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1. Introduction 

This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) to the Minister for Environment on the outcomes of the 
EPA’s environmental impact assessment of the proposal by the Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD), formally known as the 
Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia. The proposal is to construct 
and operate an extension to the existing State Barrier Fence from its current 
termination point 25 kilometres (km) east of Ravensthorpe, north to Salmon Gums 
and ending east of Esperance near Cape Arid National Park in Western Australia.   
 
The EPA has prepared this report in accordance with section 44 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). This section of the EP Act requires the 
EPA to prepare a report on the outcome of its assessment of a proposal and provide 
this assessment report to the Minister for Environment. The report must set out:  

• what the EPA considers to be the key environmental factors identified during 
the assessment 

• 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 also include any other information, advice and recommendations in 
the assessment report as it thinks fit.   
 
The proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 10 June 2016. On 1 September 
2016 the EPA decided to assess the proposal and set the level of assessment at 
Assess: Public Environmental Review (PER) with a four-week public review period. 
The EPA approved the Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) for the proposal on 
27 October 2016. The PER document was released for public review from 
18 December 2017 to 29 January 2018. 
 

1.1 EPA procedures  

The EPA introduced a new suite of environmental impact assessment procedures on 
13 December 2016. The EPA approved the ESD under the 2012 Administrative 
Procedures.  
 
The EPA followed the procedures in the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV 
Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2016 and the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures Manual 2016, to the extent that it 
was appropriate and practicable. The EPA consulted the proponent on the 
application of the current procedures to its assessment of the proposal. 
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2. The proposal 

2.1 Proposal summary 

The proponent, DPIRD, proposes to construct and maintain an approximately 
660 km long, 1.35 metre (m) high barrier fence referred to as the State Barrier Fence 
Esperance Extension (the proposal). The purpose of the proposal is to limit impacts 
of wild dogs, emu migration and kangaroos on agriculture.  
 
The existing State Barrier Fence currently runs southwards from just north of Kalbarri 
and terminates 25 km east of Ravensthorpe (Figure 1). The proposal would extend 
the existing fence from its current termination point, north around Salmon Gums to 
its new termination point east of Esperance near the western end of Cape Arid 
National Park. The regional location of the proposal is shown in Figure 2. 
 
The linear development envelope of the proposal is 8,139 hectares (ha), most of 
which is 100 m wide, with some limited areas (s43A realignment) being up to 200 m 
wide. Within the development envelope, the disturbance footprint is 15 to 20 m wide. 
Disturbance of up to 816 ha will be required to construct the fence and access roads 
for the proposal. This disturbance involves: 

• 146 ha of chaining of native vegetation (17.9 per cent) 

• 41.6 ha of clearing of native vegetation (5.1 per cent) 

• 6 ha of clearing for water turnouts (0.7 per cent) 

• 248.6 ha of clearing in previously chained areas (30.5 per cent) 

• 373.8 ha of chaining of previously chained areas (45.8 per cent) – note that 
this is a modified fuel buffer (firebreak) where chaining will continue for fire 
protection irrespective of the proposal’s construction. 
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The key characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Tables 1 and 2 below. A 
detailed description of the proposal is provided in Section 4 of the PER (DPIRD 
2017). 
 
Table 1: Summary of the proposal 

Proposal title State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension 

Short description Construction of up to 660 km long, 1.35 m high barrier fence 
in the Goldfields-Esperance region of Western Australia for 
the purpose of limiting impacts of pest animals on agriculture. 

 
Table 2: Location and proposed extent of physical and operational elements 

Element Location Proposed extent 

Physical elements 

Fence, maintenance 
track, fire break, water 
turnouts, stock grids and 
access gates 

Located within the 
development envelopes 
as shown in Figure 2 

Clearing and disturbance 
of up to 816 ha of native 
vegetation within four 
separate development 
envelopes of up to 200 m 
wide, totalling an area of 
up to 8,139 ha 

Operational elements 

Firebreak Located within the 
development envelopes 
as shown in Figure 2 

Ongoing chaining every 
four to six years including: 

• 373.8 ha in existing 
firebreaks  

• 146 ha in previously 
uncleared areas 
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Figure 1: Regional location and existing State Barrier Fence 
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Figure 2: State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension alignment 
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2.2 Changes to the proposal during assessment 

The proponent requested the EPA consent to a change to the proposal during 
assessment on 24 April 2017. The change was to increase the development 
envelope from 5,313 ha to 8,139 ha, with a decrease in the maximum clearing 
footprint from 843 ha to 816 ha. Tables 1 and 2 above include this change. 
 
The Chairman, as a delegate of the EPA, concluded that the changes were unlikely 
to significantly increase any impact that the proposal may have on the environment 
and gave consent under section 43A of the EP Act to the change on 29 May 2017. 
 

2.3 Context 

The proposed alignment of the fence extension generally follows the boundary 
between agricultural land and the Unallocated Crown Land (UCL) in the Great 
Western Woodlands and Cape Arid National Park. Approximately 529 km of the 
proposed alignment is located on UCL and a further 131 km on private farming 
property. 
 
A Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) publication 
entitled A biodiversity and cultural conservation strategy for the Great Western 
Woodlands (DEC 2010) recognises the Great Western Woodlands as an 
internationally significant area of great biological richness. Covering almost 16 million 
ha, the Great Western Woodlands is the world’s largest remaining area of intact 
Mediterranean-climate woodland (DEC 2010). The publication identifies a number of 
pressures on the woodlands including fire, pest animals (e.g. wild dogs), weeds, 
diseases (e.g. Phytophthora dieback), removal of native vegetation and climate 
change. 
 
To the south and west of the proposal is a highly modified agricultural landscape with 
a number of smaller isolated nature reserves and DBCA-managed lands.  
 
The location of the fence on the edge of the Great Western Woodlands provides a 
boundary between the natural environmental (as outlined above) and agricultural 
land to manage emu migration through pasture, kangaroo damage to crops and 
fences, and wild dog attacks on livestock.  
 
DBCA is responsible for maintaining the modified fuel buffer on UCL by arrangement 
with the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH). Fuel management 
practices include chaining of native vegetation. This approach is taken to minimise 
the risk of bushfires. 
 
The EPA notes that any potential impacts of the proposal on the two key 
environmental factors of Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna may in turn 
affect the environmental values in the Great Western Woodlands, Cape Arid National 
Park, nearby nature reserves and other DBCA-managed land. These are discussed 
in Section 4 of this report where relevant. The proponent’s mitigation of the 
proposal’s impacts on the environmental values of the project area is central to the 
assessment of this proposal. 
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2.4 Proponent’s justification for proposal 

The dingo (Canis dingo), feral domestic dog (Canis lupus familiaris (feral)) and 
hybrid dog (Canis dingo x Canis lupus familiaris) (collectively referred to as wild 
dogs), emu (Dromaius novaehollandiae) and western grey kangaroo (Macropus 
fuliginosus) are listed as Declared Pests under section 22(2) of the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act 2007 (BAM Act). 
 
Under the BAM Act, these five Declared Pest fauna are categorised as organisms 
that need some form of management to alleviate their harmful impacts, reduce their 
numbers or distribution, or to prevent or contain their spread. The control 
requirements apply to the entire state of Western Australia.  
 
Regulations 46 to 51 of the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Regulations 
2013 authorise the Director General of DPIRD to erect, improve, alter, maintain, 
repair or renew a barrier fence and associated infrastructure on any land. A barrier 
fence is defined as a substantial fence under the control of the Director General 
which is used to impede the movement of animals that are Declared Pests. 
 
The Western Australian Wild Dog Action Plan 2016–2021 (WDAP) (WA Wild Dog 
Action Plan Group 2016) sets out the objectives, strategies and tactics for effective 
wild dog management in Western Australia. The WDAP recommends a suite of 
control techniques for wild dogs, including trapping, shooting, 1080 baiting and 
fencing. Priority 2 of the WDAP is to complete and maintain the State Barrier Fence. 
Partnerships between industry, biosecurity groups, government and the community 
are coordinated by the WDAP.  
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3. Consultation 

The EPA advertised the referral information for the proposal for public comment in 
June 2016 and received 33 submissions. Five submissions requested ‘Do Not 
Assess’, 10 submissions requested ‘Assess – Not Environmentally Acceptable’ and 
18 submissions requested ‘Assess – Public Environmental Review’. 
 
The proponent consulted with government agencies and key stakeholders during the 
preparation of the Environmental Review Document (ERD). The agencies and 
stakeholders consulted, the issues raised and the proponent’s response are detailed 
in Table 6-1 of the proponent’s ERD (DPIRD 2017). 
 
