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Summary and recommendations 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice and 
recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the strategic proposal to develop 
Bayonet Head for urban purposes (Bayonet Head Plan for Development) by Lowe Pty 
Ltd, Housing Authority, MB and EM Cameron, K Slee, M Greer and the City of Albany.   
 
The Bayonet Head Plan for Development was referred to the EPA, and has been 
assessed as a strategic proposal as it identifies a future staged urban subdivision and 
urban development of land, with each stage subject to consideration as a derived 
proposal under section 39B of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). 
 
Pursuant to sections 44 and 40B of the EP Act the EPA is required to report to the 
Minister for 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 future proposals identified 

in the strategic proposal may be implemented, and, if the EPA recommends that 
the future proposal may be implemented, 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 following key environmental factor is relevant to the 
strategic proposal and required detailed evaluation in the report: 

(a) Conservation values - the protection of native vegetation, flora, fauna and 
wetlands. 

 
There were a number of other factors which were relevant to the strategic proposal, 
but the EPA is of the view that they are evaluated sufficiently in Appendix 3. 
 
The following principles were considered by the EPA in relation to the strategic 
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 strategic proposal to develop Bayonet Head for urban 
purposes and identify a conservation area within the 191 hectare (ha) Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) area. 
 
The SEA area contains significant environmental values which require protection.  
Therefore, identifying a conservation area, which is intended to protect and enhance 
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the key environmental values within the SEA area in the context of the proponents’ 
aim of providing land for urban purposes, was determined to be the key issue in 
assessing this proposal. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponents have modified the strategic proposal to include a 
total of 62.75 ha of land within the SEA area for conservation purposes, increasing the 
provision of land for conservation by 23 ha.  This modification comprises 58 ha for a 
Conservation Area and 4.75 ha for a Foreshore Reserve.  The EPA also notes that in 
order to ensure the long term maintenance of conservation values the proponent has 
committed to manage this proposed Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve for 10 
years. 
 
The proponents’ provision of land for conservation purposes represents 32.8% of the 
entire SEA area, and 42% of the native vegetation present in the SEA area. 
 
The EPA has recommended that the Conservation Area be modified to exclude a 
proposed road reserve of 0.84 ha to ensure that it remains a consolidated area and is 
not threatened through further fragmentation, bringing the total Conservation Area to 
58.84 ha.  The EPA considers that while the Conservation Area does not conserve all 
of the environmental values present within the SEA area, it provides for long-term 
security of a consolidated area while still providing a substantial developable area for 
the proponent. 
 
The EPA has therefore concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the 
EPA’s objectives for the environmental factors, provided future proposal are subject to 
the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4 and summarised in Section 4.1. 
 

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

1. That the Minister notes that the strategic proposal being assessed is for the 
development of the Bayonet Head ‘Plan for Development’ area for urban 
purposes; 

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

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal can be 
managed to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives provided future proposals 
are subject to the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4 and summarised 
in Section 4.1.  

4. That the Minister applies the implementation statement recommended in Appendix 
4 of this report to the strategic proposal. 

5. That the Minister notes the EPA’s other advice presented in Section 5 in relation to 
existing EPA referrals within the SEA area. 

Conditions 
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed an 
implementation statement that the EPA recommends be applied to the strategic 
proposal and any subsequent derived proposal if the strategic proposal by Lowe Pty 
Ltd, Housing Authority, MB and EM Cameron, K Slee, M Greer and City of Albany to 
develop the Bayonet Head ‘Plan for Development’ area for urban purposes is 
approved for implementation.   
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The implementation statement is presented in Appendix 4.  Matters addressed in the 
conditions include the following: 

1. Prohibiting the construction of a road through the Conservation Area. 

2. The preparation of a Conservation Area Management Plan to protect and 
improve the environmental values of the Conservation Area. 

3. The requirement for the proponents to implement the Construction Management 
Plan, Foreshore Management Plan and a Monitoring Program for 10 years from 
the commencement of onsite works. 

4. The preparation of an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan to address the 
Department of Environment and Conservation Acid Sulfate Soil Guidelines 
Series 2009. 
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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 Environment, following the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment1 (SEA), on the key environmental factors and principles 
for the strategic proposal by Lowe Pty Ltd, Housing Authority, MB and EM Cameron, 
K Slee, M Greer and City of Albany, to develop the Bayonet Head ‘Plan for 
Development’ area (SEA area) for urban purposes.  
 
The proposal was referred to the EPA in September 2008 and it was determined that 
the proposal would be assessed as a SEA.  The final SEA ‘Bayonet Head Plan for 
Development’ document was approved and released by the EPA for a six week 
public review in April 2010.  This level of assessment was set due to the potential for 
impacts on vegetation, flora, fauna, wetlands, foreshore, surface and groundwater 
quality, soil contamination, acid sulfate soils, and Aboriginal heritage. 
 
Prior to this, two referrals to the EPA had been made under Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) in relation to this location; however, 
none of these have resulted in an environmental impact assessment that has been 
taken through to completion (Figure 2).  The proposed subdivision of Lot 1000 Lower 
King Road (previously known as Part Lot 760 Lower King Road) was referred to the 
EPA by the then Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  In January 2006 the 
EPA set the level of assessment at ‘Public Environmental Review’ (Assessment No. 
1623). In addition, the EPA decided to formerly assess Amendment 242 to the 
Albany District Town Planning Scheme 3 for Part Lot 1 Yatana Road and Lot 476 
Sibbald Road, Bayonet Head.  This amendment proposed to change the zoning from 
‘Rural’ to ‘Residential Development’.  The assessment process for the subdivision 
and rezoning are being held in abeyance while the SEA is being assessed. 
 
Further details of the strategic proposal are presented in Section 2 of this report.  
Section 3 discusses the key environmental factors and principles for the strategic 
proposal.  The conditions to which the proposal should be subject, if the Minister 
determines that it may be implemented, are set out in Section 4.  Section 5 provides 
other advice by the EPA and Section 6 presents 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. 
 
 
 

                                            
1 The term ‘Strategic Environmental Assessment’ was in use by the OEPA at the time this 
proposal was referred to the EPA and set a level of assessment in 2004.  It has since been 
replaced by the term ‘Assessment of a Strategic Proposal’. 
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2. The strategic proposal 
 
The proposal was referred to the EPA in 2008 by Coffey Environments on behalf of 
the landowners of the 2001 Bayonet Head Outline Development Plan area.  The EPA 
determined the proposal to be a ‘Strategic Proposal’ as defined under section 37B of 
the EP Act and it has been assessed as an SEA. 
 
An SEA provides the means for a proponent to voluntarily refer a strategic proposal 
for assessment by the EPA, even if the proposal itself does not have an immediate 
significant effect on the environment. In essence, a strategic proposal might be a 
plan, program, or conceptual development that will lead to future specific proposals 
with likely environmental impacts. 
 
When a future proposal is referred to the EPA, which is under the umbrella of, and 
consistent with, a previous strategic environmental assessment, the EPA may 
declare that this proposal is a ‘derived proposal’ under section 39B of the EP Act. A 
proposal declared as a derived proposal would not require further assessment by the 
EPA. 
 
Subdivisions and provision of infrastructure have been identified as future proposals 
that may be considered by the EPA to be ‘derived’ proposals under this Strategic 
Environmental Assessment. 
 
The Bayonet Head Plan for Development relates to the future development of 191 
hectares (ha) of land within Bayonet Head, which is currently zoned ‘Residential’ and 
‘Rural’ in the City of Albany’s Town Planning Scheme No. 3.  The future development 
set out by the proponent in the SEA review document (Coffey Environments 2010) is 
for Bayonet Head to be developed for urban purposes.  There are six land owners 
over the SEA area, with the majority of the landholding being jointly owned by Lowe 
Pty Ltd together with the Housing Authority.  The regional location of the proposal is 
shown in Figure 1.  The original proposal as presented in the SEA document (Coffey 
Environments 2010) is shown in Figure 3. The proposal was modified by the 
proponent at its presentation to the EPA on 16 February 2012, and formally detailed 
to the EPA in correspondence dated 21 May 2012 (Figure 4). 
 
The modified proposal as shown in Figure 4 is to develop 128.35 ha of the 191.1 ha 
total area, consisting of the following components:   
 
Table 1:  Summary of key proposal characteristics 
 
Land Use Area (ha) approximate 
SEA area 191.1 
Conservation Area 58 
Foreshore Reserve 4.75 
Area to be developed 128.35 
 
 
Since the release of the SEA document, the proponent has made a number of 
modifications to the strategic proposal.  These include: 
 

• The conservation of 62.75 ha (an increase from 39.5 ha as originally 
proposed for Public Open Space ‘Natural Values’ in the SEA document) 
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• The commitment of the proponent to manage the Conservation Area and 
Foreshore Reserve for 10 years from the commencement of on-site works or 
until such time as the land is ceded to an appropriate management body. 

• The commitment of the proponent to prepare a Conservation Area 
Management Plan to address: 

• Fencing, access and signage. 
• Design and implementation of appropriate monitoring of 

vegetation condition, threatened Priority flora and key fauna 
species to provide data about the long-term viability the 
Conservation Area. 

• Rehabilitation and revegetation. 
• Weed control. 
• Fire management and response. 
• Dieback management and monitoring. 
• Completion criteria for handover to management authority. 

 
The potential impacts of the strategic proposal initially predicted by the proponent in 
the SEA and their proposed management are summarised in Table 2 of the SEA 
document (Coffey Environments 2010). 
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Figure 1:  Bayonet Head regional location
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Figure 2:  SEA area and EPA referrals within the SEA area boundary 
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Figure 3:  Bayonet Head Plan for Development as presented in the SEA document 
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Figure 4:  SEA modified proposal 
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3. Key environmental factors and principles 
 
Section 44 of the EP Act requires the EPA to report to the Minister for Environment 
on the key environmental factors relevant to the strategic 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 
surface and groundwater quality, soil contamination, acid sulfate soils, and Aboriginal 
heritage, are relevant to the strategic 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 following key environmental factor for the strategic 
proposal requires detailed evaluation in this report: 

(a) Conservation values – the protection of native vegetation, flora, fauna and 
wetlands. 

 
The above key factor was identified from the EPA’s consideration and review of all 
environmental factors generated from the SEA document and the submissions 
received, in conjunction with the proposal characteristics. 
 
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 strategic proposal 
and how it will be affected by the strategic proposal.  The assessment of each 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 strategic 
proposal: 

(b) the precautionary principle 

(c) the principle of intergenerational equity; and 

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

3.1  Conservation values 
The key environmental factor of conservation values was selected for further detailed 
evaluation in order to identify the area to be reserved for conservation and protection 
of the highest environmental values.  Early in this assessment, vegetation, flora, 
fauna and wetlands were identified as key issues and these are described below.  
Because there is a close relationship between these environmental factors, they 
have all been incorporated into the assessment of the overarching key environmental 
factor of ‘conservation values’. 
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Description 
 
Native vegetation and flora 
 
The SEA area contains approximately 136.2 ha of native vegetation based on the 
Albany Regional Vegetation Survey (ARVS) (Sandiford & Barrett, 2010).   
 
The vegetation condition within the SEA area was assessed according to the 
condition rating scale presented in Bush Forever (Government of WA, 2000).  The 
SEA document (Coffey, 2010) states that the majority of remnant vegetation in the 
southern part of the study area is considered to be in ‘Excellent’ condition with few 
weed species and little sign of disturbance. Vegetation in the northern part of the 
SEA area is relatively degraded (with condition ratings of ‘Good’ to ‘Completely 
Degraded’).  Dieback has been recorded in Lots 1000 and 1001 Lower King Road.  
The eastern portion of the study area (with the exception of the area directly adjacent 
to Oyster Harbour) comprises vegetation in ‘Completely Degraded’ to ‘Good’ 
condition which is largely due to a history of agricultural land use and clearing.  
Vegetation directly adjacent to the foreshore at the eastern extent of the study area is 
considered to be in ‘Excellent’ condition. 
 
The SEA document further states that the vegetation of the study area has previously 
been broadly mapped according to rainfall variations and landform/soil properties 
(Beard 1981).  Beard described the vegetation of the Albany area as representative 
of the Albany System within the Menzies Subdistrict Vegetation Unit, and more 
specifically mapped the study area as a Jarrah (Eucalyptus marginata) and Jarrah-
Sheoak (Allocasuarina fraseriana) Low Woodland.  A total of 18 vegetation 
associations were identified in the study area, which are mapped in Figure 5.  The 
SEA document did not provide the pre clearing extent with regards to these 
vegetation associations.  
 
Coffey Environments (2009) also undertook a regional vegetation analysis, which 
compared the classification of quadrats within the SEA area with quadrats recorded 
in regional reserves to identify floristic groups.  Six floristic groups were identified in 
the SEA area; Floristic Group1, Group 2, Group 5 (5a and 5b), Group 6 and Group 7.  
The SEA states that of the six floristic groups identified, four are not represented in 
conservation reserves or are found in 2 or less reserved areas. 
 
The ARVS completed for the region identified 13 vegetation units within the SEA 
area (Figure 6).  The ARVS states that three vegetation units within the SEA area are 
likely to have less than 30% of their pre clearing extent remaining, which includes 
units; 13 (Jarrah/Sheoak/Eucalyptus staeri Sandy Woodland), 14 (Banksia coccinea 
Shrubland/Eucalyptus staeri/Sheoak Woodland) and 39 (Pericalymma spongiocaule 
Shrubland). 
 
The SEA document states that flora of conservation significance include Drakaea 
micrantha (Declared Rare Flora (DRF)), Andersonia jamesii ms (Priority 1), 
Andersonia depressa (Priority 3), Chorizema reticulatum (Priority 3), Leucopogon 
altissimus (Priority 3), Drosera fimbriata (Priority 4), Laxmannia jamesii (Priority 4), 
and Stylidium plantagineum (Priority 4). 
 
There is also a Priority 1 Ecological Community (PEC) - Open Low Allocasuarina 
fraseriana – Eucalyptus staeri woodland in association with Banksia coccinea thicket, 
within the SEA area.  This PEC is mapped in the ARVS as ARVS Unit 14 - Banksia 
coccinea Shrubland/Eucalyptus staeri/Sheoak Open Woodland.  The Department of 
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Environment and Conservation (DEC) has stated that some variation in the mapping 
of this community exists between the DEC database, the Coffey Environments 
mapping and the ARVS.  However, sufficient concurrence exists for planning and 
conservation purposes, and DEC has stated that Coffey Environment’s mapping of 
the PEC is reliable.  The SEA document states that the PEC area is also the habitat 
in which the DRF occurrence was recorded. 
 
Fauna 
 
The SEA document states that the SEA area contains fauna habitat typically found in 
the Albany region with three broad fauna habitat types present; Jarrah/Sheoak 
Woodland, Heath Shrubland and Wetland Mosaic. 
 
One hundred and twenty eight species of vertebrate fauna were recorded within the 
Bayonet Head project area during December 2006, March 2007 and March 2009. 
This includes 7 amphibian species, 21 reptile species, 86 bird species and 
14 mammal species (including four introduced species).  The bird species include 
three Schedule 1 species (Carnaby’s Black-Cockatoo, Forest Red-tailed Black-
Cockatoo and Baudin’s Black-Cockatoo), under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950.  
The ten native mammal species recorded include one Schedule 1 species (Western 
Ringtail Possum) and one Conservation Dependent species (Quenda) listed by the 
DEC as Priority listed fauna. 
 
The species recorded in the project area occurred in a range of habitats across the 
region and were recorded from other habitats surveyed in the Albany region at Emu 
Point and Yakamia. 
 
Wetlands 
 
Eleven wetlands are present within the SEA area.  Eight are classed with a 
management category of Conservation Category Wetlands (CCW), two are Resource 
Enhancement and one Multiple Use Wetland.   
 
The SEA document states that all CCWs are proposed to be retained in the SEA 
area, and the development may involve modification or clearing of wetlands with a 
Resource Enhancement or Multiple Use management category.  
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Figure 5:  Vegetation associations within SEA area  
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Figure 6:  Albany Regional Vegetation Survey Units within SEA area
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Submissions 
 
Eight submissions were received from government agencies and non government 
organizations; and 35 submissions were received from members of the public. 
 
The majority of the public submissions focused on the preservation of all of the 
remaining native vegetation within the SEA area.  The submissions stated that the 
Albany region is highly cleared and the proposal will have unacceptable impacts on 
the critically important flora and vegetation biodiversity.  Submitters argued that this 
area is the last tract of high quality suburban bushland of its type in Albany.  
 
Public submissions also questioned the ability of the proposed Public Open Space 
(POS) ‘Natural Values’ areas to protect both significant flora and fauna species and 
its ability to be ecologically viable in the long term.  They also stated that the proposal 
does not provide significant protection for the wetlands.  
 
The DEC submitted that the development will not maintain biodiversity values in the 
area as most priority flora is not in POS and the DRF may occur outside of the POS 
areas.  The PEC also needs to be reserved with a sufficient buffer to protect against 
dieback.  The DEC also contended that the SEA document does not reflect the more 
detailed vegetation assessment work undertaken in the ARVS, and that the proposal 
would not ‘maintain abundance, diversity distribution and productivity of flora’ through 
the protection of significant flora and vegetation values.  The DEC has advised that 
the record of the Leucopogon altissimus (P3) is of regional significance, as the record 
is the most westerly known occurrence.  The loss of this population would result in a 
large reduction in the known extent of the species and potential genetic diversity 
within the species.  
 
The Commonwealth government Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, 
Population and Communities (DSEWPAC) submission stated that the proposal is 
contentious and likely to have a significant impact on matters of national 
environmental significance protected under the Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  In particular the proposal may result 
in a loss of habitat to known populations of Western Ring-tail Possum, Quokka, and 
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, amongst others.   
 
The Department of Planning stated that the proposed foreshore reserve does not 
appear to satisfactorily protect areas of significant faunal values. It is recommended 
that the coastal foreshore reserve be extended to include fauna habitat for Western 
Ringtail Possums and Black Cockatoos 
 
The Department of Water stated that wetland buffers need to relate to the values of 
each site and the threats that residential development may bring, and these values 
need to be maintained within an urban context.  The suggested buffers appear 
inconsistent and not fully explained.  CCWs should not be used for the management 
of storm water. 
 

Assessment 
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor of conservation values is to protect 
and enhance the environmental values of areas identified as having significant 
environmental attributes. 
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The EPA considers the highest conservation values of the SEA area include: 
 
• Native vegetation 

The SEA area contains regionally significant remnant vegetation.  While there are 
several conservation reserves within the vicinity of the SEA area there are no 
native vegetation areas within a 10 km radius that have a similar combination and 
variation within a similar size area.  The majority of remnant vegetation in the 
southern portion of the SEA area is considered to be in ‘Excellent’ condition with 
few weed species and little disturbance.  This portion is also comprised of 
complex and varied vegetation communities that are mosaic in nature.  Thirteen 
vegetation units described in the ARVS have been identified as occurring within 
the SEA area, three of these are likely to have less than 30% of their pre clearing 
extent remaining.   

 
• Flora  

There is one DRF species present within the SEA area, as well as seven Priority 
species.  There is also one Priority 1 PEC within the southern portion of the SEA 
area. 

 
• Fauna 

The SEA area also has a high faunal richness and diversity.  This includes at 
least 88 bird species, ten native mammal species, eight amphibian species and 
21 reptile species.  The SEA area contains four Schedule 1 species and one 
Priority listed species. 

 
• Wetlands 

Eleven wetlands are present within the SEA area, eight are CCWs. 
 
Proponent’s proposed Conservation Area 
 
In the original ‘Bayonet Head Plan for Development’ (Figure 3) the proponent 
proposed to create 21 Public Open Space (POS) ‘Natural Values’ areas to be set 
aside for conservation purposes, covering 39.6 ha.  
 
After further discussion and correspondence with the EPA, the proponent has 
modified the strategic proposal to include a Conservation Area of 58 ha, and a 
Foreshore Reserve of 4.75 ha (Figure 4).  This provides a total of 62.75 ha of land for 
conservation purposes. 
 
The proponents’ provision of land for conservation purposes represents 32.8% of the 
entire SEA area, and 42% of the native vegetation present in the SEA area. 
 
The EPA considers that the proponent’s proposed Conservation Area represents: 
 

• Complex and varied vegetation communities that are mosaic in nature and 
transition from wetland to upland vegetation units in short distances. 

• A suite of ARVS vegetation units that are not duplicated in a 10 km radius 
within formal or informal reserves. 

• Reservation of Threatened Flora, Priority 1 Ecological Community and Priority 
Flora.  

• Reservation of vegetation units which are restricted in the ARVS study area, 
specifically ARVS vegetation unit 14. 
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• An area that is of the minimum size which will maintain flora, vegetation and 
fauna viability on site. 

• A consolidated area that would limit edge effects and fragmentation, and 
retain the high faunal richness and diversity that is currently present within the 
SEA area. 

 
In addition to providing areas for conservation the proponents have also committed to 
manage the proposed Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve for 10 years from 
the commencement of onsite works. This will include the preparation and 
implementation of management plans, and the undertaking of monitoring of key 
species within the Conservation Area.  
 
In considering the strategic proposal and the opportunities for a Conservation Area, 
the EPA has consulted with the proponents, the DEC, the City of Albany and the 
Department of Planning.   
 
The EPA considers that the Conservation Area provided in the proponents’ modified 
proposal (Figure 4) will only be viable if the area remains consolidated, and is not 
divided through the provision of a 20 metre (m) road reserve (0.84 ha).  The EPA 
considers that this proposed road area may be retained as a firebreak within the 
consolidated area, but that the construction of a sealed suburban road would greatly 
diminish the environmental values of the area through fragmentation and the edge-
effects.  The EPA also notes that there appears to be the provision for a road reserve 
(continuation of Sibbald Road) along the south-eastern boundary of the SEA area 
which would potentially provide a north-south link for traffic should it be needed.  The 
EPA therefore recommends that no road should be constructed through the 
proposed Conservation Area (Condition 7-2, Appendix 4), increasing the original 
58 ha Conservation Area to 58.84 ha. 
 
The EPA acknowledges that the proposed Conservation Area does not conserve the 
record of the P3 flora Leucopogon altissimus which the DEC has advised is of 
regional significance, being at its western most extent.  The EPA also acknowledges 
that the decision not to retain all the wetlands (CCW, Resource Enhancement and 
Multiple Use) of the SEA area within the proposed Conservation Area represents a 
less than optimal outcome.   
 
However, the EPA considers that while the Leucopogon altissimus and wetlands 
have high environmental value and it would be desirable to include them in the 
Conservation Area, on balance a better overall outcome would be achieved through 
a consolidated Conservation Area with a high level of management which includes 
the key environmental values within the SEA area while still providing a substantial 
developable area for the proponent.   
 
In coming to this conclusion the EPA carefully considered what size of conservation 
area is needed in order to maintain the environmental values in the long term.  There 
is information from other regions that when an area is less that 100 ha in size there is 
an incremental drop off in fauna species survival and that below 80 ha in size there is 
a catastrophic drop off in species surviving.  In the Albany region, with its relatively 
higher rainfall, it is likely that there is an increased capacity for fauna species to 
survive in slightly smaller areas.  So while the EPA considers that the proposed 
58 ha area should be able to sustain most fauna species in the long-term, it 
recommends that a monitoring program be put in place to gather empirical data on 
this issue in the Albany region which can be used to inform future conservation 
decisions in the region (Condition 7-4, Appendix 4). 
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Therefore the EPA concludes that the proponent may develop for urban purposes 
within an area of 127.51 ha, which does not include the Conservation Area and 
Foreshore Reserve (combined 63.59 ha) within the SEA area (Conditions 7 and 8, 
Appendix 4). 
 
If a proposal for subdivision outside the Conservation Area is referred to the EPA it 
would be considered a ‘derived proposal’ and hence not require further consideration 
by the EPA subject to having in place:  

• a Conservation Area Management Plan to provide for the establishment 
and long-term maintenance of the conservation area; and 

• a Foreshore Management Plan to prevent direct impacts on the Foreshore 
Reserve through uncontrolled access and edge effects; 

• a monitoring program to provide empirical data on the effectiveness of 
areas of this size in the Albany region to maintain environmental values in 
the long-term; 

• a Construction Management Plan, to prevent direct impacts on the 
Conservation Area through unplanned clearing and limit indirect impacts 
such and the spread of disease and weeds; and 

• an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan for those areas where acid sulfate 
soils may exist.  

Summary 
The EPA considers that with regard to the provision of a Conservation Area of 
58.84 ha and Foreshore Reserve of 4.75 ha, the proposal can be managed to meet 
the EPA’s environmental objective for this factor subject to the implementation of 
conditions for the future management of the Conservation Area and Foreshore 
Reserve. 
 

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 Environmental Protection Act (1986).  
Appendix 3 contains a summary of the EPA’s consideration of the principles.  
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Figure 7:  EPA Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve
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4. Conditions  
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to report to 
the Minister for Environment on the key environmental factors relevant to the 
strategic proposal and on the conditions and procedures to which the strategic 
proposal should be subject, if implemented.  In addition, the EPA may make 
recommendations as it sees fit. 
 

4.1 Recommended conditions 
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed a 
set of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed for the strategic proposal by 
Lowe Pty Ltd, Housing Authority, MB and EM Cameron, K Slee, M Greer and City of 
Albany, to develop the Bayonet Head ‘Plan for Development’ area for urban 
purposes. 
 
These conditions are presented in Appendix 4.  Matters addressed in the conditions 
include the following: 

(a) Conditions to be applied to the strategic proposal, namely: 
1. a Conservation Area Management Plan to provide for the 

establishment and long-term maintenance of the conservation area; 
and 

2. a Foreshore Management Plan to prevent direct impacts on the 
Foreshore Reserve through uncontrolled access and edge effects; 

3. a monitoring program to provide empirical data on the effectiveness of 
areas of this size in the Albany region to maintain environmental 
values in the long-term; 

4. a Construction Management Plan, to prevent direct impacts on the 
Conservation Area through unplanned clearing and limit indirect 
impacts such and the spread of disease and weeds; and 

5. an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan for those areas where acid 
sulfate soils may exist.  

(b) Identification of derived proposals, as well as a description of key characteristics 
to guide future development. 

 

4.2 Consultation 
In developing these conditions, the EPA consulted with the proponent, the DEC, the 
Department of Planning and the City of Albany in respect of matters of fact and 
matters of technical or implementation significance.  Minor changes, which did not 
change the intent or scope, were made to Conditions 7, 8, 9, and 10. 
 

4.3 Derived proposals 
The conditions and procedures attaching to the implementation of the strategic 
proposal are to attach to the implementation of any proposal that is declared by the 
EPA to be derived from the strategic proposal.   
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As stated in Section 3.1, if a proposal for subdivision outside the Conservation Area 
or Foreshore Reserve is referred to the EPA it may be considered a ‘derived 
proposal’ and hence not require further consideration by the EPA. 
 
The EPA notes that not all recommended conditions would apply to all derived 
proposals.  In accordance with the EP Act, the EPA may recommend to the Minister 
for Environment which conditions apply to the derived proposals. 
 
The EPA considers that only derived proposals within the acid sulfate soils risk 
boundary would be required to prepare an Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan.  
Derived proposals which are going to require significant clearing adjacent to the 
Conservation Area or Foreshore Reserve would require the Conservation Area and 
Foreshore Reserve Management Plans, and the Monitoring Program to be complete.   
 
The EPA understands the Department of Education intends to develop 2.2 ha 
adjacent to Flinders Park Primary School for use as a school oval.  The EPA may 
consider that if a derived proposal to develop this oval does not significantly impact 
on native vegetation, it would not require the imposition of the recommended 
conditions for the establishment and management of the Conservation Area. 

5. Other advice 
 
While the two related assessments (Assessment Nos. 1632 and 1640) are yet to be 
finalised, the proponents and responsible authorities for these should note that the 
EPA’s conclusions from this assessment will guide any future assessment of the 
related proposals.   

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

1. That the Minister notes that the strategic proposal being assessed is for the 
development of the Bayonet Head ‘Plan for Development’ area for urban 
purposes; 

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

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal can be 
managed to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives provided future proposals 
are subject to the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4, and 
summarised in Section 4.1.  

4. That the Minister applies the implementation statement recommended in 
Appendix 4 of this report to the strategic proposal. 

5. That the Minister notes the EPA’s other advice presented in Section 5 in relation 
to existing EPA referrals within the SEA area. 
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Appendix 3 
 
 

Summary of identification of key environmental factors and principles 
 
 
 



 

 
Preliminary 

Environmental 
Factors 

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

BIOPHYSICAL 
 
Conservation Values – 
The protection of the 
vegetation, flora, fauna 
and wetlands.  

 
The proponents’ modified 
proposal includes 62.75ha for 
conservation purposes in the 
Conservation Area and 
Foreshore Reserve.   
 
Remnant vegetation within 
the SEA area is regionally 
significant.  The SEA are 
contains complex and varied 
vegetation communities 
which are mosaic in nature 
and transition from wetland to 
upland in short distances.  
This area also has a suite of 
ARVS vegetation units which 
are not duplicated in a 10kms 
radius within formal or 
informal reserves. 

 
DEC 
• The development will not maintain biodiversity values in the 

area as most priority flora is not in POS and the DRF may 
occur outside of the POS areas.  The PEC also needs to be 
reserved with a sufficient buffer to protect against dieback. 

Non-government Organisations/Public 
• The allocation of small bushland areas to POS is farcical and 

they will not be ecologically viable in the long term.  The POS 
areas will not enable diversity, productivity or enhance the 
environment for benefit of future generations. 

• The City of Albany is the future manager of the Conservation 
Areas and responsible for implementing the proposed 
management plans.  They will require adequate resources by 
the proponents to enable long term management. 

 

 
Considered to be a key 
environmental factor 

 
Native Vegetation and 
Flora 

 
Approximately 136.2ha of the 
site is vegetated (according 
to the ARVS).  Development 
would result in the clearing of 
several Priority Flora species. 

 
DEC 
• The SEA does not reflect the more detailed vegetation 

assessment work undertaken in the ARVS. 
• The proposal will not meet the stated objectives to ‘maintain 

abundance, diversity distribution and productivity of flora’ 
through the protection of significant flora and vegetation 
values. 

• In order to maintain a dieback free core, the PEC will need to 
be protected with the provision of an effective buffer. 

 
The protection of native 
vegetation and flora values is a 
significant issue which is 
considered to be directly linked 
with the other environmental 
factors. 
 
As such the issue of ‘Native 
Vegetation and Flora’ will be 



 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 
Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
Non-government Organisations/Public 
• The Albany region is highly cleared and the proposal will have 

unacceptable impacts on the critically important flora and 
vegetation biodiversity.  This area is the last tract of high 
quality suburban bushland of its type in Albany. 

• There is no justification to clear native vegetation which is 
intact and contains a wide variety of vegetation communities 
and significant flora (DRF, PEC and Priority Flora). 

• The POS areas will be constantly degraded by edge effects, 
fire hazards and bushland vandalism (dumping and weed 
invasion). 

• There is similar habitat in which the DRF species may occur.  
Further protection of these areas is required.  It is also 
unacceptable that some Priority flora species are not being 
conserved. 

 

addressed under the 
‘Conservation Values’ key 
environmental factor. 

 
Fauna 

 
Development would involve 
clearing of remnant 
vegetation which provides 
habitat for native fauna. 

 
DEWHA - now Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, 
Population and Communities (DSEWPAC) 
• This proposal is contentious and likely to have a significant 

impact on matters of national environmental significance 
protected under the EPBC Act 1999.  In particular the 
proposal may result in a loss of habitat to known populations 
of Western Ring-tail Possum, Quokka, and Carnaby’s Black 
Cockatoo, amongst others. 

Department of Planning 
• The proposed foreshore reserve does not appear to 

satisfactorily protect areas of significant faunal values. It is 
recommended that the coastal foreshore reserve be extended 
to include fauna habitat for Western Ringtail Possums and 
Black Cockatoos 

Non-government Organisations/Public 

 
The protection of fauna values 
is a significant issue which is 
considered to be directly linked 
with the other environmental 
factors. 
 
As such the issue of ‘Fauna’ will 
be addressed under the 
‘Conservation Values’ key 
environmental factor. 



 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 
Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
• Existing development in Albany is having an impact on fauna 

species.  The loss of 100ha vegetation will have a significant 
impact on local fauna fragmenting the bushland into island 
remnants.  

• The POS is scattered and will not facilitate the movement of 
fauna.  The proposal will also result in the removal of 
significant foraging and nesting area. 

• Not enough information is available on the Black Cockatoos in  
the south coast.  This population should not decline further. 

• Albany is the eastern extent of the Western Ring-tail Possum 
range. The loss foraging habitat and nesting sites will reduce 
the viability of these possums. 

• The bandicoot and western false Pipistrelle are priority 
species and will suffer with the loss and fragmentation of 
bush. 

• The POS ignores the scale of area required for wildlife 
function if it is to persist. 

• Domestic pets will decimate any remaining native fauna within 
the development area. 

 
Wetlands 

 
11 wetlands are present 
within the SEA area which 
could be affected by 
development, of which 8 are 
classed with a management 
category of Conservation 
Category Wetlands.   

 
Department of Water 
• Wetland buffers need to relate to the values of each site and 

the threats that residential development may bring, and these 
values need to be maintained within an urban context.  The 
suggested buffers appear inconsistent and not fully explained. 

• CCWs should not be used for the management of storm 
water. 

• The preparation of a Wetland Management Plan is supported. 
Department of Planning 
• In accordance with the WAPC, the subdivisable area shall not 

include CCWs or foreshore reserves.  The calculation of the 
POS should be recalculated to exclude these areas. 

 
The protection of wetland 
values is a significant issue 
which is considered to be 
directly linked with the other 
environmental factors. 
 
As such the issue of ‘Wetlands’ 
will be addressed under the 
‘Conservation Values’ key 
environmental factor. 



 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 
Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
Non-government Organisations/Public 
• The proposal does not provide significant protection for the 

wetlands.  It is also not known whether the wetland buffer 
distances are sufficient to protection the hydrological and 
ecological values. 

• The wetlands have important local values which form a 
linkage with nearby Oyster Harbour and upland areas. 

 
Coastal Foreshore 

 
Development may impact the 
geophysical values of the 
foreshore reserve which 
comprises native vegetation 
on a steep scarp.   

 
Department of Transport 
• A geotechnical survey is required to confirm this section of 

coast is a Rock Shoreline as defined in SPP 2.6. 
Department of Planning 
• Subdivision should only occur if the identified coastal 

foreshore reserve is ceded to the crown free of cost and 
managed by the City of Albany. 

Department of Water 
• Foreshore reserve width needs to be sufficient to protect 

environmental and social values of Oyster Harbour.  The 
setback needs to allow sufficient distance to protect 
geophysical values and allow for recreational infrastructure 
along the top of the slope. A buffer of vegetation between 
houses and proposed active space is suggested. 

Non-government Organisations/Public 
• There is no discussion on the impact of the development on 

Oyster Harbour. 

 
Given that the parameters to 
determine a foreshore boundary 
are for the consideration of the 
Department of Planning and 
Department of Transport, the 
EPA concludes that this issue 
can be adequately managed 
through the development of a 
detailed foreshore management 
plan through the planning 
process.  
 
The EPA has recommended 
this management plan be a 
condition on any derived 
proposal. 
 
Not a relevant environmental 
factor 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 
Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
POLLUTION 
 
Surface and 
Groundwater Quality- 
including Acid Sulfate 
Soils (ASS) 

 
Development may impact 
water quality through 
disturbance to ASS and the 
water table, nutrient and 
sediment export, stormwater 
management, weed and pest 
management and increased 
human activity. 

 
Department of Water 
• The preparation of a Local Water Management Strategy is 

required based on the principles of the Better Urban Water 
Management and Stormwater Management Manual for WA. 

Non-government Organisations/Public 
• The SEA is deficient in details, evidence, examples and 

appropriately proven case studies regarding the maintenance 
of hydrology. 

• Clearing will affect the hydrology of the remaining 'islands' 
and result in spread of weeds and disease. 

• It is important that agreed design and resources for water 
management, from the block and street level up, are provided 
before approval to alter the current hydrology of the 
conservation category wetlands is allowed.  If the proposal 
goes ahead, it should be with the highest level of water and 
wetland management to ensure the protection of wetlands 
within and adjacent to the development boundary. 

 

 
Given that the preparation of an 
ASS Management Plan and a 
Local Water Management Plan 
is proposed, and that the 
development will be connected 
to reticulated sewerage, the 
EPA concludes that there is 
little risk of water contamination. 
 
The proponent has identified 
the ‘high risk’ ASS area which is 
within the area the EPA has 
identified for possible urban 
uses.  The proponent has 
committed to developing an 
ASS management plan in 
accordance with DEC 
guidelines.  The EPA considers 
that the potential impacts can 
be managed if the DEC 
guidelines area followed.  
 
The EPA has recommended 
this commitment be a condition 
on any derived proposal.  
 
Refer to Appendix 4, Condition 
10 
 
 



 

Preliminary 
Environmental 

Factors 
Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
 
Noise and Light 
Pollution 

 
Use of active POS areas may 
cause noise and light 
pollution which may affect 
surrounding residents. 

 
Public 
• The proposed active open space will lead to heavy utilisation 

with unreasonable noise and light which will interfere with the 
health, welfare, convenience, comfort and amenity of 
neighbouring properties. 

 
This is not an environmental 
impact to be considered by the 
EPA.  These matters would be 
given regard during future 
stages of planning. 
 
Not a relevant environmental 
factor 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS 
 
Aboriginal Heritage 
 

 
One previously recorded site 
(Site ID 5524 – Kylie Site) is 
located within the south 
western portion of Lot 1000 
Lower King Road. 

 
No comments received 

 
In June 2007 the then Minister 
for Indigenous Affairs granted 
consent for the land to be used 
for urban purposes. 
 
The proponent has committed 
to managing any cultural 
material unearthed during 
development in consultation 
with the Albany Heritage 
Reference Group Aboriginal 
Corporation. 
 
The Minister for Indigenous 
Affairs is also considered a 
Decision Making Authority 
(Appendix 4).  
 
Not a relevant environmental 
factor 

  



 

 
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 The SEA contains extensive scientific study and there is sufficient 
knowledge to address potential environmental impacts.  Specialist studies 
of the relevant environmental factors have been undertaken to assess the 
potential environmental impacts. 

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 The EPA is recommending to protect an area containing representations of 
all significant environmental features in the Plan for Development area in a 
Conservation Area to be managed by the City of Albany (potentially to be 
changed to DEC pending consultation).   

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 Investigations undertaken for native vegetation, flora and fauna have been 
undertaken in accordance with the EPA’s guidance statements.  This 
information, along with the Albany Regional Vegetation Survey has 
informed the EPA’s recommendation for an area of conservation within the 
Plan for Development area. 



