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Summary and recommendations 
Sandbourne Holdings Pty Ltd proposes to subdivide Lots 300-303 and 14 & 15 
Beringarra Avenue, Malaga into 67 industrial lots. 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 (EP Act) requires the EPA to 
report to the Minister for the Environment on the outcome of its assessment of a 
proposal.  The report must set out: 
• The key environmental factors identified in the course of the assessment; and 
• The EPA’s recommendations as to whether or not the proposal may be 

implemented and, if the EPA recommends that implementation be allowed, the 
conditions and procedures to which implementation should be subject. 

 
The EPA may include in the report any other advice and recommendations as it sees 
fit. 
 
The EPA is also required to have regard for the principles set out in section 4A of the 
EP Act.  

Key environmental factors and principles 
The EPA decided that the key environmental factor relevant to the proposal requiring 
detailed evaluation in the report is: 

(a) Wetlands - the impact on the ecological functions and values of the 
Conservation Category Wetland (CCW) and its vegetation, largely contained 
within the boundaries of the subject land. 

 
There were a number of other factors which were very relevant to the proposal, but 
the EPA is of the view that the information set out in Appendix 3 provides sufficient 
evaluation. 
 
The following principles were considered by the EPA in relation to the proposal: 

(a) The precautionary principle; 

(b) The principle of intergenerational equity; and 

(c) The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity. 

 

Conclusion 
The EPA has considered the proposal to subdivide Lots 300-303 and 14 & 15 
Beringarra Avenue, Malaga.  The combined lots total an area of 11.6 hectares (ha) and 
would be subdivided into 67 industrial lots.  The proposal would result in the clearing 
of a CCW.  Because the CCW is a ‘critical asset’, the EPA has recommended that the 
proposal, as presented, should not be implemented.   
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The EPA is aware however, that in order to ensure that the environmental values of 
the CCW are guaranteed to be maintained into the future, the wetland would need to 
be managed for conservation.  This is unlikely to occur with its current zoning for 
industrial use and without a suitably willing management entity.  Therefore, while the 
EPA has considered the environmental impacts of the proposal as presented, and there 
are compelling environmental reasons why this CCW should be managed to retain the 
environmental values, the capacity for this wetland to be secured for conservation will 
need to be considered in the decision by the Minister for the Environment as to 
whether the proposal should be implemented.  The EPA has provided Other Advice in 
Section 5 of this report that there may be opportunities for the proposal to be 
reconfigured so that a portion of the site could be developed without significantly 
impacting the environmental values of the CCW and that this may assist in resolving 
how the values of the CCW can be secured into the future.   
 
If the CCW and its buffer cannot be secured for conservation, and if the Minister for 
the Environment is to consider an offset when making his decision as to whether the 
proposal can be implemented, the significant and important ecological attributes of 
this CCW should be recognised.   
 
The proponent, as part of developing its proposal, has explored options for developing 
a Wetland Mitigation Strategy as an offset for the impacts of the proposal.  The EPA 
notes that the proponent was not able to identify a wetland that could be readily 
secured into the conservation estate and has instead developed a framework for 
restoring a Resource Enhancement Wetland (REW) to a CCW.  The framework 
includes evaluating the existing condition of a wetland, identifying threats, 
development of restoration criteria, determining and implementing a program of 
restoration, monitoring and remedial works.  The approach taken by the proponent to 
detail and fully cost the works that would be required to restore a REW to a CCW 
provides a basis for determining a contribution by the proponent as an offset for its 
proposal being implemented.  Such a contribution could meet a broader objective of 
protecting or enhancing other areas with significant ecological attributes.  However, in 
making decisions about where offsets should be applied and how they are 
implemented there is value in ensuring that there is a robust and transparent process.  
The EPA is currently giving attention to these matters as part of the development of 
the Guidance Statement to support the EPA’s Position Statement on Environmental 
Offsets.   

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

1. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors and 
principles, as set out in Section 3; 

2. That the Minister notes that the CCW to be impacted is a ‘critical asset’ and 
therefore that the proposal as presented does not meet the EPA’s objective for 
wetlands and the EPA recommends that it should not be implemented; 

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; 
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4. That the Minister not issue a statement that the proposal may be implemented; and 

5. That the Minister notes the EPA’s Other Advice presented in Section 5 in relation 
to potential opportunities for the proposal to be reconfigured so that a portion of 
the site could be developed without significantly impacting the environmental 
values of the CCW.  
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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 and 
principles relevant to the proposal by Sandbourne Holdings Pty Ltd to subdivide Lots 
300-303 and 14 & 15 Beringarra Avenue, Malaga into 67 industrial lots. 
 
Implementation of the proposal would result in the clearing of a Conservation 
Category Wetland (CCW) within the Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.  The 
wetland contains remnant vegetation which ranges from “Excellent” to “Completely 
Degraded” condition.   
 
The proposal was originally referred by the Western Australian Planning Commission 
(WAPC) to the former Department of Environmental Protection (now Department of 
Environment and Conservation (DEC)) for advice in January 2001.  Following legal 
clarification that the proposal could be referred to the EPA for a decision as to 
whether or not to assess the proposal, the EPA subsequently decided to assess the 
proposal and set the level of assessment at Public Environmental Review (PER) in 
June 2002.  The scoping document was approved by the EPA in November 2002 and 
the PER was released for an eight week public review in March 2005.   
 
Further details of the proposal are presented in Section 2 of this report.  Section 3 
discusses the key environmental factors and principles for the proposal.  Conditions 
and Commitments are discussed in Section 4.  Section 5 provides Other Advice by the 
EPA, Section 6 presents the EPA’s Conclusions and Section 7, the EPA’s 
Recommendations. 
 
Appendix 5 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 
The proposal is the industrial subdivision of Lots 300-303 and 14 & 15 Beringarra 
Avenue, Malaga.  The lots total an area of 11.6 hectares (ha).  The proposal area is 
bounded by Victoria Road to the north, the proposed Hepburn Avenue extension to 
the east, Reid Highway to the south and an existing industrial estate to the west (see 
figure 1).  Lot 300, part of the proposed development, is separated from the other lots 
by a power line and includes the site of a former scrap metal yard.    
 
The combined lots are to be subdivided into 67 industrial lots (see figure 2).  This 
proposal is the final stage of the existing industrial estate.   
 