Twenty-three agency submissions and 2,932 public submissions were received 
during the public review period. Forty submissions supported the proposal. The key 
issues raised relate to:  

• The adequacy of fauna, flora and vegetation surveys  

• Any long-term impacts of a direct, indirect or cumulative nature (particularly 
repetitive chaining) of the barrier fence and associated operations on 
vegetation, and Threatened and Priority flora 

• Impacts on the Proteaceae Dominated Kwongkan Shrublands vegetation 
community 

• Fragmentation of native bushland 

• Phytophthora dieback  

• Impacts on the western ground parrot and effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation measures 

• The welfare of animals colliding with or becoming entangled in the fence 

• The fragmentation of habitat, including the prevention of emu migration and 
isolation of western brush wallabies 

• The ability of the fence gaps to allow native fauna migration and prevent wild 
dog access to farmed areas 

 
The proponent addressed the issues raised in the Response to Submissions 
document (DPIRD, 2018).   
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders about 
the proposed development. Relevant significant environmental issues identified from 
this process were taken into account by the EPA during its assessment of the 
proposal.   
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4. Key environmental factors 

In undertaking its assessment of this proposal and preparing this report, the EPA 
had regard for the object and principles contained in s4A of the EP Act to the extent 
relevant to the particular matters that were considered.  
 
The EPA considered the following information during its assessment: 

• the proponent’s referral information and PER  

• public comments received on the referral, stakeholder comments received 
during the preparation of the proponent’s documentation and public and 
agency comments received on the PER 

• the proponent’s Response to Submissions and agency comments on the 
document 

• the EPA’s own inquiries 

• the EPA’s Statement of environmental principles, factors and objectives (EPA 
2016a) 

• the relevant principles, policy and guidance referred to in the assessment of 
each key environmental factor in sections 4.1 to 4.2. 

 
Having regard to the above information, the EPA identified the following key 
environmental factors during the course of its assessment of the proposal:  

• Flora and Vegetation – direct impacts from clearing of flora and vegetation 
and potential indirect impacts from construction, maintenance activities and 
the physical presence of the infrastructure.  

• Terrestrial Fauna – impacts from clearing of fauna habitat, construction, 
maintenance activities and the physical presence of the infrastructure. 

 
The EPA considered other environmental factors during the course of its assessment 
of the proposal. These factors, which were not identified as key environmental 
factors, are discussed in the proponent’s PER (DPIRD 2017). Appendix 3 contains 
an evaluation of why these other environmental factors were not identified as key 
environmental factors. 
 
Having regard to the EP Act principles, the EPA considered that the following 
principles were particularly relevant to its assessment of the proposal: 

1. Precautionary principle – the EPA notes a threat of serious or irreversible 
damage to the viability of the western ground parrot as a result of potential 
collision with the proposed fence and a lack of full scientific certainty with 
regard to the parrot’s dispersal habits, ecology and distribution. The EPA has 
assessed the risk-weighted consequences of a potential increase in impacts 
to the western ground parrot and carefully evaluated the proposed avoidance 
and precautionary measures. The EPA considers that the avoidance and 
precautionary measures proposed by the proponent – to be given effect 
through the EPA’s recommended conditions – will adequately reduce and 
counterbalance this risk. 
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2. Principle of intergenerational equity – the EPA notes the proponent has 
taken measures to avoid and minimise impacts and this, together with the 
recommended conditions, will ensure the environment is maintained for future 
generations 

3. Principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity – the EPA has considered the impacts on Flora and Vegetation and 
Terrestrial Fauna. It has recommended conditions to limit and manage these 
impacts so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

 
Appendix 2 provides a summary of the principles and how the EPA considered these 
principles in its assessment.  
 
The EPA’s assessment of the proposal’s impacts on the key environmental factors is 
provided in sections 4.1 – 4.2. These sections outline whether or not the EPA 
considers that the impacts on each factor are manageable. Section 5 provides the 
EPA’s conclusion as to whether or not the proposal as a whole is environmentally 
acceptable. 
 

Changes to EPA environmental policy and guidance  

The EPA introduced a new suite of environmental guidance for environmental impact 
assessment on 13 December 2016. This replaced EPA policy and guidance that 
were current at the time the PER was prepared. 
 
In its assessment of the proposal, the EPA considered and gave due regard to, 
where relevant, its current environmental impact assessment policy and guidance 
documents, unless otherwise stated. The EPA consulted the proponent on the 
application of the current environmental impact assessment policy and guidance 
documents relevant to its environmental review and the EPA’s assessment of the 
proposal. 

4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect flora and vegetation so 
that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.   
 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

• Environmental factor guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016b) 

• Technical guidance – flora and vegetation surveys for environmental impact 
assessment (EPA 2016c) 

 
The considerations for environmental impact assessment (EIA) for this factor are 
outlined in Environmental factor guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016b).  
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EPA assessment 

Environmental values 

The flora and vegetation surveys for this proposal (Ecoscape 2017a; GS Bio Logic 
2015) were undertaken in accordance with Position Statement No. 3, Guidance 
Statement No. 51 and the Technical Guide (which was the relevant guidance at the 
time). The EPA’s guidance on flora and vegetation surveys was updated into a new 
Technical Guideline in 2015, and revised for the EPA’s new guidelines and 
procedures framework in 2016. While the terminology and hierarchy of surveys have 
been clarified, the standards and information required for each survey has not 
changed. The EPA considers that the flora and vegetation surveys undertaken for 
the proposal are consistent with the current policy and guidance documents. 
 
The Phytophthora dieback survey was conducted in accordance with procedures 
and guidelines in DBCA and Conservation and Dieback Working Group manuals. 
The EPA notes that most of the surveyed area was categorised as uninterpretable 
due to inadequate rainfall or an insufficient coverage of reliable indicator species. 
 
The biological surveys did not include the easternmost end of the proposal alignment 
(south of Fisheries Road). In this location the proposal alignment consists of freehold 
cropland near Cape Arid National Park, with several minor sections that have since 
been modified to ensure existing fire tracks could be used for the proposal 
alignment. 
 
The surveys indicated that most of the vegetation within a 100 m buffer area of the 
proposal alignment (survey area) is of ‘good or better’ condition (98 per cent). 
 
Twenty broad vegetation associations, based on Shepherd et al. (2002), were 
recorded within the survey area (Ecoscape 2017). Of these vegetation associations 
512 and 4801 have 10 to 30 per cent of their pre-European extent remaining. 
Vegetation association 47 has more than 30 per cent of its pre-European extent 
remaining but less than 30 per cent remaining within the IBRA Recherche IBRA 
subregion. 
 
Ecoscape (2017a) identified 88 vegetation types within the survey area. The report 
found 79.22 ha of local vegetation types BaMS and BsBeAl that matched the 
description of the Proteaceae Dominated Kwongkan Shrublands of the Southeast 
Coastal Floristic Province of Western Australia (Kwongkan Shrubland). Kwongkan 
Shrubland is considered to be a Priority 3, Priority Ecological Community (PEC) by 
DBCA and is listed as a Threatened Ecological Community (TEC) Endangered, 
under the Environmental Protection Biodiversity and Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act).  
 
Ecoscape (2017a) also identified 860 vascular flora taxa within the survey area. This 
included 26 introduced flora species, 26 range extensions and four Threatened flora 
species listed under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (WC Act) and the EPBC Act: 

• Anigozanthos bicolor subsp. minor (little kangaroo paw) – Endangered 

• Conostylis lepidospermoides (sedge conostylis) – Endangered 

• Eucalyptus merrickiae (goblet mallee) – Vulnerable 

• Rhizanthella gardneri (western underground orchid) – Endangered. 
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Surveys (Ecoscape 2017a; GS Bio Logic 2015) identified 60 Priority flora. 
 
The Phytophthora dieback surveys (Glevan 2015; GS Bio Logic 2015) recorded the 
disease at locations near the development envelope. The surveys did not observe 
dieback in vegetation within the development envelope.  

Impacts to flora and vegetation 

The proposal will result in direct impacts to native flora and vegetation from 
disturbance of 816 ha along 660 km of the proposed alignment. This disturbance 
includes clearing of 41.6 ha of previously uncleared habitat, clearing of 248.6 ha of 
previously chained areas, chaining of 146 ha of previously undisturbed vegetation 
and rechaining of 373.8 ha of previously chained areas. Chaining reduces fuel loads 
within firebreaks and involves two bulldozers pulling a heavy chain across vegetation 
to clear trees and woody vegetation.  
 
Native flora and vegetation may also be indirectly impacted as a result of: 

• fire 

• fragmentation of vegetation 

• introduction and spread of weeds 

• introduction and spread of Phytophthora dieback 

• change in fauna-aided seed dispersal. 
 

Proponent’s application of the mitigation hierarchy 

The EPA notes that the proponent has applied the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, 
minimise and rehabilitate) to reduce the proposal’s impacts on flora and vegetation.  
 