 

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  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 4 
 

 
Identified Decision-making Authorities 

and 
Recommended Environmental Conditions 

 
 
  



 

 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
 

Section 44(2) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (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, 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 for this consultation: 

 
Decision-making Authority Approval 
Western Australian Planning 
Commission Subdivision approval 

City of Albany Development application approval 

Minister for Environment Disturbance to fauna protected under the 
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 

Minister for Indigenous Affairs Consent to use the land for urban purposes 
under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 

 
 
 

 
  



 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS  
 

STATEMENT THAT A FUTURE PROPOSAL(S)  
IDENTIFIED IN A STRATEGIC PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 

(Sections 40B and 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986) 
 
 

Strategic Proposal:  Plan for the future urban development and conservation 
of Lots 37, 38 and Part Lot 39 Elizabeth Street, Lots 2, 
3, and 286 Alison Parade, Lot 1000, 1001 and Part Lot 
42 Lower King Road, Part Lot 1 Yatana Road, Location 
476 Sibbald Road and Lot 0 Bayonet Head, within the 
Bayonet Head Outline Development Plan Area (as 
defined in Shire of Albany Town Planning Scheme No. 
3). 

 
Proponents: Lowe Pty Ltd, Housing Authority, MB and EM Cameron, 

K Slee, M Greer and City of Albany. 
 
Proponent Address: C/o Heath Development Company 
 PO Box 381 

Cottesloe  WA  6911 
 
Assessment Number: 1758 
 
 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: Report 1447 
 
Pursuant to sections 40B and 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (the Act), 
it has been [agreed] [or decided] that in the event of a declaration by the 
Environmental Protection Authority pursuant to section 39B of the Act that it is a 
derived proposal, a proposal to do one or more of the Developments or Changes in 
Land Use listed in Column 1 of Table 1 in this Statement and which was identified in 
the Strategic Proposal to which Report 1446 relates, may be implemented.  Upon 
declaration that the proposal is a derived proposal, subject to the Minister for 
Environment's identification of relevant conditions under section 45A(3) of the Act, 
the implementation of the proposal shall be subject to the following conditions and 
procedures and Schedule 2 details definitions of terms and phrases used in the 
implementation conditions and procedures: 
 
Development, Activities, Operations or Changes in Land Use shall not exceed 
limits/extents in Table 1 
 
1-1 Proposals referred to the Environmental Protection Authority and declared to 

be derived proposals containing one or more of the Developments or Change 
in Land Use listed in Column 1 of Table 1 of Schedule 1, shall not exceed the 
Description of Limits/Extent, relevant to the Developments or Change in Land 
Use, provided for in Column 2 of Table 1 of Schedule 1. 

Note: More than one proponent may implement the proposal identified in Table 1 of 
Schedule 1. 

 
  



 

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 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. 

 
Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 
 
3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after the 

expiration of 10 years from the date of issue of the Section 45A Notice, and 
any commencement, within this 10 year period, must be substantial. 

 
3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, within 10 years from 

the date of date of issue of the Section 45A Notice, must be demonstrated as 
substantial by providing the CEO with written evidence, on or before the 
expiration of 10 years from the date of this statement. 

 
Compliance Reporting 
 
4-1 The proponent shall prepare and submit a compliance assessment plan to the 

satisfaction of the CEO at least 6 months prior to the first compliance report 
required by Condition 4-6 or prior to the commencement of future proposals, 
whichever is sooner. 

 
4-2 The proponent shall implement and maintain to the satisfaction of the CEO 

the compliance assessment plan required by Condition 4-1. 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 reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective actions 

taken; 
 
(5) the table of contents of compliance reports; and 
 
(6) the public availability of compliance reports. 
 

4-3 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 as soon 

as practicable. 
 
4-6 The proponent shall submit a compliance assessment report annually from 

the date of issue of the Section 45A Notice addressing the previous twelve 



 

month period or other period as agreed by the CEO. The compliance 
assessment report shall: 
 
(1) be endorsed by the proponents’ Managing Director or a person, 

approved in writing by the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority, delegated to sign on the Managing Director’s behalf; 

 
(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 compliance 

assessment plan; and 
 
(5) indicate any proposed changes to the compliance assessment plan 

required by Condition 4-1. 
 
Public Availability of Data, Plans, Programs and Surveys 
 
5-1 Subject to Condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the 

CEO from the date of issue of the Section 45A Notice 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)) relevant to the assessment of this proposal 
and implementation of this proposal. 

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

(1) a secret formula or process; 
 

(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; or 
 

(3) the location of threatened species or other important environmental 
assets that may be threatened if their location was published, 

 
the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 
this data publicly available.  In making such a request the proponent shall 
provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why that data should not 
be made publicly available. 

 
5-3 The proponent is to make all plans approved under these conditions, and all 

programs and surveys which meet the requirements of these conditions, to be 
made available to the public in a manner approved by the CEO. 

 
Subdivision and Development for Residential and Urban Bushland 
Conservation 
 
6-1 Prior to ground disturbing activities, the proponent shall prepare an amended 

Bayonet Head Outline Development Plan in accordance with the Shire of 
Albany Town Planning Scheme 3 to demonstrate how the future subdivision 
and development for residential purposes identified in the Strategic Proposal: 



 

(1) will relate to: 

a. existing subdivision and development;  
b. the Conservation Area identified in the strategic proposal; and 

 
6-2 implement the management plans and strategies required by conditions 7-

3, 8-2, 9-1 and 10-1. 

 
Conservation Area 
 
7-1 Any outline development plan or plan of subdivision shall ensure that the 

Conservation Area is subdivided solely as an area for conservation for the 
protection of key environmental values. 

 
7-2 The Conservation Area shall not be divided by any sealed access road for 

use by vehicles, and shall remain a consolidated area of 58.84 hectares as 
delineated in Figure 1 of Schedule 1. 

 
7-3 Prior to any ground disturbing activities the proponent shall prepare a 

Conservation Area Management Plan. 
 
7-4 The Conservation Area Management Plan shall address: 

(1) fencing, access and signage; 

(2) rehabilitation and revegetation; 

(3) weed control; 

(4) fire management; 

(5) dieback management and monitoring; 

(6) completion criteria for handover to a management 
authority/authorities; and 

(7) a Conservation Area Monitoring Program to provide data about the 
long-term viability of the Conservation Area. 

 
7-5 Upon request of the CEO the proponent shall review the Conservation Area 

Management Plan, required pursuant to Condition 7-3, to the satisfaction of 
the CEO. 

 
7-6 The proponent shall implement the approved Conservation Area Management 

Plan for 10 years from the date of onsite works or until such time as the land 
is ceded to a management authority/authorities approved by the CEO, 
whichever is sooner. 

 
7-7 In the compliance assessment report required by Condition 4-6 the proponent 

shall also report on work carried out under the approved Conservation Area 
Management Plan during the report period. 

 
7-8 The Conservation Area Monitoring Program required pursuant to Condition 7-

4(7) shall target the following: 

(1) statutory listed flora and fauna species under State and 
Commonwealth legislation; 



 

(2) Department of Environment and Conservation listed Priority flora and 
fauna species; and 

(3) Banksia coccinea Shrubland / Eucalyptus staeri / Sheoak Woodland 
Priority Ecological Community. 

 
7-9 The proponent shall implement the approved Conservation Area Monitoring 

Program for 10 years from the date of onsite works or until such time as the 
Conservation Area is ceded to a management authority/authorities approved 
by the CEO, whichever is sooner. 

 
7-10 Upon conclusion of implementation of the approved Conservation Area 

Monitoring Program as per Condition 7-9, the proponent shall provide the 
data from monitoring and a written report to the CEO on the findings of the 
Conservation Area Monitoring Program specifically addressing the extent to 
which the environmental values of the Conservation Area have been 
maintained, and conclusions regarding the long term viability of an area of 
this size. 

 
Foreshore Reserve 
 
8-1 Any outline development plan or plan of subdivision shall ensure that the 

Foreshore Reserve is subdivided solely as a foreshore reserve for the 
protection of key environmental values and some community use. 

 
8-2 Prior to any ground disturbing activities the proponent shall prepare a 

Foreshore Management Plan. 
 
8-3 The Foreshore Management Plan shall address: 

(1) fencing, access and signage; 

(2) rehabilitation and weed management; 

(3) erosion control and water management; 

(4) fire management; 

(5) treatment of foreshore and development interface; and 

(6) disease management (dieback). 

8-4 Upon request of the CEO the proponent shall review the approved Foreshore 
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO. 

 
8-5 The proponent shall implement the approved Foreshore Management Plan for 

10 years from the date of onsite works adjacent to the Foreshore Reserve or 
until such time as the land is ceded to a management authority/authorities 
approved by the CEO, whichever is sooner. 

 
Construction Management Plan 
 
9-1 Prior to ground disturbing activities the proponent shall prepare a 

Construction Management Plan to ensure that the adverse impacts from 
urban construction and associated activities do not unnecessarily threaten 
conservation values of the Conservation Area and prevent impacts outside of 
the Conservation Area. 

 



 

9-2 The Construction Management Plan shall address: 

(1) vegetation clearing protocols (including retrieval of hollows and 
rehabilitation); 

(2) fauna management during clearing of native vegetation, including the 
translocation of Western Ringtail Possums (Pseudocheirus 
occidentalis) to a suitable habitat; 

(3) dieback hygiene and management; 

(4) weed control and management; 

(5) indigenous heritage issues. 
 
9-3 Upon request of the CEO the proponent shall review the approved 

Construction Management Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO and with advice 
from the Department of Environment and Conservation. 

 
9-4 The proponent shall implement the approved Construction Management Plan 

until such time as the CEO agrees implementation may cease. 
 
Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan 
 
10-1 Prior to any ground disturbing activities within the Acid Sulfate Soils Risk 

Boundary mapped in Figure 2 of Schedule 1, the proponent shall prepare an 
Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan. 

 
10-2 The Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan shall address: 

(1) testing of soils and groundwater to determine treatment regimes and 
management; and 

(2) the requirements of the DEC Acid Sulfate Soil Guidelines Series 
Identification and Investigation of Acid Sulfate Soils and Acidic 
Landscapes (2009) and Treatment and Management of Soils and 
Water in Acid Sulfate Soil Landscapes (2011), or any approved 
update of these guidelines. 

 
10-3 Upon request of the CEO the proponent shall review the approved Acid 

Sulfate Soils Management Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO. 
 
10-4 The proponent shall implement the approved Acid Sulfate Soils Management 

Plan until such time as the CEO agrees implementation may cease. 
 

  



 

Schedule 1 
Table 1:  Summary of Key Proposal Characteristics 
 
Development /Change of 
Land Use 

Description of and limits/extent 

Subdivision and development 
proposals for residential 
purposes. 

Within the development area identified in Figure 1, 
including: 

(1) public open spaces areas for the purposes 
of active recreation; and 

(2) the provision of public infrastructure directly 
related to the subdivision and development 
proposals for residential purposes. 

Subdivision/reservation/vesting 
for nature conservation. 

63.59 hectares within the area identified in Figure 1 
comprised of areas labelled “Conservation Area” 
and “Foreshore Reserve.” 

 
Figures 
 
Figure 1: Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve Boundary. 
Figure 2: Acid Sulfate Soils Risk Mapping within the SEA Area 
 
Co-ordinates 
Co-ordinate List 1: Conservation Area (58.84 hectares) 
Co-ordinate List 2: Foreshore Reserve (4.75 hectares) 
 
 



 

 
Figure 1: Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve Boundary  



 

 
Figure 2:  ASS risk mapping within the SEA area.



 

 
Co-ordinates defining the Conservation Area and Foreshore Reserve dataset are 
prescribed below, noting that the correct recreation of the boundary requires the 
sequential connection of the co-ordinates as per its co-ordinate number. 
 
All co-ordinates are listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 50 (MGA Zone 50), datum of 
Geodetic Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94). 
 
 
 
Co-ordinate List 1: Conservation Area (58.84 hectares) 
Co-ordinate 
No. Easting Northing 

1 585184.12 6129700.53 
2 585383.89 6129699.49 
3 585660.03 6129743.38 
4 585658.94 6129550.96 
5 585383.65 6129552.47 
6 585383.32 6129353.34 
7 585348.64 6129314.85 
8 584946.27 6129314.85 
9 584926.27 6129314.85 
10 584526.71 6129314.85 
11 584492.01 6129078.72 
12 584209.05 6129078.72 
13 584232.45 6129256.81 
14 584282.88 6129640.58 
15 584290.01 6129674.49 
16 584297.14 6129708.41 
17 584315.02 6129764.54 
18 584318.09 6129771.77 
19 584928.94 6129768.17 
20 584938.95 6129768.11 
21 584938.55 6129701.81 
22 584948.55 6129701.76 
23 585184.12 6129700.53 

 
  



 

 
Co-ordinate List 2: Foreshore Reserve (4.75 hectares) 
Co-ordinate 
No. Easting Northing 

1 586425.06 6130244.46 
2 586446.61 6130244.26 
3 586420.12 6130177.27 
4 586450.62 6130043.11 
5 586473.59 6129942.35 
6 586413.88 6129759.09 
7 586353.72 6129759.44 
8 586350.46 6129759.46 
9 586331.51 6129759.57 
10 586246.80 6129760.07 
11 586317.71 6129817.58 
12 586356.47 6129849.02 
13 586362.86 6129866.33 
14 586387.58 6129927.18 
15 586391.96 6129942.50 
16 586384.45 6129959.55 
17 586307.52 6129968.52 
18 586307.12 6129990.05 
19 586308.80 6130004.18 
20 586309.23 6130017.27 
21 586355.97 6130017.53 
22 586378.99 6130027.73 
23 586381.15 6130039.14 
24 586383.47 6130054.18 
25 586370.38 6130071.43 
26 586362.38 6130083.33 
27 586351.23 6130106.08 
28 586342.91 6130141.53 
29 586342.74 6130178.16 
30 586348.16 6130208.02 
31 586361.49 6130245.03 
32 586425.06 6130244.46 

 
END OF CO-ORDINATE LISTINGS 
 
 

 
 

  



 

Schedule 2 
 

Term or 
Phrase 

Definition 

Approved 
Acid Sulfate 
Soils 
Management 
Plan 

The Acid Sulfate Soils Management Plan for which the proponent 
has received written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 10-2.  The DEC will be consulted in the 
CEO’s determination process 

Approved 
Conservation 
Area 
Management 
Plan 

The Conservation Area Management Plan for which the proponent 
has received written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 7-4.  The DEC will be consulted in the 
CEO’s determination process. 

Approved 
Conservation 
Area 
Monitoring 
Program 

The Conservation Area Management Plan for which the proponent 
has received written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 7-4(7). 

Approved 
Construction 
Management 
Plan 

The Construction Management Plan for which the proponent has 
received written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 9-2.  The DEC will be consulted in the 
CEO’s determination process. 

Approved 
Foreshore 
Management 
Plan 

The Foreshore Management Plan for which the proponent has 
received written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 8-3.  The DEC will be consulted in the 
CEO’s determination process. 

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 delegate. 

Conservation 
Area 

The 58.84 hectare area depicted as the “Conservation Area” in 
Figure 1 of Schedule 1. 

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 
DEC Department of Environment and Conservation 
EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 
Foreshore 
Reserve 

The 4.75 hectare area depicted as the “Foreshore Reserve” in 
Figure 1 of Schedule 1. 

Section 45A 
Notice 

Means the notice issued by the Minister under section 45A of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 

 
  



 

Notes 
 
The following notes are provided for information and do not form a part of the 
implementation conditions of the Statement: 

• The proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for Environment 
under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 is responsible for 
the implementation of the proposal unless and until that nomination has been 
revoked and another person is nominated. 

• If the person nominated by the Minister, ceases to have responsibility for the 
proposal, that person is required to provide written notice to the Environmental 
Protection Authority of its intention to relinquish responsibility for the proposal 
and the name of the person to whom responsibility for the proposal will pass or 
has passed.  The Minister for Environment may revoke a nomination made 
under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and nominate 
another person. 

• To initiate a change of proponent, the nominated proponent and proposed 
proponent are required to complete and submit Post Assessment Form 1 – 
Application to Change Nominated Proponent. 

• The General Manager of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
was 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 at the time the Statement was signed by the Minister for 
Environment. 
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29 April 2011 

 

Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
Locked Bag 33 
Cloisters Square 
Perth  WA  6850 

 

Attention: Gerard O’Brien 

 

Dear Gerard, 

RE: Summary and Response to Submissions - Bayonet Head SEA - Version 4 

Thank you for your letter dated 29 December 2011 (File No. OEPA2010/74-2) which contained 
comments on Version 1 of the responses to submissions for Bayonet Head Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (Assessment No. 1758) and the updated submission from the Department of Environment 
and Conservation. 

The attached Response to Submissions (ENVIALBA00547AC_Submissions_003_mp_V4) includes 
modifications in response to the OEPA letter and the DEC submission, including a modified Plan for 
Development.  Detailed responses to the OEPA letter are included in Attachment A. 

The key changes to the modified Plan for Development (compared with the advertised plan of the SEA) 
include: 

 Total area of POS and Foreshore Reserve of 64.6ha.  There is 53.6ha of vegetation retained for 
conservation purposes (based on Coffey vegetation mapping; 51.63ha based on ARVS mapping) 
with an additional 14ha for conservation purposes compared with the advertised plan and 
representing 37.35% of the total vegetation area. 

 Using Coffey Environments mapping calculations, 8.24ha of the Priority Ecological Community will 
be retained in Conservation POS, which represents 94% of the community present in the Plan for 
Development area. This compares with ARVS mapping which indicates that 15.07ha of the total 
22.74ha (or 66%) of vegetation unit Bcoc/Esta/Afra is being retained.  The DEC submission noted 
that the Coffey Environments mapping was an acceptable measure for the extent of the PEC in the 
Plan for Development area, as attributed by the presence of Banksia coccinea. 

 Addition of conservation POS 16, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 to ensure adequate wetland 
buffers, retain upland vegetation, the PEC and significant flora habitat. 
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 A buffer of at least 50m around all Conservation Category wetlands. 

 An increased foreshore reserve area (minimum of 90m from 1mAHD). 

The Response to Submissions document includes detailed responses to questions raised by all parties.  
It should be noted that at the time when Version 1 of the Response to Submissions document was 
compiled, the ARVS report (Sandiford and Barrett, 2010) was not available.  Calculations based on the 
ARVS data has now been included.  In light of submissions and OEPA comments, additional vegetation 
has been protected in Version 3 of the Modified Plan in Response to Submissions. 

Following is the summarised Key Characteristics Table that includes the updated figures arising from 
the Version 3 Modified Plan for Development when compared to the Plan for Development in the 
advertised SEA (Table 1).  Table 1 is to be read in conjunction with Figure 3 in the Response to 
Submissions document. 

Table A: Summary of Key Proposal Characteristics 

Strategic Proposal 

Element Description 

Overall Area Bayonet Head Plan for Development area delineated in 
Figure 3 – Total 191.1ha 

Development Areas  Area to be cleared – delineated on Figure 3 to be 
developed for residential purposes (89.8ha) 

 Public Open Space and Foreshore Reserve 
(Total 64.6ha) to be set aside as shown in Figure 3 
and comprising: 

 Conservation of Natural Resources: 53.6ha 

 Low Key Active Recreation e.g. pocket parks 
(5.1ha) 

 Active Recreation (2.7ha) 

 Water Resource Management (3.2ha) 

 Foreshore Reserve (4ha included as 
conservation of natural resources) 
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Please contact me (0447 446 343 or melanie.price@auroraenvironmental.com.au) or Paul van der 
Moezel (0427 005 226 or paul@pgv.net.au) if you require any clarification of the responses or need any 
further information. 

For and on behalf of Aurora Environmental 

 

Melanie Price 
Partner 

cc Mr Brian Newman 
CAMABB Pty Ltd (Mr Ken Abbott and Mr Brett Cameron) 
Mr M Greer 
Mrs Sumich and Mrs Kehal 

Attachments: ENVIALBA00547AC_Submissions_003_mp_V3 
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Attachment A: Response to OEPA Letter dated 29 December 2011 (File No. OEPA2010/74-2) 

 General 

1a The response needs to address the ability of the modified POS ‘Natural Values’ areas to meet the EPA’s 
objectives for key environmental factors, especially in the context of the Albany Regional Vegetation Survey 
(ARVS; Sandiford and Barrett, 2010) and the values present within the site, given the proposed clearing is for 
130ha. 

 Response:  Appendix D in the Response to Submissions document (revised from Table 2 in the SEA 
document) contains information which addresses the ability of the modified plan to meet the EPA’s objectives 
for key environmental factors.  It also includes information from analysis of the ARVS data. 

1b The response needs to address the presence and management of declared rare flora/fauna, priority 
flora/fauna, and flora/fauna of conservation significance. 

 Response: This matter is addressed in Section 3.2.3 of the Response to Submissions Version 3. 

1c The response needs to address the application of appropriate buffers to wetlands based on the wetland 
values and site specific themes. 

 Response:  Modern wetland conservation needs to be strongly oriented towards the maintenance of 
hydrological and other processes needed to maintain habitat. The study of the hydrology of the Bayonet Head 
Plan for Development area has been adequate, with the sampling of 15 bores over the site and use of that 
data to model the hydrological regime.  The scientific information from this groundwater modelling will be used 
to ensure that subsequent design and management are carried out to maintain the areas' hydrological 
regime(s).  The specific layout of the development is not yet known which is why the proponent(s) have 
committed to developing a Local Water Management Strategy that will provide more specific strategies for 
management of the surface and groundwater.  The buffers that have been provided for Conservation 
Category Wetlands are considered to be adequate for the retention of hydrological function, habitat retention, 
future managed human interaction and linkage. 

2 Appendix B – Summary of Submissions and Responses should have each theme and response numbered. 
This will enable future referencing to be better identified. 

 Response: Noted.  This has now been done. 

 Public Open Space 

3 The OEPA is aware that the ARVS 2010 is now finalised and available to the public.  Therefore in the 
response to submissions, the ARVS should be utilised.  This should also include updated statistics and 
analysis of significance on the vegetation units within the Plan for Development area. 

 Response:  A summary has been prepared and incorporated into the Response to Submissions document 
which analyses:  

- Total area of Vegetation Units in ARVS;  

- Total area  of Vegetation Units in Plan for Development area and percentage of study area; and 
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- Total area and percentage of Vegetation Units proposed for retention in conservation POS 
(compared to Plan for Development).  Percentage of vegetation units retained in POS could not be 
compared to the ARVS study area as ARVS mapping included mosaics which could not be attributed 
at the local level. 

4 Based on the ARVS 2010 information, the proponent should consider additions to the proposed conservation 
POS. The OEPA is concerned that in the context of the ARVS and SEA documentation, the EPA’s objectives 
for vegetation may not be met through the modified proposal POS provisions.  For example, the ARVS states: 

‘It is likely that at least one ARVS unit: Banksia coccinea Shrubland/ Eucalyptus staeri/Sheoak Open 

Woodland (14) has less than 30% of its pre-clearing extent remaining’. 

ARVS Vegetation Unit 14 is also one of the few units which have Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs), 
Priority Ecological Communities (PECs), DRF and Priority species present within the Unit. 

One way to address this might be to include additional POS along the western boundary between POS areas 
13 and 26 to contain significant flora such as the P1 PEC and vegetation from ARVS Unit 14. Consideration 
should also be given to consolidating all of the POS along the western portion to prevent fragmentation. This 
would specifically require the removal of a corridor between POS 26 and POS27 which is presumably for a 
road reserve. 

 Response: The modified plan in Version 3 of the Response to Submissions has added 8.24ha of the P1 
PEC, which comprises 94% of the PEC mapped in the SEA (Coffey Environments, 2010).  The DEC 
submission indicated that the Coffey Environments mapping was a valid indication of the extent of the PEC. 

5 The DEC has prepared a new submission which will now need to be addressed.  All references to the 
previous DEC submission can now be removed from the response to submissions. 

 Response: Responses to the new DEC submission have been incorporated into the Response to Submission 
report Version 3 (Appendix B). 

6 EPA Position Statement No. 2 is quoted as a response to the submission that ‘66% of the landscape is 
already cleared. It would be more helpful if the response was modified to be framed in terms of the new 
information about regional significance provided in the ARVS. 

 Response: Noted with changes made to submission responses. 

7 There are many responses under this theme where comments are made with regards to vegetation in a 
regional context; however the response does not reference the ARVS 2010.  Modify the responses to provide 
the context given in the ARVS.  That is, are these areas comparable to the significance of the Plan for 
Development area in the context of the ARVS 2010? 

 Response: Noted with changes made to submission responses.  

8 With regards to Phythophthora cinnamomi (Dieback), submissions state that if there are appropriate levels of 
protection of the PEC, the community could be protected from further Dieback infestation and that the 
vegetation condition of the area is excellent.  The responses should be modified to address the submission 
regarding the possibility to prevent further infestation through appropriate protection or management 
mechanisms. 
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 Response:  It is the opinion of Coffey Environments that even with intensive management 
(application of phosphite), maintenance of the PEC in excellent condition will not be possible in the long term 
due to infections already present and the susceptible flora components (e.g. Banksia coccinea).  However, 
careful management, including application of phosphite, control of access (at construction and post 
development) will slow the spread of dieback and its impacts.  This has been clarified in the Response to 
Submissions document. 

 Fauna 

9 The submission from (now) Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
(DSEWPC) recommends referral under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(EPBC Act) to assess the significant impacts on matters of national environmental significance.  The OEPA 
advises that while the referral is a matter for the proponent to determine, the proponent should consider the 
implications in terms of timing if it does not refer the proposal and it is later determined that a referral is 
required. 

 Response: Noted. 

10 The responses state that the modified proposal retains 50.4ha of habitat for fauna, including significant fauna 
such as the Western Ring-tail Possum and Carnaby’s Cockatoo, which is also supposed to retain the wetland 
and vegetation values of the subject area.  However, the Plan for Development area contains a rich and 
diverse vertebrate fauna assemblage, therefore POS areas will need to provide secure habitat for the long 
term retention of much of this fauna.  This would also require the POS area to contain habitat variability to 
provide for the different species requirements.  To better address these submissions, the response should be 
modified to include details about the specific habitats that are being retained in POS areas for the fauna 
present within the subject land. 

 Response:  The Modified Plan in Response to Submissions now retains 53.6ha of native vegetation in 
Conservation POS which includes a combination of Wetland Mosaic, Heath and Jarrah Sheoak Woodland.  
Addition of POS such as No. 25, 16, 26 and 27 will retain ecological connection across the landscape.   

11 Application of a generic 50m buffer to Conservation Category Wetlands (CCWs) needs to be justified, or a 
mechanism put in place to assess the need for larger buffers later.  With regards to CCWs the responses 
state that as the specific layout of the development is not yet known, 50m buffers are proposed around 
CCWs.  The responses also state that the buffers are based on hydrological monitoring, but nominal figures 
are used and any fine tuning will be based on retention of additional vegetation or provision of areas for 
recreation and infrastructure. 

One approach to the issue would be to include a commitment to investigate the need for more than generic 
buffer distances based on the identification of biophysical factors for the wetlands, which yields a buffer area 
appropriate for the maintenance and protection of the wetland.  This means that if hydrological studies have 
been undertaken, these should be used in conjunction with the biophysical factors to determine buffers to the 
wetlands.  The OEPA suggests that the proponent also attempt to determine mechanisms through which the 
‘fine tuning’ of wetlands would be undertaken. 
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 Response:  Previous research and analysis of groundwater and hydrology provide a clear picture of the 
hydrological regime that needs to be maintained for the conservation category wetlands.  Wetlands 31, 40 
and D are perched and require a 30m footprint to capture direct rainfall.  A buffer to 50m for these wetlands is 
adequate to include sufficient upland vegetation and varied flora and fauna habitat.  Similarly, the other 
Conservation Category Wetlands have adequate buffers for management of impacts in an urban environment.  
POS and Wetland Management Plans will be prepared to detail strategies for ongoing management issues 
such as access, weed and fire management.  Issues such as drainage management will be managed to 
ensure no direct drainage into Conservation Category Wetlands.  This will be addressed in detail in a Local 
Water Management Strategy. 

12 The responses do not address the submission from the Department of Water stating that it must be 
demonstrated that the hydrology of the post development environment will match the existing hydrological 
conditions. 

 Response:  The DoW submission stated ‘should the proposed development proceed, the DoW will require 

the preparation of a local water management strategy.  The strategy will be required to match the pre and 

post development hydrological regimes to protect the values of the groundwater dependent ecosystems 

present on the site’.  This statement indicates that this matter will be addressed through future planning 
processes.  The Bayonet Head Drainage Study (Wood and Grieve, 1999) examined management of water 
regimes and concluded that design criteria can be met.  Recent discussions with Wood and Grieve 
(Greg Basden, Wood and Grieve, pers. comm.) indicate that modern standards of water management can be 
achieved based on previous modelling and the increased areas of POS will make achieving water balance 
and protection of groundwater dependent ecosystems achievable. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

This report provides an analysis of submissions received during the advertising period inviting public 
comment on the Bayonet Head Plan for Development Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).  The 
advertising period was between 3 May 2010 and 14 June 2010. 

Comments from government agencies and from the public are provided to the proponent(s) for review 
so that responses to the issues raised can be provided to the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority (OEPA) prior to the preparation of an assessment report in which it makes recommendations 
to government. 

Comments from the OEPA (Letter: OEPA2010/74-2 dated 29 December 2010) on Version 1 of this 
report have been incorporated into this document. 

1.1 Background  

The landowners of the Bayonet Head Plan for Development area (Figures 1 and 2) are proposing to 
develop their landholdings for urban purposes.  The proposal was referred to the OEPA on 30 
September 2008, requesting that the proposed development be assessed as an SEA.  Under s37B(2) 
of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) an SEA is a formal level of assessment that allows 
for conditions to be set on development by the Minister for the Environment.  The EPA determined  
(5 November 2008) that the proposal is a strategic proposal under the provisions of the EP Act and 
should be assessed as an SEA (Assessment No. 1758). 

The SEA addressed environmental considerations for the Bayonet Head area at the most strategic level 
of land use planning which allows for flexibility and consideration of various development alternatives 
and options.  The SEA incorporated a Plan for Development which formed the basis for public 
comments.  The key information about the Plan for Development is outlined in Table 1 and shown in 
Figures 1 and 2. 
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Table 1: Plan for Development - The Proposal Outlined in the Advertised SEA 

Element Description 

Proponents 

Lowe Pty Ltd (ACN 009 354 143; ABN 29 009 354 143), 
Housing Authority, Kenneth Lindsay Slee, Ewin McNicol 
Cameron and Maureen Bertha Cameron, Martin John 
Greer and the City of Albany. 

Nominated Contact Person 

Brian Newman, Lowe Pty Ltd 

Project Manager 

Unit 6/136 Railway Street  

Cottesloe WA 6288 

Phone: (08) 9380 1300 

Fax: (08) 9385 1320 

 

Dr Paul van der Moezel – Managing Director PGV 
Environmental 

Melanie Price - Partner, Aurora Environmental 

76 Festing Street 

Albany WA 6330 

Phone: 0447 446 343 

Fax (08) 9842 8597 

Study Area 191.09ha 

Original Bayonet Head Outline Development Plan 
Area (some areas already approved for 
subdivision) 

282ha 

Existing Area of Native Vegetation  
(Coffey Environments, 2010) 143 ha 
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Table 1: Plan for Development - The Proposal Outlined in the Advertised SEA 

Element Description 

Total Area of Public Open Space Proposed in 
advertised Plan for Development 49.6ha 

Area of Public Open Space Proposed for 
Conservation and Enhancement of Natural Values 
in advertised Plan for Development 

39.6ha 

Estimate of Area of Public Open Space for Low 
Key Active Recreation (e.g. pocket parks and 
pathways) in advertised Plan for Development 

4.3ha 

Estimate of Area of Public Open Space for Water 
Resource Management (e.g. detention basin) in 
advertised Plan for Development 

3.3ha 

Number of Wetlands  9 

Conservation Category Wetlands 6 

Resource Enhancement Wetlands 2 

Multiple Use Wetlands  1 
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Table 1: Plan for Development - The Proposal Outlined in the Advertised SEA 

Element Description 

Oyster Harbour Foreshore in advertised Plan for 
Development 4ha, 500 linear metres 

1.2 Consultation process 

The SEA was released for public comment on 3 May 2010 for a six week period.  The closing date for 
submissions was 14 June 2010.  The SEA document was made available in paper and digital (pdf) 
format.  Technical Appendices were made available on a CD.  The document was distributed to the 
places listed in Table 2.  Copies of the document were also available from the Coffey Environments 
office in Albany. 

Written submissions in hard copy and/or electronic format were received by the EPA who provided an 
acknowledgement, collated submissions and forwarded them to the proponent and consultant team for 
initial assessment.  Forty three (43) submissions were received and are included in Appendix A.  A 
summary of submitters is included in Table 3.  Submissions from individuals are provided anonymously 
to the proponent and consultant team.  The identity of Government agencies and organisations are 
provided. 

The consultant team received advice from the EPA on methodology for summarising and responding to 
the submissions, many of which raised multiple points.  Submissions were summarised into issues by 
environmental factor. 
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Table 2: Distribution of SEA for Public Comment 

Information for Bayonet Head SEA 
Distribution 

Hard 
copy 
format 

CD 
format   

Supplied to EPA for Distribution to:    

  Library/Reading Room 2 5 

 
  EPA Members 5 - 

  EPASU 3 2 

  Minister 1 - 

Distributed by Proponent to:   

Government 
Departments 

Department of 
Environment and 
Conservation Regional 
Office 

1 1 

Attention: Mr Bruce Bone  
Department of Environment and Conservation 
120 Albany Highway 
ALBANY  WA  6330 

  Department of Water 2 1 
Attention: Mr Chris Gunby 
Department of Water 
PO Box 525 ALBANY  WA  6331 

  Department of Planning 1 1 

Attention: Stephen Pedersen 
Great Southern Regional Office Department of 
Planning 
178 Stirling Terrace 
ALBANY  WA  6330 

  Department of Planning 2 2 

Attention: Ben Bassett 
Senior Environmental Planner, Department of 
Planning 
469 Wellington St 
PERTH  WA  6000 

  Department of 
Transport 1 1 

Attention: Charlie Bicknell 
Coastal Planning Branch, Department of 
Transport - Marine 
1 Essex Street 
FREMANTLE  WA  6160 

  Department of State 
Development 1 1 

Department of State Development 
1 Adelaide Terrace 
EAST PERTH  WA  6004 

  
Department of Local 
Government and 
Regional Development 

1 1 

Department of Local Government and Regional 
Development 
PO Box R1250 
PERTH  WA  6844 

  DEWHA 1 1 

Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and 
the Arts 
GPO Box 787 
CANBERRA  ACT  2601  

  FESA 1 - GPO Box P1174 
PERTH  WA  6844 

  Department of 
Indigenous Affairs 1 1 

Attention: Christine Lewis 
Manager Heritage Advice 
PO Box 7770 
CLOISTER SQUARE 
PERTH  WA  6850 
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Table 2: Distribution of SEA for Public Comment 

Information for Bayonet Head SEA 
Distribution 

Hard 
copy 
format 

CD 
format   

Local 
Government City of Albany 2 - 

City of Albany 
PO Box 484 
ALBANY  WA  6330 

Libraries J S Battye Library 3 - 

JS Battye Library 
Perth Cultural Centre 
25 Francis St 
NORTHBRIDGE  WA  6100 

  State Library 1 - 

State Library of Western Australia 
Perth Cultural Centre 
25 Francis St 
NORTHBRIDGE  WA  6100 

  Local Government 
Library 2 - 

City of Albany Library 
PO Box 484 
ALBANY  WA  6330 

Others Conservation Council 
of WA 1 - 

Conservation Council 
City West Lotteries house 
2 Dehli St 
WEST PERTH  WA  6005 

  Interest Groups 1 - 

Convenor: Helen Knewstubb 
Albany Community Environment Centre Inc 
PO Box 1780 
ALBANY  WA  6331 

  Interest Groups 1 - 

Attention: Coordinator, Barbara Churchward  
Coalition for the Protection of Native Bushland 
PO Box 159 
BALINGUP  WA  6253 
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Table 3: List of Submissions Received 

Submission Submitter 

1 Department of Transport 

2 Unknown 1 

3 Unknown 2 

4 Unknown 3 

5 Unknown 4 

6 Unknown 5 

7 Unknown 6 

8 Unknown 7 

9 Unknown 8 

10 Unknown 9 

11 Unknown 10 

12 Unknown 11 

13 Unknown 12 

14 Unknown 13 

15 Unknown 14 

16 Unknown 15 

17 Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society 

18 Unknown 16 

19 Unknown 17 

20 Unknown 18 

21 Unknown 19 

22 Unknown 20 

23 Unknown 21 

24 Unknown 22 

25 Albany Community Environment Centre 

26 Dr Ryan Phillips, The Australian National University 

27 Unknown 23 

28 Bushcarers Group Inc. 

29 Unknown 24 

30 Petition 

31 Department of Water 

32 Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 

33 Unknown 25 

34 Unknown 26 

35 Unknown 27 

36 Unknown 28 

37 Petition 

38 Department of Environment and Conservation 
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Table 3: List of Submissions Received 

Submission Submitter 

39 Unknown 29 

40 Unknown 30 

41 Unknown 31 

42 Unknown 32 

43 Department of Planning 

1.3 Criteria for Analysis of submissions 

The submissions were assessed using the following criteria: 

1. The Plan for Development should be amended where the submission raises an issue; 

(a) results in substantive change that the proponent agrees would achieve a better outcome; or 

(b) results in specific change that the proponent agrees would achieve a better outcome; or 

(c) indicates the need for modification (or clarification) due to the Plan for Development conflicting 
with legislation, regulation, adopted standard or State Government policy; or 

(d) provides additional relevant information related to omissions, inaccuracies or a lack of clarity. 

or 

2. The Plan for Development should not be amended where the submission: 

(a) clearly supports the Plan for Development; or 

(b) offers an unclear or a neutral statement or opinion; or 

(c) addresses issues beyond the scope of the Plan for Development or conflicting with legislation, 
regulation, adopted standard or State Government policy; or 

(d) makes points already addressed in the Plan for Development; or 

(e) provides an alternative or suggested approach that the Proponent considers would not achieve 
a better outcome; or 

(f) is amongst widely divergent viewpoints received on the issue and the Proponent considers the 
Plan for Development is the best option; or 

(g) offers comment or critique which is noted by the Proponent. 
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1.4 Analysis of Submissions 

A total of 43 submissions were received, including private individuals, community groups and 
Government Agencies (Table 4) who wrote or emailed submissions.  Submission No.s 30 and 37 were 
petitions which were forwarded by interest groups/individuals.  Some of the submissions were in the 
format of a pro-forma which had been personalised by individuals.  Each of these was carefully 
reviewed to ensure that individual issues were summarised and considered. 

Table 4: Analysis of Submissions 

Submitter Category Number of Submissions 

Private individuals (including proformas) 33 

Community group 3 

Corporate 0 

Government Agency 5 

Petition 2 

Total 43 
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2 RESPONSES TO SUBMISSIONS 

The responses to issues and points raised in submissions are reflected in Appendix B, and where 
deemed appropriate, have resulted in modifications to the Plan for Development.  These modifications 
are referred to as the ‘modified proposal in response to submissions’.  The modified proposal is shown 
in Figure 3. 