The proposal involves: 
• vegetation clearing; 
• earthworks (cut to fill); 
• construction of roads and installation of signs, mounted kerbing and lighting;  
• construction of drainage basins and drainage infrastructure; 
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• installation of all services (i.e. gas, water, electricity, telecommunications and 
sewer); and 

• landscaping. 
 
The subject land is zoned ‘Industrial’ in the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and 
is commensurately zoned in the City of Swan’s Town Planning Scheme (TPS) No. 9. 
 
Implementation of the proposal would result in the clearing of a CCW within the 
Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.   The remnant vegetation in the area 
ranges from “Excellent” to “Completely Degraded” condition (see figure 3).   
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below.  A detailed 
description of the proposal is provided in Section 2 of the PER (Cardno BSD, 2005a).  
 
Table 1:  Summary of key proposal characteristics 
 

Element Description 
Proposal 67 industrial lots 
Proposal Area 11.68 ha 
Area of disturbance Clearance of 4.95 ha of CCW 
Environmental Mitigation Implementation of proposed Wetland 

Mitigation Strategy 
 
The potential impacts of the proposal initially predicted by the proponent in the PER 
document (Cardno BSD, 2005a) and its proposed management are summarised in the 
Executive Summary of the proponent’s document. 

3. Key environmental factors and principles 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) 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. 
 
The identification process for the key factors selected for detailed evaluation in this 
report is summarised in Appendix 3.  The reader is referred to Appendix 3 for the 
evaluation of factors not discussed below.  A number of these factors, such as 
Vegetation and Flora and Fauna and Habitat, are very relevant to the proposal, but the 
EPA is of the view that the information set out in Appendix 3 provides sufficient 
evaluation. 
 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the key environmental factor for the proposal requiring 
detailed evaluation in this report is: 

(a) Wetlands – the impact on the ecological functions and values of the CCW and 
its vegetation, largely contained within the boundaries of the subject land. 

 
The above key factor was 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. 



 
 

Figure 1: Regional Location (Cardno BSD, 2005a)
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Figure 2: Proposed Subdivision Plan (Cardno BSD, 2005a)
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Figure 3: Vegetation Condition Mapping (Cardno BSD, 2005a)  



Details on the key environmental factor and its assessment are contained in Section 
3.1.  The description of the factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it 
will be affected by the proposal.  The assessment of the factor is where the EPA 
decides whether or not a proposal meets the environmental objective set for that 
factor. 
 
The following principles were considered by the EPA in relation to the proposal: 

(a) The precautionary principle; 

(b) The principle of intergenerational equity; and 

(c) The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity. 

3.1 Wetlands 

Description 
The proposal is for the subdivision and development of an 11.68 ha site.  The 
industrial subdivision is proposed on a wetland, largely contained within the 
boundaries of the site, which is identified as a CCW on the DEC’s Geomorphic 
Wetlands Swan Coastal Plain dataset (see figure 4).  This wetland has had its 
conservation status reconfirmed four times since it was originally identified as a CCW 
in 1996.  As previously discussed, the proposal involves Lots 300-303 and 14 & 15  
 
Beringarra Avenue, Malaga.  It should be noted that Lot 300 is the site of a former 
scrap metal yard.  This lot is outside the mapped boundary of the CCW.  Additionally, 
Lot 303 and a portion of the combined Lots 14 & 15 (the southern portion of the site) 
are also outside the mapped wetland boundary (see figure 4).   
 
The implementation of this proposal will result in the complete loss of the majority of 
the CCW and its surrounding buffer, including the loss of vegetation and flora, fauna 
and fauna habitat, and biodiversity. 
 
The CCW largely contained within the 11.68 ha site is mapped by the DEC as being 
4.43 ha in area.  The proponent’s environmental consultants however have mapped 
the CCW as being 6.34 ha in area.  The proponent’s environmental consultants have 
defined the boundary of the wetland as being the extent of wetland dependant 
vegetation, Astartea fascularis and Pericalymma ellipticum.  As well as being larger 
in area, a significant portion of the wetland boundary (as mapped by the proponent’s 
environmental consultants) is located approximately 50 metres to the west of the DEC 
mapped wetland (see figure 5).  This has the effect of Lot 302 being mapped as 
significantly within the boundary of the CCW while Lot 300, which is the site of the 
former scrap metal yard, remains outside of the mapped boundary of the CCW.  Of 
the 6.34 ha CCW, 4.95 ha of it is located within the boundaries of the proposal area, 
whilst 1.39 ha is located within the Reid Highway road reserve which is the subject of 
a separate assessment by the EPA. 
 
It should be noted that the subject wetland was originally incorrectly described within 
the Bennett Brook consanguineous suite of wetlands due to a typographical error in 
Hill et al. (1996).  It has been confirmed that the wetland is actually located within the 
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Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.  An analysis of the DEC’s geomorphic 
wetlands Swan Coastal Plain dataset indicates there are currently 1954 ha of this suite 
remaining within the Bush Forever study area.  As described in the PER, the remnant 
wetland within the proposal area is part of a larger sumpland system known as the 
'Victoria Road Sumpland'.  This larger wetland has been significantly impacted by 
subdivision and development in the Malaga area.   
 
While it is acknowledged that the ecological linkage values of the remnant wetland 
are somewhat reduced, the area is still recognised as a potential corridor of 
fragmented vegetation for mainly migratory and nomadic faunal species (Cardno 
BSD, 2005).   
 
The former Department of Environment (DoE), now DEC, advised that the remnant 
wetland area is also hydrologically linked to other CCW remnant areas encompassed 
within the 'Victoria Road Sumpland'.  The DoE considered that the high level of 
clearing and development of the 'Victoria Road Sumpland' increases the significance 
of this remnant, particularly as, to date, it retains high environmental values and long 
term viability. 
 
The DoE added that whilst it is acknowledged that the remnant wetland area does not 
support any Declared Rare Flora or Specially Protected (Threatened) Fauna, the area 
remains identified as a CCW and supports a high level of ecological attributes and 
functions.  The DoE also advised that correspondence from the V & C Semeniuk 
Research Group was received by the Water and Rivers Commission (5 February1997) 
identifying the significance of the wetland and stating that the vegetation assemblage 
is “now extremely uncommon in the Metropolitan area”.  In addition, the area is 
recognised as an urban remnant of habitat for common species in an area otherwise 
heavily cleared (Cardno BSD, 2005a). 
 