Clearing has been minimised through the selection of the proposed fence alignment. 
At least 590.7 km (89.5 per cent) of the 660 km of the alignment will: 

• be in areas of native vegetation that have previously been chained for 
firebreak purposes 

• utilise existing graded tracks 

• replace existing private farm boundary fences. 
 
Clearing has also been minimised by reducing the clearing width from 20 m to 6 m 
with chaining of 9 to 14 m. The proponent considers chaining will reduce the 
potential for erosion, maintain the seed bank and provide some ground habitat and 
cover for smaller animals, while still acting as a fire break and visibility corridor. 
 
The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid: 

• areas of previously uncleared native vegetation including native vegetation 
within any A Class reserve and Cape Arid National Park  

• known records of Threatened flora including habitat (vegetation type 
EspMhLsp) associated with the western underground orchid as part of the 
‘gap’ in the alignment at the Oldfield River 

• 23 Priority flora species 

• areas identified as being dieback infested  
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• Kwongkan Shrubland PEC and TEC.  
 

The design of the fence and selection of the proposal’s alignment within the 
development envelope will also minimise: 

• clearing of pre-European vegetation associations with less than 30 per cent 
remaining 

• impacts to Priority flora  

• fragmentation of the Great Western Woodland  

• disruption to large-fauna-aided seed dispersal by providing gaps in the fence 
at the three major river crossings and not fencing the coastal corridor to the 
east of Esperance. 

 
The proponent proposes the development of a construction management plan 
(CMP) to: 

• delineate the fence reserve boundary to provide accurate clearing lines 

• undertake a pre-clearing survey of previously unsurveyed areas to identify 
potential declared weeds, Threatened and Priority flora 

• avoid priority areas containing conservation significant flora or vegetation 
during installation of water diversion turnouts. 

 
The proponent proposes to implement the draft hygiene management plan (HMP) 
and proposed a Phytophthora dieback management plan (PDMP) to minimise and 
manage weeds and Phytophthora dieback. 

Assessment of impacts 

The EPA has assessed the potential impacts to flora and vegetation in the context of 
the considerations for EIA as outlined in the Environmental factor guideline – Flora 
and Vegetation (EPA 2016c). 
 
The EPA recognises the proponent’s considerable efforts to avoid and minimise 
impacts of the proposal (e.g. clearing, fragmentation, erosion and seed dispersal) 
through fence design and realignment of the fence to private farmland and existing 
firebreaks and tracks.  
 
The EPA considers that the proponent has adequately addressed the issues of 
ecological links and the Gondwana Link in its PER (DPIRD 2017) and Response to 
Submissions document (DPIRD 2018) and will not discuss them further.  
 
The EPA considers that the potential impact of fire identified in A biodiversity and 
cultural conservation strategy for the Great Western Woodlands (DEC 2010) and 
submissions is not significant for this proposal as it includes chained firebreaks to 
reduce the spread of bushfire. In addition, the fence itself or ongoing operations will 
not pose a significant increased risk of bushfire. As such, fire is not discussed further 
in this report. 
 
The EPA notes that the fence has been designed to include fence gaps at the three 
major river crossings and the coastal corridor. These are the four macro corridors 
identified in Western Australian South Coast macro corridor network: a bioregional 
strategy for nature conservation (DEC and South Coast NRM, 2006) and Esperance 
and Recherche parks and reserves management plan 84 (DPaW, 2016a). Given the 
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presence of emus on the agricultural side of the fence and the ability of individuals to 
pass through fence gaps, the EPA does not consider the fence will present a 
significant change in fauna-aided seed dispersal or significantly affect genetic 
movement of plant species and will therefore not discuss it further. 
 
Direct impacts 
The EPA notes the proponent has modified the proposal to avoid direct impacts to 
the Kwongkan Shrubland PEC and TEC in response to concerns raised in the 
submissions. This has been achieved by moving the proposed fence alignment to 
the inner fire track adjacent to farmland within the development envelope. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has also amended the alignment of the proposal 
to avoid known records of the Threatened flora, little kangaroo paw and habitat for 
the western underground orchid.  
 
The EPA is aware that DBCA undertakes chaining within firebreaks every four to six 
years to modify fuel loads. Vegetation associations 47, 512 and 4801 and 
Threatened flora – sedge conostylis and goblet mallee – have been identified within 
firebreaks and will be subject to ongoing chaining as part of normal fire management 
practices. Given the proponent’s commitment to coordinate its required chaining for 
fire management with DBCA, the EPA considers that the impacts to these vegetation 
associations and Threatened flora will not be a significant addition to existing 
impacts. 
 
The EPA notes that the proposal will result in disturbance of 1.2 ha of vegetation 
association 4801 ‘Shrublands; heath with scattered Nuytsia floribunda on sandplain’ 
in areas that have not been disturbed. Based on statewide vegetation statistics 
(DBCA, 2017), the EPA considers that impacts to 0.002 per cent of pre-European 
extent and 0.018 per cent of current extent represents a small incremental loss and 
is not significant, particularly given its proximity to Cape Arid National Park where 
1,932 ha (30 per cent of its remaining extent) is protected.  
 
Of the 60 Priority flora species identified in the survey area, 37 are located within the 
816 ha clearing footprint. Most of these species (25) occur within previously 
disturbed areas, six occur within previously disturbed areas and uncleared 
vegetation, and five are predominantly found in uncleared vegetation. The five 
species within uncleared vegetation consist of two Priority 2 species, two Priority 3 
species and a Priority 4 species. Given the proposal is located at the edge of the 
Great Western Woodlands, the EPA regards as sound the proponent’s conclusion 
that Priority flora and range extensions are well-represented outside the proposal 
area. Given the proponent has demonstrated that impacts to Priority flora and range 
extensions will be minimised through alignment of the fence and the representation 
of species outside the project area, the EPA considers that these species are 
unlikely to be significantly impacted by the proposal. 
 
The proposal will result in a loss of 816 ha of native vegetation along the edge of the 
Great Western Woodlands. A biodiversity and cultural conservation strategy for the 
Great Western Woodlands (DEC, 2010) states that the woodlands cover an area of 
just under 16 million ha and have been impacted by townships, mines and linear 
infrastructure. The EPA notes the proponent’s efforts to locate 89.5 per cent of the 
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proposal on cleared or previously disturbed land, minimising impacts to large 
consolidated naturally vegetated areas of the woodlands. The EPA considers that in 
this context, the impact of the fence would not be regionally significant.  
 
Under section 43 of the EP Act, the proponent modified the alignment to reduce 
impacts to the environment and improve cultural outcomes after surveys had been 
conducted. As a result, 208.3 ha of the alignment has not been surveyed. Most of 
this unsurveyed area is located on cleared freehold farmland, existing tracks and 
chained fire breaks. The proponent will undertake pre-construction surveys in these 
areas (except for farmland) to minimise impacts on flora and vegetation.  
 
To ensure impacts to native vegetation are not greater than predicted, the EPA has 
recommended an extent in schedule 1 of the recommended conditions that limits 
disturbance to 816 ha and defines the development envelope.  
 
Indirect impacts 
A biodiversity and cultural conservation strategy for the Great Western Woodlands 
(DEC, 2010) states that fragmentation caused by removal of vegetation can 
exacerbate problems in existing native vegetation, such as weed invasion and 
bushfire.  
 
The EPA notes that DBCA is responsible for weed and Phytophthora dieback 
management along UCL, including firebreaks. 
 
The proponent has committed to coordinate fence, track and firebreak maintenance 
requirements and combine resources with the DBCA. The EPA considers this will 
minimise the cumulative impacts of chaining on vegetation and produce a unified 
approach to weed and dieback management. The EPA supports the cooperation 
between agencies.  
 
The EPA has reviewed the proponent’s proposed weed management plan and notes 
it does not include consultation and collaboration with DBCA. The EPA is also aware 
that the flora and vegetation surveys identified weeds but did not specifically target 
them, and that several minor sections of the alignment were not included in the flora 
and vegetation surveys. The EPA has therefore recommended condition 6, which will 
ensure consultation with DBCA during weed management and that a baseline weed 
survey is conducted.  
 
The EPA notes that the Phytophthora dieback assessment (Great Southern Bio 
Logic, 2015) recommended that should fence construction occur 36 months or more 
from the date of the field assessment (12 August 2015), then the study area would 
require a full re-survey due to the potential for disease movement and additional 
infestation. 
 