The issues raised in the submissions are grouped by environmental factors under the following 
headings: 

 Planning Issues; 

 Plan for Development; 

 Proposed Public Open Space and Management; 

 Environmental Protection Act and Principles of Environmental Protection; 

 Native Terrestrial Vegetation and Flora; 

 Terrestrial Flora, Declared Rare, Priority Flora and Flora of Conservation Significance; 

 Terrestrial Fauna and Specially Protected (Threatened) Fauna; 

 Coastal Foreshore; 

 Wetlands; 

 Surface and Groundwater Quality and Quantity; 

 Acid Sulfate Soils; 

 Pollution – Noise and Light; and 

 General. 
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3 SUMMARY OF MODIFIED PROPOSAL IN RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

3.1 Analysis of the Albany Regional Vegetation Survey for the Plan for 
Development Area 

Since advertising of the SEA and subsequent analysis of submissions, the results of the Albany 
Regional Vegetation Survey (ARVS; Sandiford and Barrett, 2010) have been released by DEC.  Table 5 
lists Vegetation Units in the Plan for Development area and name changes between the interim report 
of the ARVS (Sandiford and Rathbone, 2008) that was incorporated into the SEA and the recently 
released ARVS (Sandiford and Barrett, 2010).  

Digital maps generated by the ARVS have been analysed for vegetation types present in the Plan for 
Development area, with a comparison of total area of vegetation mapped and proportion retained in 
secure tenure.  The results of this analysis are shown in Tables 6 and 7.  The distribution or ARVS 
vegetation units within the Plan for Development are shown in Figure 4. 

There are ten vegetation units present in the Plan for Development area and three mosaics  
(Table 6 and 7, Figure 4).  The ARVS did not estimate the original extent of vegetation units, so it is not 
possible to calculate percentage of vegetation units remaining.  In addition, because of the limited study 
area, some vegetation units extend beyond the study area boundary so extent remaining is also 
unclear.   

Table 5: ARVS Vegetation Units - Name Changes between 2008 and 2010 

Vegetation Unit (Sandiford 
and Barrett, 2010) 

Vegetation 
Code 

Vegetation Unit Code 
(Sandiford and Barrett, 

2010) 
Vegetation Unit (Sandiford 

and Rathbone, 2008) 

Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite 
Forest 12 Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe Afra/Emar/Athe 

Jarrah/Sheoak/ Eucalyptus 
staeri Sandy Woodland 13 Emar/Afra/E.sta Afra/Emar/Esta/int 

Homalospermum firmum/ 
Callistemon glaucus Peat 

Thicket 
47 Hfir/Cgla/Egra Hfir/Crub/Lten/Egra 

Evandra aristata Sedgeland 46 Eari Eari/Bspa/Sgra and Keri 

Marri/Jarrah Forest - 
Peppermint Woodland 10 Ccal/Afle Not included 

B. coccinea Shrubland/E. 
staeri/Sheoak Open Woodland 14 Bcoc/Esta/Afra Esta/Afra/Bcoc 

Pericalymma spongiocaule Low 
Heath 39 Pspo/Ttre/Esta Pspo/Ttre/Esta 

Taxandria juniperina Closed 
Forest 59 Tjun Not included 

Melaleuca preissiana Low 
Woodland 49 Mpre/Aint Mpre 

Callistachys spp Thicket 36 Clan Clan 
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The ARVS report indicates the following about vegetation units within the Plan for Development area 
(based on constraints mentioned in the previous paragraph):  

 Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite Forest (Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe) has less than 10% (9.8% or 1,273ha) of 
its present extent in IUCN Reserves.  A further 3991.6ha or 30.4% is contained in other Crown 
Reserves.  This vegetation type is the most common in the ARVS study area with 13,144ha 
remaining.  It is considered that this unit is largely restricted to the ARVS study area. 42.8ha of this 
vegetation unit occurs in the Plan for Development area as a single vegetation unit and as a mosaic 
with Jarrah/Sheoak/ Eucalyptus staeri Sandy Woodland.   

 Jarrah/Sheoak/ Eucalyptus staeri Sandy Woodland (Emar/Afra/E.sta) has 25.9% (1,134ha) of its 
existing extent (5,148ha) in IUCN Reserves.  A further 1,817ha or 36.5% is contained in other Crown 
Reserves.  It is considered that this unit is largely restricted to the ARVS study area.  The Plan for 
Development area contains 37.5ha of this unit as a single vegetation unit and as a mosaic with 
Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite Forest. 

 Homalospermum firmum/Callistemon glaucus Peat Thicket (Hfir/Cgla/Egra) has 12.6% or 263ha of 
its current extent (2,038ha) in IUCN Reserves. A further 214ha or 10.3% is contained in other Crown 
Reserves.  This vegetation unit is not restricted to the ARVS study area, so estimates for extent 
remaining cannot be calculated.  The Plan for Development area contains 2.0ha of this vegetation 
unit. 

 Evandra aristata Sedgeland (Eari) has 12.5% or 219ha of its existing extent (1,747ha) in IUCN 
Reserves.  A further 1,046ha or 59.9% of this unit is contained in other Crown Reserves.  This 
vegetation unit is not restricted to the ARVS study area, so estimates for extent remaining cannot be 
calculated.  The Plan for Development area contains 6.6ha of this unit. 

 Marri/Jarrah Forest - Peppermint Woodland (Ccal/Afle) has less than 10% (6.7% or 107ha) of its 
current extent (1,597ha) in IUCN Reserves. However, 409ha or 25.5% is contained in other Crown 
Reserves. This vegetation unit is not restricted to the ARVS study area, so estimates for extent 
remaining cannot be calculated.  The Plan for Development area contains 0.5ha of this vegetation 
unit. 

 B. coccinea Shrubland/ E. staeri/Sheoak Open Woodland (Bcoc/Esta/Afra) has 50.7% or 674ha of 
its current extent (1,330ha) in IUCN Reserves. A further 35.2% or 468ha is contained in other Crown 
Reserves.  Only 188ha or 14.1% occurs on private land.  It is considered that this unit is largely 
restricted to the ARVS study area. This vegetation unit is a P1 Priority Ecological Community due to 
the susceptibility of Banksia coccinea to dieback.  The Plan for Development area contains 22.7ha 
of this vegetation unit.  In the DEC submission it was noted that Coffey Environments vegetation 
mapping was acceptable as an estimate of the extent of the PEC (8.76ha). 

 Pericalymma spongiocaule Low Heath (Pspo/Ttre/Esta) has 22.9% or 202ha of its current extent 
(880ha) in IUCN Reserves.  A further 57.5% or 506ha is contained in other Crown Reserves.  It is 
considered that this unit is largely restricted to the ARVS study area.  The Plan for Development 
area contains 8.3ha of this vegetation unit. 

 Taxandria juniperina Closed Forest (Tjun) has less than 10% (9.9%) or 77ha of its current extent 
(779ha) in IUCN Reserves.  201ha or 25.8% is contained in other Crown Reserves.  This vegetation 
unit is not restricted to the ARVS study area, so estimates for extent remaining cannot be calculated.  
The Plan for Development area contains 13.7ha of this vegetation unit in Degraded to Good 
Condition. 
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 Melaleuca preissiana Low Woodland (Mpre/Aint) has less than 10% (7.7%) or 53ha of its current 
extent (679ha) in IUCN Reserves.  22.1% or 150ha is contained in other Crown Reserves.  This 
vegetation unit is not restricted to the ARVS study area, so estimates for extent remaining cannot be 
calculated.  The Plan for Development area contains 0.4ha of this vegetation unit.  

 Callistachys spp Thicket (Clan) has 10.9% or 4ha of its current extent (36ha) in IUCN Reserves.  
23.7% or 8ha is contained in other Crown Reserves.  This vegetation unit is not restricted to the 
ARVS study area, so estimates for extent remaining cannot be calculated.  The Plan for 
Development area contains 1.6ha of this vegetation unit. 

Analysis of ARVS vegetation units retained in conservation POS is included in Table 10.  Due to the 
ARVS mapping some vegetation units as mosaics, specific areas for single vegetation units cannot be 
calculated.  Mosaic vegetation units are calculated as a single unit. 

  



Summary and Response to Submissions 
Bayonet Head Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(EPA Assessment No. 1758) 

Aurora Environmental 
ENVIALBA00547AC_Submissions_003_mp_V4.docx 
29 April 2011 

14

 

Table 6: ARVS Vegetation Units in the Plan for Development Area – Extent and Reservation Status Comparison with ARVS Survey Area 

ARVS Vegetation Units in Plan for Development Area - Comparison with ARVS Survey Area 

Vegetation Unit 
Vegetation 
Code 

Vegetation 
Code 

Area of 
Vegetation Unit 
in Plan for 
Development 
Area (ha) 

Area of 
vegetation 
in ARVS 
area (ha) 

Vegetatio
n in ARVS 
area (%) 

Percentage of 
PfD 
vegetation to 
ARVS Study 
Area 

IUCN I-IV 
Reserves 
(ha) 

IUCN I-IV 
Reserves 
(%) Summary % 

Other 
Crown 
Reserves 
(ha) 

Other 
Crown 
Reserves 
(%) 

Other 
Crown 
Reserves 
(Summary 
%) 

Non 
Reserve 
(ha) 

Non 
Reserve 
(%) 

Non 
Reserve 
(Summary 
%) Comment 

Total remnant 
vegetation within 
ARVS Context area       71686 34                       

Total remnant 
vegetation within 
ARVS Survey area       44093 35   8574 19   17054 39   18464 42     

Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak 
Laterite Forest 12 

Afra/Emar/Cc
al/Athe 42.8 13144 29.8 0.3 1273 9.8 <10 3991.6 30.4   7879 59.9   

This vegetation unit 
is poorly represented 
in the conservation 
estate. 

Jarrah/Sheoak/Euca
lyptus staeri Sandy 
Woodland 13 

Emar/Afra/E.
sta 37.5 5148 11.7 0.7 1134 25.9   1817 36.5   1936 37.6     

Homalospermum 
firmum/Callistemon 
glaucus Peat 
Thicket 47 

Hfir/Cgla/Egr
a 2.0 2038 4.7 0.1 263 12.6   214 10.3   1606 77.1 >70 

More than 70% of 
this vegeation unit is 
represented on 
privately owned land. 

Evandra aristata 
Sedgeland 46 Eari 6.6 1747 4 0.4 219 12.5   1046 59.9   482 27.6     

Marri/Jarrah Forest - 
Peppermint 
Woodland 10 Ccal/Afle 0.5 1597 3.6 0.0 107 6.7 <10 409 25.5   1081 67.7   

This vegetation unit 
is poorly represented 
in the conservation 
estate. 

B. coccinea 
Shrubland/E. 
staeri/Sheoak Open 
Woodland 14 

Bcoc/Esta/Af
ra 22.7 1330 3 1.7 674 50.7   468 35.2   188 14.1     

Pericalymma 
spongiocaule Low 
Heath 39 

Pspo/Ttre/Es
ta 8.3 880 2 0.9 202 22.9   506 57.5   172 19.5     

Taxandria juniperina 
Closed Forest 59 Tjun 13.7 779 1.8 1.8 77 9.9 <10 201 25.8   501 64.3   

This vegetation unit 
is poorly represented 
in the conservation 
estate. 

Melaleuca 
preissiana Low 
Woodland 49 Mpre/Aint 0.4 679 1.5 0.1 53 7.7 <10 150 22.1   476 70.2 >70 

This vegetation unit 
is poorly represented 
in the conservation 
estate.  More than 
70% of this vegeation 
unit is represented 
on privately owned 
land. 

Callistachys spp 
Thicket 36 Clan 1.6 36 0.1 4.4 4 10.9   8 23.7   23 65.5     

Total of Vegetation Units in Plan for Development Are 136.2 

Note: Due to the ARVS mapping of Vegetation Units as mosaics, calculations for Vegetation Units retained in Conservation POS could not be calculated for direct comparison.  For calculations using mosaics as defacto vegetation units, please see Appendix C. 
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Table 7: Conservation Assessment of Vegetation Units – Bayonet Head Plan for Development Area (from Albany Regional Vegetation Survey) 
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Peppermint 
Woodland 

Ccal/ Afle 24   plus/ 
minus   18.5     • •       •     10b 

14 

B. coccinea 
Shrubland/E. staeri/ 

Sheoak Open 
Woodland 

Bcoc/ 
Esta/ Afra 41 o   • 27.6 • • •           •   • 

39 
Pericalymma 

spongiocaule Low 
Heath 

Pspo/ 
Ttre/ Esta 32 o plus/ 

minus • 25.3     • •         •   • 

59 Taxandria juniperina 
Closed Forest Tjun 5     • 6.8       • •     •     • 

49 Melaleuca preissiana 
Low Woodland Mpre/ Aint 7   plus/ 

minus • 15.7     • •       •     • 

36 Callistachys spp 
Thicket Clan 1   U • 6     • •               

Regional and local representation criteria adapted from Molloy et. al. (2007). * Identified according to criteria in Barrett et al. (2009).  This Table adapted from Sandiford and 
Barrett, 2010. 

Key o: Potentially/ largely restricted E Eastern  W Western #: Observed during survey 

  plus / minus: 
Range limit within 10km of survey area 
boundary S 

Souther
n U Unknown 
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3.2 Modifications to Proposal in Response to Submissions 

Modifications to the proposal in response to submissions are summarised in Table 8 and shown in 
Figure 3.  They have been formulated through consideration of issues raised in submissions and also 
include some features that have been deemed necessary for planning purposes  
(e.g. important road linkages). 

In response to submissions, the conservation POS and Foreshore Reserve areas have been increased 
from 49.6ha to 64.6ha.   

Public Open Space and Foreshore Reserve (Total 64.6ha) to be set aside is shown in Figure 3 and 
comprises: 

 Conservation of Natural Resources (53.6ha, including foreshore reserve, 4ha);  

 Low Key Active Recreation e.g. pocket parks and pathways (5.1ha); 

 Active Recreation (2.7ha); and 

 Water Resource Management (3.2ha).  

Of the existing 136.2ha of native vegetation (based on ARVS mapping) 51.7ha or 37.9% will be 
retained in conservation POS.  This represents 27% of the entire Plan for Development area.  Based on 
Coffey Environments mapping, of the existing 143.5ha of vegetation, 53.6ha or 37.4% of native 
vegetation will be retained in conservation POS.  This represents 28% of the entire Plan for 
Development area.  It should be noted that some existing cleared areas, and areas designated for 
water resource management will be rehabilitated to provide additional habitat and linkage, so the 
percentages described here are conservative.  Approximately 89.9ha of native vegetation will be 
cleared as marked in Figure 3, which is 14ha less than in the advertised Plan for Development. 

A breakdown of POS function by POS area is summarised in Table 9.  Specific areas cannot be shown 
at this stage as more detailed planning can only be undertaken after establishment of POS/Foreshore 
Reserve footprints.  However, cleared or disturbed areas will be targeted for low key recreation and 
subject to more detailed planning in consultation with key stakeholders once the SEA has been 
finalised. 

  



Summary and Response to Submissions 
Bayonet Head Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(EPA Assessment No. 1758) 

Aurora Environmental 
ENVIALBA00547AC_Submissions_003_mp_V4.docx 
29 April 2011 

19

This page has been left blank intentionally. 



Summary and Response to Submissions 
Bayonet Head Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(EPA Assessment No. 1758) 

Aurora Environmental 
ENVIALBA00547AC_Submissions_003_mp_V4.docx 
29 April 2011 

20

Table 8: Summary Information – Modified Plan in Response to Submissions 

  
Plan for 
Development Area 

Plan for 
Development as 
Advertised 

Modified Plan in 
Response to 
Submissions Additional Area Comment 

Total Area of Plan for Development 191.1         

Area of Native Vegetation (ARVS Units) 136.2         

Area of Native Vegetation (Coffey 
Vegetation Associations) 143.0         

Existing Cleared or Non-native Vegetation 
(Coffey Vegetation Associations) 48.1   6.6   

Cleared areas in POS to be used for 
low key recreation, water resource 
management and/or revegetated to 
provide linkage and habitat values 

Area of all POS and Foreshore Reserve   49.6 64.6 15.0 (Including active POS) 

Foreshore Reserve Area   4.0 4.0 No Change 
Width of Foreshore: 90m from 
1mAHD datum 

Active Recreation POS   2.7 2.7 No Change   

Low Key Passive Recreation Areas   4.3 5.1 0.8 

Pocket parks, pathways and similar 
within Conservation POS and 
Foreshore Reserve 

Water Resource Management Areas   3.2 3.2 No Change   

Retained Vegetation - Conservation Areas 
in Modified Plan in Response to 
Submissions (Based on ARVS mapping)   Data not available 51.6     

Retained Vegetation - Conservation Areas 
(Based on Coffey vegetation mapping)   39.6 53.6 14.0   

Percentage of Vegetation retained in Plan 
for Development area (based on ARVS 
mapping)     37.94     

Percentage of Vegetation retained in Plan 
for Development area (based on Coffey 
vegetation mapping)     37.50     

Area to be cleared of native vegetation   103.4 89.9 -14.0   

Priority Ecological Community (based on 
ARVS mapping) 22.74 Not calculated 15.07   

66% retained based on ARVS 
mapping 

Priority Ecological Community (based on 
Coffey vegetation mapping) 8.76 2.9 8.24 5.4 

94% retained based on Coffey 
vegetation mapping.  DEC 
submission recognised Coffey 
mapping as a valid extent of the 
PEC 

Conservation Category Wetlands Areas 11.7       

All conservation category wetlands 
to be retained with a minimum of 
50m buffers 

Upland Vegetation Retained     41.9   
There is approximately a 3 to 1 ratio 
of upland to wetland vegetation. 
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Table 9: Modified Plan in Response to Submissions – POS Function by Area (ha) 

POS Id 

POS/Foreshore 
Predominant 
Use 

POS Area 
within SEA 
Boundary 
(ha) 

Minimum 
Area of 
Natural 
Values to 
be 
Retained/ 
Enhanced 

Estimated 
Area for Low 
Key Active 
Recreation 
(Pocket 
Parks, Paths 
etc) 

Estimated 
Area for 
Water 
Resource 
Management 

Active 
Recreation 

1 Conservation 1.9 0.6 0.1 1.3 0.0
2 Conservation 5.7 5.5 0.2 0.0 0.0
4 Conservation 3.7 2.7 1.0 0.0 0.0
5 Active 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
8 foreshore 4.0 3.8 0.2 0.0 0.0
9 Conservation 1.9 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.0

10 Conservation 11.1 9.8 1.0 0.3 0.0
11 Conservation 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
12 Conservation 4.2 3.7 0.5 0.0 0.0
13 Conservation 12.4 10.4 1.0 1.0 0.0
14 Active 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3
15 Conservation 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
16 Conservation 3.6 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
17 Conservation 1.3 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
19 Conservation 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
20 Conservation 1.3 1.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
23 Conservation 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0
24 Conservation 1.3 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.0
25 Conservation 2.0 1.9 0.1 0.0 0.0
26 Conservation 2.6 2.5 0.1 0.0 0.0
28 Conservation 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
29 Conservation 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0
30 Conservation 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0

  Totals 64.6 53.6 5.1 3.2 2.7

Note: Low key recreation areas such as pocket parks and pathways are proposed to be located in POS areas that 
are outside Conservation Category Wetlands.  All water resource management structures will be placed outside 
wetland buffers and in disturbed areas, where possible.  More detailed site planning will be undertaken in 
consultation with DEC, DoW and the City of Albany to prepare management plans for the POS and Foreshore 
areas.  Water resource management infrastructure (basins and stream lines) will be designed to incorporate native 
vegetation (existing or via rehabilitation) to enhance the long term conservation values. 
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3.2.1 Albany Regional Vegetation Survey 

Analysis of ARVS vegetation units to be retained in conservation POS is shown in Table 10 and Figure 
4. 

Vegetation units which contain less than 10% of existing extent in IUCN Reserves in the ARVS study 
area include: 

 Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe of which 31.7% or 7.74ha of 24.4ha occurs in the Plan for Development area 
and will be retained in conservation POS. 

 Ccal/Afle of which 100% or 0.5ha occurs in the Plan for Development area and will be retained in 
conservation POS. 

 Tjun of which 44.7% or 6.13ha or 13.7ha occurs in the Plan for Development area and will be 
retained in conservation POS. 

 Mpre/Aint of which 100% or 0.4ha occurs in the Plan for Development area and will be retained in 
conservation POS. 

The ARVS has indicated that vegetation unit 14 - B. coccinea Shrubland/ E. staeri/Sheoak Open 
Woodland is likely to have less than 30% of its original extent remaining.  While not confirmed, 
vegetation units 13 - Emar/Afra/E.sta and 39 - Pspo/Ttre/Esta may have less than 30% of original 
extent remaining (Sandiford and Barrett, 2010).  In light of this, the modified proposal retains the 
following in conservation POS: 

 Bcoc/Esta/Afra: 15.07ha (66.3%) of 22.7ha retained in conservation POS.  In the DEC submission it 
was noted that Coffey Environments vegetation mapping was acceptable as an estimate of the 
extent of the PEC (8.76ha) of which 94% or 8.24ha is retained in conservation POS. 

 Emar/Afra/E.sta: 7.98ha (42%) of 19ha retained in conservation POS.  In addition, 2.1ha (5.72%) of 
the Mosaic Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe_Emar/Afra/E.sta is being retained. 

 Pspo/Ttre/Esta: 0.39ha (8.1%) of 4.8ha retained in conservation POS.  In addition, 5.28ha (74%) of 
the Mosaic Pspo/Ttre/Esta_Eari is being retained. 
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Table 10: Modified Plan in Response to Submissions - ARVS Vegetation Units retained in Plan 
for Development Area in Conservation POS and Foreshore Reserve 

Vegetation Unit Vegetation Code 

Area of Vegetation Unit 
in Plan for Development 
Area (ha) 

Area of Vegetation Unit in 
Conservation POS and 
Foreshore Reserve (ha) 

Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite 
Forest 

Afra/Emar/ 
Ccal/Athe 24.4 7.74

Jarrah/Sheoak/ Eucalyptus 
staeri Sandy Woodland Emar/Afra/E.sta 19.0 7.98

Homalospermum firmum/ 
Callistemon glaucus Peat 
Thicket Hfir/Cgla/Egra 2.0 1.91

Evandra aristata Sedgeland Eari 2.9 2.55

Marri/Jarrah Forest - 
Peppermint Woodland Ccal/Afle 0.5 0.55

B. coccinea Shrubland/ E. 
staeri/ Sheoak Open 
Woodland Bcoc/Esta/Afra 22.7 15.07

Pericalymma spongiocaule 
Low Heath Pspo/Ttre/Esta 4.8 0.39

Taxandria juniperina Closed 
Forest Tjun 13.7 6.13

Melaleuca preissiana Low 
Woodland Mpre/Aint 0.4 0.37

Callistachys spp Thicket Clan 1.6 1.57

Mosaic of Evandra aristata 
Sedgeland and Pericalymma 
spongiocaule Low Heath 

Mosaic 
Pspo/Ttre/Esta_Eari 7.14 5.28

Mosaic of 
Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite 
Forest and Jarrah/Sheoak/ 
Eucalyptus staeri Sandy 
Woodland 

Mosaic 
Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe
_Emar/Afra/E.sta 36.88 2.11

  Totals 136.2 51.65

This Table shows vegetation mosaics as single vegetation units. 
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3.2.2 Vegetation and Flora 

Analysis of the Albany Regional Vegetation Assessment – Phase 1 (Coffey Environments, 2009), based 
on analysis of flora quadrat data, indicates that four of the six floristic groups present in the Plan for 
Development area occur in two or less conservation reserves.  These include the following 
(which are further described in Table 11): 

 Group 2 - Homalospermum firmum over sedgeland species (HfCrOH, AfEsNfOW, AfEsOW, 
AfEmOCF); 

 Group 5a - Eucalyptus marginata and Allocasuarina fraseriana on Wet/ Transitional Habitats 
(AfEsOW, EmAfF, EmAfNfOF);  

 Group 5b – Melaleuca preissiana and Eucalyptus staeri (MpEsW); and  

 Group 7 – Agonis flexuosa over Pteridium esculentum (ClAf). 

The corresponding vegetation types (Coffey Environments mapping) have been highlighted in Table 12 
to indicate the extent to which they are being retained in conservation POS. 

Of these vegetation types, the following are being retained in conservation POS in the modified plan in 
response to submissions: 

 AfEmOCF – 100% or 1.05ha; 

 AfEsNfOW – 55% or 12.64ha of a total 22.91ha; 

 AfEsOW – 60% or 5.25ha of a total 8.72ha; 

 ClAf – 94% or 2.52ha of a total 2.68ha; 

 EmAfF – None of the total 1.85ha is proposed to be retained; 

 EmAfNfOF – None of the total 3.02ha is proposed to be retained; 

 EmAfOCF-EmAfOF – 8% or 1.05ha of a total 43.19ha; 

 HfCrOH – 100% or 0.41ha; and 

 MpEsW – 100% or 0.12ha. 

Table 11: Comparison Between Floristic Groups, Quadrats and Vegetation Associations 

Quadrats 
Vegetation Associations 
present in Bayonet Head 

Plan for Development Area 

Floristic Groups 
present in Bayonet 

Head Plan for 
Development area 

Floristic Group 
Description 

BH01, BH02, BH03, 
BH04, BH06, BH11, 
BH12, BH14, BH15, 
BH19, 07Q04, 
07Q09, 07Q11, 
07Q12, 07Q15 and 
07Q16 

AfEsOW, AfEsBc, 
EmAfOCF/EmAfOF, 
AfEsNfOW, EmAfW 

Group 1 

Allocasuarina fraseriana 
and/or Eucalyptus 
staeri/Eucalyptus marginata 
on Sandy Gravel to Heavy 
Wet Soils. 

 

BH09, BH10, 07Q01 
and 07Q03 

HfCrOH, AfEsNfOW, AfEsOW, 
AfEmOCF Group 2 Homalospermum firmum 

over Sedgeland Species. 
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Table 11: Comparison Between Floristic Groups, Quadrats and Vegetation Associations 

Quadrats 
Vegetation Associations 
present in Bayonet Head 

Plan for Development Area 

Floristic Groups 
present in Bayonet 

Head Plan for 
Development area 

Floristic Group 
Description 

BH17, BH18, BH21 
and BH24 AfEsOW, EmAfF, EmAfNfOF Group 5a 

Eucalyptus marginata and 
Allocasuarina fraseriana on 
Wet/Transitional Habitats. 

BH22 MpEsW Group 5b Melaleuca preissiana and 
Eucalyptus staeri. 

BH05, BH07, BH08, 
BH13, BH16, BH20, 
BH23, BH25, 
07Q05, 07Q06, 
07Q07, 07Q08, 
07Q10, 07Q13 and 
07Q14 

EmAfOCF/EmAfOF, 
AfEmOCF, EmAfOCF, 
EmAfBgCF 

Group 6 

Eucalyptus marginata and 
Allocasuarina fraseriana 
over Agonis theiformis on 
Dry Upland Habitats. 

07Q02 ClAf Group 7 Agonis flexuosa over 
Pteridium esculentum 

Based on Coffey Environments, 2010. 

Table 12: Summary of Modified Plan in Response to Submissions - Coffey Environments 
Vegetation Mapping 

Coffey 
Vegetation  
Types in 
Plan for 
Development 
Area (ha) 

Plan 
for 
Devel
opme
nt 
Area 

Plan for 
Development as 
Advertised - 
Conservation 
POS and 
Foreshore 
Reserve 

Modified Proposal 
in Response to 
Submissions - 
Conservation POS 
and Foreshore 
Reserve  

Change to 
Vegetation 
Retained in 
Modified Plan in 
Response to 
Submissions 

% of Total 
Vegetation Types 
in Plan for 
Development Area 
Retained in 
Modified Proposal 

Veg Unit 
Area 
(ha) Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha)   

AfEmOCF 1.05 0.66 1.05 0.39 100

AfEsBc 8.76 2.86 8.24 5.38 94

AfEsNfOW 22.91 10.36 12.64 2.27 55

AfEsOW 8.72 4.63 5.25 0.62 60

AfLCF 11.90 4.30 4.98 0.68 42

AfNfBiBaOF 2.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

AsClTOS 5.63 0.86 0.86 0.00 15

ClAf 2.68 2.42 2.52 0.10 94

ClEm 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 100

EmAfBgCF 12.28 6.49 8.86 2.36 72

EmAfF 1.85 0.02 0.00 -0.02 0

EmAfNfOF 3.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0

EmAfOCF 
1

5. 1.71 3.79 2.08 24
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Table 12: Summary of Modified Plan in Response to Submissions - Coffey Environments 
Vegetation Mapping 

Coffey 
Vegetation  
Types in 
Plan for 
Development 
Area (ha) 

Plan 
for 
Devel
opme
nt 
Area 

Plan for 
Development as 
Advertised - 
Conservation 
POS and 
Foreshore 
Reserve 

Modified Proposal 
in Response to 
Submissions - 
Conservation POS 
and Foreshore 
Reserve  

Change to 
Vegetation 
Retained in 
Modified Plan in 
Response to 
Submissions 

% of Total 
Vegetation Types 
in Plan for 
Development Area 
Retained in 
Modified Proposal 

Veg Unit 
Area 
(ha) Area (ha) Area (ha) Area (ha)   

6
4 

EmAfOCF-
EmAfOF 43.19 2.42 3.47 1.05 8

EmAfW 0.71 0.00 0.18 0.18 25

HfCrOH 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.00 100

MpEsW 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.04 100

MpLW 2.02 1.09 1.09 0.00 54

  
143.5

1 38.5 53.60 15.13   

Shading indicates vegetation units associated with flora quadrats that are poorly represented in secure tenure for 
conservation (Coffey Environments, 2009). 

An extra 12.8ha of ‘Excellent’ condition vegetation is proposed to be retained throughout the Plan for 
Development area in the modified plan in response to submissions (Table 13).  Conservation POS has 
been aligned to strengthen ecological linkage to the west (POS 15, 16, 17, 25, 26 and 27) and 
consolidate conservation POS around the Conservation Category wetlands (POS 19, 20, 23, 24 and 
28).  Figure 5 has been incorporated into this document to show vegetation quality with the modified 
proposal in response to submissions. 

Table 13: Condition of Vegetation Retained in Conservation POS and Foreshore Reserve 

Coffey Vegetation 
Condition 

Total Plan 
for 
Developm
ent Area 
(ha) 

Retained in 
Conservation POS 
and Foreshore 
Reserve - 
Advertised Plan for 
Development 

Condition of vegetation in 
Conservation POS in 
Modified Plan in Response 
to Submissions (includes 
passive recreation and water 
management areas) 

Condition of 
Additional 
Vegetation in 
Modified Plan in 
Response to 
Submissions 

Excellent 100.21 25.79 38.62 12.83
Excellent to Very 
Good 7.12 4.75 4.75 0.00

Very Good 0.12 0.09 0.12 0.04

Very Good to Good 8.80 1.65 1.65 0.00

Good 6.18 2.62 2.62 0.00

Good to Degraded 21.12 5.00 5.84 0.84
Completely 
Degraded 47.70 6.60 8.28 1.69

Total 191.26 46.49 61.88 15.39
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3.2.3 Declared Rare, Priority Flora and Flora of Conservation Significance 

Vegetation protected in the modified plan in response to submissions will retain additional habitat for 
Drakaea micrantha (DRF) (Conservation POS 13, 16 and 26) and its associated pollinating wasp. 

Leucopogon altissimus (P3) will be retained in POS 25, which links through to a variety of habitat types 
in conservation POS 15, 13, 16, 26, 27, 17 and 12.  This species is known from east of Albany, 
between Two Peoples Bay Nature Reserve and Cheyne Beach, and north to the settlement of 
Manypeaks (50km radius).  The species occurs in a surprising variety of habitats (Hislop, 2008). It has 
been collected from hilltops, where it occurs in and around dense heath in shallow soils over granite, 
but also low in the landscape close to creek lines and on winter damp flats, where it may be a 
prominent species in the understorey of Marri woodlands in gravelly loam soils. The species appears as 
a component of the vegetation of the fore-dunes growing in white sand under Agonis flexuosa and 
Spyridium globulosum.  

A population of Drosera fimbriata (P4) within Part Lot 1 Yatana Road will be retained within 
conservation POS 10.  Habitat suitable for D. fimbriata is being retained within other conservation POS.  
It is our understanding that the extent of D. fimbriata would be greatly increased if suitable areas were 
surveyed after fire as DEWHA (2008a) states that recent collection of the species has been made 
further west to Margaret River and it is likely that the species is more widespread than previously 
thought.   

Laxmannia jamesii (James’ Paperlily) is endemic to Western Australia and is known from 38 
populations, with a wide distribution between the towns of Cowaramup and Kalgan. The majority of the 
populations are found on conservation estates, eight occur on road verges, four occur on shire 
reserves, four occur on private property, three occur in State Forest and one is on a Crown Reserve 
used as parkland (DEWHA, 2008b). There are at least 3000 plants, with the largest population having 
1000 mature plants and occurring on conservation estate. The majority of the populations are 
considered stable and healthy. The extent of occurrence of James’ Paperlily is estimated to be over 18 
000 km2 (DEC, 2008).  It is suggested that this species is likely to be more common than is currently 
known, due to its tendency to germinate after fire.  It should be noted that approximately 16ha of habitat 
suitable for this species (seasonally damp, grey sandy soils in low closed heath over sedge to 
seasonally moist grey sandy laterite in Jarrah (Eucalyptus marginata) woodland) is being retained as 
conservation POS in the modified proposal in response to submissions.   

The populations of Andersonia jamesii (P1), Laxmannia jamesii (P4), Stylidium plantagineum (P4) and 
Andersonia depressa (P3) are not proposed for retention in POS.   

8.24ha or 94% of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) will be retained within conservation POS 13, 
16 and 26.  The PEC will be actively managed to reduce risk of spread and further introduction of 
dieback.  This will also help to preserve dieback susceptible plant species including DRF and Priority 
species. 

3.2.4 Terrestrial Fauna and Specially Protected (Threatened) Fauna 

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 50.4ha of the most significant native 
vegetation and proposes to rehabilitate degraded areas.  The proposed POS is consolidated to reduce 
edge effects and seeks to retain ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area.  The 
areas proposed to be rehabilitated will strengthen additional linkage potential from east to west across 
the Plan for Development area.  This means that 89.88ha of vegetation will be removed for residential 
development.  Compared to 39.6ha conservation POS in the advertised Plan for Development, the 
modified proposal proposes to retain 53.6ha in conservation POS.   
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Habitat to be retained is representative of the variety of habitat currently found on the site and includes: 

 Jarrah/Sheoak Woodland (JSW) – Jarrah (E. marginata) and Sheoak (A. fraseriana) Woodland 
over Shrubland of species such as A. theiformis, A. fascicularis, A. humilis, M. thymoides and 
Xanthorrhoea brunonis over a mixed sedgeland is being retained in conservation POS 8, 10, 25 and 
28.  This habitat is most suited for Western Ring-tail Possums and Black Cockatoos. 

 Heath Shrubland (HS) – Heath containing species such as A. theiformis, Leucopogon glabellus, 
Lepidosperma gladiatum, Melaleuca thymoides, M. bracteosa, Pericalymma ellipticum var. ellipticum 
and Beaufortia decussata with occasional Albany Blackbutt (Eucalyptus staeri) is being retained in 
POS 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 20 and 28.  This habitat is most suitable for Black Cockatoos. 

 Wetland Mosaic (WM) – Peppermint (Agonis flexuosa) and Callistachys lanceolata Woodland over 
Pteridium esculentum in POS 1, 2, 4, 9, 13, 15, 24.  This habitat is most suitable for Western Ring-
tail Possums and Quenda. 

Gilfillan (2008) identified the following vegetation types as the most useful habitat for Western Ring-tail 
Possums: 

 Afra/Emar/Athe - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus marginata Low Open Forest over Tall 
Shrubland, Shrubland, Low Shrubland and Sedgeland;  

 Afra/Esta - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus staeri Low Woodland over Open Heath, Mixed 
Sedgeland and Afra/Emar/Esta/int - Pericalymma spongiocaule Open Low Heath over Tremulina 
tremula Sedgeland with emergent Eucalyptus staeri; and  

 Afra/Emar/Hspp - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus marginata Low Woodland over Hakea 
ferruginea /Hakea trifurcata Open Heath and Mixed Sedgeland.   

These vegetation types correspond with the ARVS vegetation units: 

 Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite Forest (Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe) of which 7.74ha of 24.4 or 31.7% will be 
retained in conservation POS; 

 Jarrah/Sheoak/Eucalyptus staeri Sandy Woodland (Emar/Afra/E.sta) of which 7.98ha of 19ha or 
42% will be retained in conservation POS;  

 Mosaic of Jarrah/Marri/Sheoak Laterite Forest and Jarrah/Sheoak/Eucalyptus staeri Sandy 
Woodland (Mosaic Afra/Emar/Ccal/Athe_Emar/Afra/E.sta) of which 5.28ha of 4.14 ha or 73.98% will 
be retained in conservation POS. 

In addition, ARVS vegetation unit Marri/Jarrah Forest - Peppermint Woodland (Ccal/Afle) is likely to be 
important habitat.  0.55ha or 100% of this vegetation type is being retained in Foreshore Reserve. 

Black Cockatoos are most likely to benefit from the retention of heath and mosaic vegetation that 
contain vegetation for foraging (e.g. Banksia, Hakea) such as ARVS vegetation unit B. coccinea 
Shrubland/E. staeri/Sheoak Open Woodland (Bcoc/Esta/Afra) of which 15.07ha of 22.2ha or 66.28% is 
being retained in conservation POS.   

As well as the significant linkage which occurs along the Oyster Harbour foreshore from north to south, 
an additional corridor area is now proposed to be retained on the southern and western boundary.  This 
area retains a link 900m from north to south, with extensions 400m west to east on the southern 
boundary and 600m along the north of Lot 1001 Lower King Road.  The corridor has a minimum width 
of 100m. 
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It should be noted that linkage to the eastern portion of the Plan for Development area is already limited 
due to previous clearing of adjacent land.  Other areas which are outside the Plan for Development 
area which still retain native vegetation links are the subject of subdivision approval for residential 
development (e.g. Lot 285 Allwood Parade). 

The modified proposal provides 53.6ha of native vegetation as linkage and consolidated areas of 
conservation POS.  This will ensure that the 128 species of vertebrate fauna, including 7 frog, 21 
reptile, 86 bird and 14 mammal species will persist in the area.   

3.2.5 Coastal Foreshore 

The Foreshore Reserve has been expanded in the modified plan to reflect a minimum 90m width from 
the 1mAHD contour as a datum point.  Details of determining the exact foreshore boundary are 
currently being discussed with the Department of Planning and Department of Transport. 

3.2.6 Wetlands 

The modified proposal retains significantly more native vegetation to provide for a minimum 50m buffer 
around the Conservation Category wetlands (POS 15, 17, 19, 20, 23, 24 and 20).  It is considered that 
these buffers adequately allow for hydrological processes and retain upland vegetation, fauna habitat 
and significant flora.  The ratio of wetland to upland vegetation is approximately 3 to 1 with 41.9ha of 
upland vegetation and 11.7ha of Conservation Category wetlands.  The Department of Water have 
noted that a Local Water Management Strategy will be needed at the next stage of planning (structure 
plan).  The LWMS will be undertaken when the layout of the development has been more definitively 
outlined to ensure that water is managed to retain pre-development hydrology patterns for the 
Conservation Category wetlands.   
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5 DISCLAIMER 

This document is published in accordance with and subject to an agreement between Aurora 
Environmental (“Aurora Environmental”) and the client for whom it has been prepared Lowe Pty Ltd, 
Housing Authority. E.M. and M.B. Cameron, M. Greer, K, Slee and City of Albany (“Client”) and is 
restricted to those issues that have been raised by the client in its engagement of Aurora Environmental 
and prepared using the standard of skill and care ordinarily exercised by Environmental Scientists in the 
preparation of such Documents. 

