which use to be within DOLA) 

• Department of Conservation and Land Management 

• Department of Environment 

• Department of Fisheries 

• Department of Indigenous Affairs 

• Shire of Shark Bay 
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11.0 PROJECT AND ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE 
 
 
The following is an estimated schedule for the PER: 
 
Referral of Proposal to EPA  September 2002 
 
Setting of level of assessment and advertising by EPA 7 October 2002 
 
Closing date for 2 week appeal period 21 October 2002 
 
No appeals - Submission of draft Environmental Scoping   May 2003 
Document (ESD) to EPASU  
 
Comments from EPASU on draft ESD September 2003 
 
Submission of Final ESD to EPASU November 2003 
 
Scoping document presented to EPA for endorsement January 2004 
 
Preparation of draft PER document Dec – Jan 2004 
 
Review of draft by client/agencies January 2004 
 
Additional studies required completed and revised draft February 2004 
issued 
 
Finalise PER and submit formally to EPA  March 2004 
 
Release of PER document for 4 week review April - May 2004 
 
Summary and response to issues raised in review June – July 2004 
 
EPA report to the Minister August 2004 
 
2 week appeal period September 2004 
 
(If appeals lodged add at least 2 months to the process) 
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If no appeals – issuing of approvals and conditions Aug – Sept 2004 
 
Note: This time sequence is an estimate only 
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12.0 STUDY TEAM 
 
 
Mr Martin Bowman –Director  
Martin Bowman is a founding director of Bowman Bishaw Gorham and has been 
practising as an environmental consultant in land development and management for 20 
years.  Martin completed a Bachelor of Environmental Science at Murdoch University in 
1982.  Martin will provide strategic advice to the PER investigations and assist in 
finalising the documentation. 
 
Mr Jeremy Fitzpatrick - Associate 

Jeremy Fitzpatrick will provide specialist advice on the potential impacts of the 
development upon the surrounding coastal and marine environment.  Jeremy is an 
Associate of BBG with twenty years professional experience in marine and coastal 
management and planning.  Jeremy completed a Bachelor of Science with Honours in 
Zoology at the University of Western Australia in 1987.  Prior to joining Bowman 
Bishaw Gorham, Jeremy worked as a Marine Ecologist with the CSIRO Division of 
Fisheries. 
 
Dr Ivan McLeod – Senior Environmental Scientist 
Ivan McLeod is a Senior Environmental Scientist with Bowman Bishaw Gorham. Ivan 
has over 13 years experience as a researcher, project manager and environmental 
consultant. Ivan has a Honours degree in Agricultural Science, B.Rur.Sc (Hons), and a 
PhD in science, both from the University of New England.  Ivan specialises in land 
development and natural resource management issues, environmental impact 
assessments, and providing strategic advice on environmental issues.  He will be a key 
author of the PER. 
 
Ms Kathy Choo - Senior Environmental Scientist 
Kathy Choo will provide information acquisition and collation skills to the project, and 
will be the key author of the PER document. Kathy will also be responsible for the day-
to-day management of the PER process and will be the key contact for the EPA. Kathy 
completed a Bachelor of Environmental Science at Murdoch University in 1998.  Kathy 
was previously an Environmental Officer within the Planning Assessments Branch of 
the EPA Service Unit prior to joining Bowman Bishaw Gorham, and has extensive 
knowledge in environmental impact assessment in a wide range of environmental 
factors.   
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Mr Patrick Hollingworth – Environmental Scientist 
Patrick Hollingworth will also provide information acquisition and collation skills to the 
project, and will assist in the production of the PER document.  Patrick completed a 
Bachelor of Science with Honours in Ocean and Coastal Management at the University 
of Western Australia in 1999. Patrick was previously a Bush Forever Project Officer 
within the Environmental Planning Branch of the Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure prior to joining Bowman Bishaw Gorham. 
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