The EPA considers that the implementation of condition 6 will ensure contemporary 
Phytophthora dieback mapping along vulnerable areas of the alignment to inform 
management. Vulnerable areas include areas that receive an average annual rainfall 
above 400 mm or contain water gaining areas such as streams and have plants that 
enable interpretation of Phytophthora presence. Condition 6 will also ensure 
Phytophthora dieback management is consistent with the Phytophthora dieback 



State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension 

 

 

16  Environmental Protection Authority 

management manual (DBCA, 2017) and the Phytophthora cinnamomi National Best 
Practice Guidelines (Commonwealth of Australia, 2005). 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

• Environmental factor guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016b) 

• A biodiversity and cultural conservation strategy for the Great Western 
Woodlands (DEC, 2010)  

• Phytophthora dieback management manual (DBCA, 2017) and Phytophthora 
cinnamomi National Best Practice Guidelines (Commonwealth of Australia, 
2005) 

• the proponent’s application of the mitigation hierarchy to avoid impacts to the 
Kwongkan Shrubland and Threatened flora and to minimise the clearing of 
native vegetation, Greater Western Woodlands, pre-European vegetation 
types and Priority flora 

• the direct loss of 816 ha of native vegetation 

• small incremental loss of 1.2 ha of vegetation association 4801 (currently has 
11 per cent of its pre-European extent remaining) 

• small local impacts to Priority flora  

• the proponent’s implementation of management measures to minimise the 
impacts of weeds and Phytophthora dieback. 

 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Flora and Vegetation, that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

• control through authorised extent in schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions (Appendix 4) 

• implementation of condition 6 to minimise indirect impacts to flora and 

vegetation during construction and maintenance.  
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4.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect terrestrial fauna so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.   
 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

• Environmental factor guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016d) 

• Technical guidance – sampling methods for terrestrial vertebrate fauna (EPA 
2016e) 

• Technical guidance – terrestrial fauna surveys (EPA 2016f) 

• Technical guidance – sampling of short range endemic invertebrate fauna 
(EPA 2016g) 

 

EPA assessment 

The EPA considers that the information provided in the PER (DPIRD 2017) and the 
Response to Submissions document (DPIRD 2018) is sufficient to enable it to 
undertake its assessment of terrestrial fauna for this proposal. 
 
For this assessment, the EPA recognises the inherent links between the Terrestrial 
Fauna and Flora and Vegetation factors, since fauna rely on a range of habitats and 
ecological conditions in the terrestrial environment. Impacts to flora and vegetation 
will affect terrestrial fauna given their reliance on these environmental values as 
habitat. 
 

Environmental values 

The proponent commissioned terrestrial Level 1 and Level 2 fauna surveys (GHD 
2012; Great Southern Bio Logic 2015; Ecoscape 2017a).  
 
The EPA considers that the surveys conducted for the proposal meet the minimum 
requirements of Guidance Statement No. 56 (EPA 2004b) and Technical guide –
terrestrial vertebrate fauna surveys for environmental impact assessment (DEC and 
EPA 2010), which were the relevant guidance at the time. In December 2016, the 
EPA released a new suite of environmental impact assessment policy and guidance 
documents. The EPA considers the surveys meet the minimum requirements of 
these latest technical guidance documents. 
 
Surveys (Ecoscape 2017a; GS Bio Logic 2015) identified that 405 vertebrate species 
(including 13 introduced animals) potentially occur in the survey area. Field surveys 
detected 104 vertebrate species (including five introduced mammals). Following the 
revision of conservation status, a total of six conservation significant species have 
been recorded within the survey area. The proponent considers that 10 conservation 



State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension 

 

 

18  Environmental Protection Authority 

significant species are likely to occur within the survey area and seven may occur in 
the survey area. 
 
The habitat surveys identified 10 habitat types within the survey area: Mallee 
Woodland, Mallee Shrubland, Shrubland, Woodland, Banksia Shrubland, Forest, 
Salt Lake/Fringe, Salt Lake (Ecoscape 2017a) and along Merivale Road: ‘Mallee 
over sandy loams in depression’ and ‘Heath and closed scrub on sandy and gravelly 
loams’ (GS Bio Logic 2015).  
 
Invertebrate database searches were conducted on behalf of the proponent and 
reported by Ecoscape (2017a, 2017b). The EPA considers that the initial 
assessment and risk-based approach meet the minimum requirements for technical 
guidance sampling of short range endemic (SRE) invertebrate fauna (EPA 2016g). 
The EPA notes that conservation significant invertebrate species and SRE species 
are unlikely to occur in the proposal area and that impacts to habitat for SRE species 
have been avoided (Oldfield River, Young River and Lort River) and minimised (salt 
lake fringes). The EPA does not consider potential impacts to invertebrates to be 
significant and this is not discussed further. 

Impacts to terrestrial fauna 

Terrestrial fauna would be impacted through the: 

• disturbance of 816 ha of habitat 

• collisions and entrapment with the fence. 
 
Terrestrial fauna has the potential to be indirectly impacted through: 

• fragmentation of habitat and reduction in ecological connectivity  

• prevention of dispersal and access to resources 

• fire 

• introduced animals (changes to predator behaviour, changes to introduced 
animal abundance and distribution, and changes in anti-predator behaviour in 
prey species).  

 

Proponent’s application of the mitigation hierarchy 

The EPA notes that the proponent has applied the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, 
minimise and rehabilitate) to reduce the proposal’s impacts on terrestrial fauna.  
 
The fence has been designed and aligned to minimise: 

• The clearing of habitat – by locating 89.5 per cent of the alignment along 
areas of existing disturbance and reducing clearing from 20 m to a width of 6 
m with chaining of 9 to 14 m.  

• The impacts of isolation, fragmentation of habitat and fire – the proposed 
fence mesh size will allow most non-target species to pass through.  

• Preferential predation and anti-predator behaviour – 89.5 per cent of the 
alignment is in areas of existing disturbance that are subject to ongoing pest 
animal management measures under the BAM Act, the Wild Dog Action Plan 
and the Western Shield cat and fox baiting program in the Cape Arid National 
Park. The proponent will bait foxes and wild dogs in the 10.5 per cent of the 
alignment that takes in previously uncleared land. 

• Collision and entanglement with the fence – this will be reduced through:  
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 the use of high visibility fluorescent droppers at 7 m intervals, and 
2.3 m intervals in areas adjacent to western ground parrot habitat 

 no barbed wire or electrical wire 

 minimising the creation of semi-enclosed ‘pockets’ of vegetation where 
fauna (e.g. emus) may become trapped 

 prohibited access along the alignment without a permit issued by 
DPIRD to prevent humans placing kangaroos and emus under stress. 

 
Other specific management measures are discussed in the assessment of impacts 
below. 

Assessment of impacts 

The EPA is of the opinion that the proposal has maintained ecological corridors and 
dispersal for non-target fauna by incorporating unfenced gaps associated with the 
three main rivers (Oldfield River, Young River and Lort River) and the coast. 
 
The EPA notes that the target fauna species of wild dog1, emu and western grey 
kangaroo are Declared Pests under the BAM Act and are not conservation-
significant species.  
 
The EPA notes that the fence has been designed to minimise areas of 
bottlenecks/acute angles where emus gather, nevertheless this target species may 
be impacted. The proponent will implement management measures such as 
monitoring the fence during migration events, humanely euthanising animals that are 
weak and can no longer walk (under a damage licence issued by the DBCA under 
the WC Act), and restricting public access to the fence to reduce stress for animals 
under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Regulations 2013. 
 
The EPA does not consider that restricting wild dog, emu and kangaroo access to 
agricultural and crop lands or artificial water sources will have a significant impact on 
these species and will not discuss this further. 
 
The EPA notes that for most conservation-significant small mammals, birds and 
reptiles: 

• habitat loss will be small-scale and highly localised 

• the proposed fence will not impede movement 

• the design of the fence (no electrified wire or barbed wire and fluorescent 
fence droppers) will minimise collision and entanglement 

• baiting of fence gaps and previously uncleared areas as part of this proposal 
will supplement ongoing management of pest species by land owners and 
biosecurity groups, and minimise predation. 

 
Given the above the EPA does not consider the impacts of habitat fragmentation, 
fire, collision and entanglement, predation and competition relating to this proposal to 
be significant for these species.  
 

                                            
1 The Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 (BAM Act) collectively refers to the dingo 
(Canis dingo), feral domestic dogs (Canis lupus familiaris (feral)) and hybrids (Canis dingo x Canis 
lupus familiaris) as wild dogs. 
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The EPA will specifically address impacts to the following conservation significant 
fauna: 

• western ground parrot (Pezoporus flaviventris) – listed as Critically 
Endangered under the WC Act and EPBC Act 

• Carnaby’s black cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus latirostris) – listed as Endangered 
under the WC Act and EPBC Act 

• western brush wallaby (Notamacropus irma) – Priority 4 species. 
 
These species have been a focus because of the existing threats to habitat and high 
conservation value of the western ground parrot and Carnaby’s black cockatoo, as 
well as the inability of the western brush wallaby to pass through the fence due to its 
size. 

Western ground parrot 

The western ground parrot is known to exist in the coastal areas of the Cape Arid 
National Park and Nuytsland nature reserve. It has not been recorded in the 
Fitzgerald River National Park since 2012. The total population estimate for the 
species in 2016 was 150 birds (DPAW 2016b).  
 