Any person or organisation that relies on or uses the document for purposes or reasons other than 
those agreed by Aurora Environmental and the Client without first obtaining the prior written consent of 
Aurora Environmental, does so entirely at their own risk and Aurora Environmental denies all liability in 
tort, contract or otherwise for any loss, damage or injury of any kind whatsoever (whether in negligence 
or otherwise) that may be suffered as a consequence of relying on this Document for any purpose other 
than that agreed with the Client. 
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PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT
AS ADVERTISED

Figure 2a
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POS Identification
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(see Figure 8 for detail)
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Conservation Category Wetland

50m Buffer - Conservation Category Wetland

Resource Enhancement Wetland

Multiple Use Wetland

Western Ringtail Possum

Drey

Possum Hollow

Osprey Nest (fallen down)

Quenda caught at trapping site

Fauna Locations in Public Open Space

Bayonet Head Plan for Development POS Function by Area (ha)
POS Id POS Area Min. Area of Est. Area for Low Est. Area for Water Active

(within SEA Natural Values to be Key Active Recreation Resource Recreation
boundary - ha) Retained/ Enhanced (Pocket Park/Paths etc) Management

1 2.1 0.75 0.1 1.25 0
2 5.7 5.5 0.2 0 0
4 3.7 2.5 1 0.2 0
7 Subject to Design Subject to Design Subject to Design Subject to Design 0
8 4 3.8 0.2 0 0
9 1.9 1.1 0.3 0.5 0
10 13.5 12.2 1 0.3 0
11 0.8 0.8 0 0 0
12 4.2 3.7 0.5 0 0
13 11.2 9.2 1 1 0
14 2.5 0 0 0 2.5
TOTAL 49.6 39.6 4.3 3.3 2.5
Notes:
Low key recreation areas such as pocket parks and pathways are proposed to be located in POS areas that
are outside Conservation Category wetlands and associated buffers. They will be placed in disturbed sites,
where possible. More detailed site planning will be undertaken in consultation with DEC, DoW and the City of
Albany to prepare management plans for the POS areas. Water resource management infrastructure (basins
and stream lines) will be designed to incorporate native vegetation (existing or via rehabilitation) to enhance
the long term conservation values.

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH SOURCE: Landgate, flown January 2007.
BASE SOURCE: Chappell Lambert Everett - Dwg No. 2036-65f, 19-06-09.

NOTES:
The Environmental Protection Authority will not assess the
proposed Plan for Development until the Strategic
Environmental Assessment document has been prepared
and submitted and public submissions have been received.
It is expected that the Plan will be informed by the studies
undertaken as well as the findings of the Albany Regional
Vegetation Survey. Areas not shown as Public Open
Space are proposed for urban development.
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VEGETATION ASSOCIATIONS LEGEND

AfEmOCF
Open to Closed Allocasuarina fraseriana and Eucalyptus marginata Forest over Agonis theiformis, Bossiaea linophylla, Leucopogon
racemulosus, Beaufortia decussata, Astartea scoparia, Xanthorrhoea brunonis and Dasypogon bromeliifolius over Anarthria scabra, Anarthria
prolifera, Desmocladus fasciculatus and Lepidosperma squamatum.

AfEsBc
Open Eucalyptus staeri and Allocasuarina fraseriana Woodland over Banksia coccinea over Melaleuca thymoides, Leucopogon glabellus,
Leucopogon obovatus and Dasypogon bromeliifolius over Lyginia imberbis, Anarthria scabra and Anarthria prolifera.

AfEsNfOW
Open Allocasuarina fraseriana, Eucalyptus staeri and Nuytsia floribunda over Melaleuca thymoides, Agonis theiformis, Jacksonia spinosa,
Leucopogon glabellus, Dasypogon bromeliifolius, Leucopogon unilateralis, Pericalymma ellipticum var. ellipticum, Adenanthos obovatus,
Sphenotoma squarrosum and Darwinia vestita with occasional Kingia australis over Evandra aristata, Lepidosperma gladiatum, Juncus
pauciflorus, Mesomelaena graciliceps, Chordifex laxus, Hypolaena exsulca, Anarthria prolifera, Anarthria scabra and Lomandra sonderi

AfEsOW
Open Eucalyptus staeri and Allocasuarina fraseriana Woodland over Agonis theiformis, Leucopogon glabellus, Jacksonia sternbergiana and
Melaleuca thymoides over Anarthria scabra.

AfNfBiBaOF
Open Allocasuarina fraseriana, Nuytsia floribunda, Banksia ilicifolia and Banksia attenuata Forest over Astartea scoparia and Agonis theiformis
over weeds.

ClAf
Callistachys lanceolata with occasional Agonis flexuosa over Pteridium esculentum.

ClEm
Callistachys lanceolata and Eucalyptus marginata over Melaleuca viminea subsp. viminea over Agonis theiformis over Lepidosperma gladiatum,
Anarthria gracilis, Juncus pauciflorus, Chordifex laxus and Hypolaena exsulca.

EmAfBgCF
Closed Eucalyptus marginata, Allocasuarina fraseriana Forest with occasional Banksia grandis over Agonis theiformis, Melaleuca thymoides,
Petrophile heterophylla, Daviesia preissii and Xanthosia rotundifolia over Lepidosperma gladiatum and Lepidosperma squamatum.

EmAfF
Eucalyptus marginata and Allocasuarina fraseriana Forest over Agonis theiformis, Acacia rostellifera and Kingia australis (Severely Burnt).

EmAfNfOF
Open Eucalyptus marginata, Allocasuarina fraseriana and Nuytsia floribunda Forest over Psoralea pinnata, Acacia myrtifolia, Hibbertia
cuneiformis, Xanthorrhoea platyphylla and Zantedeschia aethiopica over Anthoxanthum odoratum, Sonchus oleraceus and Hypochaeris glabra.

EmAfOCF
Open to Closed Eucalyptus marginata and Allocasuarina fraseriana Forest over Agonis theiformis, Xanthorrhoea brunonis, Xanthorrhoea
platyphylla, Acacia lateriticola, Dasypogon bromeliifolius, Gompholobium knightianum, Conostylis setigera, Leucopogon revolutus, Bossiaea
linophylla, Xanthorrhoea platyphylla, Hibbertia cunninghamii, Tetratheca setigera, Opercularia vaginata and Sphenotoma squarrosum over
Chordifex laxus, Anarthria scabra, Desmocladus fasciculatus, Lepidosperma gladiatum, Lepidosperma squamatum, Anarthria prolifera, Tetraria
capillaris and Hypolaena exsulca.

EmAfOF
Open Eucalyptus marginata and Allocasuarina fraseriana Forest with occasional Eucalyptus staeri over Agonis theiformis, Astartea fasciculatus,
Allocasuarina humilis, Melaleuca thymoides, Xanthorrhoea brunonis, Conostylis setigera and Leucopogon propinquus over Mesomelaena
tetragona, Anarthria
scabra, Anarthria prolifera and Schoenus nitens.

EmAfW
Eucalyptus marginata and Allocasuarina fraseriana Woodland over Jacksonia furcellata, Melaleuca thymoides, Leucopogon glabellus,
Dasypogon bromeliifolius, Adenanthos obovatus and Xanthosia rotundifolia over Lepidosperma gladiatum, Chordifex laxus and Hypolaena sp.

HfCrOH
Open Homalospermum firmum and Cosmelia rubra Heathland over Xyris lacera and Hypolaena exsulca

MpEsW
Melaleuca preissiana and Eucalyptus staeri Woodland over Taxandria linearifolia, Astartea fascicularis, Acacia rostellifera, Gompholobium
villosum, Dasypogon bromeliifolius, Sphenotoma squarrosum and Dampiera linearis over Chordifex laxus, Mesomelaena graciliceps and
Hypolaena exsulca.

MpLW
Low Melaleuca preissiana Woodland over Astartea scoparia over Hypolaena exsulca.

AfLCF
Low Closed Allocasuarina fraseriana Forest over Agonis theiformis, Jacksonia furcellata and Xanthosia rotundifolia over Lepidosperma
gladiatum and Lepidosperma squamatum.

AsClTOS
Tall Open Astartea scoparia and Callistachys lanceolata Scrub over Juncus kraussii, Baumea articulata, Lepidosperma gladiatum and
Hypolaena exsulca.

Pp
Psoralea pinnata

C/P
Cleared/Pasture
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Figure 2b
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH SOURCE: Landgate, flown January 2007.
BASE SOURCE: Chappell Lambert Everett - Dwg No. 2036-65f, 19-06-09.
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Fauna Locations in Public Open Space

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH SOURCE: Landgate, flown January 2007.
BASE SOURCE: Chappell Lambert Everett - Dwg No. 2036-65f, 19-06-09.
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VEGETATION CONDITION LEGEND

P - Pristine (1)
Pristine or nearly so, no obvious signs of disturbance

Ex - Excellent (2)
Vegetation structure intact, disturbance affecting individual species and weeds
are non-aggressive species.

VG - Very Good (3)
Vegetation structure altered, obvious signs of disturbance. For example,
disturbance to vegetation structure caused by repeated fires, the presence of
some more aggressive weeds, dieback, logging and grazing.

G - Good (4)
Vegetation structure significantly altered by very obvious signs of multiple
disturbance. Retains basic vegetation structure or ability to regenerate it. For
example, disturbance to vegetation structure caused by very frequent fires, the
presence of some very aggressive weeds at high density, partial clearing,
dieback and grazing.

Deg - Degraded (5)
Basic vegetation structure severely impacted by disturbance. Scope for
regeneration but not to a state approaching good condition without intensive
management. For example, disturbance to vegetation structure caused by very
frequent fires, the presence of very aggressive weeds, partial clearing, dieback
and grazing.

CD - Completely Degraded (6)
The structure of the vegetation is no longer intact and the area is completely or
almost completely without native species. These areas are often described as
’parkland cleared’ with the flora comprising weed or crop species with isolated
native trees or shrubs.

Reference: Keighery, BJ (1994) Bushland Plant Survey. A Guide to Plant
Community Survey for the Community. Wildflower Society of WA (Inc),
Nedlands, Western Australia
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Appendix A
Submissions Received

Appendix A is included on the attached CD



Appendix B 
Summary of Submissions 

 and Responses 
 

 

 



Submission Submitter

1 Department of Transport

2 Unknown 1

3 Unknown 2

4 Unknown 3

5 Unknown 4

6 Unknown 5

7 Unknown 6

8 Unknown 7

9 Unknown 8

10 Unknown 9

11 Unknown 10

12 Unknown 11

13 Unknown 12

14 Unknown 13

15 Unknown 14

16 Unknown 15

17 Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society

18 Unknown 16

19 Unknown 17

20 Unknown 18

21 Unknown 19

22 Unknown 20

23 Unknown 21

24 Unknown 22

25 Albany Community Environment Centre

26 Dr Ryan Phillips, The Australian National University

27 Unknown 23

28 Bushcarers Group Inc.

29 Unknown 24

30 Petition 

31 Department of Water

32 Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts

33 Unknown 25

34 Unknown 26

35 Unknown 27

36 Unknown 28

37 Petition 

38 Withdrawn

39 Unknown 29

40 Unknown 30

41 Unknown 31

42 Unknown 32

43 Department of Planning

44 Department of Environment and Conservation

List of Submitters



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

1a Residential 
Zoning 14, 15 Unknown 13,

14

The land was purchased with a zoning of 'Residential' and development should
always be subject to environmental assessment and it should not be assumed that
development will be allowed without approvals.

Noted. The City of Albany Town Planning Scheme is not a scheme that has been assessed by the
EPA. Section 48A of the Environmental Protection Act allows for the assessment of a scheme
amendment application by the EPA. The Strategic Environmental Assessment provides the process
by which environmental approvals are determined for this site.

1b
Albany Local
Planning 
Strategy

13 Unknown 12

The City of Albany Local Planning Strategy recommends sustainable development
using already cleared land instead of clearing areas with significant native
vegetation. The northern sector of the development area is more suitable for
development (already cleared, less valuable vegetation).

ALPS states: Utilise cleared land wherever possible in new urban developments and develop
incentives for retaining remnant vegetation in subdivisions (CoA).  ALPS also seeks to: 
• Facilitate and manage sustainable settlement growth for the urban area in the City of Albany; 
• Support the consolidation of serviced urban areas and facilitate staged fully serviced urban frontal
development. 
This modified plan in response to submissions proposes to retain significant vegetation and wetlands
as outlined in Figure 3.

1c

Residential 
Expansion 
Strategy for
Albany (State
Planning 
Commission, 
1994)

20 Unknown 18
The document 'Residential Expansion Strategy for Albany' (State Planning
Commission, 1994) referred to was written 16 years ago, its relevance to current
sustainability development planning principles is unclear.

Other than updates from the Albany Local Planning Strategy (City of Albany, 2007), the 'Residential
Expansion Strategy for Albany' (State Planning Commission, 1994) is still relevant with respect to
Bayonet Head. The Lower Great Southern Background Paper on Settlements (WAPC, undated)
stated 'The most suitable land for accommodating the future growth of Albany in the north and north-
eastern areas of the city. Areas to the west have been primarily selected for more immediate
residential development. For the period to 2021, the McKail, Yakamia, and Bayonet Head Structure
Plan areas will be developed.'

2a The Proposal 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

The ACEC urges the EPA to reject the current proposal as environmentally
unacceptable and ask the proponents to resubmit their application with a more
sustainable development boundary and appropriately resourced and developed
management plans that will not place such a heavy stress on the abundance and
representativeness of the current ecological communities.

The proponent has prepared a modified proposal in response to submissions which incorporates
retention of 53.6ha of native vegetation (including 8.24 or 94% of the PEC), retention of Conservation
Category wetlands and a minimum of 50m buffers and an ecological corridor across the Plan for
Development area. The management plans, once endorsed will be implemented by the proponents,
with maintenance of the areas for two years after commencement of subdivision.

2b Strategic 
Placement 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

The proposed development is sited in a fringe, though growing, area of Albany
whose distance from the city centre has enabled some urban development to co-
exist within a bush and farmland setting with minimal impact on the pockets or
remnant vegetation. Past development in this region has largely taken place in a
social and planning environment that did not recognise the future challenges of
urban sprawl. Challenges such as removing unique habitats, sustainably meeting
transport needs and community linkages, climate change, water quality and
changes to hydrological regimes and the loss of the unique Albany feeling provided
by its natural environment were not considered in earlier developmental planning.

The proponent has prepared a modified proposal in response to submissions which incorporates 50m
buffers around Conservation Category Wetlands, retention of 8.24 or 94% of the PEC and retained
vegetation to create a stronger ecological link to the west. It is considered that this modified plan
retains important habitats and minimises the risks of changes to hydrological regimes. Creation of
linkage POS which will be managed for conservation will help to retain the aesthetic values that are
commonly associated with Albany and provide habitat for flora and fauna.
Consideration of 'urban sprawl' needs to be balanced with the high costs of installing infrastructure for
power, water and sewer. The challenge is to retain significant environmental features and minimise
environmental impacts while consolidating the footprint of urban areas.

1. Planning Issues

2. Plan for Development

3. Proposed Public Open Space and Management



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

3a Public Open
Space 43

Department of
Planning 
(Climate 
Change and
Coastal 
Planning)

WAPC DC 2.3 Public Open Space in Residential Areas requires 10% of the gross
subdividable area be given up free of cost at the time of subdivision and vested in
the Crown as Reserve for Recreation. Gross subdividable land shall not include
conservation category wetlands or coastal foreshore reserves. This also means
that conservation category wetlands and the coastal foreshore can not be used in
the calculation of the POS. The Plan for Development does not provide the area
covered by conservation category wetlands or the coastal foreshore reserve,
therefore the total amount of POS that should be provided is incalculable. It is
recommended that the provision of POS be recalculated, excluding the
conservation category wetlands and coastal foreshore reserve.

The modified plan in response to submissions contains 64.6ha of POS (all types of POS and
Foreshore Reserve). The Foreshore Reserve area is 4.0ha. The Area of Conservation Category
Wetlands is 11.7ha.  This means that the balance of POS is 48.9ha.  See Table 5.

3b Environmental 
Stewardship 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

As with all new housing developments, the first influx of owners will no doubt take
on a sense of environmental stewardship for their new suburb but this dedication
will likely wane, leading to exotic landscape planting, more grassed areas, illegal
clearing and rubbish dumping.

The urban design of the Plan for Development area will ensure that POS will be delineated by a road
or public access way (where possible). This means that rubbish dumping and illegal clearing will be
less likely to occur. Environmental stewardship can be fostered through interpretation, such as signs
to inform of the significance of native vegetation in POS. An interpretive sign strategy will be a
component of the management plans to be developed.

3c Selection of
POS 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

Was the POS chosen to protect poorly represented vegetation communities or was
it more to do with retaining wetland areas, which can't be easily built on and for use
in stormwater management?

The POS in the Plan for Development and subsequent modified proposal in response to submissions
was chosen because of wetland, vegetation and flora values, consideration of environmental policy
frameworks and input from Agencies and the community. There is a proportion of 3.3:1 for upland to
wetland vegetation proposed to be retained in conservation POS.

3d Public Open
Space 38 DEC

The location of the POS is intended to meet the objectives of the SEA in conserving
the biodiversity values of the subject land and also provide for active recreation.
The SEA (page 12) states that the proposed plan retains significant vegetation (as
well as fauna habitat and Conservation Category wetlands), but is silent on meeting
flora conservation objectives.

POS areas have been determined for a number of reasons, including preservation of vegetation,
Conservation Category wetlands, fauna habitat, hydrological function and significant flora retention.
Significant flora being retained in POS in the modified proposal in response to submissions includes
includes DRF Drakaea micrantha (POS 13) , P3 Leucopogon altissimus (POS 25) and P4 Drosera 

fimbriata  (POS 10).

3e Public Open
Space 38 DEC

Figure 3 shows the proposed location of the POS and their function is defined in
Table 4. These POS areas are primarily centred on wetland areas to be managed
for hydrological function, with the four Conservation Category wetlands being
located in POS. These POS areas have small areas of adjacent upland vegetation
associated with them, with the most significant upland area being in the south west
POS 13. This is the only POS identified as having a specific flora conservation
function. The POS is thus heavily biased to wetland conservation outcomes and
are limited in their capacity to meet the broader stated objectives. The
establishment of POS around wetlands also results in a fragmented outcome for
vegetation conservation. POS 10 has effective linkages established to meet fauna
conservation outcomes. However, POS 12 and 13 are not linked to other areas
within the subject land. POS 13 is linked across Lower King Road to adjacent
vegetation and POS 12 is linked to remnant vegetation on private land to the north,
which appears to be planned for subdivision. 

The POS areas have been based on protection of Conservation Category wetlands, provision of
wetland buffers, retention of upland vegetation, protection of fauna habitat and linkage, protection of
key significant flora and vegetation communities. The modified proposal in the response to
submissions contains 11.7ha of wetlands and 38.6ha of associated upland vegetation. This ratio of
upland to wetland vegetation (3:1) is seen as a desirable balance. The addition of POS 16, 25 and
26 will retain a substantial vegetated ecological corridor and habitat for DRF and Priority Flora in the
Plan for Development area.  It will also provide linkage between vegetation types and wetlands.

3f Public Open
Space 38 DEC

It is recommended that the POS areas be augmented with further upland areas to
improve the diversity of vegetation types and significant flora occurrences which will
be protected in this area. This may be achieved through: Undertaking further
survey work to better delineate DRF and Priority Flora occurances within the area;
Increasing the POS areas to better protect the PEC and significant flora values; and
Improving linkages between POS areas to enhance the viability of these areas to
maintain biodiversity values in the longer term.

The modified plan in response to submissions has increased the size of wetland buffers to
incorporate additional upland vegetation. POS areas 16, 25 and 26 have been added to retain
additonal areas of PEC, habitat for the DRF and Priority Flora species Leucopogon altissimis (which 
has been identified as the most significant occurrence of Priority Flora). It is considered unnecessary
to undertake additional flora survey work given the knowledge of the site already and the additional
POS areas which have been retained. The additional POS areas significantly enhance retention of
ecological linkages.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

3g Public Open
Space 38 DEC The sustainability of the POS will be dependent on intensive management by the

nominated future managing agent, the City of Albany.

The proponents will establish policy and implementation recommendations (to be outlined in the
POS and Wetland Management Plan and Foreshore Management Plan) that will ensure that ongoing
management of the POS and foreshore areas will be as efficient and effective as possible.
Landowner education will be undertaken through information available at time of sale of the
residential lots. In addition, the placement of interpretive signs will have an ongoing positive
message about the importance of the conservation POS. Except for specific nodes such as pocket
parks, actions such as parkland clearing in POS will not be permitted. It is hoped that as part of its
role in biodiversity conservation, DEC will play an active role in providing advice and other resources
that contribute to the management of conservation POS areas.

3h Public Open
Space 7 Unknown 6

Retention of vegetation in south-western corner of the area does not provide value
for linkage as adjacent Reserve R23074 has purpose of 'Cemetery' and will most
likely be cleared, leaving no green corridor.

This POS has been proposed for several reasons, including the presence of a Conservation Category
wetland, DRF and the PEC. Extra POS in the vicinity of the western boundary has been included
(See Figure 3 for POS areas 15, 16, 25, 26 and 27) to strengthen ecological linkage to the west.
Consideration of the clearing of adjacent vegetation in the Cemetery and subsequent loss of
connectivity is beyond the scope of this assessment.

3i Public Open
Space 20 Unknown 18

The SEA states that POS will be managed for conservation values. POS is
principally open space for use by the public, the land use requirements of public
open space contradict with the ecological requirements of the environment. POS
will not enable diversity, productivity or enhance the environment for benefit of
future generations. The opportunity to experience, explore and connect to remnant
bushland and pristine coastal water will be lost to current and future generations if
this housing development is approved.

Table 14 in the SEA document describes the types of uses that could occur in POS (including
conservation, low key recreation and water resource management). Table 5 of this document shows
calculations of these uses  for the modified proposal. 
There are many examples where POS has been successfully used for both active recreation space
and preservation of conservation values. The value of conservation areas in POS for its aesthetic
and passive social values is well recognised. Ecological values in POS can be maintained through
proper design and management. In real terms, bushland POS has fewer management requirements
than grassed or landscaped POS. The opportunity to experience the bushland in this area will be
enhanced with incorporation of paths. At the present time the area is not available to the public
(although unlawful access may currently occur). In addition, the statement that 'the opportunity to
experience, explore and connect to remnant bushland and pristine coastal water will be lost to current
and future generations if this housing development is approved' seems extreme in light of the many
significant natural places that are in the Albany area.

3j Public Open
Space 23 Unknown 21

The allocation of the small remaining bushland areas as POS is a farcical
ecological response. They will not survive into the long term. Every other small
remnant in the Albany area is clogged with weeds, trampled by people, frequented
by dogs and cats and steadily becoming environmentally derelict.

The POS areas in the modified proposal in response to submissions has been based on the
environmental values of wetlands, vegetation, flora and fauna. The areas proposed to be retained
are not just small remnants as they add up to 50.37ha in consolidated areas. In addition, the area is
currently subject to weed and dieback invasion, unlawful use by motorbikes and other vehicles,
access by dogs and cats. Establishment of management protocols will ensure the long term integrity
of the POS areas.

3k
Public Open
Space -
Connectivity

24 Unknown 22 Would like to see more native vegetation retained connecting the Proposed POS
and native vegetation to the east and west.

The modified proposal in response to submissions has incorporated additional areas of vegetation to
be retained in POS for conservation and connectivity including the PEC. This modification
strengthens linkage to the west and further consolidates manageable areas of conservation POS.

3l

Management 
Plans and
Remediation 
Measures

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

The ACEC believes the remediation measure highlighted by the proposal are either
not adequate to address the environmental issues at hand or are not yet properly
developed to ensure the Albany community can have faith in the proponent's
commitment and ability to deliver outcomes that would ensure that the species and
communities would have the best chance to survive, given the threats the current
proposal would place on the remaining flora and fauna.

Management of areas using best practice methodology and good design will ensure the protection of
environmental assets and long term viability of ecological values of POS areas. Issues such as
dieback, weed, water management and access control can only be planned in detail once areas to be
retained are confirmed.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

3m
Unrealistic 
Management 
Plans

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The proponents have stated very idealistic management actions which are to be put
in place during and after the development occurs, these however are obviously
unrealistic. It is likely that the implementation of the plans will be too hard for the
future managers of the site, namely City of Albany to follow and implement. The
EPA must ensure that the Management Plans are seriously questioned regarding
their relevance, likely success of being implemented and ensuring that they are not
just ticking the boxes to get approval from the EPA.

The management actions stated are consistent with objectives outlined in Environmental Guidance
for Planning and Development (Guidance Statement No. 33, EPA 2008). The City of Albany should
be recognised for its personnel skill base, including for native vegetation regeneration, weed and
reserve management. However, the fact that the proponents will set up infrastructure relating to
access, interpretation and water management will reduce active management required. The
proponents will establish a bond for five years of dieback treatment for the area of PEC to be retained
in POS.

3n Management of
POS 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The proponent is unrealistic if it thinks that these narrow and exposed strips of
vegetation can be managed correctly within a development unless there are strict
policies and subsequent policing, land owner education and budget allowances of
the eventual managers, the City of Albany. Unless landowners and the City of
Albany staff are aware of the role of these corridors, they will become less
ecological and more parkland cleared.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will retain a substantial ecological corridor through
the Plan for Development area which will protect and link significant wetlands and vegetation. The
proponents will establish policy and implementation recommendations (to be outlined in the POS
and Wetland Management Plan and Foreshore Management Plan) that will ensure that ongoing
management of the POS and foreshore areas will be as efficient and effective as possible.
Landowner education will be undertaken through information available at time of sale of the
residential lots. In addition, the placement of interpretive signs will have an ongoing positive
message about the importance of the conservation POS. Except for specific nodes such as pocket
parks, actions such as parkland clearing in POS will not be permitted. 

3o Management of
POS 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

As the proposal is to hand management of the bushland over to the City of Albany,
the ACEC believes it is appropriate that adequate resources be provided to the City
by the proponents to enable long term management of weeds, tracks, Pc dieback
and domestic and feral animals. Anything short of this, is both intergenerationally
unsound and externalising the true cost of the proposed development.

The preparation and implementation of management plans will ensure the introduction of effective
management protocols and associated infrastructure to retain the values of these natural areas.
Such infrastructure would include fencing, strategic fire breaks and paths (using already disturbed
areas) and signage. The City of Albany will not have any set up costs and the proponents would
manage the areas for two years after the commencement of subdivision. The proponents have
indicated that they would be willing to provide a fund for management of dieback for a period of 5
years to allow for the treatment of the retained PEC area.

3p

Implementation 
of POS
Management 
Plans

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

When the proposed development is transferred to the City of Albany, are these
environmental measures going to continue with sufficient resources, staff training
and education and are they going to be perpetually implements? We have serious
concerns that the answer to this question will be 'no' and that the environmental
consequences will burden future generations and that the proponents will have
taken no responsibility or accept any liability for the actions they have undertaken in
developing this site.

The proponents will provide infrastructure to ensure the ongoing management of the POS will be
effective and low maintenance. Infrastructure will include fencing, strategic fire breaks and paths
(using already disturbed areas where possible) and signage. The City of Albany will not have any set
up costs and the proponents will manage the POS areas for two years after the commencement of
subdivision. The proponents have indicated that they would be willing to provide a fund for
management of dieback for a period of 5 years to allow for dieback treatment in the retained PEC
area.

3q
Environmental 
Management 
Activities

20 Unknown 18

The SEA proposes to supply prospective buyers with fauna friendly garden guides
and to salvage tree hollows during the construction phase and plant back native
trees in streetscaping designs. These strategies for managing fauna habitat are
poorly considered, juvenile and overly simplistic. replanting of native plants along
road verges and providing habitat guides to land purchasers would compensate for
the habitat loss, as if its something we can so easily and effortlessly recreate. No
species list was provided in SEA. Are the consultants proposing to use the typical
horticulturally bred native cultivars? Who will enforce or encourage owners to adopt
this culture?

Provision of information, encouragement of fauna friendly gardens, streetscaping and salvaging of
tree hollows are a small number of initiatives which add up to the entire package of reducing
environmental impacts and protecting retained areas for wetland, vegetation and fauna values.
Information provided to people who purchase land will include species lists for gardens. In addition,
use of local native species will be specified for landscaping and regeneration. This will also be
incorporated into the POS and Wetland Management Plan and Foreshore Management Plan. The
species list will be based on local flora that can be propagated and sourced from local nurseries.  

3r Management of
Dieback 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

Management of Pc dieback is not fully outlined by the proponent, rather they put the
responsibility on an unnamed 'appropriate organisation' which would most likely be
the under-resourced City of Albany conservation/bushcare team.

Management of dieback will be covered in the Construction Management Strategy, POS and Wetland
Management Plan and Foreshore Management Plan. Management of dieback in the retained PEC
will initially be undertaken by the proponent for a period of two years after commencement of
subdivision. The proponent will fund the City of Albany to undertake a further 5 years of dieback
management of the PEC area. This will have the advantage of raising the capacity of the City of
Albany Bushcare and Reserves management team in this area of expertise.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

3s

Fauna - Policies
for fauna
protection -
Cats and dogs

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The EPA should consider how the proponents and then the City of Albany will
develop policies relating to how residents will live with the associated wildlife
(possums, snakes and bandicoots to name a few). The proponents should ensure
that the fauna is protected forever. The proponent will need to develop specific and
enforceable policies for cat and dog exclusion or control if they are at all serious
about this development proposal and the standards they aspire to.

Existing laws relating to the management of cats and dogs are considered to be appropriate for the
proposed development. The City of Albany has a Keeping and Welfare of Cats Local Law and dogs
are managed under the Western Australian Dog Act 1976 .

3t

Planting of
native trees in
POS and road
verges

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

While the planting of local trees in POS and road verges is a positive thing, the
ACEC questions the proponents use of this as a tool to offset the loss of habitat
due to clearing. The length of time required for this vegetation to be of significant
habitat value, especially given its dissociation from the bushland can be significant.
As such while we agree with the use of local plant species in POS we do not
believe it should be used as leverage to allow the destruction of quality natural
habitat.

The use of local native tree species in POS and road verges has not been offered as an offset for
habitat loss. The use of local native plant species is considered to be a best practice approach as
part of an overall strategy to minimise environmental impacts of the development. This strategy has
a long term outlook but it is likely that planted areas will have a positive input for availability of habitat
in 1- 5 years for species such as birds and in 5 - 10 years for many other species (including Western
Ring-tail Possums and Black Cockatoos).

3u

Use of native
gardens and
domestic pet
control

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

If the proposal is go ahead, the proponent should do more that encourage the use
of native gardens and domestic pet control. The level of encouragement is too
open to abuse by developers. This was seen in an adjacent development that
originally promised to promote local species but then allowed the display homes in
the area to plant mainly exotic or non fauna friendly gardens. A range of standards
(similar to controls for style of fencing and house facades) should be used, with
local native plants as the only garden type allowed (with the exception of utility
garden areas such as for food production.

Existing laws relating to the management of cats and dogs are considered to be appropriate for the
proposed development. The City of Albany has a Keeping and Welfare of Cats Local Law and dogs
are managed under the Western Australian Dog Act 1976 .  The Landscape and Streetscape Plan will 
outline species appropriate for use in landscaping and gardens. Detailed area plans may also be
prepared for areas that interface with POS (although this interface would be minimised). The
landscaping packages for residences will only be provided to those who meet design guidelines set
for native gardens in the Landscape and Streetscape Plan.

3v

Use of native
gardens and
domestic pet
control

28 Bushcare 
Group Inc

There are no laws or legislation to make developers or owners adhere to any native
sensitive gardens or urbanscape design and so infiltration of potential garden
escapees into the surrounding environment is a real risk at this site.

Personal freedoms enjoyed in Australia dictate that education and incentives are the best way to
ensure that initiatives such as planting of local native gardens are used and that potential garden
escapees are minimised. Laws and legislation is unlikely to encourage uptake unless it is part of
enforceable design guidelines for the development area.

4a

Principles of
Environmental 
Protection 
(Table 5) -
Principal of
intergenerationa
l equity 

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre 
(ACEC)

Given the scope of the clearing and the management options we believe that the
proposal does not meet the principle of intergenerational equity.

The precautionary principle states that 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. Decisions should be guided by careful evaluation and assessment of
consequences of options. It is considered that there is sufficient knowledge to address and manage
environmental impacts.  Specialist studies have been carried out in the Plan for Development area for 
flora, fauna, wetlands, dieback, hydrology and Aboriginal heritage. Management actions to be
developed using best practice will ensure the adequate management of environmental impacts. The
modified proposal in response to the submissions addresses these issues by retaining significant
wetlands, native vegetation. This includes fauna habitat, 94% of the PEC (Coffey Environments
mapping), DRF and also retains connectivity to areas in the west.

4b Clearing 
Principles 16 Unknown 15 The clearing proposed is a variance with the ten Principles of Clearing defined in

the Schedule 5 of the Environmental Protection Act.

It is considered that the modified proposal in response to submissions adequately addresses the ten
Principles of Clearing as defined in the Environmental Protection Act 1986. It also addressed various
other environmental policies which are listed in the SEA.

4. Environmental Protection Act and Principles of Environmental Protection



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

4c
Environmental 
Protection Act,
1986

20 Unknown 18

It is unclear why the SEA has failed to list the Environmental Protection Act, 1986
and its relevant regulations under Section 5.1.2 as applicable legislation, criterion or
guidance. It is a serious omission of the SEA that this development has not been
assessed against the ten clearing principles under Schedule 5 of the Act and it
would not qualify for an exemption either.

The EPA approved the scope of works for the Strategic Environmental Assessment so it is
understood that the SEA is subject to the Environmental Protection Act 1986 . The scoping
document was available for public comment and no submissions were received regarding the ten
clearing principles.

4d

Assessment 
against the ten
clearing 
principles for
native 
vegetation

13 Unknown 12
The proponents have not addressed the proposed clearing and subsequent
vegetation degeneration against the ten clearing principles for native vegetation as
specified in Schedule 5 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.

The EPA approved the scope of works for the Strategic Environmental Assessment in the
Environmental Scoping Document for the Bayonet Head SEA. The scoping document was available
for public comment and no submissions were received regarding the ten clearing principles.

4e

Table 5:
Principles of
Environmental 
Protection as
Applied to the
Proposed 
Development

20 Unknown 18

The table should read: 'there is insufficient knowledge to address potential
environmental impacts', which includes serious or irreversible damage to
threatened species populations and therefore in applying the precautionary principle
this proposal should be postponed until a more thorough and adequate assessment
can be made.

Disagree. Comprehensive studies for flora, dieback, fauna, hydrology and acid sulfate soils have
been undertaken. This information provides sufficient information to inform the Plan for
Development. Consideration of submissions has been included in the modified proposal which
ensures that there is retention of viable areas for DRF, PEC and significant fauna.

4f
Table 5:
Precautionary 
Principle

28 Bushcarers 
Group Inc

Development of vegetation in excellent condition opposes the precautionary
principle outlined in Table 5

The precautionary principle states that 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. Decisions should be guided by careful evaluation and assessment of
consequences of options. It is considered that there is sufficient knowledge to address and manage
environmental impacts in the Plan for Development area.  Specialist studies have been carried out for 
flora, fauna, wetlands, dieback, hydrology and Aboriginal heritage. Management actions to be
developed using best practice will ensure the adequate management of environmental impacts. In
addition, the modified proposal in response to submissions has incorporated significant areas of
native vegetation to retain the PEC and strengthen linkage across the Plan for Development area.

5. Native Terrestrial Vegetation and Flora



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

5a
Native 
vegetation 
representation

4, 5, 6, 8, 9,
12, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19,
28, 29, 33,
34, 35, 36,
39

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 8, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16, 17,
Bushcarers 
Group Inc, 24,
26, 27, 28, 29

Approximately 66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already
cleared.

EPA Position Paper No. 2 (EPA, 2000) refers to clearing of native vegetation in the agricultural zone
with comments in relation to other parts of the State, including urban areas. The EPA stated that the
“threshold level” below which species loss appears to accelerate exponentially at an ecosystem level
is regarded as being at a level of 30% of the pre-clearing extent of the vegetation type. The EPA also
states that consideration of proposals  includes: 
1. A comparison of development scenarios, or options, to evaluate protection of biodiversity at the
species and ecosystem levels, and demonstration that all reasonable steps have been taken to avoid
disturbing native vegetation.
2. No known species of plant or animal is caused to become extinct as a consequence of the
development and the risks to threatened species are considered to be acceptable.
3. No association or community of indigenous plants or animals ceases to exist as a result of the
project.
4. There would be an expectation that a proposal would demonstrate that the vegetation removal
would not compromise any vegetation type by taking it below the “threshold level” of 30% of the pre-
clearing extent of the vegetation type.
5. Where a proposal would result in a reduction below the 30% level, the EPA would expect
alternative mechanisms to be put forward to address the protection of biodiversity.
6. There is comprehensive, adequate and secure representation of scarce or endangered habitats
within the project area and/or in areas which are biologically comparable to the project area,
protected in secure reserves.
7. If the project area is large (and what is meant by large will vary depending on where in the State)
the project area itself should include a comprehensive and adequate network of conservation areas
and linking corridors whose integrity and biodiversity is secure and protected.
8. The on-site and off-site impacts of the project are identified and the proponent demonstrates that
these impacts can be managed.
Clearing in these other (non agricultural) areas of the State may be environmentally acceptable if the
proponent demonstrates clearly that the proposal meets the above elements and that actions to meet
the two key objectives of the National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s Biological Diversity
are being met, namely: 
“(l) arresting and reversing the decline of remnant native vegetation; and “(m) avoiding or limiting any
further broad-scale clearance of native vegetation, consistent with ecologically sustainable
management and bio-regional planning, to those instances in which regional biological diversity 

5b objectives are not compromised” (Commonwealth of Australia, 1996, p.42). It is considered that after
considering the submissions, that the modified proposal meets the goals stated by the EPA.  

5c
Native 
vegetation and
flora

4, 5, 12, 14,
15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 25,
29, 33, 34,
35, 36, 39,
41

Unknown 3, 4,
11, 13, 14, 15,
Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society, 16,
17, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, 31

Proposal will have unacceptable impacts on flora and vegetation. Much of the
vegetation is in excellent condition.

Further, the EPA stated that to ensure equity in terms of land clearing decisions, an action that should
be progressed was the establishment of a revolving fund to purchase bushland considered to be of
high conservation value.  To our knowledge, this action is not available for the Albany area.