The subject land contains vegetation of the Southern River Vegetation Complex, as 
mapped by Heddle et al (1980).  The EPA’s Guidance Statement No. 10 Level of 
assessment for proposals affecting natural areas within the System 6 region and Swan 
Coastal Plain portion of the System 1 Region indicates that 19.8% of the pre-1750 
extent of this complex remains in the area.  1.5% of the original extent is protected in 
secure tenure.  The aim is to seek to retain at least 10% of the original extent of the 
complex (EPA, 2003). 
 
The vegetation condition was mapped by the proponent according to the vegetation 
condition scale used in Bush Forever.  As previously discussed, the condition ranged 
from “Excellent” to “Completely Degraded” (see figure 3). 

Submissions 
Issues raised in the submissions relating to wetlands primarily focused on the values 
and functions of the wetland.  It was noted that the wetland will be completely lost if 
the development proceeds and that the wetland has been assessed four times and had 
its high management category reconfirmed.  It was also noted that allowing the 
development to proceed would contradict the intent of the management category 
assigned for this wetland.   
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Figure 4: Aerial Photograph of the Subject Land Showing the CCW as Mapped 
by the DEC 
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Figure 5: Wetland Mapping for the Subject Land Showing the Proponent’s Mapped CCW Compared to the DEC’s Mapped CCW 



Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the integrity, 
ecological functions and environmental values of wetlands. 
 
The EPA’s Position Statement No. 9 Environmental Offsets, recognises that CCWs 
“…not included in an Environmental Protection Policy may be viewed in the context 
of whether they have a reasonable chance of medium to long term survival of their 
environmental values although the underlying presumption is that they would 
normally be considered a critical asset.” (EPA 2006, p. 16) 
 
The issue of the likelihood of the medium to long term survival of the values and 
attributes of the wetland is one that is contested by the proponent and those making 
submissions on the proposal (including State government agencies, community 
groups and members of the public).  As noted in the PER, it is the proponent’s view 
that given the historic and current degrading influences on the wetland, the possibility 
of a road being constructed through the site and increasing edge effects from 
encroaching development, as well as the incidence of fire, introduction of weeds and 
pathogens by rubbish dumping, it is likely that the wetland will continue to be 
subjected to these degrading influences.  It is stated that this is likely to result in the 
ongoing and future loss of the current values and attributes of the wetland (Cardno 
BSD, 2005a). 
 
The former DoE and Department of Conservation and Land Management (now DEC) 
however suggest that this proposition relies heavily on perceived future scenarios in 
order to justify the proposal.  There is no guarantee that the inferred degradation and 
development of surrounding areas would occur as suggested.  It is a relatively large 
wetland and its size supports the proposition that its hydrological functions and 
environmental values can be maintained into the future.  The DoE stated that the 
condition of the CCW has been maintained despite the surrounding development and 
uncontrolled access, indicating that the wetland values would be sustained in the long 
term, with passive management.  The DoE did not agree that intensive ongoing 
management would be required, but that at a minimum, fencing, including ensuring 
that it is maintained, would be sufficient to protect the area from public access and 
further degradation.  
 
Consistent with the EPA’s Position Statement No. 9 Environmental Offsets, CCW’s 
not included in an Environmental Protection Policy may be viewed in the context of 
whether they have a reasonable chance of medium to long term survival of their 
environmental assets.  The EPA in considering this matter concurs with the DEC that 
to date this wetland has maintained its environmental values.  The EPA accepts DEC 
advice that the hydrological regime that supports the wetland will continue to exist 
and the vegetation has maintained an ‘excellent’ condition rating over a significant 
portion of the site in spite of the degrading influences.   
 
In view of the above, the EPA concludes that the CCW is a ‘critical asset’ and 
therefore the proposal as presented should not be implemented.   
 
The EPA is aware however, that in order to ensure that the environmental values of 
the CCW are guaranteed to be maintained into the future, the wetland would need to 
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be managed for conservation.  This is unlikely to occur with its current zoning for 
industrial use and without a suitably willing management entity.  Therefore, while the 
EPA has considered the environmental aspects of the proposal as presented, and there 
are compelling environmental reasons why this CCW should be managed to retain the 
environmental values, the capacity for this wetland to be secured for conservation will 
need to be considered in the decision by the Minister for the Environment as to 
whether the proposal should be implemented.  The EPA has therefore provided Other 
Advice in Section 5 of this report that there may be opportunities for the proposal to 
be reconfigured so that a portion of the site could be developed without significantly 
impacting the environmental values of the CCW.  The EPA has also provided advice 
regarding the proponent’s proposed Wetland Mitigation Strategy to offset for the 
impacts of the proposal. 

Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
 
a) impacts of the proposal on the key environmental values of a CCW;  
 
b) facts that to date this wetland has maintained its environmental values, the 

hydrological regime that supports the wetland will continue to exist and the 
vegetation has maintained an ‘excellent’ condition rating over a significant portion 
of the site in spite of the degrading influences;   

 
c)  fact that there is a reasonable chance of medium to long term survival of the 

environmental values of the CCW; and  
d) need for the wetland to be managed for conservation to ensure that the 

environmental values of the CCW are guaranteed to be maintained into the future, 
and that this is unlikely to occur with its current zoning for industrial use and 
without a suitably willing management entity, 

  
it is the EPA’s opinion that the CCW is a ‘critical asset’ and therefore that the 
proposal as presented does not meet the EPA’s objective for wetlands and should not 
be implemented.   
 
However, while the EPA has considered the environmental aspects of the proposal as 
presented, and there are compelling environmental reasons as to why this CCW 
should be managed to retain the environmental values, the capacity for this wetland to 
be secured for conservation will need to be considered in the decision by the Minister 
for the Environment as to whether the proposal should be implemented. 

3.2 Environmental principles 
In preparing this report and recommendations, the EPA has had regard for the object 
and principles contained in s4A of the EP Act.  Appendix 3 contains a summary of the 
EPA’s consideration of the principles.  
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4. Conditions and Commitments 
Section 44 of the EP Act 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. 
 