The alignment along the western edge of the Cape Arid National Park is located in 
western ground parrot ‘management area 2’ as outlined in the South Coast 
Threatened birds recovery plan (DPaW 2014). A modelling project was undertaken 
by DBCA and Curtin University which provided preliminary identification of suitable 
ground parrot habitat (Figure 3). Figure 3 shows both known habitat that has been 
adequately surveyed and potential habitat that requires additional surveys to further 
define the ecology and distribution of the birds. For the purpose of this assessment, 
the EPA has taken a precautionary approach and considered potential habitat as 
well as known habitat, given the threatened status and cryptic nature of the western 
ground parrot. 
 
The South Coast Threatened birds recovery plan cites the main threats to the 
western ground parrot as predation by introduced predators, changed fire regimes 
(exacerbated by climate change) and loss of habitat through the spread of 
Phytophthora dieback.  
 
The EPA notes that DBCA has identified a 115 km section of the alignment which 
may be within the potential dispersal areas of juvenile western ground parrots. Of 
this, approximately 50 km of the proposed fence would be located on chained 
firebreak adjacent to potential habitat and approximately 65 km would replace 
existing farm fencing adjacent to known and potential habitat (Figure 3). Clearing of 
habitat is not proposed along the 115 km section, although some trimming of 
overhanging vegetation will be required.  
 
The EPA considers that fence construction along the 115 km section would not 
increase the potential for predators to access the habitat. The EPA is also aware that 
the Western Shield is conducting a cat and fox baiting program in the Cape Arid 
National Park, which will continue independently of the proposal. As discussed in 
Flora and Vegetation (Section 4.1), the proposal is not expected to increase the risk 
of fire and is not located in areas of Phytophthora dieback. Further discussion of this 
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is provided in Section 4.1. Given the above, the EPA does not consider the proposal 
would affect habitat or increase the risk of predation and fire.  
 
The EPA considers the key risk to the western ground parrot from this proposal is 
collision with the fence.  
 
The western ground parrot is known to fly short distances under low light conditions 
(an hour before sunrise and an hour after sunset), during calling periods and when 
they fly between feeding habitat and overnight roosting sites (DPaW 2014). DBCA 
has advised that western ground parrots have been seen flying between 1 and 2 m 
above the ground during the post-sunset calling periods and have been caught in 
mist nets between 0.5 m and 1.5 m above ground level at this time.  
 
The EPA notes the potential for birds to collide with the fence, particularly when 
young western ground parrots are dispersing over long distances beyond their 
currently occupied range. Information relating to the height, direction and time (under 
what visibility/light levels) of these dispersal flights is currently unknown.  
 
The proponent has advised that existing farm fences along the 115 km section are 
typically 1.1 to 1.2 m high, have a mesh size of 15 cm high by 30 cm wide and a line 
of barbed wire at the top (DPIRD 2018). This section of the fence also includes a 
‘dog fence’ that is 1.8 m high, with a mesh size similar to the proposed fence. The 
proponent proposes to replace the existing fencing with the proposed State Barrier 
Fence. The proposed fence would be 1.35 m high with mesh size of 10.2 cm high by 
15.2 cm wide at the bottom and 15.2 cm high by 15.2 cm wide at the top. This mesh 
size is based on dog hip width and the proponent advises that anything wider than 
this would allow dogs through.  
 
DBCA considers that the proposed fence may result in an increased risk of impacts 
to the western ground parrot, which cannot be quantified. DBCA notes that targeted 
surveys of potential habitat and areas of occupancy adjacent to the fence would be 
required to provide a clearer understanding of risk. DBCA has advised that any loss 
of birds is likely to be significant – even if the probability of impact with the fence 
itself is low – given the parrot’s Critically Endangered status and small number of 
birds left in the wild. 
 
The EPA notes DBCA advice that the parrot’s wingspan is approximately 35 cm. The 
EPA considers that the risk to the parrot from a change to the typical mesh size 
would be minimal; however, given the height of the parrot’s dispersal flight is 
potentially between 0.5 and 2 m, and the increase of 24 cm above the typical fence 
height of 1.1 m, the proposed fence would pose an increased risk which cannot be 
quantified. 
 
To mitigate the increased risk of impact along the majority of the 115 km section, the 
proponent has proposed measures such as not using barbed wire, using fluorescent 
fence droppers, and not clearing adjacent to potential habitat during the breeding 
season. The proponent recently proposed additional measures which include the use 
of equine tape instead of the top wire, and introduced predator baiting adjacent to 
the 115 km section of fence for three years post-construction.  
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DBCA has advised that if barbed wire were not used, the risk of the parrots 
becoming entangled would be reduced. DBCA was unable to provide advice on the 
effectiveness of the proposed fence droppers as supporting evidence on the 
mitigation capacity is not currently available. 
 
DBCA considers that clearing of vegetation adjacent to potential habitat will not 
present a risk to nesting birds, but may present a risk to dispersing birds and has 
advised that clearing during dispersal times should be avoided. 
 
DBCA has advised that equine tape would likely increase visibility and may introduce 
some audible marking that improves the parrot’s ability to detect the fence. DBCA 
also supports targeted introduced predator control in the areas of occupied and 
potential habitat near the fence alignment. 
 
As previously noted, the EPA is aware that the South Coast Threatened birds 
recovery plan (DPaW 2014) identified predation as one of the significant threats to 
the species. The recovery plan recommended introduced predator management as 
one of the key recovery management actions for the western ground parrot.  
 
Given the current fencing in some areas, the EPA considers that an approach is 
needed to ensure the proposal’s implementation would not significantly increase the 
risk to this species. The EPA considers that the proponent’s proposed mitigation 
measures will reduce the potential risk of the parrot’s collision with the fence. Any 
residual risk will be counter-balanced by baiting of existing introduced predators. The 
EPA regards these measures as precautionary. 
 
The EPA notes that should farmers fence their own land within the 115 km section of 
the alignment (to exclude wild dogs, emus and kangaroos), the risk of impacts to the 
western ground parrot would increase but no mitigation measures would be in place. 
 
Given the parrot’s threatened status, uncertainties surrounding the dispersal flight, 
the parrot’s ecology, the risk posed by the current fence construction, and the 
potential for increased risk due to the proponent’s proposed fence, the EPA has 
taken a precautionary approach in recommending the implementation of condition 7. 
This condition ensures the proposal will not increase the risk of impacts to the 
western ground parrot through the implementation of the proponent’s proposed 
precautionary measures. 
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Figure 3: Western ground parrot habitat 
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Carnaby’s black cockatoo 

The PER reports that foraging habitat for the Carnaby’s black cockatoo was 
identified in six habitat types along the eastern and western ends of the development 
envelope. Habitat within the uncleared vegetation was considered to be in ‘very 
good’ condition, while habitat within the previously chained areas was reported as 
‘good’ – although the trees are typically immature with minimal fruit development. In 
addition to this, a survey of significant trees was conducted which identified 41 
potential habitat trees within uncleared areas of the Salmon Gums (north) section of 
the development envelope. 
 
Further to the above, the EPA notes that 89.5 per cent of the fence is aligned on 
previously chained firebreaks or cleared freehold land. The proponent reports that all 
clearing of habitat at the east and west ends of the alignment would be located in 
chained areas, with only 2.8 ha of clearing of undisturbed habitat along Merivale 
Road (Figure 4). 
 
Areas chained for fire management will continue to be impacted by chaining 
regardless of this proposal’s implementation. The EPA is therefore only considering 
the impacts along Merivale Road.  
 
The EPA notes that the Carnaby’s cockatoo recovery plan (DPaW 2013) found that 
the proposal is located outside the known breeding range of the species, but within 
its foraging range. 
 
Given the small scale of foraging habitat clearing along the road, its proximity to 
Cape Arid National Park which contains extensive areas of uncleared coastal 
vegetation east of Esperance, the EPA considers that clearing of foraging habitat for 
Carnaby’s black cockatoo is unlikely to result in a locally or regionally significant 
impact. In addition, the cockatoo’s ability to fly over the fence will not result in other 
impacts such as fragmentation of habitat, restriction of distribution or collision.
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Figure 4: Surveyed area of Carnaby’s black cockatoo foraging habitat along Merivale Road 
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Western brush wallaby 

The western brush wallaby is known to be distributed in south-west Western 
Australia from north of Kalbarri to Cape Arid National Park. The species has been 
recorded in numerous locations including the Fitzgerald River National Park and 
Cape Arid National Park. It occurs throughout the fenced and unfenced areas and 
across to the Nuytsland nature reserve.  
 
On the coastal side of the fence is an area of land predominantly used for 
agriculture. This area also includes areas of remnant native vegetation which is 
potential western brush wallaby habitat. The proponent considers that the medium-
sized western brush wallaby is too large to pass through the fence and, as a result, 
potential populations in these areas of remnant vegetation are at risk from habitat 
fragmentation and isolation.  
 