5d

Native 
Vegetation -
Incremental 
Loss

23 Unknown 21
The proposal is an unacceptable assault on the biodiversity of a critically important
area, adding significantly to the escalating incremental loss of habitats and species
occurring in the Albany urban area.

In real terms, the Plan for Development is a small area when viewed on the regional scale. It is not a
critically important area, but one piece of a jigsaw across a varied landscape. The modified proposal
in response to submissions addresses issues relating to retention of connectivity, significant flora,
vegetation units and fauna habitat.



Theme Submission 
Number
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5e

Native 
Vegetation -
suburban 
bushland

22 Unknown 20

The natural value of the vegetated lots at Bayonet Head should not be
underestimated as this is realistically the last tract of high quality suburban
bushland of its type in Albany. It is unique and highly diverse and if any clearing
occurs, this will inevitable diminish the environmental value of the bushland. The
current proposed protection of bushland shows fragments being protected. Albany
has large numbers of weeds creeping in from suburban gardens and illegal
dumping causing problems for future management.

The vegetation at Bayonet Head is by no means the last tract of high quality vegetation in Albany.
Within 6km there are the following areas which have a purpose that is considered compatible with
conservation:
• Bayonet Head Foreshore (Purpose: Public Recreation and Foreshore Protection, Area: 40ha);
• Bill Gibbs Reserve and associated Reserve No. 329 (Purpose: Recreation (managed for
conservation values) Area: 241ha);
• Yakamia Creek, Lake Seppings (including Lake Seppings Delta and Wesley Maley Reserve)
(Purpose: Conservation, Parklands and Recreation; Area 228ha);
• Mt Martin Reserve No. 33308 (Purpose: Regional Botanic Park managed by DEC; Area: 403ha);
• Gull Rock National Park (Purpose: National Park, Area: 2,593ha);
• Bakers Junction Nature Reserve No. 30463 (Purpose: Conservation of Flora and Fauna, Area:
998ha);
• Bon Accord Reserves 34934 and 3490 (Purposes: Government Requirements and Parklands; Area
127ha); and
• Chester Pass Reserve 22892 (Purpose: Conservation and Protection of Flora, Area: 149ha).
The modified proposal retains the key components of diversity that are significant in the Plan for
Development area. When coupled with management strategies, the ecological values of the area will
be preserved.

5f
Orchids and
flora 
identification

13, 22 Unknown 12,
20

The flora surveys underestimate the potential number of orchid species present and
several plant species listed do not occur in Albany. The quality of the surveys are
questionable. The floristic survey indicates that eight native orchids as being
present. In the short hour walk when I accompanied a DEC survey person to the
site, I noted (a) large number of orchids (at least 30) and I feel this could easily
reach 60 species. This area has long been renowned in the past by native orchid
enthusiasts as being a very diverse site. Of particular note was to find four species
of Drakaea (D. livida , D. thinniphila , D. glyptodon , D. micrantha , Thelymitra 

uliginosa (often grows in habitat with Thelymitra variegata ), Paracaleana disjuncta 

(in bud, rarely seen in Albany) and wetland habitat suitable for DRF Microtis . It is
also quite likely that with further surveys more could potentially be located in
suitable habitat within the site proposed to be cleared. The D. micrantha found was
located in only about 15 minutes of searching. An immediate spring survey should
be undertaken for the entire site.

Flora surveys have been carried out in compliance with EPA (2004) Guidance Statement No. 51 -
Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment in Western Australia.
The surveys were carried out by experienced botanists. The submissions provides no evidence of
the claims made such as a species list of the "30" species. No GPS coordinates or even general
location details for the orchids was mentioned.

5g

Clearing of
native 
vegetation in
Bayonet Head
(outside SEA
area)

12 Unknown 11
In spite of covenants on land to prevent clearing, residents in Bayonet Head still
clear and plant lawn. The City of Albany has taken no action. Opposes further
fragmentation and clearing.

It is unclear about the area that this submission is referring to. However, the issue appears to relate
to the fact that people who have covenants on their own land may have cleared native vegetation. In
the case of the Bayonet Head Plan for Development, the POS will be held in public ownership under
the management of the City of Albany.  This will prevent the public from clearing and planting lawn.

5h
Native 
Vegetation -
Connectivity

28 Bushcarers 
Group Inc

All supporting reports and surveys of the vegetation within the development site
indicate that it is both unique locally and regionally as well as being part of an
important coastal vegetation belt that runs from Walpole all the way to the South
Australian border.  The development will indelibly alter this.

Considerable survey work has established that the vegetation at the site is not unique locally or
regionally. Areas that contain vegetation units which are considered poorly represented in secure
tenure have been retained in POS. The Plan for Development identified areas that represented
significant vegetation, such as the PEC and Conservation Category wetlands. In addition, the
modified proposal in response to submissions expands on these areas by retaining a larger area of
PEC 8.24ha (Coffey vegetation mapping) compared to Plan for Development amount of 2.9ha and
create conservation POS to retain ecological linkage to the west.



Theme Submission 
Number
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5i
Native 
vegetation -
connectivity

27, 39 Unknown 23,
25

This area is strategically important as a connector within a reasonable wildlife
corridor.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will establish an ecological corridor which will not
only retain 8.24ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), but also retain links to the west of the
Plan for Development area . The vegetation along the Oyster Harbour foreshore is an important link
and the foreshore reserve is proposed to be widened substantially (90m minimum to 190m wide)
along 500m.

5j
Native 
Vegetation and
connectivity

3 Unknown 2
The vegetation provides an important corridor between Gull Rock, Mt Martin,
Bayonet Head foreshore and the Bill Gibbs reserve in an already fragmented
landscape.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will retain consolidated areas of conservation POS
which will not only retain 8.24ha or 94%of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), but also link
vegetation to the west of the Plan for Development area.

5k Vegetation 
connectivity 7, 24 Unknown 6,

22

Concerned about lack of connectivity between the west and east of the site,
especially in light of north and south linkage along foreshore. Notes that Bayonet
Head area has existing fragmentation and may be difficult to achieve.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will establish an ecological corridor which will not
only retain 8.24ha or 94% of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), but also link vegetation to the
west of the Plan for Development area.

5l
Native 
vegetation and
fragmentation

4, 5, 6, 8, 9,
12, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19,
20, 27, 28,
29, 33, 39

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 8, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 23,
Bushcarers 
Group Inc, 24,
25, 26

Fragmentation of the bushland in POS will not support long term survival of the
remnants and fauna due to weed encroachment, increased people pressure, fire
and dieback.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will establish an ecological corridor which will not
only retain 8.24ha or 94% of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), but also link vegetation to the
west of the Plan for Development area . The proponents have committed to the preparation and
implementation of management plans for the area which will be instrumental in reducing the risks
associated with weeds, disease, fire and increased people pressure.

5m
Native 
vegetation and
fragmentation

28 Bushcarers 
Group Inc

Habitat fragmentation is one of the driving factors in native species decline
(Burbidge and McKenzie, 1989 and Wayne et al. 2006).

The modified proposal in response to submissions will establish an ecological corridor which will not
only retain 8.24ha or 94% of the PEC, but also link vegetation to the west of the Plan for
Development area.  This will reduce the impacts associated with habitat fragmentation.

5n
Native 
vegetation and
biodiversity

20 Unknown 18

Broadscale clearing of native vegetation, current and historic has been identified as
a major threatening process affecting biodiversity in Western Australia. In addition,
native vegetation has already been cleared below safe ecological limits in some
areas and this includes the South Coast Region of WA.

There is no evidence that suggests that native vegetation in the Albany area has been cleared to
below safe ecological limits. The Albany Regional Vegetation Survey reports that total remnant
vegetation in the ARVS Survey area (44,093ha) is 35%. In the case of the Plan for Development
area, the modified proposal in response to submissions will retain 53.6ha of native vegetation,
including 8.24ha of the PEC and additional habitat for the DRF. The proposal also involves the
rehabilitation of currently degraded areas which will be retained in POS. The conservation POS will
form consolidated areas of bushland with ecological linkage to the west and with a minimum 50m
buffer around Conservation Category wetlands.

5o
Native 
vegetation and
biodiversity

17, 27

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society, 
Unknown 23

There is no justification to clear native vegetation which is remarkably intact, which
contains such a wide range of vegetation communities and associated Priority or
Rare flora and which also has significant landscape variations which adds to the
richness of biodiversity.

Areas of vegetation associations to be retained in the modified proposal in response to submissions
are included in Table 5 of this document. The modified proposal retains vegetation units which are
considered to be poorly represented as well as habitat for DRF and pollinators. It is considered that
this provided a sound outcome for biodiversity retention and ecological linkage.

5p
Establishment 
of vegetation
corridors

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

If this development is approved, it is proposed to establish corridors of native
vegetation throughout the development. The correct management of these
corridors is then vital for long term sustainability.

Noted. The modified proposal in response to submissions proposes to retain an additional 10.8ha of
POS to further consolidate the POS areas and strengthen linkage to the west of the Plan for
Development area. The preparation and implementation of management plans for the POS,
wetlands and foreshore will ensure that issues such as weeds, disease, fire and access are
adequately addressed to provide for the long term viability of the biodiversity of the area.

5q Public Open
Space (page 6) 2, 3 Unknown 1, 2 Linear and small reserves are known to be susceptible to degradation due to edge

effects, weed invasion and dieback disease.

When compared to many areas of POS in an urban setting, the POS proposed within the Plan for
Development area is extensive. The modified proposal in response to submissions comprises
53.6ha of POS for conservation purposes. The effort to retain consolidated areas of vegetation and
to retain viable ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area will mitigate many of
the impacts associated with edge effects.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

5r
Public Open
Space -
Sustainability

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The open space areas which are proposed to be left as native vegetation or
rehabilitated will not support or reach environmentally sustainable populations of
flora and fauna as the composition and density of vegetation will be constantly
degraded by edge effects, fire hazards and aesthetic bushland vandalism.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will establish an ecological corridor which will not
only retain 8.24ha or 94%of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), but also link vegetation to the
west of the Plan for Development area. The preparation and implementation of management plans
for the POS, wetlands and foreshore will address fire management and other issues.

5s
Native 
Vegetation -
Edge Effects

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

An inspection of the interface of the existing surrounding residential area to the
proposed development site will show there has been significant degradation of
areas of native vegetation. There is rubbish dumping, garden weed escapes, and
inappropriate clearing. This will happen to the proposed POS of this proposed
development. This is something that the proponent will need to be honest about
and acknowledge in their documents and to be clear that it will be them and not the
City of Albany who will be managing this degradation, but the City of Albany and its
ratepayers. This does not benefit generations to come, which must be taken into
account.

It is true that the existing vegetation area in the Plan for Development area have been subject of
degradation through unauthorised and unlawful rubbish dumping, garden weed escapees and access
by motorbikes and four wheel drives. This is unlikely to be the case for POS created through
development of the residential area, as in most cases the residences created will overlook and
provide surveillance of the POS areas. The incidence of houses 'turning their backs' on the POS will
be minimal. This surveillance has significantly reduced the incidence of dumping and inappropriate
use in other development areas.  In addition, the incorporation of interpretive materials in the POS will 
help the new residents of the area appreciate the value of the POS and measures to take to protect it.  
The POS will only be handed over to the City of Albany to be managed after implementation of the
POS, wetland and foreshore management plans, plus two years of management after
commencement of subdivision. This will ensure that the POS is an asset for the City of Albany and
its ratepayers and provide benefits for generations to come.

5t Vegetation 
Communities

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
14, 15, 16,
18, 19, 23,
25, 29, 33,
34, 35, 36

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16, 17,
21, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 25, 26

Vegetation communities in the development area are not adequately represented in
Conservation reserves (Keri, Clan).

The ARVS (Sandiford and Barrett, 2010) no longer has a vegetation unit called Keri. However, the
vegetation unit previously called Keri is being retained as is the Clan vegetation unit.

5u Keri 38 DEC

The Kunzea ericifolia Closed Tall Shrubland or Closed Heath (Keri) referred to in
the SEA as being in Sandiford and Rathbone (2008) could not be found in the final
ARVS document. It is referred to as AfEsNfOW in the SEA, which is not a Kunzea 

ericifolia dominated community. The mapping in the draft ARVS shows it as being
part of what is mapped by Coffey Environments as AfEsNfOW in the vicinity of the
wetlands protected by POS 10 and 12 and hence it is expected that this community
would be adequately protected in the POS regardless of its classification.

Noted.

5v Callistachys 

spp  Thicket 38 DEC

The Callistyachys thicket community (ClAf and ClEm in the SEA) is located in three
small areas which will be entirely included in POS 4 and 13 (ClAf) and POS 10
(ClEm). These POS areas include management for their natural values and hence
this community type should be protected through these POS areas.

Noted.

5w

Native 
Vegetation -
impacts of
clearing

20 Unknown 18

After the vegetation has been bulldozed, the intrinsic integrity of the community will
be disrupted; from the microbial diversity of the soil, groundwater recharge and
drainage, through to the more obvious above ground terrestrial impacts. Not only
will the loss of habitat drive the fauna away, if not cause its death in situ but
emissions including ongoing mechanical noise, use of artificial lighting and dust
during demolition and construction phases and odour emissions caused from the
introduction of humans pre and post construction and their domestic animals will
almost guarantee indigenous fauna migrates away from the subject land. These
emissions have not been discussed in the SEA and are significant to long term
conservation.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation (Coffey
Environments mapping) that forms consolidated areas of POS and preserves ecological links to the
west of the Plan for Development area. The hydrological systems of the area are unlikely to be
impacted and will be managed through water sensitive urban design. Adequate buffers to wetlands
have been provided with a minimum buffer of 50m for all Conservation Category wetlands. The
Construction Management Strategy will address management of fauna, dust, noise and odour during
subdivisional works. Domestic pets in the area are and will be subject to existing cat and dog laws.
Ongoing emissions (noise, light, dust) are likely to be minimal and similar to existing conditions in
Bayonet Head.  These impacts are not considered to be of significance to long term conservation.
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5x

Native 
Vegetation -
Impacts of
clearing on
biological 
diversity

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre 
(ACEC)

As the bushland goes so will the fauna that depends upon it also disappear. We do
not believe this proposal meets the desired outcome of the principle of

conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity as the proposal does not
adequately address the issues the remaining bushland will face if the development,
as proposed, goes ahead.  

The modified proposal in response to submissions provides consolidated areas of POS that link
vegetation to the west of the Bayonet Head Plan for Development. When considered in conjunction
with management strategies to be developed and implemented, it is considered that a sustainable
outcome for the biodiversity of the area will be achieved.

5y Grevillea 

bipinnatifida
22 Unknown 20

The species list provided in the SEA (Appendix 1) indicates a species that doesn't
occur in the Albany area. Grevillea bipinnatifida (endemic to Perth) is listed as
being naturally occurring, which I find highly unlikely. To me this indicates a lack of
understanding of the flora in the Bayonet Head bushland and raises concerns as to
how thoroughly the surveys have been undertaken.

Of the 222 species identified for the Bayonet Head area, it is unfortunate that there has been the
misidentification or error in naming Grevillea bipinnatifida . However this error does not indicate a
lack of understanding of the Bayonet Head area. Surveys were carried out in accordance with EPA
(2004) Guidance Statement No. 51: Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental
Impact Assessments in Western Australia.  

5z
Albany Regional 
Vegetation 
Survey

23, 27 Unknown 21,
23

We have a proposal impacting on a range of vegetation communities before the
essential work of identifying and mapping the regional communities is completed,
and before the work of mapping and estimating the cumulative impact of the current
wave of development proposals and smaller scale clearing is even commenced.

Several significant vegetation and floristic studies have been undertaken at various scales in the
Albany area.  These include: 
• Beard JS (1979) The Vegetation of the Albany/Mt Barker area, WA. Vegmap Publications.
Applecross, Western Australia.
•Connell, S and ATA Environmental (2001) Vegetation Survey of the Albany Hinterland. Prepared for
City of Albany. Report No 2000/68.
•Coffey Environments (2008) Albany Regional Vegetation Assessment - Phase 1. Prepared for
CAMABB Pty Ltd, City of Albany, Strategen and Heath Development Company.  2007/145 V2. 
Most recently the Albany Regional Vegetation Survey Project has been completed (Sandiford and
Barrett, 2010).

5aa

Vegetation 
Clearing -
Equity and
Consistency

23 Unknown 21

EPA and other government agencies have already rejected agricultural land
clearing proposals in the region that have no where near the ecological impact of
this proposal. How can you allow this proposal to proceed. This is a mistake
Government previously made in the Peel Harvey Catchment and like there would
seriously undermine the regional efforts to protect the environment.

The proponent cannot provide comment on decisions made outside the Plan for Development area.
In the case of the modified proposal in response to submissions, every effort has been made to
reduce environmental impacts through retention and linkage of significant features and subsequent
management.

5ab Taxonomic 
errors 27 Unknown 23

I have heard from highly skilled botanists who are familiar with this region that there
are too many taxonomic anomalies in the proponent's vegetation consultant's
report.

The vegetation and flora surveys were carried out in accordance with EPA (2004) Guidance
Statement No. 51: Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessments
in Western Australia by botanists who have extensive experience and knowledge of the local flora.
Unfortunate and ultimately minor errors do not detract from the overall information provided on
vegetation and flora.  

5ac

Native 
vegetation and
flora - impacts
on hydrology

27 Unknown 23

There will be the obvious loss of continuity between 8 major vegetation types:
Upland (laterite) to mid-slope to dampland to wetland vegetation units and therefore
changes to hydrology and ecological processes e.g. Albany Pitcher plants in the
southwest wetland POS.

Table 5 of this document presents a summary of vegetation types and condition in area proposed to
be retained in POS. The modified proposal in response to submissions has incorporated significantly
more vegetation to retain ecological linkage. It is considered that these modifications build on the
original Plan for Development area and will protect hydrological and ecological processes. The
Albany pitcher plant habitat has always been proposed for retention in conservation POS.

5ad

Land 
degradation -
clearing of
native 
vegetation

20 Unknown 18
Clearing of native vegetation can cause modification to groundwater and surface
water flows, erosion, habitat loss, loss of cultural and heritage values, to name a
few.

Clearing of native vegetation will be managed to minimise the risks to surface and ground water flows
and prevent erosion. Areas of native vegetation proposed to be retained in the modified proposal in
response to submissions will ensure that habitat is retained and remains linked. A Construction
Management Strategy will be prepared to outline the protocols and hygiene measures that will be
required. Urban water design will be needed to ensure that modification to ground and surface water
flows is minimised/managed. There is minimal risk of loss of cultural and heritage values as
extensive areas of POS retain natural features and the Aboriginal site.
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5ae
Native 
Vegetation -
Weed invasion

28 Bushcarers 
Group Inc

One of the key issues is invasive weed species. The Bushcarers Group, City of
Albany Bushcare team, Greenskills Inc, the Department of Agriculture and DEC are
all working at different levels to preserve the biodiversity of this area. Residential
developments are key vectors in weed species infiltration and dispersal into native
habitat (Mooney and Hobbs, 2000).

The excellent work of the Bushcarers Group, City of Albany Bushcare team, Green Skills Inc and
others in the region is acknowledged. Weed management in the Bayonet Head Plan for
Development area will be a prime consideration as the area already contains weeds such as Sydney
Golden Wattle and Victorian Tea-tree. The preparation and implementation of a Construction
Management Strategy, POS and Wetland Management Plan, Foreshore Management Plan and
Local Water Management Strategy will ensure that the development of the area will address weed
management and reduce the risks of dispersal of weeds from the residential area.

6a

Declared Rare
and Priority
Flora - Microtis 

globula

38 DEC

Mictrotis globula  was referred to in the vegetation survey report  (Techical Appendix 
C of SEA) as having a specific survey undertaken, however there is no reference to
this species in the SEA. No plants were found in the targeted survey. This species
is not recorded for the area, but was identified in the DEC database search, being
recorded 5km to the north. It grown in peaty swamps. The POS areas incorporate
all wetlands, and hence if the species did occur in the area, then its habitat should
be protected in these wetlands.

Noted.

6b Declared Rare
Flora

2, 4, 6, 12,
13, 27

Unknown 1, 3,
5, 11, 12, 23

Drakaea micrantha will be retained in a fragmented island that is unlikely to persist
over time.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains an additional 14ha of native vegetation (to
a total of 53.6ha for conservation POS). Habitat suitable habitat for the DRF Drakaea micrantha and
its pollinator will be available in additional POS areas 15, 16, 25, 26, 27 and 17 (Figure 3). A balance
between linkage and consolidated areas of vegetation has been sought in the modified proposal.  

6c
Declared Rare
and Priority
Flora

14, 15, 18,
19, 23, 25,
28, 29, 33,
34, 35, 36,
39, 42

Unknown 13,
14, 16, 17, 21,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
Bushcarers 
Group Inc, 24,
25, 27, 28, 29,
32

The clearing required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants.
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be anticipated that
these plants will continue to be under threat, existing amongst areas of increased
human interaction.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation (an additional
14ha from the original Plan for Development) which significantly increases the linkage of vegetation
to the west of the Plan for Development area. It is proposed to retain the area with Leucopogon 

altissimus (P3) in POS 25. In addition the population of Drosera fimbriata will be retained in POS 10.
However, it is not proposed to retain several populations of Priority Flora on Lots 1000 and 1001
Frenchman Bay Road and Part Lot 1 Yatana, including 3 occurrences of Stylidium plantagineum

(P4), one occurrence of Drosera fimbriata (P4), one occurrence of Laxmannia jamesii (P4), , one
population of Chorizema reticulatum (P3), one occurrence of Andersonia depressa (P3) and one
occurrence of Andersonia jamesii (P4).

6d
Declared Rare
and Priority
Flora

16, 21, 24,
33, 34, 35,
36

Unknown 15,
19, 22, 25, 26,
27, 28, 29

One Declared Rare Flora species and seven priority listed species have been
identified on site. It is unacceptable that these species are cleared or future
jeopardised by severe habitat fragmentation proposed.

Fragmentation of the site will be reduced as the modified proposal in response to submissions retains
additional areas of vegetation as shown in Figure 3 and Table 5. Clearing of Priority Flora has been
minimised, given the other environmental considerations.

6e
Drakaea 

micrantha 

(DRF)
38 DEC

Drakaea micrantha is recorded within the subject land on the northern edge of the
south western wetland, within proposed POS 13. Only a single plant was recorded
at the site and hence it is expected that further plants are present to form a
population. There are significant areas of potential habitat available on the subject
land for this species and it would be expected to occur at other locations, but may
be difficult to observe. The SEA does not demonstrate that effective habitat and
potential additional occurrences of this species are protected in the POS areas. 

The DRF Drakaea micrantha population is proposed for retention in conservation POS. The
modified proposal in response to submissions has retained extra vegetation, including 94% of the
PEC, the vegetation type that it is currently present in. POS areas 13, 16, 26 and 27 in the modified
plan contain the most suitable habitat for D. micrantha  and its pollinator (Figure 3 and Table 5).

6. Terrestrial Flora - Declared Rare, Priority Flora and Flora of Conservation Significance
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6f
Drakaea 
micrantha 
(DRF)

22 Unknown 20

DRF species (Drakaea micrantha ) was found during a very brief search, further
searching could well show them across the Banksia woodland sands. Insufficient
portions of the bushland to be retained to sustain the DRF D. Micrantha population
or the associated fungi that it requires, the native wasp that pollinates the orchid
and food plants for the wasps. Although an area around the known site of D. 

micrantha has been earmarked to be retained, its very small and is likely to be
ecologically unsustainable. Area retained should be large enough to sustain fungal
levels, protect upslope to prevent dieback infection and retain habitat for the rare D.
micrantha wasp. The wasp relies on nectar producing plants and scarab beetles
that sustain the wasp lifecycle (Phillips, 2010). Recent studies show signs of poor
wasp numbers in fragmented bushland in Perth. This occurred in an area of
remnant to 26ha (Retter, 2009). The Bayonet Head site holds the largest density of
Drakaea populations I am aware of in the Albany area. A targeted spring survey
should occur for D. micrantha  and the associated wasp.

The modified proposal in response to submissions will retain additional areas of vegetation as shown
in Table 5 and Figure 3, much of which contains habitat suitable for D. micrantha and its pollinator.
The modified proposal is considered large enough to sustain symbiotic fungal relationships and
protect processes through retention of upslope vegetation. It is considered unnecessary to carry out
additional surveys given the retention of habitat proposed and previous surveys undertaken.

6g
Drakaea 
micrantha 
(DRF)

26 Dr Ryan
Phillips

D. micrantha is ecologically specialised being pollinated by a single species of
thynnine wasp and reliant on a specific mycorrhizal fungus for germination and
annual growth. Section 5.2.4 of the SEA states that only 2ha of the habitat in which
D. micrantha was recorded at the survey site will be retained. Further the
surrounding bushland remnant (POS 13) will only be 11.2ha. Based on knowledge
of the biology of D. micrantha and its symbionts, insufficient bushland may remain
after clearing to support a viable population of D. micrantha. As such the entire
bushland remnant (Lots 1000, Lot 1001, Location 476 and Part Lot 1) should be
retained. I believe the survey was inadequate and a targeted survey for D.
micrantha to ascertain its true extent in the site needs to be conducted during the
species' flowering period in spring.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains vegetation areas shown in Figure 3 and
Table 5 which are likely to be suitable for D. micrantha and also retain linkage to the west of the Plan
for Development area.  This will provide for a more viable area of habitat for orchid pollinators. 

6h Microtis globula 22 Unknown 20
Swamp remnants suitable for pitcher plants may also contain the DRF Microtis 

globula and should be considered for protection. Locating this orchid would require
surveys following a summer burn which is unlikely to occur.

A targeted survey for Microtis globula was undertaken in January 2006 after a fire in the northern
portion of Pt Lot 1 Yatana Road. Microtis globula was not detected in the flora surveys conducted. It
is not proposed to carry out a survey that would require fire to activate the key species.
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6i Priority Flora 38 DEC

The SEA does not meet its stated objective of maintaining biodiversity values in the
area due to not including most Priority Flora within POS areas. Of the Priority Flora
observed, the most significant occurrence is Leucopogon altissimus . Bayonet
Head is within the distribution of all other species.

The modified plan in response to submissions retains the population of Leucopogon jamesii , which
was identified in the DEC submission as the most significant of the Priority Flora. In addition,
Drosera fimbriata is proposed to be retained in POS 10. Habitat suitable for D. fimbriata is being
retained within conservation POS. It is our understanding that the extent of D. fimbriata would be
greatly increased if suitable areas were surveyed after fire. DEWHA (2008a) states that recent
collection of the species has been made further west to Margaret River and it is likely that the species
is more widespread than previously thought. Laxmannia jamesii (James’ Paperlily) is endemic to
Western Australia and is known from 38 populations, with a wide distribution between the towns of
Cowaramup and Kalgan. The majority of the populations are found on conservation estates, eight
occur on road verges, four occur on shire reserves, four occur on private property, three occur in
State Forest and one is on a Crown Reserve used as parkland (DEWHA, 2008b). There are at least
3000 plants, with the largest population having 1000 mature plants and occurring on conservation
estate. The majority of the populations are considered stable and healthy. The extent of occurrence of
James’ Paperlily is estimated to be over 18 000 km2 (DEC, 2008). It is suggested that this species is
likely to be more common than is currently known, due to its tendency to germinate after fire. It
should be noted that approximately 16ha of habitat suitable for this species (seasonally damp, grey
sandy soils in low closed heath over sedge to seasonally moist grey sandy laterite in Jarrah
(Eucalyptus marginata ) woodland) is being retained as conservation POS in the modified proposal in
response to submissions. It is not proposed to retain several populations of Priority Flora on Lots
1000 and 1001 Frenchman Bay Road and Part Lot 1 Yatana, including 3 occurrences of Stylidium 

plantagineum (P4), one occurrence of Drosera fimbriata (P4), one occurrence of Laxmannia jamesii

(P4), one population of Chorizema reticulatum (P3), one occurrence of Andersonia depressa (P3)
and one occurrence of Andersonia jamesii (P1). 

6j Priority Flora 2, 4, 5, 8, 12,
14, 25, 27

Unknown 1, 3,
4, 7, 11, 13,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc, 23

Some of the Priority Flora will not be preserved.

Drosera fimbriata is proposed to be retained in POS 10. Habitat suitable for D. fimbriata is being
retained within conservation POS. It is our understanding that the extent of D. fimbriata would be
greatly increased if suitable areas were surveyed after fire. DEWHA (2008a) states that recent
collection of the species has been made further west to Margaret River and it is likely that the species
is more widespread than previously thought. Laxmannia jamesii (James’ Paperlily) is endemic to
Western Australia and is known from 38 populations, with a wide distribution between the towns of
Cowaramup and Kalgan. The majority of the populations are found on conservation estates, eight
occur on road verges, four occur on shire reserves, four occur on private property, three occur in
State Forest and one is on a Crown Reserve used as parkland (DEWHA, 2008b). There are at least
3000 plants, with the largest population having 1000 mature plants and occurring on conservation
estate. The majority of the populations are considered stable and healthy. The extent of occurrence of
James’ Paperlily is estimated to be over 18 000 km2 (DEC, 2008). It is suggested that this species is
likely to be more common than is currently known, due to its tendency to germinate after fire. It
should be noted that approximately 16ha of habitat suitable for this species (seasonally damp, grey
sandy soils in low closed heath over sedge to seasonally moist grey sandy laterite in Jarrah
(Eucalyptus marginata ) woodland) is being retained as conservation POS in the modified proposal in
response to submissions. It is not proposed to retain several populations of Priority Flora on Lots
1000 and 1001 Frenchman Bay Road and Part Lot 1 Yatana, including 3 occurrences of Stylidium 

plantagineum (P4), one occurrence of Drosera fimbriata (P4), one occurrence of Laxmannia jamesii

(P4), one population of Chorizema reticulatum (P3), one occurrence of Andersonia depressa (P3)
and one occurrence of Andersonia jamesii (P1). 
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6k
Priority Flora -
Andersonia 

jamesii  ms (P1)
38 DEC

Andersonia jamesii is recorded in the SEA as being only known from two other
records from near Narrikup. In recent times, additional specimens have been
databased from the ARVS, with 9 other populations now being recorded, including
3 from conservation reserves. It was downgraded to Priority 4 in September 2010.
The Bayonet Head occurrence represents a slight increase in the area of extent for
this species. The occurence of Andersonia jamesii ms is of some regional
significance as it is on the fringe of its distribution, but the population would not be
deemed critical to maintaining its diversity or regional biodiversity values.

The site containing Andersonia jamesii is not proposed to be retained as POS in the modified plan in
response to submissions. Due to the extra populations which have been identified and the
downgrading of its Priority status, it is not considered that the loss of this population seriously impacts
on regional biodiversity.

6l Significant Flora 38 DEC

At page 35 of the SEA it is stated that 'the majority of the Priority Flora populations
will be lost or disturbed as a consequence of the proposed development of Bayonet
Head. The proposed development may lead to fragmentation of vegetation which
could lead to unviable/unsustainable native vegetation conservation outcomes'.
This statement demonstrates that the proposed development will not satisfy the
stated objectives for the development area.

The statement, in Table 2 on page 35 of the SEA was inserted under the heading of 'Potential
Environmental Impact'. The OEPA helps to set the wording of this table and expects that the
management strategies and predicted outcomes (information under headings of adjacent columns)
outline strategies to mitigate against issues such as fragmentation and unviable/unsustainable
outcomes. In the SEA and subsequent modified plan in response to submissions, it is demonstrated
that the arrangement of POS areas meets the EPA objectives to 'maintain the abundance, diversity,
geographic distribution and productivity of flora at speices and ecosystems levels through the
avoidance or management of adverse impacts and improvements in knowledge'. In this case, while it
is proposed to clear areas of native vegetation for residential development, care has been taken to
preserve key elements of the biological values including connectivity, biodiversity, vegetation, flora,
wetlands and fauna habitat.

6m
Leucopogon 

altissimus  

(Priority 3 Flora)
38 DEC

Leucopogon altissimus (P3) is recorded in the SEA as being an outlier and the
most westerly known occurrence. It is 23km from the nearest known population and
doubles the linear extend of the species. The population of Leucopogon altissimus

if of regional significance and the loss of this population will result in a large
reduction in the known extent of the species, and potential genetic diversity within
the species. The population of Leucopogon altissimus should thus be regarded as
being of high conservation significance adn the loss of this population would
represent a loss of biodiversity value.

This species is known from east of Albany, between Two Peoples Bay Nature Reserve and Cheyne
Beach, and north to the settlement of Manypeaks (50km radius). The species occurs in a surprising
variety of habitats (Hislop, 2008). It has been collected from hilltops, where it occurs in and around
dense heath in shallow soils over granite, but also low in the landscape close to creek lines and on
winter damp flats, where it may be a prominent species in the understorey of Marri woodlands in
gravelly loam soils. The species appears as a component of the vegetation of the fore-dunes growing
in white sand under Agonis flexuosa and Spyridium globulosum . The modified plan in response to
submissions retains the population in POS 25.

6n

Thelymitra 

variegata 

(Queen of
Sheba) - Priority
3 Flora

22 Unknown 20

The site is potential habitat for Thelymitra variegata (Queen of Sheba orchid) a
Priority 3 flora and should be thoroughly searched for this as other populations are
under serious threat and further surveys could place this orchid as a candidate for
DRF listing. The bushland should be surveyed on a warm day in August to search
for Thelymitra variegata which is currently a Priority flora but under threat.

Flora surveys have been carried out in accordance with the Environmental Protection Authorities
(EPA’s) Guidance Statement 51: Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact
Assessment in Western Australia and were undertaken in October 2005 and October 2007 with
targeted surveys in July 2005 (for Laxmannia jamesii ) and January 2006 (for Microtis globula ). 
Thelymitra variegata  was not located during these surveys.
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6o

Banksia 

coccinea 

Shrubland/Euc

alyptus 

staeri /Sheoak 
Open 
Woodland  
(Priority 
Ecological 
Community)

38 DEC

Figure 8 of the SEA shows the PEC occupying the north west corner of the subject
land. This approximates the location of this PEC in the DEC database, with a
consistent southern boundary, but extending the occurrence further north. This
northern extension is into what may be a transition zone of what appears to be very
similar vegetation structure. The actual boundary of the PEC may be difficult to
distinguish at this location, hoever the location of a sampling quadrat in the
extension area would indicate that the Coffey Environments mapping is reliable.
The PEC occurrence is towards the western edge of its occurrence. It is databased
as being known from 285ha, however, the ARVS states that there are two sub -
units of this community, the second not containing Banksia coccinea. The second
sub-unit may not be accepted as being the same community as the PEC, and
hence the area presented in the ARVS (1330ha) may be an over estimation. Some
variation in the mapping/delineation of this community within the subject land exists
berween the DEC database, the Coffey Environments mapping and the ARVS.
However, sufficient concurrence exists for planning and conservation purposes.
This PEC is noted to be highly susceptible to Phytophthora dieback, with the
dominant species, Banksia coccinea , being particularly susceptible. The
maintenance of this community is dependent on the management of the infestation
and prevention of new infestations. Suitable buffers to the community would be
required to facilitate this protection and management, with the objective being to
maintain a dieback free core. The current POS configuration does not provide for
the protection of a significant part of this community, or the provision of an effective
buffer. The SEA states that this occurrence is infested with dieback, and that no
parts are identified as protectable. Figure 9 shows the vegetation condition as
excellent and hence maintenance of this condition through intensive management
could presumable be feasible (with the application of phosphite). The Plan for
Development does not include a sufficient extent and buffer to the P1 PEC in the
POS area. Applicable management strategies to provide for the protection of this
community at this site should be included  

Reliability of Coffey Environments mapping is noted. The modified plan in response to submissions
proposes to retain 8.24ha of the total 8.76ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping). This
represents 94% of the PEC at Bayonet Head (using Coffey Environments mapping) and an additional
5.4ha compared to the advertised Plan for Development. It is noted that the community is already
infected with dieback and is not protectable (using DEC guidelines for Dieback assessment).
Maintaining a dieback free core is most probably not possible as treatment with phosphite temporarily
innoculates a plant, but does not prevent the movement of the disease or its spores. However, a
dieback management plan and intensive management of the POS area will be required to maintain
dieback susceptible elements of the PEC. The preparation of this plan is a committment by the
proponent(s). It is considered that the area of PEC retained in the modified plan is sufficient as the
major threat to the vegetation is dieback, which tends to migrate down hill via surface and shallow
groundwater movement. As POS 13, 16 and 26 extend to the top of the ridge at the northern edge
of Lot 1001 Lower King Road, water in the urban environment will be relatively easy to control to
prevent additional infestation.

in the proposed dieback management strategy.  

6p
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

2, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 11, 12, 13,
15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20,
23, 25, 27,
29, 33, 34,
35, 36

Unknown 1, 3,
4, 5, 7, 8, 10,
11, 12, 14, 15,
16, Albany
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society, 17,
18, 21, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
23, 24, 25, 26,
27, 28, 29

A significant proportion of PEC is to cleared. This community is both regionally
significant and under increasing threat from dieback and changed hydrological
conditions.

The modified proposal in response to submissions proposes to retain 8.24ha of the estimated 8.76ha
(94%) of PEC. 



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

6q
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre 
(ACEC)

It is acknowledged that this vegetation community does have significant areas
protected in conservation reserves, however it is extremely vulnerable to
Phytophthora cinnamomi dieback. Large patches of this remnant within the
proposed development area remain unaffected and the area contains a diversity of
understorey species. The protection of this vegetation community should be
paramount and it is unacceptable to either remove around one third of the PEC
through the proposed development or increase the threat to this vegetation
community through urban encroachment. The ACEC rejects the idea that the
presence of Pc dieback in this important vegetation community should mean that it
is not worthy of protection. While Pc dieback may eventually change the area's
composition, the threat should be appropriately managed and further threats should
not be placed on it. If Pc dieback control measures are not successful, the area
should be allowed to evolve with the change to remain a unique piece of quality
bushland, even with a changed species ensemble.   

While areas of the PEC within the Plan for Development area are not yet showing all the signs of
Phytophthora cinnamomi dieback, surveys indicate that the area is infested and that there are no
areas of the community that are protectable. As there is not cure for the disease, intensive
management will be required to prevent the death of susceptible species such as Banksia coccinea .  
The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 8.24ha of the PEC. It is likely that the
floristics of this area will change over time, losing species that are susceptible to dieback.

6r
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

3 Unknown 2 The reduction of the PEC from 8.8ha to 2.8ha is atrocious given that 66% of the
Albany area is already cleared.

The modified proposal in response to submissions proposes to retain 8.24ha of the PEC in
conservation POS (this is 94% of 8.76ha mapped by Coffey Environments).

6s
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

7 Unknown 6 Retention of PEC would provide better linkage to Reserve 329 and beyond (even
when broken by Lower King Road).

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains areas shown in Figure 3 (POS 16, 26, 27
and 17) which contain PEC vegetation which will provide a substantial link to Reserve 329 and
beyond (notwithstanding the 20m gap of Lower King Road).

6t
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

20 Unknown 18

Although the land in question has very small infestations of Phytophthora 

cinnamomi , other occurrences of this community are threatened by dieback
infestation predominantly as a result of high recreational pressures (e.g. Gull Rock).
This PEC is in excellent condition and with the appropriate level of protection (i.e.
no soil movement and no alteration of hydrology as a result of land clearing which
results in higher soil moisture levels and poor microbial diversity that is not
antagonistic to P. cinnamomi , this community can be protected from any further
infestation.