In developing recommended conditions for each project, the EPA’s preferred course 
of action is to have the proponent provide an array of commitments to ameliorate the 
impacts of the proposal on the environment.  The commitments are considered by the 
EPA as part of its assessment of the proposal and, following discussion with the 
proponent, the EPA may seek additional commitments. 
 
The EPA recognises that not all of the commitments are written in a form which 
makes them readily enforceable, but they do provide a clear statement of the action to 
be taken as part of the proponent’s responsibility for, and commitment to, continuous 
improvement in environmental performance.  The commitments, modified if 
necessary to ensure enforceability, then form part of the conditions to which the 
proposal should be subject, if it is to be implemented. 

4.1 Proponent’s commitments 
The proponent’s commitments as set out in the PER are shown in Appendix 4. 

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

5. Other Advice 
The EPA has considered the proposal as presented to develop the entire 11.6 ha site 
including the CCW.  The EPA has recommended that the CCW is a ‘critical asset’ 
and therefore that the proposal as presented does not meet the EPA’s objective for 
wetlands and should not be implemented.  It should be noted that Lot 300 (the site of 
the former scrap metal yard), Lot 303 and portions of the combined Lot 14 & 15 are 
outside the boundary of the CCW but may include areas of a recommended buffer to 
the CCW.  These lots also include areas of degraded vegetation and front existing 
roads and services.  The EPA is of the view that some development could occur in 
these areas without compromising the environmental values of the CCW.  While no 
proposal for limited development of the area has been presented by the proponent 
there may be value in exploring the proponent’s willingness to consider such an 
option as part of the Minister for the Environment’s decision as to whether the 
proposal can be implemented.  Such an approach may assist in resolving how the 
values of the CCW can be secured into the future.     
 
The subject land’s planning constraints should also be noted.  This proposal is the 
final stage of the existing industrial estate.  The land is zoned for industrial use under 
the MRS and the City of Swan’s TPS.   
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It should be noted that the EPA does not consider it appropriate to validate or endorse 
the use of environmental offsets where projects are predicted to have significant 
adverse impacts on critical assets.  The EPA’s preferred position with regard to on-
site adverse environmental impacts is avoidance through the selection of a practicable 
alternative (EPA, 2006).  However, the EPA is mindful that the current zoning of this 
land has implications for Government’s capacity to secure the land for conservation 
purposes.  Accordingly, if the CCW and its buffer cannot be secured for conservation, 
and if the Minister for the Environment is to consider an offset, the significant and 
important ecological attributes of this CCW should be recognised.  The EPA has the 
following comments on the proponent’s proposed Wetland Mitigation Strategy.      
 
At the time of releasing the PER for public review, the proponent made a commitment 
to prepare a Wetland Mitigation Strategy and identify a suitable area as an offset, to 
be purchased before being included in the conservation estate.  At that time it was also 
suggested by the proponent that if no suitable wetland could be located, monetary 
compensation would be considered as an alternative offset, to be directed towards the 
management of areas already held in secure tenure (Cardno BSD 2005a).  The 
proponent committed to preparing the Wetland Mitigation Strategy in accordance 
with the EPA’s (then preliminary) Position Statement No. 9 Environmental Offsets. 
 
Following the period of public review, the proponent submitted a preliminary Scoping 
of Options report in August 2005 that identified five possible wetlands to be 
considered as an offset.  Two of the proposed wetlands were on Government owned 
land.  One site had already been retained through an existing approval.  The other two 
sites were in private ownership and were determined to be too dissimilar to the 
wetland subject to consideration in this proposal.      
 
In April 2006, the proponent submitted a framework for developing its proposed 
Wetland Mitigation Strategy.  The framework includes evaluating the existing 
condition of a wetland, identifying threats, development of restoration criteria, 
determining and implementing a program of restoration, monitoring and remedial 
works.  This report concluded that the most suitable potential offset was restoring a 
20.9 ha REW to CCW status.  The wetland is of a similar type.  It is located within 
Government owned land (Gnangara Pine Plantation) and is known as the ‘Melaleuca 
Park Wetland’.  It should be noted that while an offset on Government owned land 
can potentially result in a demonstrated environmental benefit, there may already be 
an existing expectation that the values of the wetland would be enhanced consistent 
with the obligations of Government as a landholder.  This position is articulated in the 
EPA’s offset Position Statement where it is the EPA‘s expectation that offsets must go 
beyond normal environmental management responsibilities.   
 
Advice provided to the proponent at the time of developing its Wetland Mitigation 
Strategy was also that it should be fully detailed and costed.  This advice was 
provided in view that the Offsets Guidance for Assessment of Environmental Factors, 
that is intended to accompany the EPA’s Position Statement No. 9 Environmental 
Offsets, is still in development.  The advice was provided to ensure that the proponent 
had a full understanding of what its proposed offset may cost thereby ensuring that 
there was certainty in the undertakings being given as well as ensuring that the offset 
was not to be underpinned by volunteer efforts.  At the time of the EPA preparing its 

13



Report and Recommendations the proponent had yet to finalise the costing of its 
Wetland Mitigation Strategy.   
 
The approach taken by the proponent to develop a framework and to detail and fully 
cost the works that would be required to restore a REW to a CCW provides a basis for 
determining a contribution by the proponent as an offset if the proposal is 
implemented.  Such a contribution could meet a broader objective of protecting or 
enhancing other areas with significant ecological attributes.  In making decisions 
about where offsets should be applied and how they are implemented there is value in 
ensuring that there is a robust and transparent process.  The EPA is giving attention to 
these matters as part of the development of the Guidance Statement to support the 
EPA’s Position Statement on Environmental Offsets.  

6. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal to subdivide Lots 300-303 and 14 & 15 
Beringarra Avenue, Malaga.  The combined lots total an area of 11.6 ha and would be 
subdivided into 67 industrial lots.  The proposal would result in the clearing of a 
CCW.  Because the CCW is a ‘critical asset’, the EPA has recommended that the 
proposal, as presented, should not be implemented.   
 