Everard and Bamford (2016) undertook a risk assessment to determine whether the 
areas of remnant vegetation within the agricultural area could support viable 
populations of the western brush wallaby. The risk assessment identified 15 remnant 
areas of 111,086 ha as potentially being isolated. Based on a population density 
similar to Whiteman Park three of these areas totalling 1,955 ha (1.76 per cent) are 
small enough for the wallaby to suffer population decline due to genetic isolation. 
 
The Everard and Bamford report considered that: 

• movements of individuals between remnants only need to be infrequent to 
avoid the adverse effects of in-breeding 

• movement between remnant vegetation areas could be possible along 
densely vegetated roadside verges 

• fragmentation would not affect the persistence of the species regionally or 
within the agricultural area, but may lead to local extinction in small isolated 
populations (areas 2, 4 and 14) 

• there is potential for the loss of small isolated populations near the fence 
during bushfires 

• as the western brush wallaby uses burnt areas for foraging, they may also 
forage along the fence line which could lead to increased predation. 

 
As discussed in Flora and Vegetation above (Section 4.1), the proposal is not 
expected to increase the risk of fire.  
 
The EPA is aware that the proponent will undertake baiting of fence gaps and 
previously uncleared areas as part of this proposal to ensure predation does not 
increase in these areas. In all other areas, land owners and biosecurity groups will 
continue their ongoing management of pest species. Given this, the EPA considers 
the risk of predation would not be significantly altered by the proposal’s 
implementation. 
 
The EPA notes the level of uncertainty regarding the presence or absence of 
western brush wallaby populations within the areas of remnant vegetation and the 
presence or adequacy of linkages between these remnant vegetation areas and 
other larger/substantial remnant vegetation areas. 
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Based on this uncertainty, the EPA considers that as a worst case, small isolated 
populations of the wallaby near the fence may be lost as a result of the proposal. 
Given the known species distribution and the minimal level of local impact, the EPA 
considers that the loss of these potential populations would not be significant.  

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

• the precautionary principle, the principle of intergenerational equity and the 
principle of conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 

• relevant EPA guidance pertaining to Terrestrial Fauna 

• the proponent’s proposed impact avoidance and minimisation measures 

• the small-scale loss of fauna habitat and likelihood the habitat extends outside 
the development envelope into the Great Western Woodlands and Cape Arid 
National Park 

• the minimal extent of impacts on small mammal, bird and reptile species from 
habitat fragmentation, fire, collision and entanglement, and predation 

• the potential risk to the Critically Endangered western ground parrot from 
collision with the fence and the significance of this risk 

• the potential loss of small isolated populations of the Priority 4 western brush 
wallaby near the agricultural side of the fence  

• the minor loss of 2.8 ha of foraging habitat for the Endangered Carnaby’s 
black cockatoo which is adjacent to the Cape Arid National Park and 
uncleared coastal vegetation east of Esperance. 

 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Terrestrial Fauna, that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

• control through authorised extent in schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions (Appendix 4) 

• implementation of condition 7, the objective of which is to ensure the fence 
does not increase the risk of impacts to the western ground parrot. 
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5. Conclusion 

In drawing its conclusions below, the EPA has considered the assessment in the 
previous sections and taken a holistic view of the likely residual impacts of the 
proposal. The EPA has considered the degree of connectivity and inter-relatedness 
of processes operating across systems and communities that make up the 
environment.  
 
The EPA has taken the following into account in its assessment of the proposal as a 
whole, including the: 

• impacts to all the key environmental factors 

• EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures 

• relevant EP Act principles and the EPA’s objectives for the key environmental 
factors 

• EPA’s view that the impacts to the key environmental factors are manageable, 
provided the recommended conditions are imposed. 

 
Given the above, the EPA has concluded that the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable and therefore recommends that the proposal may be implemented 
subject to the conditions recommended in Appendix 4.  
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6. Other advice 

Western ground parrot 

The EPA is aware that due to its cryptic nature, little is known of the Critically 
Endangered western ground parrot including its ecology, distribution and dispersal 
habits. 
 
The EPA notes the extensive work the DCBA has undertaken, including programs 
such as Western Shield and the South Coast Threatened birds recovery plan (DPaW 
2014) to map habitat and manage the threats of fire and predation. The EPA 
supports continuation of the work undertaken by DBCA and Western Shield.  
 
The EPA notes that a recent journal article (Geyle et al. 2018) ranked the western 
ground parrot as the fourth most-likely bird in Australia to become extinct in the next 
20 years, with a 75 per cent likelihood of extinction. 
 
Given the threats to this species from fire, predation by foxes and cats, Phytophthora 
dieback and climate change, the EPA encourages the continued implementation of 
the South Coast Threatened birds recovery plan. The plan’s primary objective is to 
maintain population numbers of the western ground parrot at least at current levels 
and increase numbers where possible. 
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7. Recommendations 

That the Minister for Environment notes:  

1. That the proposal assessed is for the construction and maintenance of the 
State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension, which is an approximately 660 km 
long, 1.35 m high barrier fence requiring disturbance of up to 816 ha of native 
vegetation within an 8,139 ha development envelope.  

2. The key environmental factors identified by the EPA in the course of its 
assessment are Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna, set out in section 
4. 

3. The EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented, provided the 
implementation of the proposal is carried out in accordance with the 
recommended conditions and procedures set out in Appendix 4. Matters 
addressed in the conditions include the following:  

a) a requirement that the proponent undertake contemporary dieback and 
weed mapping  

b) the implementation of weed and Phytophthora dieback management 
measures 

c) a report showing the final alignment of the fence and areas of 
disturbance and how it has been constructed in accordance with the 
Management of Phytophthora cinnamomi for biodiversity conservation 
in Australia, Part 2 National Best Practice Guidelines, as well as the 
DBCA Phytophthora dieback management manual: forest and 
ecosystem management and how it minimises the potential for 
introduction and spread of weeds. 

d) The objective to avoid where possible, and not increase the risk of 
direct and indirect impacts to the western ground parrot greater than 
that presented by the existing farm fencing. This will be achieved 
through measures including the fence design and management of 
introduced fauna. Before construction, the measures will be designed 
according to the advice of DBCA and submitted to the EPA.   

4. Other advice provided by the EPA with regard to the western ground parrot, 
set out in Section 6. 
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Appendix 1: List of submitters 

 
Organisations: 
1. Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
2. Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions 
3. WA Farmers 
4. Roper River Landcare Group 
5. Tamarind Planning Consultants 
6. Esperance Biosecurity Association 
7. Stud Merino Breeders’ Association of WA 
8. Aus Stock Transport 
9. South East Premium Wheat Growers’ Association 
10. RSPCA WA 
11. National Wild Dog Action Plan and Centre for Invasive Species Solutions 
12. Esperance Shire Bushfire Brigades 
13. Association for Sheep Husbandry, Excellence, Evaluation & Production 

(ASHEEP) 
14. Western Queensland DogWatch Committee 
15. Wildflower Society of WA (Inc.) 
16. Esperance Tjaltjraak Native Title Aboriginal Corporation 
17. Sheep Producers Australia 
18. The Wilderness Society WA 
19. WAFarmers Lower South West Zone 
20. Gondwana Link 
21. BirdLife Western Australia 
22. Animal Health Australia 
23. Livestock SA 
 
Individuals: 
1. Peter Robertson 
2. Darren Starcerich 
3. DH & RM Bruhn 
4. Susan McDougall 
5. Duncan Stewart 
6. PS5 
7. PS6 
8. Colin Firclough 
9. Bruce Pengilly 
10. Jesse 
11. Keith and Emma Green 
12. Jenny Perks 
13. Linda McCrea 
14. Rod & Cheryl Green 
15. TA & JJ Walker 
16. Basil Parker 
17. John Moyes 
18. Peter McCrea 
19. Andrew Cook 
20. Sam Guest 
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21. Bob Reed 
22. Malcolm and Ruth Leske 
23. Marg Agnew 
24. Scott Pickering 
25. Peter Harkness 
26. Gemma Walker 
27. Geoff & Faye Sanderson 
28. Peter and Kathy Piercey 
29. Dr Graham Zemunik 
30. Shelley Payne 
31. Hugh Finn 
32. Basil Schur 
33. Diane Evers MLC 
34. Shirley Driver 
35. Meja Aldrich 
 
There was a total of 2955 submissions. The submissions were from 23 organisations 
and 35 individuals, with 2,897 pro forma submissions (including 902 with additional 
comments). 
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Appendix 2: Consideration of principles 

EP Act Principle 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. 

The EPA has had regard to the precautionary principle with respect the 
environmental factor of Terrestrial Fauna. 
 
There is a threat of serious or irreversible damage to the viability of the 
western ground parrot as a result of the implementation of the proposal. 
This threat is identified as the parrot potentially colliding with the fence. 
 