The PEC does not have a small infestation. The infestation is widespread, and in some parts
uninterpretable (that is, it is likely to be present, but there are no indicator species to determine if it is
present or not). This area is not just threatened, but is actually infested with dieback. While the PEC
has areas that are in good condition, the presence of dieback that cannot be prevented from
spreading down hill presents significant management challenges. Notwithstanding this, the modified
proposal in response to submissions proposes to retain 8.24ha or 94% of the PEC as an ecological
corridor.

6u
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

22 Unknown 20 The entire Banksia woodland that drains into the known DRF site should be
retained.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 8.24ha of the PEC that drains into the
conservation POS that contains the DRF and conservation category wetland.

6v
Priority 
Ecological 
Community

27 Unknown 23 The area of PEC to be cleared has potential habitat for DRF Drakaea micrantha . The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 8.24ha of the PEC that drains into the
conservation POS that contains the DRF and conservation category wetland.

6w Dieback 2 Unknown 1 Dieback disease will not be able to be managed. It will not be possible to prevent
spread of disease.

Noted. The presence of dieback is a considerable management challenge. The POS and Wetland
Management Plan will outline strategies for management of dieback in the areas to be retained. In
addition, management of the area during site works for dieback hygiene will be addressed in the
Construction Management Strategy.

6x Dieback 28 Bushcarers 
Group Inc

The proposal intends to take out the only part of the bush that isn't either already
contaminated or unprotectable. This in itself is a major concern given the amount of
governmental money currently going into Phytophthora containment. There is no
feasible way for the site to maintain and monitor the proposed containment and
control procedures at the site. Once this land is opened up, the whole area will have
people and their vehicles traversing the site.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains an area of PEC which is shown as
'uninterpretable' in the dieback mapping. This does not mean that the area is not infected with
dieback. It only indicates that the site did not contain indications that dieback was present (e.g. that
susceptible species were not present). The POS and Wetland Management Plan will outline
strategies to control and guide the access of people post development. The Construction
Management Strategy will outline procedures for dieback hygiene during site works so that spread of
the disease does not occur.

7. Terrestrial Fauna and Specially Protected (Threatened) Fauna



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

7a

Matters of
national 
environmental 
significance

32 DEWHA

Information suggests that this proposal is likely to be contentious and have a
significant impact on matters of national environmental significance. The proposal
may result in a loss of habitat to known populations of Western Ring-tail Possum,
Quokka and Carnaby's Black Cockatoo. The Department disagrees that referral
under the EPBC Act is not needed and recommends referral to allow a decision
under the EPBC Act to be made.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation and proposes
to rehabilitate degraded land retained in POS. Vegetation being retained in POS includes
consolidated areas which also provide for linkage for species of national significance (Western Ring-
tail Possum and Carnaby's Black Cockatoo). It is important to note that the Quokka is not likely to be
found in this area and is therefore not impacted by the Plan for Development. It is considered that
the modified proposal adequately addresses the retention of habitat for Western Ring-tail Possums
and Black Cockatoos so that the proposal in unlikely to meet the criteria for referral under the
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

7b

Matters of
national 
environmental 
significance

4, 5, 6, 12,
14, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19,
29, 33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 11, 13, 14,
15, Albany
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society, 16,
17, 24, 26

Development will result in loss of habitat for fauna listed under EPBC Act - Western
Ring-tail Possum and White tailed Black Cockatoos.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of the most significant native
vegetation and proposes to rehabilitate degraded areas. The proposed POS is consolidated to
reduce edge effects and seeks to retain ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development
area. The areas proposed to be rehabilitated will strengthen additional linkage potential from east to
west across the Plan for Development area. This means that 89.92ha of vegetation will be removed
for residential development. Gilfillan (2008) identified the following vegetation types as the most
useful habitat for Western Ring-tail Possums:
• Afra/Emar/Athe - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus marginata Low Open Forest over Tall
Shrubland, Shrubland, Low Shrubland and Sedgeland.
• Afra/Esta - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus staeri Low Woodland over Open Heath, Mixed
Sedgeland.
• Afra/Emar/Esta/int - Pericalymma spongiocaule Open Low Heath over Tremulina tremula
Sedgeland with emergent Eucalyptus staeri.
• Afra/Emar/Hspp - Allocasuarina fraseriana/Eucalyptus marginata Low Woodland over Hakea
ferruginea +/

‐

Hakea trifurcata Open Heath and Mixed Sedgeland.
Black Cockatoos are most likely to benefit from the retention of heath and mosaic vegetation that
contain vegetation for foraging (e.g. Banksia, Hakea).

7c

Matters of
national 
environmental 
significance

16 Unknown 15
It is of great concern that the loss of fauna is of concern to State and
Commonwealth government, but the loss of habitat appears to be of minimal
consideration. What fauna will persist without habitat in which to reside?

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of the most significant native
vegetation and habitat in an ecological link in the Plan for Development area. Currently degraded
areas being retained in POS are also proposed to be rehabilitated to strengthen additional linkage
potential at the site.

7d

Statement -
'Loss of fauna
habitat is not
considered 
significant on a
State or
Commonwealth 
level'

20 Unknown 18

This statement is completely contradictory, habitat destruction of a threatened
priority ecological community that supports both threatened and endangered fauna
on a local scale impacts on the short to medium term survivorship of these species.
If threatened species cannot be supported in their local habitat, how can they be
protected at a State or Commonwealth level? How is this not significant? Is the
SEA suggesting that that future conservation programs for these species could be
considered for translocation or breeding programs in other parts of the State or
Commonwealth?

The statement indicates that the Plan for Development was not considered to meet the threshold
where its implementation would significantly reduce the viability of any species as a whole. This is
because key elements of the environmental features of the site are proposed to be retained. In
addition, the modified proposal in response to submissions retains additional native vegetation
including 8.24ha of the PEC to further consolidate POS areas and strengthen ecological linkage to
the west of the Plan for Development area.  This vegetation represents significant habitat for flora and 
fauna species, including those of State and National significance.

7e Native Fauna 21 Unknown 19

Large scale development in the Albany region is already having an impact on the
native fauna. This is visible due to the number of native animals that are being
driven from their homes and taking up residence in cleared land close to road
edges (e.g. kangaroos in Lower King).

It is understood that loss of habitat will modify the distribution of fauna species. What is being
considered in the Plan for Development is how to balance the retention and management of
significant environmental features in the landscape and allow for development that minimises
environmental impacts. Kangaroos (and other animals) that utilise cleared land are unlikely to be
using these areas because they have been displaced. It is more likely that the cleared areas offer a
food source or other resource.

7f Native Fauna

4, 5, 6, 8, 11,
12, 14, 15,
16, 18, 25,
29, 33, 41

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 10, 11,
13, 14, 15, 16,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 26, 31

The loss of 100ha of vegetation will have a significant impact on local fauna. All
birds and animals will be stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human
incursions into bush areas and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation in a
configuration that consolidates management areas and retains ecological linkage to the west of the
Plan for Development area, retains 8.24ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and retains
habitat for significant fauna. Many fauna species can and do adapt to neighbouring residential areas.
This is evident in the number of Western Ring-tail Possums, Quenda and Black Cockatoos that are
observed in the Albany urban area. Human impacts on retained conservation POS can be managed
through implementation of access control, interpretation, weed control, dieback management,
drainage control etc.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

7g

Vegetation- 
Values for
invertebrates, 
fungi and other
organisms

13 Unknown 12 The bush has values for fauna, and also for invertebrates, fungi, microfauna etc.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation and will also
protect invertebrates, fungi, microfauna and short range endemics. The fact that the conservation
POS retains ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area will allow for long term
genetic movement across the landscape.

7h Public Open
Space

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
13, 14, 15,
18, 25, 29,
33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 12,
13, 14, 16,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 26

POS is scattered and will not facilitate the movement of fauna between POS
islands.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains additonal vegetation to further consolidate
management areas and retain ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development Area. 

7i

Native 
Vegetation, 
fauna and
connectivity

2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7, 9, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18,
19, 20, 23,
25

Unknown 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, 8,
10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16,
Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society, 17,
18, 21, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc

Proposal will clear approximately 100ha of quality bush and habitat, fragmenting
bushland into island remnants and impact on fauna.

The modified proposal in response to submissions further consolidates vegetetaion in cohesive
management areas and retains an ecological link to the west of the Plan for Development Area. 

7j Species Decline 23 Unknown 21

As a result of strong residential development in the past 10 years the number of
many species have declined, including the Western Ring-tail Possum and
Carnaby's Cockatoo. These species are recognised as endangered, supposedly
protected by law and breed and feed on the land proposed for clearing and urban
development. Why is that not the end of the story? The honourable option is to
either protect species that supposedly have legal protection or for Government to
stop pretending and remove their legal protection.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of habitat for fauna, including
significant fauna such as Western Ring-tail Possums and Carnaby's Cockatoo. It is suggested that
any decline in species in Albany is due to a complex range of issues, the least of which is related to
residential development. The aim of this environmental assessment process is to achieve a balance
between retaining significant environmental features at the site and reducing/managing
environmental impacts of the proposed development.

7k Western Ring-
tail Possum 28 Bushcarers 

Group Inc

This development, combined with that of the Emu Point development is significantly
reducing the already limited range of this species. Opening up the habitat of this
development will significantly increase the risk of predation by local foxes and
roaming house pets.

The modified plan in response to submissions builds on and enhances existing links (such as the
vegetation along the Oyster Harbour foreshore) by increasing the width of the foreshore reserve.
Other areas of vegetation are proposed to be retained to further consolidate management areas and
retain ecological links to the west of the Plan for Development area. It is also proposed to rehabilitate
potential links along water courses and proposed drainage lines (e.g. POS 1 and 7). It is not
considered that there a significantly greater risk from foxes and house pets would be introduced for
the area than currently existing from surrounding residential areas.

7l
Native Fauna -
Black 
Cockatoos

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
13, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19,
23, 25, 27,
29, 33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 21, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
23, 24, 26

Proposal will result in removal of significant foraging and nesting area. The
proposed development plans to protect token nesting areas, but limited areas of
suitable food sources. The remaining trees, isolated from the protection of the
surrounding vegetation, will inevitably succumb to dieback, fire or over
management - the impact of human intervention.

For Carnaby's Cockatoo, most breeding occurs in areas with an average annual rainfall of 300-750 
mm, typically in the Wheatbelt and Great Southern regions (DEWHA, 2004). For nesting, Carnaby's 
Black-Cockatoos require eucalypt woodland, comprising principally of salmon gum or wandoo (and 
sometimes karri, jarrah and marri (Johnstone, 2009). Their food is found in shrubland, or kwongan 
heath.  The cockatoos require a close association between breeding and feeding sites during the 
breeding season.  After breeding, the cockatoos move to higher rainfall areas along the coast in 
search of food sources such as Banksia  and Hakea  heathlands where they forage for seeds and 
grubs. It is important to note that there are no records of Carnaby's (or the other Black Cockatoos) 
nesting in the Albany coastal area.  Therefore, it is the foraging potential that is most significant 
consideration in the Plan for Development area.  Foraging areas proposed for retention in the 
modified proposal include  wetland mosaics, heath areas and Jarrah/Sheoak woodlands (Figure 3).



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

7m
Native Fauna -
Black 
Cockatoos

23 Unknown 21

While the SEA tells us a lot about where the Cockatoos are now breeding in the
Perth Metropolitan area, nothing is said about the very distinct south coast
populations. That may well be because they remain poorly studied, with research
only just starting in recent years. It is not appropriate for the EPA to recommend a
further decline in this species, at least without better knowledge of the implications
of that recommendation.

It is inevitable that the loss of native vegetation will modify the distribution of fauna species. What is 
being considered in the Plan for Development area is how to balance the retention and management 
of significant environmental features in the landscape and allow for persistence of species by 
minimising impacts.  In this case, the modified proposal in response to submissions retains significant 
foraging habitat for Black-Cockatoos (Figure 3).

7m
Native Fauna -
Western Ring-
tail Possum

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
13, 14, 15,
16, 18, 19,
23, 25, 27,
29

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 21, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
23, 24

Albany is the eastern extent of the animals range. The loss of foraging habitat and
nesting sites will reduce the viability of these possums.

The low density and numbers of Western Ring-tail Possums in the Bayonet Head Plan for
Development area has been found by Coffey Environments resulting from day time surveys for scats
and dreys and nocturnal spotlighting carried out on several occasions (December 2006, March 2007,
March 2009). A maximum of 5 animals was recorded on any one night, several of which are likely to
have been recorded on consecutive evenings. This indicates that the number of Western Ring-tail
Possums at the site is low and is reflected in the low density reported. The low density is supported
by a study carried out by Gilfillan in 2008 which reported densities at the site of 0.02 animals per
hectare (calculated by number of animals observed per number of hectares of suitable remnant
vegetation at the site). With 143ha of vegetation currently present on the site, there is likely to be less
than 5 Western Ring-tail Possum in the Plan for Development area, which correlates with the
numbers found during the surveys carried out by Coffey Environments. While density estimates
based on number of animals observed per hectare is not completely accurate, it does allow for an
initial assessment of likely densities. The modified proposal in response to submissions retains
vegetation considered suitable for Western Ring-tail Possums (Figure 3). In addition, the
configuration of POS provides consolidated areas and connectiviety opportunities. The proponents
are committed to strengthen these links in the medium to long term through incorporating suitable
species such as Agonis flexuosa (peppermint trees) into gardens and streetscapes. The modified
plan in response to submissions will retain 46.7ha of approximately 106ha (44%) of habitat suitable
for Western Ring-tail Possums. Conservation POS has been further consolidated to provide large
areas for persistence of WRP. Habitat will be replaced in the medium term by the establishment of
suitable vegetation along drainage lines and road reserves. Incentives for landowners to create
fauna friendly gardens based on the establishment of suitable species will be implemented.

7n
Native Fauna -
Genetic 
diversity

20 Unknown 18

Removal of the vegetation will result in fauna moving away from the site with a
resulting decline in fecundity. A resulting decline in genetic diversity is expected. A
loss of genetic diversity results in inbreeding and it is well known that populations
crash when genetic potential is reduced. Maintenance of genetic diversity is critical
to rare and endangered fauna and flora species management.

The modified plan in response to submissions will retain 53.6ha of the original 143ha of native
vegetation. Areas chosen for retention are based on footprints and buffers for Conservation Category
wetlands, retention of PEC, retention of habitat resources (such as hollows) and creation of an
ecological link across the Plan for Development area. While the removal of native vegetation may
result in fewer native animals persisting at the site, the proposed areas of conservation POS will
retain key environmental features with additional areas to be rehabilitated to strengthen
corridor/habitat linkage (E.g. POS 1, 7 and 10). The foreshore reserve will remain a significant north-
south link along the edge of Oyster Harbour.

7o

Native Fauna -
WA Wildlife
Conservation 
Act

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
14, 15, 18,
23, 25, 29,
33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16, 21,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 26

The bandicoot and Western false Pipistrelle are priority species and will suffer with
the loss and fragmentation of habitat.

The quenda is found in wet or dry sclerophyll forest through to open woodland and scrubby
vegetation on sandy soils. Dense undergrowth and low ground cover are important in providing cover
for the quenda. The quenda's diet consists of earthworms and other invertebrates, as well as fungi
and subterranean plant material, which it digs up using its front legs and claws. The Western False
Pipistrelle live mainly in wet sclerophyll forests of Karri, Jarrah and Tuart eucalypts (Australian
Museum, 2009) and roost in hollows in old trees, branches and stumps, in colonies of 5 to 30 bats.
They eat flying-insects, which they catch in the spaces between the canopy and understorey of tall
forest trees. The modified plan in response to submissions will retain 53.6ha of linked native
vegetation, including habitat for Quenda, Western false Pipistrelle and other fauna species. Other
areas will be rehabilitated to form linkage and habitat in the longer term (e.g. POS 1 and 7).



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

7p

Fauna -
Proposed 
Public Open
Space

23 Unknown 21
The POS proposal ignores the scale at which wildlife needs to function if it is to
persist. The existing vegetation is barely large enough to be a functional stepping
stone for wildlife movement across the area, let alone what is planned.  

Wildlife functions at many levels within a landscape. The conservation estate managed by DEC is
meant to provide macrocorridors and large scale refugia for flora and fauna and protect a
representative network of conservation significant areas. In the urban landscape, such as the one
that already exists in the Bayonet Head area, consideration needs to be given to retaining key
environmental features in the Plan for Development area, in the context of the urban framework.
The modified proposal in response to submissions seeks to achieve the retention of Conservation
Category wetlands with buffers, retention of 8.24ha out of 8.76ha (94%) of the PEC, protection of
DRF, retention of resources for fauna including Black-Cockatoos and Western Ring-tail Possums in
consolidated areas with retention of ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area.  

7q

Native Fauna -
Regionally 
common 
species

23 Unknown 21

The current proposal contains a significant area of the Banksia heathland. In their
focus on rare species, the developers appear not to have considered the fate of
regionally common species, such as the Honey Possum, whose role in the
pollination of many vertebrate pollinated plants is critical. Honey Possums will not
survive in the small remnants proposed to be left.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains 53.6ha of native vegetation, including
8.24ha out of 8.76ha (94%) of the PEC. The consolidation of POS areas, plus the retention of
ecological linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area will help to retain viable population of
more regionally common species.

7r Native Fauna -
Predators 28 Bushcarers 

Group Inc
If cats and dogs are allowed to be kept by owners, these two species will
completely decimate any remaining native fauna within the development.

The City of Albany operates under the Western Australian Dog Act 1976 which requires dogs to be
kept under control at all times. In addition, the City has a 'Keeping and Welfare of Cats Local Law' to
promote responsible cat ownership. This requires that no more than two cats per household are
kept. It also requires the registration and microchipping of cats and Council Rangers can be
contacted regarding problem animals. These measures are considered appropriate for pet control as
it is not realistic for restrictions on pet ownership in this area.

7s Western Long-
necked Turtles 28 Bushcarers 

Group Inc

There is a population of Western Long-necked Turtles in the small lake on the
corner of Cumberland and Windermere Roads and although there is no record of
them in the fauna assessment, my personal experience indicates that they will be in
the wetland areas of this development. Development will increase mortality by
traffic. The IUCN considers this species near threatened and given that they are
long lived, adult mortalities today will possibly lead to a population crash in the
future.

The Western Long-necked Turtle or Oblong Turtle (Chelodina oblonga) requires wetlands and/or
streams with permanent water. This indicates that Wetland 14, which is the Lake largely situated on
Lot 500 Elizabeth Street is likely to be suitable habitat for this species. Although most of the Lake is
outside the SEA area, the Plan for Development and modified plan in response to submissions,
acknowledges the ecological and hydrological functions of the area. Maintaining water quality from
the proposed development will be a prime consideration which will contribute to the long term
persistence of this species. Other wetlands within the Plan for Development area are unlikely to
provide significant habitat for the Turtle as they are seasonally wet and mostly dry in summer.

8a

Coastal 
Foreshore -
Horizontal 
Setback

1 Department of
Transport

Suitable evidence needs to be provided that the foreshore area is a rock shoreline
as described under Section F.3 of SPP 2.6. Similarly a Horizontal Setback Datum
(HSD) has not been proposed/defined for this section of coast in accordance with
Section C.2 of SPP 2.6. Should suitable evidence, such as a geotechnical survey
confirm this section of coast is a Rock Shoreline as defined in SPP 2.6, it is likely
that we would support a 50m horizontal setback from the HSD. The HSD is likely to
be defined as a specific elevation contour, at the highest visible impact of sea
action.

The landowners are currently discussing the parameters to determine a foreshore boundary with the
Department of Planning and Department of Transport. At the present time, the modified plan shows
the foreshore reserve with a minimum with of 90m from a proposed horizontal setback datum (HSD)
at the 1mAHD mark. This is considered to be at the level of highest visible impact of sea action for
this area

8b
Coastal 
Foreshore 
Reserve

43

Department of
Planning 
(Climate 
Change and
Coastal 
Planning 
Branch)

SPP 2.6 requires identification of land to be set aside for public ownership,
conservation, management, public access and recreation to be ceded to the Crown
at the time of subdivision. The proposed foreshore reserve does not appear to
satisfactorily protect areas of significant faunal values. It is recommended that the
coastal foreshore reserve be extended to include fauna habitat for Western Ring-
tail Possums and Black Cockatoos.

It is considered that the foreshore reserve and associated POS as proposed in the Plan for
Development adequately retains native vegetation for fauna values (including trees with hollows,
existing dreys and sites where Western Ring-tail Possums have previously been found). The existing
foreshore is between 10 and 40m wide. The proposed foreshore comprises 4ha, ranging with a width
of 90m.

8. Coastal Foreshore
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8c
Coastal 
Foreshore 
Reserve

43

Department of
Planning 
(Climate 
Change and
Coastal 
Planning 
Branch)

It is suggested that a paragraph be added to Section 5.4 'Coastal Foreshore' which
states that subdivision should only occur if the identified coastal foreshore reserve
is ceded to the crown free of cost and managed by the City of Albany. 

Noted. This notification will be incorporated into the Foreshore Management Plan and subsequent
subdivision documentation.

8d Foreshore 
Reserve 31 DoW

Foreshore reserve width needs to be sufficient to protect environmental and social
values of Oyster Harbour. The setback needs to allow sufficient distance to protect
geophysical values and allow for recreational infrastructure along the top of the
slope. Adequate foreshore setback appears to have been provided. Unknown if
sufficient distance has been provided for walking track, parking etc. DoW suggest
additional buffer to foreshore reserve to include Western Ring-tail Possum habitat
(suggested amendment submitted). Suggest leaving a buffer of vegetation between
houses and proposed active space.

The proposed foreshore boundary has been delineated based on -ground surveys to establish that a
dual use path (and access for emergency and maintenance purposes) can be established. The width
of the foreshore reserve is currently between 10m and 40m wide. This will be supplemented to 90m
in the modified proposal.  

8e

Foreshore 
Reserve 
Management 
Plan

31 DoW DoW endorses the preparation of a foreshore management plan. Noted.

8f Oyster Harbour 16 Unknown 15 There seems to be no discussion as to the impact of the proposed development on
Oyster Harbour.

It is unlikely that the proposed development will have significant impacts on Oyster Harbour due to
the retention and enhancement of foreshore reserve adjacent to the Harbour. In addition, planning for
water resource management, where pre and post development flows and nutrient management are
required to be consistent will ensure that net impacts on Oyster Harbour are minimal.

9a Wetlands

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
14, 15, 18,
23, 25, 29,
33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 13,
14, 16, 21,
Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc,
24, 26

The proposal does not provide significant protection for the wetlands and
stormwater management is not fully compatible with wetland protection.

The protection of wetlands and provision of buffers is consistent with maintenance of hydrological
regimes, retention of wetland and upland vegetation plus areas required for human interface (e.g.
walkways, pocket parks). Use of stormwater will be required to maintain hydrological balances and
this will be achieved through mechanisms that protect the Conservation Category wetlands from
direct drainage impacts.

9b Wetlands 13 Unknown 12 Wetland and dampland vegetation is present and not all will be conserved.

Wetlands and associated buffers are proposed for retention in line with Management Category
designations and wetland condition as outlined in the position statement on wetlands (Water and
Rivers Commission, 2001). Not all wetlands are proposed for retention e.g. Most of Wetland Id. 62 is
not proposed for retention due to its degraded nature although modification of some sections of it will
see a functional retention of an overland flow and surface water quality treatment system (yet to be
designed) which will re-establish wetland vegetation and create a vegetated corridor. Conservation
category wetlands have all been retained with a minimum buffer of 50m, which take into account
maintenance of the hydrological regime, condition and adjacent infrastructure requirements.

9c Wetland buffers 31 DOW Suggested wetland buffers appear inconsistent and not fully explained.

Wetland buffers have been proposed based on hydrological modelling which has nominated
footprints required to maintain hydrological function (e.g. for perched wetlands 31 and 40). Any fine
tuning is based on retention of additional vegetation or provision of areas for recreation and/or
infrastructure. A minimum of a 50m buffer is proposed around conservation category wetlands.

9. Wetlands
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9d Wetland buffers

4, 5, 6, 8, 12,
14, 15, 16,
18, 23, 29,
33

Unknown 3, 4,
5, 7, 11, 13,
14, 15, 16, 21,
24, 26

While buffers are identified for some wetlands, it is not know whether the buffer
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values associated
with the wetlands.  The buffers need to be wider.

The EPA considers that modern wetland conservation should be strongly oriented towards the
maintenance of hydrological and other processes needed to maintain habitat in the first instance. The
study of the hydrology of the Bayonet Head Plan for Development area has been adequate, with the
sampling of 15 bores over the site and use of that data to model the hydrological regime. The
scientific information from this groundwater modelling will be used to ensure that subsequent design
and management are carried out to maintain the areas' hydrological regime(s). The specific layout of
the development is not yet known which is why the proponent(s) have committed to developing a
Local Water Management Strategy that will provide more specific strategies for management of the
surface and groundwater.

9e
Wetland Buffers
and 
Management

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

The wetlands have important local values that also form linkages with nearby
Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient
protection for the majority of these wetlands. The composition, design and
management is not yet fully detailed enough to show that the development will
properly manage the causes of any adverse impacts (e.g. grass and other weed
invasion, fertiliser use, native vegetation width and density, acceptable level of
surrounding inundation times and heights. Development should not be approved
until comprehensive, adequately resourced water and associated vegetation plans
are presented.

The modified proposal in response to the submissions includes the retention of native vegetation for
linkage between wetlands. Management of these areas will be considered in the preparation of the
POS and Wetland Management Plan. This plan will consider management of access, weed control
and management of water resources to ensure that the wetlands maintain current hydrological
regimes.  The preparation of these plans will precede development at the site.

9f
Wetland 
Management 
Plan

31 DoW DoW supports the preparation of Wetland Management Plans Noted.

9g Wetland 
retention 31, 25

DoW, Albany
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc

Figure 13 does not show buffers to wetland No's 41, 8, 57 and 63. Wetland 62 is
not shown at all within the POS areas. Despite No. 62 being shown as Resource
Enhancement' it would not be acceptable to develop within the boundary of this
wetland.

The wetland buffers shown in the Plan for Development reflect: 
• The hydrological requirements for perched Wetlands Id. 31 and 40.  
• Wetlands 8 and 57 are degraded and were assigned a Conservation Category based solely on the
presence of Priority Fauna - Southern Brown Bandicoot. Buffers were provided on this basis. It is not
proposed to retain Wetlands 62 and 41.
The hydrological functionality of Wetland Id. 62 will be retained through the provision of an overland
flow pathway that will be rehabilitated with native vegetation. However it is not proposed to retain the
whole area of the existing wetland.
The modified proposal in response to submissions provides Conservation Category wetlands with a
minimum of 50m buffers to allow for retention of hydrological regimes, preservation of upland
vegetation and recreation (where appropriate).

9h

Stormwater 
management- 
direct input of
stormwater into
wetlands

31 DoW

With the exception of wetland No. 29, where a previous arrangement has been
made, DoW will not support the use of Conservation category wetlands for the
management of stormwater. Buffer zones may be used, but it must be
demonstrated that the hydrology of the post development environment will match
the existing hydrological conditions.

Noted. There is no proposal for direct drainage into any Conservation Category wetland without prior
adequate treatment.

9i Wetland -
dampland 27 Unknown 23 Dampland vegetation type will not be well conserved.

All Conservation Category wetlands and associated buffers are proposed for retention. Wetlands 41
and 62 (damplands) are not proposed for retention as they are in a relatively degraded condition. A
functional element of wetland 62 will be retained as an overland flow path (yet to be designed).

10a Stormwater 
Management 31 DoW

DoW will require preparation of a LWMS based on the principles of the Better
Urban Water Management and Stormwater Management Manual for WA.

Noted. Once a development footprint has been established, planning and calculations for water
resource management will be progressed.

10b
Water 
Resource 
Planning

20 Unknown 18

What does 'Water Resource Planning' for the maintenance of hydrology required
for wetland' mean? How do the consultants propose to manage this? This area is
grossly deficient in details, evidence, examples and appropriately proven case
studies.

Water resource planning will include the preparation of a Local Water Management Strategy and
Urban Water Management Plans (at subdivision). Initial studies have identified hydrological regimes
and groundwater levels. Once a development footprint has been determined the more detailed design 
for infrastructure to protect the wetlands can be undertaken.

10. Surface and Groundwater Quality and Quantity



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

10c

Land 
degradation -
change to
hydrology

13 Unknown 12 Clearing will affect the hydrology of the remaining 'islands' and result in spread of
weeds and disease.

Water sensitive urban design will be used to ensure that adequate water is supplied to the wetland
systems and the current hydrology is maintained. There also appears to be a situation where
reduction of rainfall in the last 30 years may have dried the wetlands more than they are historically
accustomed, which will necessitate the consideration of what is the optimal provision of water to
these areas. The goal will be to infiltrate storm water as close to its source as possible. There will
be no direct storm water flow into Conservation category wetlands (although a site on the southern
boundary of Wetland Id. 29 has been identified as suitable for water treatment prior to discharge from
the southern boundary of the Plan for Development area; Chris Gunby, DoW). Weed and disease
management for POS and wetlands will be an important consideration given the current infestations
of weeds such as Sydney Golden Wattle (Acacia longifolia ) and Phytopthora cinnamomi dieback.

10d Catchment 
Management 25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre 
(ACEC)

It is important that agreed design and resources for water management, from the
block and street level up, are provided before approval to alter the current hydrology
of the conservation category wetlands be allowed. For example, the use of road
side swales as an alternative to kerb and pipe drainage should be considered to
increase water infiltration, nutrient and pollution stripping and reduce artificially high
water levels in receiving water bodies. If the proposal goes ahead, it should be with
the highest level of water and wetland management to ensure the protection of
wetlands within and adjacent to the development boundary.

The Bayonet Head Strategic Environmental Assessment provides a strategic assessment of the
environmental impacts and proposals to manage impacts. The planning process will subsequently
require more detailed consideration of water resource management through the preparation of a
Local Water Management Strategy and Urban Water Management Plans at the subdivision stage.
Other considerations for water management (especially the concept of not changing the current
hydrology) include the current impacts of several decades of reduced rainfall in the region, which has
resulted in less water recharge for wetlands. Mechanisms such as retention and infiltration of storm
water as close as possible to its source will guide the design and implementation of structures such
as swales, pits and basins.

11a Acid Sulfate
Soils 14, 15, 27 Unknown 13,

14, 23

Lowering the water table through pumping to install sewerage piping could liberate
sulfuric acid and release toxic amounts of iron aluminium and heavy metals. Nearby
areas should be surveyed and assessed before any decisions are made.
Considering that the water table will need to be lowered by some metres for works
to commence, surveys for potential acid sulfate soils should be done appropriately
to include this. Has the planning process taken this into account?

Approvals for the provision of sewerage infrastructure has already been completed, including a plan
for the management of Acid Sulfate Soil risks. Works for the provision of the sewer pump station and
associated infrastructure have already been completed.

11b

Pollution 
Management -
Acid Sulfate
Soils - Surface
and 
Groundwater 
Quality and
Quantity

20 Unknown 18

The SEA states that the baseline data that was collected showed that natural levels
[of acidity] are sometimes higher than criteria in the ANZECC and ARMCANZ
guidelines. There is no reference to the impact that the acid sulfate soils would
have on the natural levels. Groundwater and surface water quality is a highly
specialised area of environmental science and the identification, consideration and
management of acid sulfate soils on local water quality is poorly addressed. The
consultants have failed to demonstrate adequate competencies or expertise in this
area of the SEA. Is it acceptable to have an impact so great that the outcome on
the subject land results in it being listed as a contaminated site? This is likely to
cause environmental harm/pollution under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 .

Wetland D (bore MB-D) contains groundwater that exceeded the DEC trigger values for acidity in
terms of ASS management. This wetland is in a natural state so the acidity level reflects a natural
baseline recording. The acidity may also reflect the reduced rainfall in the area over the last thirty
years, with subsequent drying of wetland areas triggering an acid response due to exposure to
oxygen. It is recommended that groundwater monitoring during on-site works use this acidity level
as the baseline for comparison. It is acknowledged that there may be sulfidic material in the area and
mechanisms will need to be put in place to maintain hydrological levels to prevent oxidisation of these
materials. It is recognised that management of ASS risk can be achieved through a number of
simple measures which are outlined in DEC (2009) Draft Treatment and Management of Soils and
Water in ASS Landscapes.

12a

Pollution 
Management -
Loss of amenity - 
Noise

10 Unknown 9
Concerned that proposed active open space will lead to heavy utilisation with
unreasonable noise and light and interfere with the health, welfare, convenience,
comfort and amenity of neighbouring properties.

It is considered unlikely that the provision of playing fields will generate what is considered to be
nuisance levels of noise or light. Both noise and light impacts can be effectively managed through
implementation of sensible usage practices and infrastructure such as light shields.

13. General

11. Acid Sulfate Soils

12. Pollution - Noise and Light



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

13a Objective of the
SEA 38 DEC

The objective of the SEA are reflected in Table 2 of Relevant Environmental
Factors for native vegetation and flora which is 'to maintain the abundance, diversity
geographic distribution and productivity of flora at species and ecosystems levels
through the avoidance or management of adverse impacts and improvement in
knowledge'. For significant flora and ecological communities, this is further defined
by stating that such flora will be protected, including Priority Flora and other flora of
conservation significance. The SEA does not meet its stated objectives of
maintaining biodiversity values in the area due to: not including most of the priority
flora within POS areas; not demonstrating that effective habitat and potential
additional occurrences of the DRF are protected in POS areas. Reference to this is
provided at page 36 through stating areas of community types to be protected,
however, this is hypothetical in the absence of further survey and identification of
this species at this location; and not including a sufficient buffer to the P1 PEC in
the POS area. 

It is acknowledged that the proposed development of parts of the Plan for Development area will
result in the loss of native vegetation and some Priority Flora.  However, the objective of the SEA is to 
address how key elements of the environment will be preserved and protected in the long term. The
DEC submission highlighted that the DRF and Priority Flora species Leucopogon altissimus are the
most significant of the flora to be retained which has occurred in the modified plan in response to
submissions. The modified proposal seeks to establish an environmentally acceptable development
area by retaining key and integrated environmental elements across the landscape. These include
the retention of Conservation Category wetlands and buffers, retention and management of 8.24ha of
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), retention and linkage of significant fauna habitat across the
Plan for Development area. Specific matters relating to the Priority Flora, DRF and PEC are
addressed in previous sections of this Table.

13b Objective of the
SEA 20 Unknown 18

The objective of the SEA was to identify an 'environmentally acceptable
development area', to assess the impact of the development on the environment
and to identify future management to ensure the long term protection of
environmental values. This SEA grossly fails to satisfy any of these objectives and
should be rejected. There is other unsold vacant land and houses and cleared land
that could be used.

The modified proposal in response to submissions seeks to establish an environmentally acceptable
development area by retaining key and integrated environmental elements across the landscape.
These include the retention of Conservation Category wetlands and buffers, protection of DRF,
retention and management of 8.24ha of PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), retention and linkage
of significant fauna habitat across the Plan for Development area. The presence of unsold and/or
vacant land in Albany does not indicate future needs or previous planning which has identified priority
areas for residential expansion.

13c SEA Technical
Appendices 20 Unknown 18

Five of the six technical appendices are internal documents. Two key attachments
including the base line water quality monitoring report and the acid sulfate soils
assessment have been written by the consultants who wrote the SEA, Coffey
Environments. This raises the concern that the information used to write the SEA
has not been appropriately peer reviewed and therefore cannot be considered
impartial as its accuracy is left open for interpretation.

It is common for the practitioners who prepare the environmental reporting documentation to carry out
background studies and data collection. As part of the SEA process all technical reports are open to
review by government agencies, individuals and groups with specialist knowledge. The accuracy of
the documents has been reviewed through this process as this summary of submissions table
indicates.

13d

Environmental 
Protection 
Authority -
Assessment

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

Submitter urges scrutiny of development to ensure that proponents are accurate in
proposal, realistic and capable of backing up guarantees to set aside and protect
critical remnant vegetation. EPA should ensure this development can be seen to
satisfy the ten  Principles of Clearing to the highest degree. 

The environmental assessment process, including invitations for submissions ensure that
Government Agencies and the community have the opportunity to scrutinise the proposal. In this
instance, consideration of submissions has led to the development of a modified proposal which
retains additional areas of native vegetation, including 8.24ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments
mapping) and retention of vegetation for linkage to the west of the Plan for Development area.

13e
Statutory 
Regional 
Scheme

7 Unknown 6

The region should develop a statutory regional plan to allow for identification and
planning for key economic, social and environmental issues. Funding through land
taxes should be used to secure significant environmental components for protection
into the future. 

Noted. The establishment of a statutory regional scheme or plan is a sound concept, but
unfortunately beyond the scope of this assessment.

13f Leadership -
City of Albany 16 Unknown 15

Submitter requested that Albany Town Council take a lead role in environmental
sustainability of the region by making a clear statement that continuing to clear
vegetation and construct new housing developments is no longer acceptable.

The City of Albany is bound to consider each proposal on its merits, and in light of State and its own
legislation and policies.

13g Justification of
Development 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The proponents should not totally base their justification for a development, of this
scale, on past planning or land use policies. Planning strategies have and will
continue to change as social, environmental and financial values change.
Previously, the broad defining of areas for future urban or residential was made with
very little environmental justification, if any at all.

The proponents have not solely based the justification of the development on past planning and land
use policies. However, it is these policies which provide guidance for development and developers.
Planning strategies provide the framework for integrated decision making, with environmental
assessment processes such as this SEA determining the balance between environmental
significance/management and retention of natural features.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

13h Use of cleared
land

2, 3 , 4, 5, 6,
8, 11, 12, 14,
15, 16, 18,
19, 21, 22,
23, 24, 28,
29, 33, 34,
35, 36, 39,
40, 41, 42

Unknown 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 7, 10,
11, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 19, 20,
21, 22,
Bushcarers 
Group Inc, 24,
26, 27, 28, 29, 

New developments should use existing cleared land.

The modified proposal in response to submissions seeks to establish an environmentally acceptable
development area by retaining key and integrated environmental elements across the landscape.
These include the retention of Conservation Category wetlands and buffers, protection of DRF,
retention and management of 8.24ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping), retention and
linkage of significant fauna habitat to the west of the Plan for Development area. The presence of
unsold and/or vacant land in Albany does not indicate future needs or previous planning which has
identified preferred areas for residential expansion.

13i Biodiversity 2 Unknown 1 Bushland is diverse. Awareness for retention of biodiversity exists with resources
spent on rehabilitation. It is illogical to clear quality bushland for housing.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management area with
links to the west of the Plan for Development area.

13j Biodiversity 13 Unknown 12 The southern 100ha should be excluded from development due to its biodiversity
values which are not adequately covered in the SEA.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management area with
links to the west of the Plan for Development area.