The EPA is aware however, that in order to ensure that the environmental values of 
the CCW are guaranteed to be maintained into the future, the wetland would need to 
be managed for conservation.  This is unlikely to occur with its current zoning for 
industrial use and without a suitably willing management entity.  Therefore, while the 
EPA has considered the environmental impacts of the proposal as presented, and there 
are compelling environmental reasons why this CCW should be managed to retain the 
environmental values, the capacity for this wetland to be secured for conservation will 
need to be considered in the decision by the Minister for the Environment as to 
whether the proposal should be implemented.  The EPA has provided Other Advice in 
Section 5 of this report that there may be opportunities for the proposal to be 
reconfigured so that a portion of the site could be developed without significantly 
impacting the environmental values of the CCW and that this may assist in resolving 
how the values of the CCW can be secured into the future.   
 
If the CCW and its buffer cannot be secured for conservation, and if the Minister for 
the Environment is to consider an offset when making his decision as to whether the 
proposal can be implemented, the significant and important ecological attributes of 
this CCW should be recognised.   
 
The proponent, as part of developing its proposal, has explored options for developing 
a Wetland Mitigation Strategy as an offset for the impacts of the proposal.  The EPA 
notes that the proponent was not able to identify a wetland that could be readily 
secured into the conservation estate and has instead developed a framework for 
restoring a REW to a CCW.  The framework includes evaluating the existing 
condition of a wetland, identifying threats, development of restoration criteria, 
determining and implementing a program of restoration, monitoring and remedial 
works.  The approach taken by the proponent to detail and fully cost the works that 
would be required to restore a REW to a CCW provides a basis for determining a 
contribution by the proponent as an offset for its proposal being implemented.  Such a 
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contribution could meet a broader objective of protecting or enhancing other areas 
with significant ecological attributes.  However, in making decisions about where 
offsets should be applied and how they are implemented there is value in ensuring that 
there is a robust and transparent process.  The EPA is currently giving attention to 
these matters as part of the development of the Guidance Statement to support the 
EPA’s Position Statement on Environmental Offsets.   

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

1. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors and 
principles, as set out in Section 3; 

2. That the Minister notes that the CCW to be impacted is a ‘critical asset’ and 
therefore that the proposal as presented does not meet the EPA’s objective for 
wetlands and the EPA recommends that it should not be implemented; 

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; and 

5. That the Minister notes the EPA’s Other Advice presented in Section 5 in relation 
to potential opportunities for the proposal to be reconfigured so that a portion of 
the site could be developed without significantly impacting the environmental 
values of the CCW.    
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Appendix 3 
 
 

Summary of identification of key environmental factors and principles 
 
 
 



Identification of Relevant Environmental Factors and Principles 
 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

BIOPHYSICAL 
Vegetation and Flora Clearing of approximately 7 

hectares of vegetation to allow 
for the proposed subdivision 
(total site area – 11.68 
hectares). 

-Gibson et al. Floristic Community Type (FCT) are broad units and do 
not adequately describe the vegetation within the wetland and therefore 
do not adequately represent the conservation significance of the 
wetland. (PS) 
-The assessment of Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) and 
Declared Rare Flora (DRF) or Priority flora appears to be related to a 
check of Declared Rare and Priority Flora database records from 2002 
and 2003.  The lists are updated regularly and the impact assessment 
does not therefore appear to be based upon the most current 
information available. (CALM) 
-The PER states that the species Epiblema grandifolium var. cyaneum 
ms was searched for and not found.  The orchids generally flower in 
November and the survey was conducted in October, and therefore 
some may have been found if the survey was conducted at this time.  
In addition, the species does not flower every year, so surveys during 
the flowering period over several years would be required to 
definitively determine if the species is present on the site. (CALM) 
-The PER does not discuss the limitations of the DRF survey 
undertaken.  CALM suggests that the proponent should provide 
additional information on the survey undertaken and precise details of 
similar plants (i.e. Epiblema grandifolium var grandifolium) located. 
(CALM) 
-The PER failed to identify that the loss of the wetland has 
implications for the targets for protection of the Southern River 
Vegetation Complex. (CALM)  
-It is important that the ecological vegetation complex (Southern River 
Complex) is protected “as the goal is to reach at least 10% in the 
PMR”. (UBCWA) 
-Bush Forever was never intended to be a definitive work that 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

described all areas of significance on the Swan Coastal Plain.  It should 
be noted that not all CCWs were included in Bush Forever due to the 
expectation that they would be protected by the Revised 
Environmental Protection (Swan Coastal Plain Wetlands) Policy. 
(DOE/CALM/WFSWA) 
-The potential loss of a floristically interesting and diverse site.  Rare 
flora has been recorded at this site in the past and some may not have 
been covered in the surveys due to their elusive nature.  Additional 
species are likely to be present. (DOE/WCG/PS) 
-The presence of Significant Flora and Vegetation Assemblages has 
been downplayed in the PER (4.3.4.2 to 4.3.5.3). (WCG) 
-Direct impacts (4.3.6) are totally unacceptable.  Total clearing is out 
of step with our times and amounts to vandalism. (WCG) 
-Figure 8 illustrates the degrading effects of development (i.e. from 
clearing) on the dryland vegetation and not on the wetland itself. 
(DOE) 
-The site is an important link to other conservation areas nearby such 
as Lightning Swamp and Whiteman Park, as evidenced by the large 
number of wildlife which utilise the site. (UBCWA/NMCG/PS) 
-The site should be linked via vegetated road reserves, and to 
remaining urban-zoned bushland adjacent to the south of the site 
through future ‘Outline Development plans’. (WFSWA) 
-The area contains conservation values worthy of protection, which 
would be lost if the proposed industrial subdivision proceeds. (CALM) 

Fauna and Habitat Clearing of approximately 3.6 
hectares of potential fauna 
habitat to allow for the 
proposed subdivision (total 
site area – 11.68 hectares). 