The EPA notes that threat of collision currently exists from farm fencing 
and may be increased when the taller State Barrier Fence replaces this 
farm fencing. 
 
The EPA notes, in relation to the above threat, that while investigations on 
the biological and physical environment have been undertaken by the 
proponent, there is a lack of full scientific certainty with respect to the risk 
of the western ground parrot colliding with the fence. This is due to 
scientific uncertainties relating to the dispersal flight patterns of the 
western ground parrot. In addition, the increased risk to the parrot cannot 
be quantified without a full understanding of habitat and area of 
occupancy. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
 
The EPA has assessed the risk-weighted consequences of a potential 
increase in the western ground parrot colliding with the proposed fence 
and carefully evaluated whether the proposed precautionary measures will 
reduce and counterbalance the risk. 
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

The EPA has formed the view that the precautionary measures proposed 
by the proponent and given effect through the EPA’s recommended 
conditions will adequately reduce and counterbalance this risk. 

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.   

The EPA has had regard to the principle of intergenerational equity 
with respect to the environmental factors Flora and Vegetation and 
Terrestrial Fauna. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
 
These measures include minimising clearing and fragmentation by aligning 
the fence between the agricultural area and the Great Western Woodlands 
and implementing weed and dieback management measures. 
 
The EPA notes that the proposal presents a risk to the Critically 
Endangered western ground parrot and considers the mitigation measures 
proposed by the proponent and given effect through the EPA’s 
recommended conditions will counterbalance this risk. 
 
From its assessment of the proposal the EPA has concluded that the 
health, diversity and productivity of the environment will be maintained for 
the benefit of future generations if the proposal is implemented in 
accordance with the recommended conditions. 

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

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

This principle is a fundamental and relevant consideration for the EPA 
when assessing and considering the impacts of the proposal on the 
environmental factors of Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

The EPA notes that that impacts may affect biological diversity and 
ecological integrity due to the increased potential for the Critically 
Endangered western ground parrot to collide with the proposed fence.  
 
The EPA considers the mitigation measures proposed by the proponent 
will counterbalance this risk and has ensured the proposal will not 
compromise the biological diversity and ecological integrity of the western 
ground parrot by recommending a condition which includes these 
mitigation measures.  

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 maximise benefits and/or 
minimise costs to develop their own solution and responses 
to environmental problems.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent would bear 
the cost related to ongoing management including mitigation, monitoring 
and maintenance of the proposal.   
 
The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the 
proposal. 

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

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proposal will not 
generate a significant amount of waste. The proponent proposes to ensure 
that all domestic waste produced by the construction contractors will be 
removed and disposed of at appropriate waste disposal facilities.   
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the 
proposal. 
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Appendix 3: Evaluation of other environmental factors 

Environmental 
factor 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

PEOPLE 
Social Surroundings 
(Aboriginal Heritage) 

The surveys (desktop and 
ethnographic) for the 
proposal identified 51 
sites. Five sites are 
located outside of the 
development envelope and 
24 have been avoided 
through changes to the 
alignment of the fence. 
The remaining 22 include 
18 cultural areas, two 
registered Aboriginal 
heritage sites and 2 logged 
Aboriginal heritage places 
that are undergoing 
assessment by DPLH 
(formerly Department of 
Aboriginal Affairs). To 
minimise impacts to the 
remaining 22 sites, the 
fence will be constructed 
along existing fence lines 
(replacing old fences), fire 
breaks, previously chained 
areas and existing 
disturbed areas. One 
registered Aboriginal site 

Agency comments: 

• The proponent has consulted for and 
completed Aboriginal heritage surveys with 
the relevant Traditional Owners. 

• Surveys completed are of an adequate 
standard and sufficiently express the views 
of Traditional Owners.  

• DPLH advises that the proponent is aware 
of its obligations under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972 (AH Act) and that 
should the proposal impact any Aboriginal 
heritage site that these impacts can be 
managed through the provisions of the AH 
Act. 

• DPLH has requested the relevant 
Traditional Owners to complete the 
heritage information submission forms for 
the 37 cultural areas. Until these are 
provided, the department is not able to 
advise on whether these may be places 
that would meet the criteria of Section 5 of 
the AH Act. 

 
Public comments: 

• The proponent should undertake further 
site identification heritage surveys and 

Heritage was identified as a preliminary 
key environmental factor when the EPA 
decided to assess the proposal. 
 
Having regard to: 

• the environmental factor guideline of 
Social Surroundings 

• the findings of the desktop survey, the 
archaeological assessment and 
ethnographic surveys 

• the proponent’s application of the 
mitigation hierarchy to avoid and 
minimise disturbance of archaeological 
sites and cultural areas 

• the incorporation of fence gaps to 
maintain dreaming trails, songlines and 
enable the movement of culturally 
significant resources 

• minimal loss of 0.95 ha of native 
vegetation within a registered 
Aboriginal heritage site 

• advice provided by DPLH 

• the significance considerations in the 
Statement of environmental principles, 
factors and objectives. 
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Environmental 
factor 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

requires clearing of 0.95 
ha of previously 
undisturbed vegetation. 
 
All known meeting places, 
granite outcrops, gnamma 
holes, camp sites and 
ochre sources have been 
avoided by the proposed 
alignment. The Young, Loft 
and Oldfield rivers will be 
avoided by stopping the 
proposed fence alignment 
before the boundary of the 
river and then continuing 
the alignment on the other 
side of the river. The gaps 
in the alignment include all 
riparian vegetation and 
were developed in 
consultation with the 
area’s Traditional Owners. 
The preservation of these 
gaps maintains dreaming 
trails, songlines and the 
movement of culturally 
significant resources. 

assessment to enable determination of 
registered Aboriginal sites under section 5 
of the AH Act. 

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

• Pursuant to the native title determination, 
native title holders have the right to take 
resources from the native title 
determination area. Preventing access and 
migration of species through the proposal 
area has the potential to significantly affect 
access to culturally significant resources 
such as kangaroos, emus and culturally 
important plant species. 

• Clarification is required on the process to 
be followed after cultural sites are 
identified. 

• Traditional Owners should be offered 
funding or assistance to manage their 
adjoining lands. 

 

The EPA considers it is unlikely that the 
proposal would have a significant impact 
on Social Surroundings (Aboriginal 
Heritage) and that the impacts to this 
factor are manageable. 
 
Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
Social Surroundings to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent is 
aware of its obligations under the AH Act 
and that any clearing of registered 
Aboriginal heritage sites can be managed 
under this Act. 
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Appendix 4: Identified decision-making authorities and 
recommended environmental conditions 

Identified decision-making authorities 
 

Section 44(2) of EP Act specifies that the EPA’s report must set out (if it recommends 
that implementation be allowed) the conditions and procedures, if any, to which 
implementation should be subject. This Appendix contains the EPA’s recommended 
conditions and procedures.   
 
Section 45(1) requires the Minister for Environment to consult with decision-making 
authorities (DMAs), and if possible, agree on whether or not the proposal may be 
implemented, and if so, to what conditions and procedures, if any, that 
implementation should be subject.   
 
The following decision-making authorities have been identified:  

 

Decision-making authority Legislation (and approval) 

1. Minister for Environment Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 
(taking of flora) 

2. Minister for Lands Land Administration Act 1997 
(for creation of the barrier fence reserve) 

3. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
(section 18 clearances) 

4. Director General, Department of 
Water and Environmental 
Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 
Environmental Protection (Clearing of 
native vegetation) Regulations 2004 
(Part V – Clearing Permit) 

5. Shire of Esperance Land Administration Act 1997 
(for closure of local road reserves) 

6. Shire of Ravensthorpe Land Administration Act 1997 
(for closure of local road reserves) 

Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA 1, 2 and 3 since these 
DMAs are Ministers. 
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         Statement No. xxx 
 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 
(Environmental Protection Act 1986) 

 

STATE BARRIER FENCE ESPERANCE EXTENSION 

 

Proposal:  Construction of an approximately 660 km long, 1.35 m 
high barrier fence in the Goldfields-Esperance Region of 
Western Australia for the purpose of limiting impacts of 
pest animals on agriculture.  

Proponent:  Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development 

Proponent Address: 3 Baron-Hay Court, South Perth WA 6161 

Assessment Number: 2088 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: XXXX 

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 it has been agreed 
that the proposal described and documented in Table 1 of Schedule 1 may be 
implemented and that the implementation of the proposal is subject to the following 
implementation conditions and procedures:  

1 Proposal Implementation 

1-1 When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall not exceed the authorised 

extent of the proposal as defined in Table 2 in Schedule 1, unless amendments 

to the proposal and the authorised extent of the proposal have been approved 

under the EP Act. 