13k
Alternative 
development 
areas

15 Unknown 14

A short distance from the proposal, to the north of Lower King Road, there is a large
tract of already cleared land that could be resumed and substituted for the proposed 
site. Submitter feels the option of using already cleared land for housing
development is not being considered because it would not be so profitable and
would require negotiation with private land holders.

It is naïve to presume that privately owned land can be resumed and substituted for residential
development. The feeling that the submitter has about not using cleared land because it is not so
profitable are unfounded.

13l Sense of place 13 Unknown 12 The bush has intrinsic value for visual amenity, quality of life and sense of place.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management area with
links to the west of the Plan for Development area.

13m Economic 
benefits 13 Unknown 12 As an owner of a business nearby, I would benefit from suburban development but

this cannot compensate for the loss of this biodiversity forever.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that contribute
the most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas are linked by an ecological corridor across
the Plan for Development area.

13n Research and
Survey Work 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The large amount of research and survey work which the proponent have had to do
to assess the environmental components and quality of the site must surely send a
signal to the EPA, and all other Local and State Government agencies involved
that there are critical environmental values at stake if this development (at the
current scale) gets approval. The baseline conditions that the proponents have
identified are extremely valuable, and without this there is no way of knowing what
degradation will be occurring in the future, regardless of the final use of the site.

A substantial amount of research has gone into determining the environmental values of the Plan for
Development area so that elements of environmental significance can be retained and managed to
minimise environmental impacts. Preparation and implementation of management plans for areas to
be retained will reduce the current risks of degradation caused by unauthorised access and disease.

13o

Scientific 
knowledge and
community 
awareness

17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

Scientific knowledge and community awareness of the special biodiversity values
which occur in Albany are increasing, which means that there will be many more
changes to planning and land use policies. These changes must relate to this
development primarily due to its significant vegetation size, composition and
condition and community expectations.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands and buffers, DRF,
8.24ha of the PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western
Ring-tail Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management
area with links to the west of the Plan for Development area.



Theme Submission 
Number

Submitter Issue/Comment Raised Proponent Response

13p Precautionary 
Principle 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

In line with the Precautionary Principle, the EPA must ensure that 'the proposal has
been designed to minimise, and where possible avoid, any serious or irreversible
damage to the environment.'

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management area with
links to the west of the Plan for Development area. The modified plan ensures that the design
proposed minimises impacts on the environmental values of the site.

13q Compensation 
for extra POS 24 Unknown 22

Any extra POS for linkage is primarily a public beneficial use on private land and
the proponents should be compensated for loss of commercial benefit from their
land.

Unfortunately there are limited mechanisms to compensate for loss of commercial benefit (unlike in
the Perth Metropolitan Area where regionally significant areas of vegetation can be reserved under
the Bush Forever program).

13r

Bushland 
acquired by the
Government for
a Regional
Nature Reserve

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

Submitters request that the proposal be rejected outright and recommend that the
property be acquired by the Government and set aside as a regional nature
reserve.

It appears that there are currently no mechanisms to provide the outcome of reservation other than
requirements to retain environmentally significant features.

13s Building blocks -
Weeds 17

Albany 
Branch of
Wildflower 
Society

The building blocks which have undergone clearing or disturbance from machinery
and which remain unsold or undeveloped will become point sources for weed
species. The owners will then need to clear these weeds which will then set up a
constant battle with weeds, which will take full advantage of disturbed soil. The
proponents must ensure that vacant building lots do not act as sources of weed
seed by setting clear development timelines and conditions for purchasers to follow
and provide resources to police these conditions.

The Construction Management Strategy will outline weed management controls to be implemented
during site works in the Plan for Development area. The proponents will be responsible for weed
control while the Lots are under their ownership.

13t

No objection to
development of
already cleared
land

25

Albany 
Community 
Environment 
Centre Inc
(ACEC)

There is the potential for some land use change, converting the already cleared
land to urban development.

The modified proposal in response to submissions retains the environmental features that have the
most significant environmental values (including biodiversity) and/or are not well represented in
secure reserves. Areas to be protected include conservation category wetlands, DRF, 8.24ha of the
PEC (Coffey Environments mapping) and habitat for significant fauna (e.g. Western Ring-tail
Possums and Black Cockatoos). These significant areas form consolidated management area with
links to the west of the Plan for Development area. The modified plan ensures that the design
proposed minimises impacts on the environmental values of the site.

13u Energy 
efficiency 28 Bushcarers 

Group Inc
Current energy efficient design and site development is not a compulsory standard
for the building industry. Noted. Beyond the scope of the proponent to address. 
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Appendix C: Western Ringtail Possum (WRP) Survey Summary 

SITE DATE DREYS WRPs Comments 

Lot 1 Jason Rd & 
Lot 476 Sibbald Rd 

Dec 2006 

Mar 2007 

0 1 Western Boundary 

Lot 1000 & 1001 
Lower King Road 

Dec 2006 

Mar 2007 

2 1 

1 

Southern Boundary 

Southern Boundary 

Lots 38,39,2,3 & 
286 

Mar 2009 15 5 (11/3/2009) 

3 (12/3/2009) 

 

 

Date of Recording Location (MGA 
Zone 50H) WRP/Drey 

Drey 
Rating Tree Species 

11 Mar 09 586380 6130042 Drey 4 Marri  

11 Mar 09 586448 6130063 Drey 4 Marri  

11 Mar 09 586426 6130058 Drey 4 Marri  

11 Mar 09 586438 6130058 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 

11 Mar 09 586429 6130093 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 

11 Mar 09 586422 6130134 Drey 3 Marri  

11 Mar 09 586418 6130181 Drey 3 Marri  

11 Mar 09 585706 6130156 Drey 3 Jarrah  

11 Mar 09 586399 6130061 WRP 

 

Marri  

11 Mar 09 586390 6130082 WRP 

 

Peppermint  

11 Mar 09 585698 6130124 WRP 

 

Marri  

11 Mar 09 585703 6130126 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

11 Mar 09 585696 6130135 WRP 

 

Peppermint  

12 Mar 09 585610 6129911 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 

12 Mar 09 585606 6129911 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 



Date of Recording Location (MGA 
Zone 50H) WRP/Drey 

Drey 
Rating Tree Species 

12 Mar 09 585691 6130129 Drey 4 Marri  

12 Mar 09 585703 6130122 Drey 4 Marri  

12 Mar 09 585713 6130130 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 

12 Mar 09 585708 6130112 Drey 4 Jarrah  

12 Mar 09 585706 6130127 WRP 

 

Jarrah  

12 Mar 09 585668 6130117 WRP 

 

Jarrah  

12 Mar 09 585671 6130122 Drey 3 Eucalyptus sp. 

12 Mar 09 586448 6130047 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

Dec 06/Mar 07 584858 6129748 Drey 3 Jarrah 

 584495 6129746 Drey 2 Peppermint 

Dec 06/Mar 07 586402 6129833 Drey 4 Allocasuarina fraseriana 

Dec 06/Mar 07 584762 6128921 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

Dec 06/Mar 07 584935 6129439 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

Dec 06/Mar 07 586328 6130000 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

Dec 06/Mar 07 586328 6130000 WRP 

 

Eucalyptus sp. 

Dec 06/March 07 584858 6129748 Drey 2 Eucalyptus sp. 

 586402 6129833 Drey 4 Eucalyptus sp. 
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Appendix D:  Updated Summary Table of Proponent Commitments 

Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Native 
Vegetation and 
Flora 

To maintain the 
abundance, diversity, 
geographic distribution 
and productivity of flora at 
species and ecosystems 
levels through the 
avoidance or 
management of adverse 
impacts and improvement 
in knowledge. 

The Plan for Development 
area contains 143.5ha of 
native vegetation with 18 
vegetation associations 
(Coffey Environments, 
2010). The Albany Regional 
Vegetation Survey identified 
136.2ha of native 
vegetation with 10 
vegetation units.  
Vegetation unit 14 is likely 
to have less than 30% of its 
original extent remaining.  
While not confirmed, units 
13 and 39 may have less 
than 30% of original extent 
remaining (Sandiford and 
Barrett, 2010).   

Based on analysis of flora 
quadrat data, four of the six 
floristic groups were found 
to occur in two or less 
conservation reserves 
(Groups 2 - 
Homalospermum firmum 
over sedgeland species, 5a 
- Eucalyptus marginata and 
Allocasuarina fraseriana on 
Wet/ Transitional Habitats, 
5b – Melaleuca preissiana 
and Eucalyptus staeri, and 
7 – Agonis flexuosa over 
Pteridium esculentum).  
The majority of remnant 
vegetation within the study 
area is considered to be in 

The proposed 
development will involve: 

-  Clearing 89.8ha of 
remnant native 
vegetation;  

-Fragmentation of 
vegetation, which may 
lead to unviable/ 
unsustainable native 
vegetation conservation 
outcomes unless 
adequately managed;  

-Protection and 
management of native 
vegetation that is not well 
represented in secure 
tenure. 

The Plan for Development 
will result in the following:  

-Retention of 53.6ha of native 
vegetation in local reserves 
managed for conservation. 
The POS areas have been 
chosen for connectivity, 
retention of wetland and 
upland vegetation and flora 
characteristics. 

-A ratio of 3:1 of upland to 
wetland vegetation is 
proposed to be retained in 
conservation POS. 

-Preparation of a 
Construction Management 
Strategy to manage clearing, 
dust, dieback and weeds.   

-Preparation of a POS and 
Wetland Management Plan to 
address access, dieback, 
weeds, fire management, 
rehabilitation, monitoring and 
integration with surrounding 
areas.   

-Preparation of a Landscape 
and Streetscape Plan to 
outline the local native 
species to be planted on road 
reserves to provide green 
linkage.  The plan will also 
guide water wise local native 
gardens in future 
development.    

Areas of vegetation will be 
retained in conservation 
POS (53.6ha) to form 
consolidated, manageable 
areas with a connectivity 
and/or stepping stone 
function.  Poorly 
represented vegetation 
units are either wholly or 
partly retained in 
conservation POS.   

The retention of 3:1 of 
upland to wetland 
vegetation is viewed as a 
desirable balance. 

The outcomes of the 
management of the 
conservation POS will be to 
enhance the integrity of the 
retained vegetation on the 
site by controlling access 
and weeds, actively 
managing dieback and 
stopping rubbish dumping.   



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Excellent condition with few 
weed species.  Disturbance 
has occurred through 
unauthorised vehicle 
access.  Dieback has been 
recorded on Lots 1000 and 
1001 Lower King Road and 
is likely to seriously affect 
dieback susceptible 
species, particularly the 
PEC community that 
contains Banksia coccinea.  
A total of 222 species of 
terrestrial vascular flora 
from 43 families were 
recorded, including 17 
introduced species.   

- Retention of representative 
areas of Floristic Groups 1, 2, 
5a, 5b, 6 and 7 vegetation in 
conservation POS. 

Retention of ARVS 
vegetation units 13, 14 and 
39 in conservation POS. 

Flora – 
Declared Rare 
and Priority 
Flora; Flora of 
conservation 
significance 

Protect Declared Rare 
and Priority Flora 
consistent with the 
provisions of the Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950, 
and the Environment 

The following significant 
species have been reported 
on the site:  

Drakea micrantha 
(Declared Rare Flora),  

No loss of DRF, which will 
be retained in 
conservation POS.  
Additional suitable habitat 
for DRF also retained.  
The most significant 

The Plan for Development 
will result in the following:  

-Retention of 53.6ha of native 
vegetation in linked and/or 
consolidated local reserves 
managed for conservation.  

Drakaea micrantha (DRF) 
will be retained within 
conservation POS 13.  
Additional suitable habitat is 
also retained. 

Leucopogon altissimus (P3) 



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

(including 
Threatened 
Ecological 
Communities) 

Protection and 
Biodiversity Act 1999. 
Protect other flora of 
conservation significance. 

Andersonia jamesii (Priority 
1),  

Leucopogon altissimus 
(Priority 3),  

Chorizema reticulatum 
(Priority 3),  

Andersonia depressa 
(Priority 3),  

Stylidium plantagineum 
(Priority 4),  

Laxmannia jamesii (Priority 
4),  

Drosera fimbriata (Priority 
4).   

A Priority 1 Ecological 
Community (PEC) occurs 
on the site (Coffey 
vegetation association 
AfEsBc or Open Low 
Allocasuarina fraseriana – 
Eucalyptus staeri woodland 
in association with Banksia 
coccinea thicket or ARVS 
Vegetation Unit 14).  The 
PEC has elements that are 
highly susceptible to 
Phythophthora cinnamomi, 
which has been detected in 
the area. 

Priority Flora – 
Leucopogon altissimus 
P3 (as identified by DEC 
submission) will be 
retained.  However, some 
Priority Flora that are 
more widespread with 
multiple populations 
protected elsewhere are 
proposed to be removed.  
The proposed 
development reduces 
fragmentation of native 
vegetation through 
retention of linked 
conservation POS which 
is likely to retain viability 
of native vegetation.  
Dieback has the potential 
to reduce biodiversity of 
remaining vegetation, 
especially elements of the 
PEC (e.g. Banksia 
coccinea).  Retention of 
vegetation in POS, 
managed by an 
appropriate organisation 
will improve the long term 
environmental values of 
the areas protected.  
8.24ha or 94% of the 
PEC (Coffey 
Environments mapping) is 
proposed to be retained 
within conservation POS.  

- Retention of DRF and 
associated habitat (including 
habitat for pollinators). 

- Retention of P3 
Leucopogon altissimus and 
associated habitat in 
conservation POS. 

- Preparation of a 
Construction Management 
Strategy to manage clearing, 
dust, dieback and weeds.   

- Preparation of a POS and 
Wetland Management Plan to 
address access, dieback, 
weeds, fire management, 
rehabilitation, monitoring and 
integration with surrounding 
areas.   

- Preparation of a Landscape 
and Streetscape Plan will 
outline the local native 
species to be planted in road 
reserves to provide green 
linkage.  It will also guide the 
use of water wise local native 
gardens in future 
development. 

is proposed for retention in 
POS 25.   

A population of Drosera 
fimbriata (P4) within Part Lot 
1 Yatana Road will be 
retained within conservation 
POS 10.   

Andersonia jamesii (P1) is 
not proposed for retention in 
POS.   

The population of Laxmannia 
jamesii (P4) is not proposed 
for retention in POS.   

Stylidium plantagineum (P4) 
is not proposed for retention 
in POS.   

Andersonia depressa (P3) is 
not proposed for retention in 
POS.   

8.24ha or 94% of the PEC 
(Coffey Environments 
mapping) will be retained 
within conservation POS 26, 
16 and 13.  The PEC will be  
actively managed to reduce 
spread and further 
introduction of dieback.  



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Native Fauna To maintain the 
abundance, diversity, 
geographic distribution 
and productivity of fauna 
at species and ecosystem 
levels through the 
avoidance or 
management of adverse 
impacts and improvement 
in knowledge.  Protect 
Specially Protected 
(Threatened) Fauna, 
consistent with the 
provisions of the Wildlife 
Conservation Act, 1950, 
and the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act, 1999. 
Protect other fauna of 
conservation significance. 

128 species of vertebrate 
fauna, including 7 frog, 21 
reptile, 86 bird and 14 
mammal species (including 
4 introduced mammals).  
Habitat includes 
Jarrah/Sheoak Woodland, 
Heath Shrubland and 
Wetland Mosaic.   

Significant linkage occurs 
along the Oyster Harbour 
foreshore from north to 
south.   

Conservation significant 
fauna found in the study 
area include the Western 
Ring-tail Possum (Schedule 
1, vulnerable) in extremely 
low densities.   

Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo 
(Schedule 1, endangered), 
Baudin’s Black Cockatoo 
(Schedule 1, vulnerable) 
and Forest Red-tailed Black 
Cockatoo (Schedule 1) 
forage, but are unlikely to 
breed in the area.   

Western False Pipistrelle 
(P4) and Quenda (P5) 
occur in the area. 

Development would result 
in the loss of fauna 
habitat, loss of sedentary 
species and displacement 
of other species.   

Possible increased risk of 
weed invasion and 
increase in domestic 
animals.  

53.6ha of native 
vegetation will be retained 
in conservation POS and 
augmentation of 
foreshore reserve have 
been proposed to 
maintain a variety of 
habitats, maximise 
linkage and retain 
consolidated areas for 
fauna habitat. 

The loss of fauna habitat 
is not considered to be 
significant at the State or 
Commonwealth level. 

The Plan for Development 
will result in the following:  

-Retention of 53.6ha of native 
vegetation in linked and/or 
consolidated local reserves 
managed for conservation, 
including mature trees with 
hollows.  These areas include 
a variety of habitats, including 
foraging areas for cockatoos.   

-Provision of conservation 
POS which has a 
combination of linear or 
stepping stone function.   

-Rehabilitation of currently 
cleared degraded areas 

-Preparation of a 
Construction Management 
Strategy to manage clearing, 
dust, dieback and weed 
management.   

-Preparation of a POS and 
Wetland Management Plan to 
address retention of fauna 
habitat, access, dieback, 
weeds, fire management, 
rehabilitation, management of 
domestic animals, monitoring, 
public education and 
integration with surrounding 
areas.   

Preparation of a Landscape 
and Streetscape Plan will 
outline the local native 
species to be planted on road 
reserves to provide green 

The Plan for Development 
will result in: 

Retention of key habitat 
areas for Western Ring-tail 
Possums, Quenda, 
cockatoos in foreshore 
reserve and conservation 
POS areas.   

Retention of trees with 
hollows (or salvaging of 
hollows during construction).  

A combination of 
consolidated conservation 
POS with reduced edge 
effects and more linear 
conservation POS for 
linkage.   

Landscaping and 
streetscaping to include local 
native species to enhance 
connectivity within the 
development.   

Guides to be provided for 
prospective purchasers for 
fauna friendly gardens. 



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

linkage.  It will also guide 
water wise local native 
gardens in future 
development. 

Coastal 
Foreshore 

To maintain the integrity 
of the Coastal Foreshore 
by maintaining its, 
ecological function and 
environmental values. 

The eastern boundary of 
the Plan for Development 
area abuts a foreshore 
reserve on Oyster Harbour 
for approximately 500m.  
The existing foreshore 
reserve is between 10 and 
40 m wide with a steep 
rocky, lateritic scarp rising 
32m over 65m.  The area is 
not susceptible to erosion.  
The area mostly contains 
native vegetation with some 
disturbed/cleared areas. 

The Plan for 
Development will result in 
a significant increase in 
the width of the foreshore 
reserve which will result 
in better protection and 
more sustainable 
community use.  Post 
development, there is 
likely to be higher 
visitation to the area with 
risk of disturbance and 
weed invasion. 

The Plan for Development 
will result in the following:   

-Provision of a foreshore 
reserve to provide a 90m to 
190m horizontal separation 
from Oyster Harbour.   

-Preparation of a Foreshore 
Management Plan to address 
increased human activity, 
recreation nodes, weed and 
fire management, 
maintenance of fauna 
corridor and habitat values, 
treatments of foreshore and 
development interface. 

An adequate setback will be 
created to allow for coastal 
processes, climate change 
impacts, environmental 
values and recreation.  
Visual amenity will be 
protected through retention 
of native vegetation.   

Protection of the north - 
south fauna and flora link 
along foreshore will be 
strengthened.   

There will be provision of 
access for community along 
the foreshore area. 



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Wetlands To maintain the integrity, 
ecological functions and 
environmental values of 
wetlands. 

The study area contains 9 
discrete wetlands (6 
Conservation, 2 Resource 
Enhancement, 1 Multiple 
Use). 

Potential risks without 
adequate management 
include:   

-Altered hydrological 
regime (ground and 
surface water flows);   

-Application of nutrients 
and use of chemicals in 
future urban area; 

-Erosion and 
sedimentation; 

-Inappropriate water 
management; 

-Introduction of invasive 
species; 

-Dumping of rubbish; 

-Increased fire risk; 

-Increased human 
activity; and  

-Better management, 
including access. 

The Plan for Development 
will result in the following:   

-Protection of Conservation 
Category wetlands in 
conservation POS with 
buffers designed to protect 
hydrology, wetland and 
upland vegetation.  A ratio of 
3:1 is proposed for retained 
upland to wetland vegetation. 

-Maintenance of pre-
development hydrological 
regimes.  

-Preparation of a Local Water 
Management Strategy to 
ensure retention of 
groundwater levels and 
monitoring of groundwater 
quality.   

-Preparation of a POS and 
Wetland Management Plan to 
address access, weed 
management and passive 
recreation opportunities.  

-Treatment systems to 
prevent direct drainage of 
stormwater into Conservation 
Category wetlands.  

-Treatment of water quality 
throughout the catchment. 

Protection of Conservation 
Category wetlands with 
buffers in conservation POS 
will add significantly to the 
protection of Bayonet Head 
Suite wetlands.   

Water resource planning will 
ensure maintenance of 
hydrology required for 
wetlands.   

Wetlands will be protected 
for ecological and community 
values. 



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Surface and 
Groundwater 
Quantity and 
Quality 

To maintain the quantity 
of water (surface and 
ground) so that existing 
and potential 
environmental values, 
including ecosystem 
maintenance, are 
protected.  To ensure that 
the quality of water 
emissions (surface, 
ground, and marine) does 
not adversely affect 
environmental values or 
the health, welfare and 
amenity of people and 
land uses, and meets 
statutory requirements 
and acceptable 
standards. 

Surface water management 
has been modelled for 
proposed development, as 
required. The major surface 
water body is the lake on 
Lot 500, outside the Plan 
for Development area.  
There is limited surface 
water flow in the area.  
Perched groundwater 
supports some wetlands 
(31, 40 and D) while the 
deeper groundwater system 
supports wetlands 29, 41, 8 
and 57.  Groundwater 
monitoring for baseline data 
showed that natural 
background levels are 
sometimes higher than 
criteria suggested in 
ANSECC and ARMCANZ 
(2000) for Fresh Waters 
(Wetlands) and Short Term 
Irrigation.  DEC indicators 
for acidity were also 
exceeded in the natural 
unimpacted system. 

Potential impacts without 
adequate management 
include: 

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

-Potential changes to 
hydrology arising from the 
proposal may impact on 
wetlands and other 
groundwater dependent 
ecosystems both within 
and outside of the project 
area. 

The Plan for Development 
has considered later needs 
for water resource 
management.  A Local Water 
Management Strategy will be 
prepared which will:  

-Formalise the conceptual 
water management design, 
identify specific locations for 
infrastructure, identify best 
management practices for 
water resource management, 
outline strategies for water 
reuse, waste minimisation 
and conservation, outline 
contingencies for accidents 
and pollution mitigation.  

-The LWMS will outline 
evaluation and monitoring 
plans for groundwater and 
surface water quality and 
quantity, based on baseline 
data already collected. 

Water Sensitive Urban 
Design will ensure 
sustainable management of 
water resources and ground 
water dependent ecological 
systems.  

Use of best practice will be 
employed to manage water 
quality and quantity.  

Good design and monitoring 
will ensure that groundwater 
levels are maintained for the 
Conservation Category 
wetlands. 



Environmental 
Factor EPA Objective Existing Environment Potential Environmental 

Impacts Management Strategies Predicted Outcome 

Pollution 
Management - 
Acid Sulfate 
Soils 

To minimise the risk to 
the environment resulting 
from Acid Sulfate Soils, to 
be achieved by 
implementing appropriate 
detection and 
management strategies. 

The Plan for Development 
area has generally been 
assigned a ‘no known risk 
of ASS occurring within 3m 
of natural soil surface (or 
deeper).  Parts of Lots 38 
and 39 Elizabeth Street 
may have a ‘high risk of 
ASS and PASS less than 
3m from the ground 
surface'. 

Disturbance of ASS 
through earthworks could 
result in generation of 
sulphuric acid and iron 
compounds and release 
of other substances, 
including heavy metals, 
from the soil and into the 
environment.   

Disturbance of ASS could 
also result in parts of the 
study area becoming 
classified as 
contaminated as per the 
Contaminated Sites Act 
2003. 

The Proponents commit to 
the preparation of an ASS 
Management Plan for areas 
and activities that carry a risk 
of exposure of ASS.  This will 
occur once development 
areas have been more 
comprehensively outlined.  

Adequate management of 
risk associated with ASS and 
PASS for susceptible areas. 

Aboriginal 
Heritage 

To ensure that changes 
to the biophysical 
environment do not 
adversely affect 
Aboriginal heritage sites 
and/or cultural 
associations within the 
area and comply with the 
requirements of relevant 
Aboriginal and heritage 
legislation. 

A review of records and 
consultation with local 
Aboriginal people has 
identified a previously 
recorded archaeological 
site and identified a new 
mythological site (the lake 
on Lot 500 Alison Parade – 
largely outside the Plan for 
Development area). 

A Section 18 Notice 
under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972 has 
been granted for use of 
the land for urban 
purposes.   

Development of the Plan 
for Development area will 
not impact on Aboriginal 
sites within the meaning 
of Section 5 of the 
Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972. 

Appropriate management of 
any Aboriginal cultural 
materials found. 

Any cultural material found 
will be fully recorded and 
salvaged by an 
archaeologist, in consultation 
with the Albany Heritage 
Reference Group Aboriginal 
Corporation. 
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Bayonet Head SEA (EPA Assessment No 1758) 
Public Submissions June 2010 
 
Submission No. 1 
 
See DOT PDF re coastal issues (still to be scanned). 
 

Submission No. 2 
 
Pr oject Name: Bayonet Head Strategic Development Assessment 
-----Begin Issues----- 
1.  The proposal will clear appox 100ha of quality bush and animal 
habitat, fragmenting the remainding bushland into a few "island" 
remnants.   Linear and small reserves are known to be particularly 
susceptible to degradation (the report suggests the POS will be linear 
or like "stepping stones", neither of which will have long term 
integrity because of edge effects such as weed invasion and spread of 
dieback disease.   
2.  Dieback disease will not be able to be managed as suggested by 
Heath - it will not be possible to prevent foot traffic spreading the 
disease as people walk and children play in the remnant bushland.   
3.  The area in question is very diverse with a range of habitats - 
substantial awareness of the need for retention of diversity now exists 
and significant resources are directed towards this and also land 
rehabiltation - it is illogical to clear quality bushland (also with 
corridor value) for housing. 
4.  New developments should use already cleared land of which there is 
an abundance.  This area is being sought because of proximity to coast 
and subsequent increased economic return.  Preservation of our 
remaining natural heritage is MUCH MORE important, particularly when 
the vegetation is of good quality and ecological value. 
5.  A significant portion of the rare ecological community (Banksia 
coccinea with Eucalyptus staeri) is to be cleared.  7 Priority flora 
are also present, not all of which will be conserved.  A population of 
the DRF Draekea micrantha will be left in a fragmented island which is 
unlikely to persist over time (because of edge effects - weed invasion, 
recreational use (trampling, tracks), likelihood of picking).  Vast 
efforts and resources are employed to protect threatened species and 
communities and this proposal is contrary to those aims. 
 

Submission No. 3 
 
Issues to be raised:  
- - ---Begin Issues----- 
The clearing of the high conservation value vegetation in the proposed 
development is completely unnecessary. Very little effort has been 
directed into securing the best outcomes for the conservation of the 
priority flora and vegetation communites and it seems the developers 
are proposing to give as little as possible on these matters. The 
reduction of the PEC from 8.8ha to 2.8ha is atrocious given that 66% of 
the Albany area is already cleared  - with a substantial proportion of 
this cleared land being suitable for housing. The proposal to reduce 



the exisitng vegetation to small 'islands' will have a huge negative 
impact on the conservation values of this area - there is certainly 
plenty of literature outlining the loss in ecological value through the 
fragmentation of vegetation.  
 
Furthermore, this large area of vegetation provides an important 
corridor between the Gull rock, Mt Martin, Bayonet head foreshore 
reserves and the Bill Gibbs reserve providing connectivity in an 
already highly fragmented landscape. The importance of connectivity of 
vegetation is already widely documented, with many agencies and 
conservation groups currently attempting to link reserves (DEC, 
Gondwana link etc). The importance of these corridors in terms of 
providing access for species migration etc in the face of climate 
change may yet prove to be unprecedented. 
 
Given the significance of this area of bushland and its contribution to 
the dwindling natural areas in the suburbs of Albany, I strongly oppose 
the clearing of this land. 

 

Submission No. 4 
 
Public submission to the EPA 
 
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Dr Vogel, 
 
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the 
following reasons: 
• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land 
that will not have the environmental impact of this  
development. Approximately 66% of the landscape within the Albany 
regional area is already cleared. 
• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the 
flora of the area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed  
development area  is in  excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora 
(DRF) species and seven priority listed species have  
been identified on the site. The clearing required for development will 
result in the loss of nine individual plants. While some  
individual plants may remain within POS it could be anticipated that 
these plants will continue be under threat, existing  
amongst areas of increased human interaction. 
• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological 
Community, (PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus  
steaeri / Banksia coccinia. This community is both regionally 
significant and under increasing threat from dieback. 
• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head 
development area are not adequately represented in  
conservation reserves. The mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and 
Rathbone (2008), identified that the Keri (Closed tall  
shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan 
(Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities  



are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% 
respectively of the vegetation community secured. The loss of  
these vegetation communities with this proposed development will place 
these communities continued existence in the  
Albany area at risk. 
• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained 
in the Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive  
to the long term survival of the remnants. The remnants will face 
pressure from encroachment of weeds, increased  
pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland goes, then 
inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it. 
• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will 
have a significant impact on local fauna. The proposed  
development will result in loss of habitat for fauna listed under 
Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental Protection and  
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western Ringtail 
Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos are likely to  
be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 
• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent 
of the animals range. The loss of significant areas of  
foraging habitat and nesting sites will reduce the viability of these 
possums in this area.   
• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a  
significant feeding and nesting area. The proposed development plans to 
protect token nesting areas, but limited areas of  
suitable food sources. The remaining trees, isolated from the 
protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably  
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention. 
• There are also several species listed under the Western 
Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and  
the Western false pipistrelle are both priority species listed under 
this Act, and both species will suffer with the loss and  
fragmentation of habitat. 
• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, 
will be further stressed with the impact of human  
settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, and the threats of 
vehicles and domestic animals will be the final nails in the  
coffins of all urban wildlife. 
• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space 
areas are “consolidated, manageable areas with a linear  
stepping stone function”. The reality is that this design will do 
nothing to facilitate the movement of fauna. The small  
remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in between, will 
ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain  
biologically isolated in POS “islands”. 
• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands 
(six conservation category wetlands) that have  
important conservation  values  which also form linkages with the 
nearby Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The proposal  
does not provide sufficient protection for the majority of these 
wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in  
the proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential.  



While buffer areas are identified for some of the wetlands, it is not 
known whether that buffer distance is sufficient to protect  
the hydrological and ecological values associated with the wetlands. 

 

Submission No. 5 

Public submission to the EPA 

Assessment No. 1758 

Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Dear Dr Vogel, 

I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following reasons: 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The Albany urban area has large areas 
of already cleared land that will not have the environmental impact of this 
development. Approximately 66% of the landscape within the Albany 
regional area is already cleared. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The current proposal will have an 
unacceptable impact on the flora of the area. Much of the vegetation in the 
proposed development area  is in  excellent condition. One Declared Rare 
Flora (DRF) species and seven priority listed species have been identified 
on the site. The clearing required for development will result in the loss of 
nine individual plants. While some individual plants may remain within 
POS it could be anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, 
existing amongst areas of increased human interaction. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The proposal will severely impact upon 
a Priority Ecological Community, (PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / 
Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. This community is both regionally 
significant and under increasing threat from dieback. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->Other vegetation communities found at 
the Bayonet Head development area are not adequately represented in 
conservation reserves. The mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and 
Rathbone (2008), identified that the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed 
heath characterised by Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open 
shrub/open sedgeland) communities are poorly represented in reserves, 
with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively of the vegetation community 
secured. The loss of these vegetation communities with this proposed 
development will place these communities continued existence in the 
Albany area at risk. 



<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The fragmentation of the bushland that 
is proposed to be retained in the Public Open Space areas, will not be 
supportive to the long term survival of the remnants. The remnants will 
face pressure from encroachment of weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, 
fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland goes, then inevitably, will the fauna 
that depends upon it. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality 
remnant vegetation will have a significant impact on local fauna. The 
proposed development will result in loss of habitat for fauna listed under 
Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western Ringtail Possum and 
White-tailed Black Cockatoos are likely to be significantly impacted by the 
proposed development. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->For the Western Ringtail Possum, 
Albany is at the eastern extent of the animals range. The loss of significant 
areas of foraging habitat and nesting sites will reduce the viability of these 
possums in this area.   

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
(both Baudins and Carnabys species) this proposal will mean the loss of a 
significant feeding and nesting area. The proposed development plans to 
protect token nesting areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. 
The remaining trees, isolated from the protection of the surrounding 
vegetation, will inevitably succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” 
- the impact of human intervention. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->There are also several species listed 
under the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. The 
Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle are both priority species listed 
under this Act, and both species will suffer with the loss and fragmentation 
of habitat. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->All remaining birds and animals, not just 
the threatened species, will be further stressed with the impact of human 
settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles 
and domestic animals will be the final nails in the coffins of all urban 
wildlife. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•        <!--[endif]-->The proposal suggests that a few 
scattered Public Open Space areas are “consolidated, manageable areas 
with a linear stepping stone function”. The reality is that this design will do 
nothing to facilitate the movement of fauna. The small remnants, with 
oceans of sterile human environment in between, will ensure that the 



remaining fauna, and flora, will remain biologically isolated in POS 
“islands”. 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->•         

The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six conservation 
category wetlands) that have important conservation values which also form 
linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The proposal does not 
provide sufficient protection for the majority of these wetlands and the 
requirement for stormwater management in the proposed development is not fully 
compatible with protection of the wetlands current and future conservation 
potential. While buffer areas are identified for some of the wetlands, it is not 
known whether that buffer distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and 
ecological values associated with the wetlands. 

<!--[endif]--> 

 

Submission No. 6 
 
Public submission to the EPA 
  
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
  
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
  
Dear Dr Vogel, 
  
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

•        The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared. 

•        The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction. 

•        The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback. 

•        Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 



mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that 
the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk. 

•        The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it. 

•        The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 

•        For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

•        For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 
isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention. 

•        There are also several species listed under the Western Australian 
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false 
pipistrelle are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species 
will suffer with the loss and fragmentation of habitat. 

•        All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife. 

•        The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”. 

•        The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  
which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 



of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlands. 

 

Submission No. 7 
 
To: Submissions 
Subject: EF1035793 - STR031 - Bayonet Head - EPA Assessment No 1758 - 
Public submission 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above proposal. 
 
Whilst the City of Albany will defer the major assessment of 
conservation values of the proposal to the DEC, I would like to outline 
a number of concerns that I have. 
 
1.       I have concerns that an area on the western boundary of the 
subject site that contains significant portions of the Priority 1 
Ecological Community  (Open low Allocasuarina fraseriana and Eucalyptus 
staeri woodland in association with Banksia coccinea) are not 
considered for retention.  This vegetation has also been assessed as 
being in excellent condition.  This population if retained would also 
provide a better linkage (albeit broken by Lower King Rd) to the 
existing recreation reserve 329, which then links into the larger green 
corridor heading north west into the Hinterland areas.  The current 
proposal to retain vegetation in the south western corner of the area 
does not provide any real value in linkages to existing vegetation, as 
the reserve it links onto (R23074) has the current purpose of a 
cemetery and therefore will most likely be cleared and developed into 
the future leaving no green corridor into other green belts. 
 
2.       My other concern is the lack of connectivity between the west 
and east of the site.  This is extremely disappointing considering the 
existing linkages north and south along the foreshore.  Admittedly, due 
to the existing fragmentation of the Bayonet Head area, this may be 
extremely difficult to achieve. 
 
3.       Finally, it is regrettable that such a large area of bushland 
is proposed to be developed.  Particularly one that contains many 
elements of rare flora, fauna and vegetation in excellent condition.  
To help ensure a co-ordinated, sustainable response to future growth 
pressures within the region, it would be advisable to develop a 
statutory regional plan that would allow for the planning of key 
economic, social and environmental issues of the region.  It may also 
allow for funds to be raised through land taxes so that land containing 
significant environmental components can be purchased and protected 
into the future. 

 
 



Submission No. 8 
 
Public submission to the EPA 
 
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Dr Vogel, 
 
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

•         The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared. 

•         The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction. 

•         The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback. 

•         Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 
mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that 
the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk. 

•         The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it. 

•         The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 



species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 

•         For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

•         For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 
isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention. 

•         There are also several species listed under the Western Australian 
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false 
pipistrelle are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species 
will suffer with the loss and fragmentation of habitat. 

•         All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife. 

•         The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”. 

•         The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  
which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 
of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlands. 

 

Submission No. 9 
 
Is sues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
The development site currently consists of 110 hectares of bushland 
that includes a range of habitats such as wetlands, laterite hills and 
a rare ecological community containing the Albany Banksia (Banksia 
coccinea). Seven priority flora and one declared rare flora (DRF) are 
also present.  



 The proposed development will result in the majority of this parcel of 
bush to be cleared except for a few "islands" of vegetation that will 
have poor long term value for flora and fauna. 
There already exists a large availability of already cleared land in 
the Albany Region suitable for housing (approximately 66% is already 
cleared) and the high conservation values of the development site are a 
high priority to retain for nativewildlife. 
 
I object to this proposal to clear the land 
------End Issues------ 

 

Submission No. 10 
 

We would like to make the following comments regarding the Bayonet Head – Plan for 
Development Strategic Environmental Assessment  (EPA Assessment No 1758) and 
would like them to be considered as part of the review by the OEPA. 

We believe the SEA has not adequately assessed all relevant environmental factors of the 
proposed development particularly the aspects listed under Part C Pollution Management 
of EPA Guidance Statement No. 33 Environmental Guidance for Planning and 
Development. 

The proposed Bayonet Head development is part of  a large growth corridor extending 
eastwards of Albany encompassing the suburbs of  Bayonet Head and Lower King.  
These areas have a higher proportion of children and young people than the rest of the 
Albany LGA1. The growth corridor has few sporting or active recreation facilities and, 
given the population demographics of the area, are greatly required.  An area has been set 
aside for active recreation to the west of the existing primary school, Flinders Park 
(Bayonet Head Plan for Development - Public Open Space 14). This is the only Public 
Open Space exclusively set aside for active recreation in the entire proposed 
development.  Although we support the need for such facilities, due to the lack other 
sporting ovals and  facilities nearby, the proposed active recreation area will result in 
significant loss of amenity to existing neighbouring premises. 

The active recreation facilities will likely consist of sporting ovals and amenities as well 
as ancillary developments such as club houses, car parks and lighting. Due to lack of 
other facilities, it is expected that the sporting and active recreation facilities will be 
heavily utilised. The active recreation facilities will be located next to noise sensitive 
premises (Schedule 1 Part C Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997) and 
will result in an increase in ‘unreasonable noise’ as it will unreasonably interfere ‘with 
the health, welfare, convenience, comfort and amenity’ of neighbouring properties 
(Environmental Protection Act 1986 s3 (3)(b)).  Especially given that the affected 
properties are not subject to any such noise at present.  