-Retention of the native vegetation is clearly required in order to 
maintain the significant fauna values of the site. (CALM) 
-The area is still recognised as a potential corridor of fragmented 
vegetation for mainly migratory and nomadic fauna species. (DOE) 
-Transequatorial migratory waterbirds protected under the RAMSAR 
convention which use all of the wetlands in the region are in decline 
because there is less permanent water in the region. (WCG/CCWA) 
-Possums should be relocated or killed in a humane manner. (PS) 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

-Traps should be laid for Quenda so they can be relocated (even though 
they haven’t been sighted since 2001). (PS) 
-The Malaga Wetland, together with the adjacent area, is vital for the 
survival of reptiles, mammals and amphibians.  It would kill many 
small birds and break their seasonal movement. (UBCWA) 
-Rare and endangered bird species are present.  Such wetlands are their 
last bastions. (WCG) 
-Wetlands like this are essential waterbird breeding sites. (WCG) 
-The PER refers to there being only 3.6 hectares of habitat for native 
species, while earlier it is noted that there is 6.99 hectares of native 
vegetation and a further 4.69 hectares of degraded land.  The whole 
site constitutes habitat for fauna, and the impact assessment appears to 
have underplayed this value. (CALM) 
-Should the proposal be approved there may be a requirement for 
additional survey work, and the potential for Quenda trapping and 
translocation should be dealt with. (CALM) 
-This wetland is a good example of its type and would provide habitat 
for local fauna as well as for a rich diversity of flora. (WCS) 

Wetlands Clearing of 4.95 hectares of 
CCW within the Jandakot 
consanguineous suite of 
wetlands to allow for the 
proposed subdivision (total 
site area – 11.68 hectares). 

-The area contains a conservation category wetland, which will be 
completely lost if the development proceeds.  The wetland has been 
assessed four times by WRC, EPA and CALM and the resulting high 
level assessment must be heeded.  This development would contradict 
the intent of the management category assigned by the former Water 
and Rivers Commission for this wetland. 
(DOE/CALM/WFSWA/UBCWA/CCWA/WCG/PS) 
-The PER document is inconsistent when referring to the condition of 
the remnant of wetland area. (DOE) 
-This wetland is of particular significance because it is the best of its 
type remaining in the Malaga area. (WCS) 
-Upland area bonded to wetlands has become rare in our region and 
this has not been noted. (WCG) 
-‘Wetlands Atlas: Wetlands of the Swan Coastal Plains Volume 2b 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

(Hill et al, 1995), classes the wetland site as “outstanding”. (WCG) 
-The site and its buffer should be fully protected as it (the 
development) is contrary to The State Wetlands Conservation Policy 
for Western Australia 1997. (UBCWA/WCG/CCWA) 
-The State Government has national and international obligations for 
the protection of wetlands. (CCWA/WCG/PS) 
-The wetland is on the Draft Wetlands (Swan Coastal Plains) EPP 
register for protection.  IT is scheduled to be set aside for protection 
under the Wetlands (SCP) Environmental Protection Policy. 
(DOE/WCG) 
-4.5.3 Wetland Survey Methodology.  Formal submission following 
standard DOE protocol has not been provided regarding proposed new 
boundary of the remnant wetland area.  At this stage the proposed 
boundary has not been endorsed by DOE. (DOE) 
-4.5.4 Wetland Management Categories. Discussion of wetland 
management categories should be based on the level of attributes and 
functions of a wetland and not the land uses of the area. (DOE) 
-4.5.5 Wetland Significance.  It should be noted that sumplands are 
identified as seasonally inundated basins. (DOE) 
-4.5.5.1 Consanguineous Suite Values.  Consanguineous Suites for the 
Swan Coastal Plain have been extensively mapped, therefore any areas 
of Jandakot suite outside the Perth metropolitan area should already be 
identified. (DOE) 
-4.5.5.3 It should be noted that the three remaining areas of 
Conservation Category Wetland within the Victoria Road sumpland 
are considered as remnants of the one wetland system rather than three 
separate wetlands. (DOE) 
-Wetland mapping, as displayed on the geomorphic Wetlands Swan 
Coastal Plain dataset should be included in all relevant figures of PER 
documents (e.g. vegetation community and condition mapping). (DOE) 
-The proposal would only be viable if it were environmentally 
acceptable and the proponent must consider the conservation status and 
environmental impacts. (UBWCA) 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

-The Conservation Category Wetland should be saved and protected 
since little remains of the once common wetlands within the Perth 
metropolitan area. (DOE/NMCG) 
-Industrial Development is inconsistent and incompatible with 
protection of the outstanding conservation values of the wetlands and 
of the essential services they provide.  This shows a total disregard for 
the existing values of the wetlands in the wider context of our region 
with its global significance. (WCG) 
-The area contains conservation values worth protecting. (CALM) 
-The direct impact resulting from the subdivision would contradict the 
intent of the management category assigned by the former Water and 
Rivers Commission for this wetland. (CALM) 
-The wetland forms part of the Bennet Brook wetland suite and is 
ranked in the 10% of the remaining 154 wetlands of this suite. 
(CALM) 
-4.5.7.2 Indirect impacts.  The width of the buffer is should be 
determined based on the values of wetland to be protected and the 
threats posed by the adjacent land use.  Very little information has 
been provided in this regard to the values of the surrounding wetlands 
which may potentially be impacted by the proposal. (DOE) 
-Retaining the wetland is consistent with national objectives to 
preserve biodiversity. (PS) 
-Clearing of the site for industrial development will cause loss of 
biodiversity. (WFSWA) 
-The wetland’s significance has been enhanced because of what has 
now become its rarity. (WCG) 
-The loss of this wetland would impact significantly on the species of 
the region.  This has not been included as it should in the PER. (WCG) 
-Cumulative impacts have not been addressed.  The PER fails to 
acknowledge what the loss of the wetland would mean in terms of 
further erosion of the ecological foundations of our region.  The 
carrying capacity of these has been exceeded. (WCG) 
-The vital services provided by the wetland ecosystem have been 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

ignored in the PER and these translate to substantial financial and 
health benefits for the community. (WCG) 
-This project will have unacceptable impact on the environment of not 
only Malaga but the entire Swan Coastal Plain in terms of wetland 
loss. (PS) 

Climate Clearing of 4.95 hectares of 
CCW within the Jandakot 
consanguineous suite of 
wetlands to allow for the 
proposed subdivision (total 
site area – 11.68 hectares). 

Impact on local microclimate is ignored.  The area will become hotter 
in summer due to reduced transpirational cooling provided by the 
wetland, especially in summer, and to the raised Albedo effect.  This is 
not addressed in the PER. (WCG) 

Noted.   
 
Factor does not require further EPA 
evaluation. 

POLLUTION MANAGEMENT 
Landforms and Soils Earthworks and installation of 

services to support the 
proposed subdivision. 