2 Contact Details 

2-1 The proponent shall notify the CEO of any change of its name, physical address 

or postal address for the serving of notices or other correspondence within 

twenty eight (28) days of such change. Where the proponent is a corporation or 

an association of persons, whether incorporated or not, the postal address is 

that of the principal place of business or of the principal office in the State. 

3 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after five (5) 

years from the date on this Statement, and any commencement, prior to this 

date, must be substantial.  
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3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, on or before five (5) 

years from the date of this Statement, must be demonstrated as substantial by 

providing the CEO with written evidence, on or before the expiration of five (5) 

years from the date of this Statement. 

4 Compliance Reporting 

4-1 The proponent shall prepare, and maintain a Compliance Assessment Plan 

which is submitted to the CEO at least six (6) months prior to the first 

Compliance Assessment Report required by condition 4-6, or prior to 

implementation of the proposal, whichever is sooner.  

4-2 The Compliance Assessment Plan shall indicate: 

(1) the frequency of compliance reporting; 

(2) the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 

(3) the retention of compliance assessments; 

(4) the method of reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective 

actions taken; 

(5) the table of contents of Compliance Assessment Reports; and 

(6) public availability of Compliance Assessment Reports. 

4-3 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance Assessment 

Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 4-2 the proponent shall assess 

compliance with conditions in accordance with the Compliance Assessment 

Plan required by condition 4-1. 

4-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 

the Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 4-1 and shall make 

those reports available when requested by the CEO. 

4-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 

seven (7) days of that non-compliance being known. 

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the first Compliance Assessment Report 

fifteen (15) months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the 

twelve (12) month period from the date of issue of this Statement and then 

annually from the date of submission of the first Compliance Assessment 

Report, or as otherwise agreed in writing by the CEO. 

The Compliance Assessment Report shall: 

(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s Chief Executive Officer or a person 

delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’s behalf; 
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(2) include a statement as to whether the proponent has complied with the 

conditions; 

(3) identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 

preventative actions taken; 

(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved Compliance 

Assessment Plan; and 

(5) indicate any proposed changes to the Compliance Assessment Plan 

required by condition 4-1. 

5 Public Availability of Data 

5-1 Subject to condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the CEO 

of the issue of this Statement and for the remainder of the life of the proposal 

the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved by the CEO, 

all validated environmental data (including sampling design, sampling 

methodologies, empirical data and derived information products (e.g. maps)), 

management plans and reports relevant to the assessment of this proposal and 

implementation of this Statement. 

5-2 If any data referred to in condition 5-1 contains particulars of: 

(1) a secret formula or process; or 

(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; 

the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 

these data publicly available. In making such a request the proponent shall 

provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not be 

made publicly available. 

6 Flora and Vegetation 

6-1 The proponent shall ensure that the impacts to flora and vegetation during 

construction and post construction of the proposal are minimised. 

6-2 Prior to construction the proponent shall: 

(1) undertake contemporary dieback mapping within vulnerable areas of the 

alignment identifying infested and uninfested areas; and 

(2) undertake contemporary weed mapping for the entire alignment 

identifying the species of weed and the area(s) they infest. 

6-3 During construction of the proposal the proponent shall: 

(1) implement hygiene protocols, consistent with the Management of 

Phytophthora cinnamomi for Biodiversity Conservation in Australia, Part 



State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension 

 

 

46  Environmental Protection Authority 

2 National Best Practice Guidelines and the DBCA Phytophthora 

Dieback Management Manual: Forest and Ecosystem Management as 

amended or replaced from time to time; and 

(2) implement weed control and management to minimise the introduction of 

new species of weeds and ensure there is no net increase in the current 

extent of weeds identified in the development envelope in consultation 

with the DBCA. 

6-4 Within two (2) months after completion of construction the proponent shall 

provide a report to the CEO which demonstrates that the proposal: 

(1) is designed and constructed consistent with the authorised extent(s) as 

referred to in Table 2 in Schedule 1 and includes: 

(a) a calculation of the actual area cleared;  

(b) a map and spatial data showing the final alignment; 

(c) dimensions and location of maintenance tracks; and  

(d) any other areas disturbed in the Development Envelope;  

(2) has been constructed in accordance with the National Best Practice 

Guidelines and the DBCA Phytophthora Dieback Management Manual; 

and 

(3) has minimised the potential for the introduction of new weed species and 

minimised the potential for further spread of weeds as a result of the 

proposal through a weed survey. 

6-5 During maintenance of the proposal the proponent shall: 

(1) implement hygiene protocols, consistent with the Management of 

Phytophthora cinnamomi for Biodiversity Conservation in Australia, Part 

2 National Best Practice Guidelines and the DBCA Phytophthora 

Dieback Management Manual: Forest and Ecosystem Management as 

amended or replaced from time to time; and 

(2) undertake weed control and management to prevent the introduction of 

weeds and ensure there is no net increase in the current extent of weeds 

identified in the development envelope in consultation with the DBCA. 

 
7 Terrestrial Fauna (Western Ground Parrot (Pezoporus flaviventris))  

7-1 The proponent shall ensure that implementation of the proposal achieves the 

following objective: 

(1) Avoid where possible, and not increase risk of direct and indirect impacts 

greater than that presented by the existing farm fencing to the western 



Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 

 

 

Environmental Protection Authority   47 

ground parrot (Pezoporus flaviventris) along the 115 km section of the 

proposal, as shown in Figure 2 of Schedule 1. 

7-2 To meet the objective required by condition 7-1 the proponent shall ensure, in 

consultation with the DBCA, that: 

(1) The design, construction, and maintenance of the fence along the 

115 km section of the proposal, as shown in Figure 2 of Schedule 1, shall 

include but not be limited to the following additional measures: 

(a) no clearing during the dispersal time of 1 December to 31 May; 

(b) no use barbed or electrified wire;  

(c) mechanisms to increase visibility of the fence for the parrot; 

including but not limited to the use equine tape and fluorescent 

fence droppers at regular intervals between star pickets. These 

mechanisms shall be regularly monitored and replaced when 

deterioration is detected; 

(2) management of introduced predators is conducted within known and 

potential habitat for the western ground parrot, as shown in Figure 2 of 

Schedule 1, twice a year for three (3) years from the completion of 

construction of this section; and 

(3) Prior to clearing and construction submit details of the measures required 

by condition 7-2(1) and 7-2(2), on advice of the DBCA, to meet the 

objective of condition 7-1 above. 

 



Schedule 1 
Table 1: Summary of the proposal 

Proposal Title State Barrier Fence Esperance Extension 

Short Description Construction of an approximately 660 km long, 1.35 m high 
barrier fence in the Goldfields-Esperance region of Western 
Australia for the purpose of limiting impacts of pest animals 
on agriculture. 

 
 
Table 2: Location and authorised extent of physical and operational elements 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 

Element Location Authorised Extent 

Fence, maintenance 

track, fire break, water 

turnouts, stock grids 

and access gates 

Figure 1 Clearing and disturbance of up 

to 816 ha of native vegetation 

within four separate 

development envelopes with a 

width of up to 200 m, totalling 

an area of up to 8,139 ha. 

Firebreak Figure 1 Ongoing chaining every four to 

six years including: 

• 373.8 ha in existing 

firebreaks  

• 146 ha in previously 

uncleared areas. 

 
Spatial coordinates for the boundaries of the proposal (MGA Zone 51) 
 
Coordinates defining the boundaries shown in Figure 1 are held by the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation, document reference no. DWERDA041027. 
 
Table 3: Abbreviations and definitions 

Acronym or 
abbreviation 

Definition or term 

CEO The Chief Executive Officer of the Department of the Public Service 
of the state responsible for the administration of section 48 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 or his/her delegate. 

DBCA Department of Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions  

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Equine tape Non-electrified, high-visibility tape to be used at the top of the fence 
instead of wire. 

ha Hectare 

Introduced 
predators 

Red fox (Vulpes vulpes), wild dog (Canis dingo, Canis lupus 
familiaris (feral) and Canis dingo x Canis lupus familiaris) and feral 
cat (Felis catus) 

Vulnerable 
areas 

Areas in which susceptible native plants occur in conjunction with 
the environmental factors required for Phytophthora pathogens to 
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establish and persist; that is, areas that receive mean annual rainfall 
greater than 400mm Isohyet and areas and water gaining sites such 
as granite outcrops, streams and soaks. 

Weed Any plant declared under section 22(2) of the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act 2007, Weeds of National Significance 
and Priority weeds identified in the Great Western Woodlands draft 
strategic weed and feral animal management plan, as amended or 
replaced from time to time. 

 
 
Figures (attached)  

Figure 1 State Barrier Fence Esperance Expansion alignment  
Figure 2 Proposed alignment adjacent to Western ground parrot habitat 
.  
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Figure 1 State Barrier Fence Esperance Expansion alignment    
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Figure 2 Proposed alignment adjacent to Western ground parrot habitat  