-Disturbing Acid Sulphate Soils could cause contamination of 
groundwater by acid, arsenic, heavy metals and other contaminants and 
could damage concrete and steel structures. (UBCWA) 
-Loss of Geographic context was not addressed in the PER (WCG) 

Noted.  It is considered that Acid 
Sulphate Soils can be managed via the 
planning process.   
 
Factor does not require further EPA 
evaluation. 

Drainage Management Clearing of 4.95 hectares of 
CCW within the Jandakot 
consanguineous suite of 
wetlands to allow for the 
proposed subdivision (total 
site area – 11.68 hectares). 

-Drainage systems resulting from the loss of the wetland will adversely 
affect the hydrology of the area. (PS) 
-Development of industrial lots on Malaga Wetland will contribute to 
increased water use and place more pressure on the Gnangara mound. 
(UBCWA) 
-The PER fails to identify the boundaries of the Gnangara Mound. 
(UBCWA) 
-Indirect impacts – disruptions to groundwater flow and quality – are 
unacceptable.  Clearing will affect groundwater levels, especially in 
times of high rainfall and this has not been adequately addressed. 
(WCG) 
-The proposed subdivision plan appears to indicate a piped stormwater 
drainage network and detention basin, which is contrary to DOE policy 
as outlined in the Stormwater Management Manual for Western 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

Australia (DOE, 2004). (DOE) 
-The Drainage Management section (pg 35) should refer to drainage 
design directing storm events in excess of 1 year ARI to the drainage 
basin, with anything below this infiltrated at source.  Pipes to the basin 
should be designed for a 10 year ARI event. (DOE) 
-More detail is required to confirm whether road drainage complies 
with the Stormwater Management Manual for Western Australia 
(DOE, 2004). (DOE) 
-DOE requires contours/heights of the proposed subdivision before any 
engineering assessment of the drainage system can be made.  In 
addition detail is required as to the capacity of the proposed detention 
basin and what path drainage will take if this basin overflows. (DOE) 
-Any activity which causes irreversible changes to the hydrology and 
contamination of priceless groundwater resources is totally 
unacceptable.  Generally clearing on the Swan Coastal Plain has 
caused higher groundwater tables and flooding, especially in times of 
heavy rainfall.  This has not been adequately addressed. (WCG) 
-If the subdivision gains planning approval a condition of approval 
should be to produce a Drainage and Nutrient Management Plan 
incorporating the principles outlined in the Stormwater Management 
Manual for Western Australia (DOE, 2004) to the satisfaction of the 
DOE. (DOE) 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS 
Aboriginal Heritage The proposal is for the 

subdivision of the 11.68 
hectare site into 67 industrial 
lots.  Implementation of the 
proposal will result in the 
clearing of a CCW within the 
Jandakot consanguineous suite 
of wetlands.      

-The PER does not mention any views of Aboriginal people. 
(UBCWA) 

Noted.  The proponent has advised that 
Aboriginal people had an opportunity to 
comment and express a view at 
previous stages of the planning process, 
as did all members of the public.  A 
recent search of the Aboriginal Heritage 
Site Register confirms there are no 
known ethnographic or archaeological 
sites within the subject land. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

 
Factor does not require further EPA 
evaluation. 

OTHER 
Industrial Subdivision The proposal is for the 

subdivision of the 11.68 
hectare site into 67 industrial 
lots.  The proposal involves: 
• vegetation clearing; 
• earthworks (cut to fill); 
• construction of roads and 

installation of signs, 
mounted kerbing and 
lighting;  

• construction of drainage 
basins and drainage 
infrastructure; 

• installation of all services 
(i.e. gas, water, electricity, 
telecommunications and 
sewer); and 

• landscaping. 

-Incidence of fire, introduction of weeds and pathogens by rubbish 
dumping should not be listed as a justification for the proposal.  The 
fact that the wetland has rubbish dumped on it, does not mean that it 
cannot have the rubbish removed. (WFSWA/UBCWA) 
-The proposed development is not an appropriate use for such an 
important part of our natural heritage. (WCS) 
-The PER relies heavily on perceived future scenarios (e.g. 
construction of a road through the wetland, rapid degradation of 
vegetation edges, increased incidence of uncontrolled 
access/fire/weeds/pathogens) in order to justify the proposal and does 
not discuss and additional mitigation options for the proposal area. 
(DOE) 
-There is no guarantee that the inferred degradation and development 
of surrounding areas would occur as suggested in the PER, as the 
greater area also contains significant conservation values. (CALM) 
-Clearing the wetland is not consistent with the City of Swan’s goals 
for sustainability. (PS) 
-The site provides a buffer zone between residential areas and the 
industrial development. (PS) 
-A decision made 20 years ago does not justify the proposal as it is not 
relevant to today’s situation.  An assessment of the environmental 
values of the site and alternatives must be made under the current 
situation and context. (DOE/WFSWA/NMCG/UBCWA) 
-It should be noted that not being a Bush Forever site does not 
necessarily mean that the site does not meet the criteria for being 
regionally significant, but that it was not identified for protection 
through the Bush Forever program. (CALM)  
 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

Consideration of
Alternatives 

 The proposal is for the 
subdivision of the 11.68 
hectare site into 67 industrial 
lots.  Implementation of the 
proposal will result in the 
clearing of a CCW within the 
Jandakot consanguineous suite 
of wetlands.      

-The argument put forward in the PER that the wetlands would be 
difficult to vest if retained in their natural state is baseless.  No 
evidence is put forward in the PER to substantiate this view. (WCG) 
-With access management (the wetland) will remain as an important 
environmental feature and habitat within an industrial landscape. (PS) 
-The site should be retained and incorporated into a conservation 
estate/acquired for conservation purposes. (WCS/WFSWA/CCWA) 
-Perceived reluctance of the City of Swan, CALM and DOE to acquire 
or have the wetland vested is likely to be attributed to limited resources 
rather than any reflection on the wetland’s values. (DOE) 
-It is not agreed that the remnant wetland area would require ‘intensive 
ongoing management resources’ if it were retained.  At a minimum, 
fencing would be sufficient to protect the area from public access. 
(DOE) 
-Construction of the proposed road is not certain and therefore should 
not be used to anticipate the wetland’s future condition. (DOE) 
-CALM disagrees that the only other alternative to the proposal is to 
‘not develop’ the site, as there is the potential to that it could be used as 
an offset development of other areas with similar conservation values. 
(CALM) 
-The PER states that CALM is unlikely to accept vesting and 
management of the area if reserved for conservation.  Should the 
proposal not proceed CALM may be prepared to manage the site on 
the proviso that an acceptable boundary could be determined and 
management actions (such as fencing and rubbish removal) occurred 
prior to transfer. (CALM) 
-The statement “The wetland is small and degraded due to adjacent 
industrial development, rubbish dumping, historic uncontrolled access 
and ultimately, construction of a road” is contrary to information in the 
PER and is misleading.  The PER argument that it is not possible to 
manage the wetland appropriately to maintain its good condition 
appears to be highly subjective. 
(DOE/CALM/WFSWA/CCWA/WCG) 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

-The approval for scheme road construction must be frozen (S41) until 
ministerial approval is given after the EIA process is completed. 
(UBCWA/WCG/PS) 
-The road has not yet been approved by the Minister and is subject to 
appeal. (UBCWA) 

Wetland Mitigation 
Commitment 

The proponent committed to 
preparing a Wetland
Mitigation Strategy in 
accordance with the EPA’s 
(then preliminary) Position 
Statement No. 9
Environmental Offsets. 

 
-Mitigation strategy (seeking a wetland of equal or better conservation 
value) should be done as soon as possible. (DOE/CCWA/PS) 

 

-The proponent has not demonstrated the ability to provide either “net 
environmental gain” or “no net environmental loss”. 
(CCWA/WCG/PS) 

-No offset has been provided in the PER. (WCG) 

-The commitment to produce an offset strategy within 3 years is 
unacceptable as it will be very easy to make a cash payment to CALM 
instead. (WCS/WCG/CCWA) 
-The offset plan should be submitted prior to EPA finalising their 
decision on the proposal. (WCS/WCG/CCWA) 
-Clearing of the Malaga Wetland will result in a direct loss of 
biodiversity that cannot be mitigated or replaced.  There is no scientific 
or ecological basis for the concepts of ‘mitigation’ or ‘conservation 
offsets’. (UBCWA/WCG) 
-Payment of monetary compensation would not achieve the aim of ‘no 
net loss’. (UBCWA) 
-Was an offset opportunity missed?  According to Appendix E of the 
PER it appears there may have been an opportunity that was not taken 
up. (WCG) 
-The PER is inconsistent when referring to the timing of the 
preparation of the Wetland Mitigation Strategy and this requires 
clarification. (DOE) 
-It is understood that no suitable offset wetlands are currently 
identified within the general Malaga area, illustrating the importance of 
the Beringarra Ave Wetland remnant area. (DOE) 
-The Wetlands program of the DOE has not been consulted in regard to 

Considered to be a relevant 
environmental factor and is discussed 
in Section 3.1 ‘Wetlands’. 

 



Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 

Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Relevant 
Environmental Factors 

the wetland mitigation offset package. (DOE) 
-Monetary compensation should be considered only as a last option 
and, when directed to management of areas already held in secure 
tenure, would not be recognised as a ‘net environmental benefit’.  It is 
erroneous to suggest that the development proposal and subsequent 
loss of CCW is likely to deliver a more sustainable environmental 
outcome than not progressing at all when the proposal will cause direct 
loss of an existing high value wetland. (DOE) 
-Positive offset ratios should be discussed and included within the 
mitigation strategy as risk of failure is always a consideration. (DOE) 
-No indication is given in the PER regarding offsets for other 
conservation values such as significant vegetation and fauna habitat 
that would be lost as a result or the proposed development.  The 
wetland mitigation process may also need to incorporate these 
additional factors. (CALM) 
-If the proposal is approved the proponent should consult primarily 
with the DOE and the EPA to negotiate a suitable mitigation offset. 
(CALM) 

 

 



 
PRINCIPLES 

Principle  Relevant
Yes/No 

If yes, Consideration 

1. The precautionary principle 
Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack 
of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for 
postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation. 
In application of this precautionary principle, decisions should 
be guided by: 
(a) careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, serious or 

irreversible damage to the environment; and 
(b) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of 

various options. 

Yes In considering this principle, the EPA notes that: 
• Implementation of the proposal will result in the clearing of 4.95 hectares of 

CCW within the Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.  
The EPA considers that the proposal will result in serious and irreversible damage 
to the environment and cannot meet the requirements of the precautionary 
principle. 

2.  The principle of intergenerational equity 

The present generation should ensure that the health, diversity 
and productivity of the environment is maintained and 
enhanced for the benefit of future generations. 

Yes In considering this principle, the EPA notes that: 
• Implementation of the proposal will result in the clearing of 4.95 hectares of 

CCW within the Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.  
The EPA considers that the proposal cannot meet the requirements of this 
principle in that the health, diversity and productivity of the environment, in 
relation to the subject site, could not be maintained and enhanced for the benefit of 
future generations if the proposal were to be implemented. 

3.  The principle of the conservation of biological diversity 
and ecological integrity 

Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
should be a fundamental consideration. 

Yes In considering this principle, the EPA notes that: 
• Implementation of the proposal will result in the clearing of 4.95 hectares of 

CCW within the Jandakot consanguineous suite of wetlands.  
The EPA considers that the proposal cannot meet the requirements of this 
principle in that conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
cannot be achieved if the proposal were to be implemented. 

 



NCIPLES 

 

PRI
Principle Relevant 

Yes/No 
If yes, Consideration 

4.  Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and 
incentive mechanisms 

(1) Environmental factors should be included in the valuation 
of assets and services.  

(2) The polluter pays principles – those who generate 
pollution and waste should bear the cost of containment, 
avoidance and abatement. 

(3) The users of goods and services should pay prices based 
on the full life-cycle costs of providing goods and 
services, including the use of natural resources and assets 
and the ultimate disposal of any waste. 

(4) Environmental goals, having been established, should be 
pursued in the most cost effective way, by establishing 
incentive structure, including market mechanisms, which 
enable those best placed to maximize benefits and/or 
minimize costs to develop their own solution and 
responses to environmental problems. 

No  

5.  The principle of waste minimisation 
All reasonable and practicable measures should be taken to 
minimize the generation of waste and its discharge into the 
environment. 

No  
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Proponent’s Consolidated Commitments 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 5 
 
 

Summary of Submissions and 
Proponent’s Response to Submissions 

 
 
 
 

 