                                                 
1 http://reports.rpdata.com.au/cgi-bin/vgmsg/RP_Reports/subprofile/rprepgenprofile-
pdf.p?showrep=yes&type=1&rep=1&instate=Western%20Australia&inpcode=6330&x=243&y=13&regio
n=56000659&iregion=56000659&insuburb=Bayonet%20Head 
http://reports.rpdata.com.au/cgi-bin/vgmsg/RP_Reports/subprofile/rprepgenprofile-
pdf.p?showrep=yes&type=1&rep=1&instate=Western%20Australia&inpcode=6330&x=0&y=0&region=5
6000676&iregion=56000676&insuburb=Lower%20King 



The noise from the facilities will be modulating, impulsive and of a high tone in nature as 
it will be created by sporting teams, crowds of supporters, whistles/match sirens, honking 
of car horns when goals are scored, and due to increased vehicle traffic. As the sporting 
and active recreation facilities are located in a slightly elevated position relative to 
neighbouring premises, around 5 m (see Fig 3 of plans) and in close proximity, there will 
be direct exposure and little attenuation of noise between the source and neighbouring 
properties. The facilities will most likely be used in the evenings and weekends when it 
will impact most on the amenity of neighbouring properties, particularly as they can have 
young families. Additionally, meteorological factors will compound the problem. During 
winter inversion layers can  develop, particularly on still evenings, which will increase 
the transmission of noise to adjoining properties. 

As the sporting and active recreation facilities will have lighting and given the elevated 
position of the facilities relative to neighbouring premises, it will consequentially result 
in light spillage to adjoining premises which will also significantly impact on the amenity 
of neighbouring properties.  The siting of active recreation facilities next to neighbouring 
residences has the potential to cause land use conflict for reasons outlined above unless 
managed.  

The EPA’s objectives are to: i)  ‘protect the amenity of the community from noise and 
vibration impacts associated with development or land use by ensuring that statutory 
requirements and acceptable standards are met’2 and ii) ‘to avoid or manage potential 
impacts from light spill and comply with acceptable standards’3.  

These objectives can be met by providing a buffer between the active recreation area and 
the neighbouring properties. We would suggest the retention of  adequate size buffer of 
native vegetation set aside as a reserve, between the proposed facilities and neighbouring 
properties. The proposed open space could then be expanded northwards to make up for 
the area lost due the addition of the native vegetation buffer to adjoining residences.  This 
is consistent with EPA Guidance Statement 3 Separation Distances between industrial 
and sensitive land uses and Guidance Statement 33 sections C1.3.1 Buffers and C4.3.2 
Local Area Planning.  

These issues should be addressed by the EPA ,  consistent with C4.3.1 of Guidance 
Statement 33, that way any  potential noise issues can be identified during the broad scale 
planning stages, as these stages provide good opportunities for consideration of ‘the type 
and timing of planning measures to be applied at the subsequent levels of planning to 
prevent land use conflicts’.  

 The measures recommended to minimise the impacts of the active recreation facilities on 
neighbouring premises is also consistent with the Department of Planning and Western 
Australian Planning Commission ‘Liveable Neighbourhoods’ policy. Though the 
‘Liveable Neighbourhoods’ objectives are to ‘provide public open space that is safe and 
overlooked by nearby buildings’4 this needs to balanced with amenity protection for 
existing abutting neighbours from overlooking or noise intrusion to principal private open 

                                                 
2 Guidance Statement No. 33 Environmental Guidance for Planning and Development C4.2 
3 Guidance Statement No. 33 Environmental Guidance for Planning and Development C5.1 
4 Element 4 Public Parkland O5 



space areas as well as visual and acoustic privacy5.  As the proposed active open space 
area will consist of sporting ovals and active recreation facilities, it will be heavily 
utilised. Due the active open space being topographically higher than neighbouring 
properties, people using the facilities will overlook neighbouring private open space areas 
that abut the open space resulting in loss of privacy.  The retention of an adequate sized 
buffer of native vegetation as proposed along the margin, between adjoining premises 
and the active open space area, will protect the amenity and privacy of the existing 
neighbours. 

In summary, the proposed active open space is needed by the community, however it 
could cause land use conflict with existing neighbouring premises due to loss of amenity 
caused by noise intrusion, light spillage and loss of privacy.  This can be addressed by 
simply reserving a adequate sized buffer of existing native vegetation between the 
proposed active open space area and the existing neighbouring premises. The native 
vegetation buffer will also provide habitat and forage areas for endangered and threatened  
species listed under both State and Commonwealth legislation such as cockatoos (eg 
Carnabys Black Cockatoo, Baudin’s black cockatoo)  and the western ringtail possum 
that are frequently seen feeding or known to occur  in the native vegetation behind the 
existing premises that will be effected.  

 

Submission No. 11 
 
I am alarmed to hear of the proposed development at Bayonet Head 
There is an abundance of already cleared land around Albany and this is 100ha of high quality 
bushland with 7 priority flora and one rare orchid 
It is an area which is very diverse in its range of habitats with a significant population of banksia 
coccinea 
The proposal that a few islands of bush be retained is just not viable and would only encourage 
weed invasion and the spread of dieback,completely removing its function of a wildlife corridor 
It is absolutely essential that we preserve bushland of this quality for future generations 
 

Submission No. 12 
 
Public submission to the EPA 
 
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Dr Vogel, 
 
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

                                                 
5 Element 3 Lot Layout – Criteria for evaluation of detailed area plans (Table 10).  



• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared.  

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction.  

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback.  

• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 
mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that 
the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk.  

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it.  

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development.  

• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 
isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention.  



• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle 
are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer 
with the loss and fragmentation of habitat.  

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife.  

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”.  

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  
which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 
of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlands.  

 
I live in an area in Bayonet Head that was pristine native bushland up until six 
years ago.   Despite there being restrictive covenants in place concerning 
clearing many residents have chosen to ignore these and clear the blocks in 
favour of lawns.  Although the Albany City Council has been notified of this 
clearing, in spite of restrictive covenants, there has been no action taken by 
the council to enforce these.  Due to this I have been witness to the clearing 
of the bush, including large marri and jarrah trees some up to over a metre in 
diameter, which I am aware are known to be common feeding and nesting 
sites of both Carnaby and Baudin cockatoos which I often still see feeding on 
the trees in our block.  The impact of human encroachment on wildlife 
habitats was also clearly evident to me last week when my children and I 
came upon a Western Ringtail Possom on our block that had been 
decapitated(most likely by a cat as is still had white fur clutched in its paws).  
 
 Because of the facts stated it this letter and  personal experience, I am aware 
of the impact of this clearing and feel I have a responsibility to oppose further 
clearing and defragmentation of native bushland for future generations.  It is 
irreplaceable.  When it is gone, it is gone.  Why clear anymore native 
bushland when there is an abundance of already cleared areas available for 
housing surrounding it? 

 



Submission No. 13 
 
Is sues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
The SEA fails to justify the loss of highly significant biodiversity 
values due this proposed development and therefore it fails to uphold 
the principle of "inter-generational equity" . This biodiversity will 
be lost for future generations: 
 
These biodiversity values are as follows:  
  
Approximately 100 ha of the proposed development area comprises native 
vegetation in almost pristine  condition in one block. 
 
It contains Declared Rare Flora, Drakaea micrantha, seven Priority 
Flora, a PEC containing Albany’s iconic Banksia coccinea, a diverse 
range of vegetation types from wetland and seasonally wet areas to 
upland woodland, and habitat for Threatened Western Ringtail Possum and 
Black Cockatoos. Therefore it has very high biodiversity values 
 
As an amateur botanist, the flora surveys  underestimate the potential 
number of orchid species present and several plant species listed do 
not occur in Albany. Therefore the qualtiy of the surveys are 
questionable. 
 
The proposed development plans to conserve less than 25 ha of this 
excellent bush in several islands surrounded by housing. 
 
These islands will not be sustainable due to edge effects (weed 
invasion and disease spread) and fauna habitat will be fragmented 
 
The 100 ha forms an important connectionr for fauna.connecting Oyster 
harbor to the Albany HInterland in an already highly fragmented 
landscape. Albany needs to maintain these corridors to retain its 
visual amentiy, quality of life and 'sense of place'. 
 
The bush also has intrinsic values not only for vegetation, birds and 
mammals as described above, but also for invertebrates, fungi, 
microfauna etc.  
 
The City of Albany (ALPS) recommends sustainable development using 
already cleared land instead of clearing areas with significant native 
vegetation. 
 
The northern sector of the development is comprised of mainly  cleared 
land with patches of  less valuable native vegetation and is therefore 
suitable for development 
 
The southern 100 ha area as discussed should  be excluded due to its 
high biodiversity values which are not adequately covered in the SEA 
 
The SEA does not uphold "clearing principles" for native vegetation: 
 
1. Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises a high level 
of biological diversity: discussed above 
 



2. Native vegetation should not be cleared if it includes, or is 
necessary for the continued existence of, rare flora: 
The Drakaea micrantha  population will be in an island with adverse 
impacts on essential pollinators and fungi. 
 
3 Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises the whole or 
a part of, or is necessary for the maintenance of, a significant 
habitat for fauna indigenous to Western Australia: 
Ringtail possums are present and I see dead possums on the road 
adjacent sporadically. Cockatoos use the area for food and I frequently 
see them traversing the area. 
. 
4. Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises the whole or 
a part of, or is necessary for the maintenance of a threatened 
ecological community:  
 much of the PEC will be cleared 
 
5. Native vegetation should not be cleared if it is significant as a 
remnant of native vegetation in an area that has been extensively 
cleared: 100 ha is highly significant in the peri-urban environment  
 
6. Native vegetation should not be cleared if it is growing in, or in 
association with, an environment associated with a watercourse or 
wetland.  
Wetland and dampland vegetation is present and  not all will be 
conserved 
 
7. Native vegetation should not be cleared if the clearing of the 
vegetation is likely to cause appreciable land degradation 
Clearing will affect the hydrology of the remaining islands and result 
in spread of weeds and disease  
 
Lastly, Albany will lose more of its 'sense of place'. my son has had 
the opportunity to enjoy the environmental benefits of this bush which 
is directly adjacent to Flinders Park School. 
 
As the owner of a  landscape  supplies and nursery within  a km or so 
of the site I would substantially benefit from a suburban development 
and its gardening needs. This cannot compensate for the loss of this 
biodiversity forever. 
 
------End Issues------ 

 

Submission No. 14 
 
Public submission to the EPA 
 
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Dear Dr Vogel, 
 



I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

• My primary objection is that, in my opinion, we are undervaluing remnant 
bushland and that the clearing of land for this development is totally unnecessary. 
I understand that there is a need for more housing as Albany grows. Within a short 
distance of the proposal, to the north of Lower King Road, there is a large tract of 
already cleared land that could be resumed and substituted for the proposed site. It 
seems to me that the only reason that the option of using already cleared land for 
housing development is not being considered is that it would not be so profitable 
and would require negotiation with private land holders. 

• I understand that the land was purchased with a residential zoning. Zoning for 
development should always be subject to environmental assessment and it should 
not be a given that purchase of such land will be allowed without an approval 
from the relevant authority.   

• One other concern of mine regarding this development is the possible effect of 
lowering the water table. I understand that there will need to be extensive 
pumping to lower the ground water on the site in order to allow installation of the 
sewerage piping. I also understand that there are potentially acid sulphate soils on 
the site and if these soils are allowed to dry out, this could liberate sulphuric acid 
and release toxic amounts of iron, aluminium and heavy metals into the 
immediate environment. The pumping will dehydrate adjacent land as well and 
adjacent land should be surveyed and assessed before any decisions are made. 
Considering that the water table will need to be lowered by some metres for 
works to commence, any surveys for potential acid sulphate soils should be done 
appropriately to include this. Has the planning process taken this into account?  

• Taken from the Albany Community Environment Centre’s submission, I draw 
your attention to the details of the value of the bush documented below. I ask that 
you consider these in making a decision to disallow development of this site.  

• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will not have 
the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 66% of the 
landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared. 

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the area. 
Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  excellent 
condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven priority listed 
species have been identified on the site. The clearing required for development 
will result in the loss of nine individual plants. While some individual plants may 
remain within POS it could be anticipated that these plants will continue be under 
threat, existing amongst areas of increased human interaction. 

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, (PEC) 
Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. This community 
is both regionally significant and under increasing threat from dieback. 

• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development area are 
not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The mapping undertaken by 
Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or 
closed heath characterised by Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open 
shrub/open sedgeland) communities are poorly represented in reserves, with only 



9.4% and 10.1% respectively of the vegetation community secured. The loss of 
these vegetation communities with this proposed development will place these 
communities continued existence in the Albany area at risk. 

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the Public 
Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival of the 
remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of weeds, 
increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland goes, then 
inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it. 

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in loss of 
habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western 
Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos are likely to be significantly 
impacted by the proposed development. 

• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the animals 
range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting sites will 
reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys species) this 
proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and nesting area. The 
proposed development plans to protect token nesting areas, but limited areas of 
suitable food sources. The remaining trees, isolated from the protection of the 
surrounding vegetation, will inevitably succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-
management” - the impact of human intervention. 

• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle are both 
priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer with the loss and 
fragmentation of habitat. 

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be further 
stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, 
and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be the final nails in the 
coffins of all urban wildlife. 

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. The 
reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of fauna. The 
small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in between, will ensure 
that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain biologically isolated in POS 
“islands”. 

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  which 
also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The 
proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority of these wetlands 
and the requirement for stormwater management in the proposed development is 
not fully compatible with protection of the wetlands current and future 
conservation potential. While buffer areas are identified for some of the wetlands, 
it is not known whether that buffer distance is sufficient to protect the 
hydrological and ecological values associated with the wetlands. 



 

Submission No. 15 

Dear Dr Vogel, 

 I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

•      My primary objection is that, in my opinion, we are undervaluing remnant 
bushland and that the clearing of land for this development is totally unnecessary. 
I understand that there is a need for more housing as Albany grows. Within a 
short distance of the proposal, to the north of Lower King Road, there is a large 
tract of already cleared land that could be resumed and substituted for the 
proposed site. It seems to me that the only reason that the option of using already 
cleared land for housing development is not being considered is that it would not 
be so profitable and would require negotiation with private land holders. 

•      I understand that the land was purchased with a residential zoning. Zoning for 
development should always be subject to environmental assessment and it should 
not be a given that purchase of such land will be allowed without an approval 
from the relevant authority.   

•      One other concern of mine regarding this development is the possible effect of 
lowering the water table. I understand that there will need to be extensive 
pumping to lower the ground water on the site in order to allow installation of the 
sewerage piping. I also understand that there are potentially acid sulphate soils on 
the site and if these soils are allowed to dry out, this could liberate sulphuric acid 
and release toxic amounts of iron, aluminum and heavy metals into the immediate 
environment. The pumping will dehydrate adjacent land as well and adjacent land 
should be surveyed and assessed before any decisions are made. Considering that 
the water table will need to be lowered by some metres for works to commence, 
any surveys for potential acid sulphate soils should be done appropriately to 
include this. Has the planning process taken this into account?  

•      The following points have been taken from the Albany Community 
Environment Centre’s submission, I draw your attention to the details of the value 
of the bush documented below. I ask that you consider these in making a decision 
to disallow development of this site 

 The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will not have the 
environmental impact of this development. Approximately 66% of the landscape within 
the Albany regional area is already cleared.  

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the area. 
Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  excellent 
condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven priority listed 



species have been identified on the site. The clearing required for development 
will result in the loss of nine individual plants. While some individual plants may 
remain within POS it could be anticipated that these plants will continue be under 
threat, existing amongst areas of increased human interaction.  

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, (PEC) 
Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. This community 
is both regionally significant and under increasing threat from dieback.  

• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development area are 
not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The mapping undertaken by 
Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or 
closed heath characterised by Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open 
shrub/open sedgeland) communities are poorly represented in reserves, with only 
9.4% and 10.1% respectively of the vegetation community secured. The loss of 
these vegetation communities with this proposed development will place these 
communities continued existence in the Albany area at risk.  

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the Public 
Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival of the 
remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of weeds, 
increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland goes, then 
inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it.  

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in loss of 
habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western 
Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos are likely to be significantly 
impacted by the proposed development.  

• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the animals 
range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting sites will 
reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys species) this 
proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and nesting area. The 
proposed development plans to protect token nesting areas, but limited areas of 
suitable food sources. The remaining trees, isolated from the protection of the 
surrounding vegetation, will inevitably succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-
management” - the impact of human intervention.  

• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle are both 
priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer with the loss and 
fragmentation of habitat.  

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be further 
stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, 
and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be the final nails in the 
coffins of all urban wildlife.  

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. The 
reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of fauna. The 



small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in between, will ensure 
that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain biologically isolated in POS 
“islands”.  

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  which 
also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The 
proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority of these wetlands 
and the requirement for stormwater management in the proposed development is 
not fully compatible with protection of the wetlands current and future 
conservation potential. While buffer areas are identified for some of the wetlands, 
it is not known whether that buffer distance is sufficient to protect the 
hydrological and ecological values associated with the wetlands.  

Submission No. 16 
 
I ssues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
We are opposed to the proposed Oyster Harbour plan for development for 
the following reasons: 
 
• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land 
that would not be subject to the extensive environmental impact that 
this development would cause. Approximately 66% of the landscape within 
the Albany regional area is already cleared and should be utilised for 
housing developments in preference to clearing excellent quality 
bushland. 
 
• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the 
flora of the area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development 
area is in excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species 
and seven priority listed species have been identified on the site. It 
is unacceptable that these species, which are subject to conservation 
listings, be cleared or their future be jeopardised by the severe 
habitat fragmentation proposed. The clearing required for the 
development is at variance with the Ten Principles of Cearing defined 
in Schedule 5 of the EP Act. 
 
• The proposal will threaten the survival of a Priority Ecological 
Community containing Allocasuarina fraseriana and Eucalyptus steaeri 
and the locally well-known and valued Albany Banksia (Banksia 
coccinea).  This community is regionally significant and under 
increasing threat from dieback and changed hydrological conditions.  
 
• Other vegetation communities found at the development area are 
not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The mapping 
undertaken by Sandiford and Rathbone (2008) identified the ‘Keri’ 
(Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and ‘Clan’ (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) 
communities as poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% 
respectively of these vegetation communities secured. Any chance to 
conserve less common ecological communities, particularly in the face 
of climate change, should be embraced. 
 



• The minimal bushland that is proposed to be retained as "islands" 
of vegetation will result in unsuitable habitat and poor long term 
value for most flora and fauna species, and from experience within 
previous developments, the “islands” will do nothing to protect any 
rare or priority listed species of plant or animal. The remnants will 
face pressure from encroachment of weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, 
fire and dieback. As the bushland is cleared, the fauna that depends 
upon it can be expected to disappear also. 
 
• The loss of the majority of 110ha of high quality remnant 
vegetation will have a significant impact on local fauna. The proposed 
development will result in loss of habitat for fauna listed under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoo 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 
 
• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent 
of the animal’s range. The loss of significant areas of foraging 
habitat and nesting sites will reduce the viability of possums in this 
area. Additional development proposals in the region will add to 
habitat loss for this species. 
 
• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudin’s and 
Carnaby’s) this proposal will mean the loss of significant feeding and 
possibly nesting areas, both of which are becoming increasingly rare. 
Any trees that remain will be isolated from the protection of the 
surrounding vegetation and will inevitably succumb to dieback, fire, or 
“over-management”. 
 
• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, 
will be killed with the destruction of their habitat or further 
stressed if they can survive in the proposed fragments of bush within 
the area of human settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, and the 
threats of vehicles and domestic animals will further reduce what 
already limited urban wildlife remains. 
 
• It is of great concern that the loss of fauna is of concern to 
State and Commonwealth government, but the loss of their habitat 
appears to be of minimal consideration. What fauna will persist without 
habitat in which to reside? 
 
• The proposed development boundary includes wetland areas that 
have important conservation values and form linkages with other wetland 
and upland refuge areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient 
protection for the majority of these wetlands and the requirement for 
stormwater management in the proposed development is not fully 
compatible with protection of the wetlands current and future 
conservation potential. There seems to be no discussion as to the 
impact of the proposed development on Oyster Harbour. 
 
We request Albany Town Council take a lead role in environmental 
sustainability of the region by making a clear statement that 
continuing to clear vegetation and construct new housing developments 
is no longer acceptable. The earth is in crisis. The time for change is 
now; it is no longer in the future. 



 

Submission No. 17 
 
Albany Branch, Wildflower Society 
 
To the EPA 
Public comments regarding the Oyster Harbour Development, Bayonet Head Albany 
 
 The Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society of WA Inc. is providing the 
following comments concerning the proposed Oyster Harbour Development at Bayonet 
Head. We urge the EPA to closely scrutinise the Oyster Harbour Development to ensure 
that the proponents are accurate in their proposal, are realistic and also capable of 
backing up their guarantees to set aside and protect critical remnant vegetation and that 
this development can be seen to satisfy the Ten Principles of Clearing to the highest 
degree. 
 
 From the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) document, the following 
points need to be raised with the EPA. Each point will then be expanded on to provide 
reasoning and extra comments. 
 

1. Justification: The scale and impact that the development will have on the 
remnant vegetation within the site is unacceptable; 

 
2. Regional Impacts: The development will have significant and irreversible effects 

on Albany’s natural environment; 
 

3. Unrealistic Management Plans: The proponents have stated very idealistic 
management actions which are to be put in place during and after the 
development occurs, these however are obviously unrealistic; 

 
1. Justification 

 
As with all developments, small or large, which are dealing with the issue of clearing 
remnant vegetation, there should be the highest standards and legal responsibilities by the 
proponents to provide sufficient justification to proceed. The following points have been 
raised from the SEA for this development. 
 

• There is no justification to clear native vegetation which is remarkably intact, 
which contains such a wide range of vegetation communities and associated 
Priority or Rare flora and which also has significant landscape variations which 
adds to the richness of biodiversity. 
 

• The large amount of research and survey work which the proponents have had to 
do to assess the environmental components and quality of the site must surely 
send a signal to the EPA, and all other Local and State government agencies 



involved, that there are critical environmental values at stake if this development 
(at the current scale) gets approval. 

 
• The proponents should not totally base their justification for a development, of 

this scale, on past planning or land use policies. The planning strategies for 
Albany have and will continue to change, often quite quickly, as social, 
environmental and financial values change. Previously, the broad defining of 
areas for ‘future urban or residential’ was made with very little environmental 
justification, if any at all. It is when more detailed surveys and investigations are 
made, that it comes to light how significant Albany’s natural environment is and 
the degree to which it is under threat. The public comments received by the EPA 
will show that community expectations have changed and that the proponents of 
the Oyster Harbour Development need to reconsider the scale and acceptable 
impacts of their proposal. 
 

• Added to this is the fact that both scientific knowledge and community awareness 
of the special biodiversity values which occur in Albany are increasing, which 
means that there will certainly be many more changes to planning and land use 
policies. These changes must relate to this development primarily due to its 
significant vegetation size, composition and condition and of course community 
expectations. 

 
• The EPA must ensure that the Ten Principles of Clearing (DEC) are thoroughly 

applied to this development proposal to make certain that there is enough 
justification for the environmental impact which will result from the development 
at its current scale. 

 
2. Regional Impacts: 

 
• In line with the Precautionary Principle as stated in the Environmental Protection 

Act, the EPA must ensure that ‘The proposal has been designed to minimise, and 
where possible avoid, any serious or irreversible damage to the environment.’. 
The base line environmental conditions which the proponents have identified are 
extremely valuable, and without this, there is no way of knowing what 
degradation will be occurring in the future, regardless of the final use of the Site. 
However the underlying fact of this development is that the proponents cannot 
avoid, let alone minimise, the clearing of nearly 100ha of intact native vegetation. 
  

• The proponents have invested a lot of resources to gather site information, 
primarily about the environmental conditions which are occurring with the site. It 
is obvious that from all the studies and surveys that the site must surely be 
considered environmentally ‘special’, not pristine or having lots of rare flora or 
lots of threatened fauna running around. What is significant from all that data is 
that the site proposed for the development is natural, has ecological systems 
which are functioning and surviving, in what is an ever increasing urban 
environment. 



 

• Due to its varying topography, hydrology and soils, the proposed development 
area contains a high diversity of vegetation types. Sandiford & Rathbone's 2008 
report identified ten vegetation communities. Of specific concern is the threat to 
the vegetation community Allocasuarina fraseriana – Eucalyptus steaeri – 
Banksia coccinea. This vegetation community has been identified as a Priority 
Ecological Community (PEC), that is both regionally significant and under 
increasing threat. It is acknowledged that this vegetation community does have 
significant areas protected in conservation reserves; however it is extremely 
vulnerable to Phytophthora cinnamonmi (PC) Dieback. Large patches of this 
remnant within the proposed development area remain unaffected and the area 
contains a diversity of understorey species. The protection of this vegetation 
community should be paramount and it is unacceptable to either remove around 
one third of the PEC through the proposed development or, increase the threat to 
this vegetation community through urban encroachment. We reject the idea that 
the presence of PC Dieback in this important vegetation community should mean 
it is not worthy of protection.  
 

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on native fauna. The proposed development will result in loss 
of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western 
Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoo's are likely to be significantly 
impacted by the proposed development. 

 
3. Unrealistic Management Plans 

 
• The proponent for the Oyster Harbour Development is proposing to clear native 

vegetation which is currently, and obviously, functioning in an ecological manner. 
If this development is approved, it is then proposed to establish corridors of native 
vegetation throughout the development. The correct management of these 
corridors is then vital if they are to have any chance of long term sustainability. 
The proponents are being far from realistic if it thinks that these narrow and 
exposed strips of vegetation can be managed correctly within a development 
unless there are strict policies and subsequent policing, land owner education and 
of course budget allowances for the eventual managers, the City of Albany. 
Unless all landholders in the development and City of Albany staff are aware of 
the role of these corridors, as being promoted by the proponents, they will 
inevitably become less ‘ecological’ and more ‘parkland cleared’ and more 
‘aesthetically pleasing’. 

 
• From the SEA there seems to be many environmental issues regarding the 

development which will require Management Plans to be developed, to ensure 
that the environmental damage which is to occur will be adequately ‘controlled’. 
However the likely situation will be that the strategies and recommendations will 



simply be too hard for the future managers of the site, namely the City of Albany, 
to follow and implement. The EPA must ensure that the proponents Management 
Plans are seriously questioned regarding their relevance, likely success of being 
implemented and ensuring that they are not just ‘ticking the boxes’ to get 
approval from the EPA. A question we would like to raise is: When the proposed 
development is transferred to the City of Albany are these environmental 
measures going to continue with sufficient resources, staff training and education 
and are they going to be perpetually implemented? We have serious concerns that 
the answer to this question will be NO, and that the environmental consequences 
will burden future generations and that the proponents will have taken no 
responsibility or accept any liability for the actions they have undertaken in 
developing this site.  

 
• A simple inspection of the interface of the surrounding residential area to the 

proposed development site will show there has been significant degradation of 
areas of native vegetation. There is rubbish dumping, garden weed escapees and 
inappropriate clearing. This is what happens at the urban/bushland interface and it 
will  happen to this proposed development. This is something which the 
proponents need to be honest about and acknowledge in their documents and to be 
clear that it will not be them, the proponents, who will be managing this 
degradation, but it will be the City of Albany and its ratepayers. This is in no way 
benefiting those generations to come which must surely be taken into account. 

  
• The open space areas which are proposed to be left as native vegetation or 

rehabilitated will not support or reach environmentally sustainable populations of 
flora and fauna as the composition and density of vegetation will be constantly 
degraded by ‘edge effects’, added to this will be the fear of fire hazards and the 
aesthetic “bushland vandalism” which new and subsequent owners will want to 
have done to keep the place tidy so as not to affect property prices. 

 
• The EPA should very carefully consider how the proponents, and eventually the 

City of Albany, will develop policies relating to how residents will have to live 
with the associated wildlife which the proponents are trying so hard to protect. 
This includes possums, snakes and bandicoots to name a few. With all this work 
that has been done in identifying habitat and then excluding development from 
these areas, the proponents will need to ensure that this wildlife is protected 
forever. The proponents must also develop specific and enforceable policies for 
cat and dog exclusion or control if they are at all serious about this development 
proposal and the standards they aspire too. 

 
• The building blocks which have undergone clearing or disturbance from 

machinery and which remain unsold or undeveloped will become point sources 
for weed species. The owners will then need to clear these weeds which will then 
set up a constant battle with weeds, which will take full advantage of any 
disturbed soil. The proponents must ensure that vacant building lots do not act as 



sources of weed seed by setting clear development timelines and conditions for 
purchasers to follow, and provide resources to police these conditions. 

 
• As with all new housing developments, the first influx of owners will no doubt 

take on a sense of environmental stewardship for their new suburb. However as 
lots are sold on to successive owners or there is an increase in absentee owners, 
real estate speculators and investors, this dedication to the environment will surely 
wane. A short drive around any subdivision, even the adjoining development on 
Elizabeth St, which is located in or adjacent to bushland will be enough to 
highlight how the ‘environmental’ aspect of subdivisions is soon replaced with 
exotic landscape plantings which are ‘less flammable’, more grassed areas, illegal 
clearing and rubbish dumping. The proposed Oyster Harbour Development will 
be no different. 
 

Conclusion: 

 The Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society of WA have provided the above 
comments so that the EPA is given a wide range of evidence, concerns and public 
opinion  so that there can be a well researched, open and accountable decision made by 
the EPA.  We urge the EPA to provide real leadership in making sure that private land 
developers DO NOT destroy our natural heritage.  
 The Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society of WA is deeply passionate about 
continuing to see that native  vegetation in the Albany region of Western Australia is 
protected for its great ecological value, and also for that harder to define ‘intrinsic’ value 
that people feel when they experience a closeness to our bushland. 
 We hope that the way Albany residents have shown their concern and their 
passion has raised awareness about the Oyster Harbour Development and will highlight 
the fact that there is a real need to protect our environmental heritage which is now facing 
even greater threats. We look forward to seeing positive steps resulting from this public 
consultation so that environmental and social considerations achieve equal footing with 
the economics of residential development. 
 
Again we urge the EPA to closely scrutinise the Oyster Harbour Development to ensure 
that the proponents can: 

• provide justification for a proposal of this scale,  
• are accurate and realistic with future management plans and  
• are capable of backing up their guarantees to protect critical remnant vegetation.  

also 
• we ask that the EPA ensure that the Ten Principles of Clearing are rigorously 

applied, to the highest degree, regarding this development. 
 
Regards 
 
Peter Stewart, 333 Serpentine Rd Albany 
President: Albany Branch of the Wildflower Society of WA Inc. 
7/6/2010 



 

Submission No. 18 
 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
  
Dear Dr Vogel, 
  
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared.  

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction.  

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback.  

• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 
mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that 
the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk.  

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it.  

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development.  



• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 
isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention.  

• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle 
are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer 
with the loss and fragmentation of habitat.  

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife.  

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”.  

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  
which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 
of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlands.  

 

Submission No. 19 
 

Subject: FW: BAYONET HEAD-PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT 

Public submission to the EPA 
 
Assessment No. 1758 
Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for development 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 



Dear Dr Vogel, 
 
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared.  

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area  is in  
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction.  

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback.  

• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 
mapping undertaken by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008), identified that 
the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk.  

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it.  

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development.  

• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.   

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 



isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention.  

• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle 
are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer 
with the loss and fragmentation of habitat.  

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife.  

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”.  

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation  values  
which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 
of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlan  

 

Submission No. 20 
 
I ssues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the Bayonet Head proposed plan for 
housing development. 
This is a very difficult report to provide comment on considering the 
complexity of issues significant to the proposed land for development, 
including: the occurrence of a priority ecological community (PEC) 
Allocasuarina fraseriana, Eucalyptus staeri woodland in association the 
Banksia coccinea Thicket; declared rare flora (Drakaea micrantha); 7 
priority flora species; the size and condition of the subject land, the 
presence of acid sulphate soils; the presence of 9 wetland ecosystems; 
threatened fauna (e.g. Carnaby’s cockatoo, western ringtail possum); 
complexity of protecting groundwater and estuarine water quality; and 
protection of vital seagrass beds in Oyster Harbour from eutrophication 
and sediment run-off. I am unable to address my concerns for all of the 
above issues here but have provided the following comments. 
Broadscale clearing of native vegetation, current and historic has been 
identified as a major threatening process affecting biodiversity in 
Western Australia (WA), in addition, native vegetation has already been 



cleared below safe ecological limits in some areas and this includes 
the South Coast Region of WA. This information has been presented in 
previous State of Environment Reports. History repeats itself when we 
fail to listen, fail to care and fail to act responsibly. Let’s be 
clear on one thing we are all aware of the numerous implications land 
clearing has on our environment, it is one of the first principles we 
learn out in the natural sciences (e.g. modifications to groundwater 
and surface water flows, erosion, habitat loss, loss of cultural and 
heritage values just to name a few).  
• Of the technical appendices A-F, five of the six 
assessments/reports are internal documents. In addition, two key 
attachments including: the baseline water quality monitoring report and 
the acid sulphate soils assessment have been written by the consultants 
who wrote the SEA, Coffey Environments. This raises the concern that 
the information used to write the SEA has not be appropriately peer 
reviewed and therefore cannot be considered impartial as its accuracy 
is left open for interpretation. 
 
• The SEA states that the ‘loss of fauna habitat is not considered 
significant on a State or Commonwealth level’. This statement is 
completely contradictory, habitat destruction of a threatened priority 
ecological community that supports both threatened and endangered fauna 
on a local scale impacts on the short to medium term survivorship of 
these species. If threatened species cannot be supported in their local 
habitat how can they be protected at a State or Commonwealth level, how 
is this not significant? Is the SEA suggesting that future conservation 
programs for these species could be considered for translocation or 
breeding programs in other parts of the State or Commonwealth.  
 
• The SEA proposes to supply prospective buyers with “fauna 
friendly garden guides” and to salvage tree hollows during the 
construction phase and plant back natives in street scaping designs. 
These strategies for managing fauna habitat are poorly considered, 
juvenile and overly simplistic. After the vegetation has been bulldozed 
the intrinsic integrity of the community will be disrupted; from the 
microbial diversity of the soil, ground water recharge and drainage, 
through to the more obvious above ground terrestrial impacts. Not only 
will the loss of habitat drive the fauna away if not cause its death 
in-situ but emissions including ongoing mechanical noise, use of 
artificial lighting and dust during demolition and construction phases 
and odour emissions caused from the introduction of humans pre and post 
construction and their domestic animals will almost guarantee 
indigenous fauna migrate away from the subject land. These emissions 
have not been discussed in the SEA and are significant to long-term 
conservation.  Most importantly, we cannot ignore the impact that 
habitat fragmentation, loss of habitat connectivity and the loss 
territory will have on indigenous fauna. Once all these disturbances 
and new emissions are introduced to the habitat of these threatened 
species, it is highly unlikely that they would return to the site and 
successfully breed again. A resulting decline in fecundity for these 
species is expected. A resulting decline in genetic diversity of these 
species is therefore also expected. A loss of genetic diversity results 
in inbreeding and it is well known in genetic conservation that 
populations crash when genetic potential is reduced. Maintenance of 
genetic diversity is critical to rare and endangered fauna and flora 
species management.  



 
• The expectations in the SEA that replanting with natives along 
road verges and providing “habitat guides” to land purchases would 
compensate for the habitat loss, as if it is something we can so easily 
and effortlessly recreate. I note, no such native plant species list 
was provided and wonder are the consultants proposing to use the 
typical horticulturally breed native cultivars that we see used at 
every other housing development site? In addition, who will enforce or 
encourage owners to adopt this culture? 
 
• What does ‘Water Resource Planning for the maintenance of 
hydrology required for wetlands’ mean and how do the consultants 
propose to manage this? This area is grossly deficient in details, 
evidence, examples and appropriately proven case studies.  
 
• Surface and groundwater quality and quantity, the SEA states that 
the “baseline” data that was collected showed that natural levels are 
sometimes higher than criteria in the ANSECC and ARMCANZ guidelines. 
There is no reference to the impact that the acid sulphate soils would 
have on the natural levels. Groundwater and surface water quality is a 
highly specialised area of environmental science and the 
identification, consideration and management of acid sulphate soils on 
local water quality is poorly addressed. The consultants have failed to 
demonstrate adequate competencies or expertise in this area of the SEA. 
Is it acceptable to have an impact so great the outcome on the subject 
land results in it being listed as a contaminated site? This has the 
potential to be investigated as an emission or activity likely to cause 
environmental harm/pollution under the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. 
 
• The document ‘Residential Expansion Strategy for Albany (State 
Planning Commission, 1994’ referred to was written 16 years ago, its 
relevance to current sustainability development planning principles is 
unclear.   
 
• The SEA states that Public Open Space (POS) will be managed for 
conservation values. POS is principally open space for use by the 
public, the land use requirements of public open space contradict with 
the ecological requirements of the environment. POS will not enable 
diversity, productivity or enhance the environment for the benefit of 
future generations. The opportunity to experience, explore and connect 
to remnant bushland and pristine coastal waters will be lost to current 
and future generations if this housing development is approved.   
 
• Table 5: The table should read; ‘there is insufficient knowledge 
to address potential environmental impacts’,  which includes serious or 
irreversible damage to threatened species populations and therefore in 
applying the precautionary principle this proposal should be postponed 
until a more thorough and adequate assessment can be made. 
 
• This proposal does not support the conservation needs of this 
priority ecological community; those being the protection of biological 
diversity. In addition to the basic fact that this development proposes 
to clear 100ha (Area 1) of excellent condition remnant vegetation, the 
four isolated ’islands’ have very poor long-term ecological value nor 
do they preserve ecological integrity due to loss of fauna 



connectivity, altered fire regimes and consequently reduced 
regenerative capacities of flora species and edge effects that further 
reduce the real extent of these islands.  
 
• It is unclear why the SEA has failed to list the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 (the Act) and its relevant regulations under 
Section 5.1.2 as applicable legislation, criterion or guidance. It is a 
serious omission of the SEA that this development has not been assessed 
against the ten clearing principles under Schedule 5 of the Act and it 
would not qualify for an exemption either. 
 
• Although the land in question has very small infestations of 
Phytophthora cinnamomi other occurrences of this community are 
threatened by dieback infestations predominantly as a result of high 
recreational pressures (e.g. Gull Rock). This PEC is in excellent 
condition and with the appropriate level of protection (i.e. reserve 
listing, no soil movement and no alteration of hydrology as a result of 
land clearing which results in higher soil moisture levels and poor 
microbial diversity that is not antagonistic to P.cinnamomi) this 
community can be protected from any further infestation.   
 
• The objective of the SEA was to identify an ‘environmentally 
acceptable development area’, to assess the impact of the development 
on the environment and to identify future management to ensure long-
term protection of environmental values. The truth is that this SEA 
grossly fails to satisfy any of these objectives. Because this proposal 
cannot achieve the stated objectives nor has it been assessed against 
the ten clearing principles it should be rejected. Considering the fact 
that the current housing development at Bayonet Head has significant 
numbers of both unsold vacant land packages and unsold newly built 
houses and the fact that substantial areas of cleared land neighbours 
this proposed development site and that numerous locations around 
Albany (e.g. Gledhow, McKail) are available for housing and associated 
land uses these areas should be developed first prior to any native 
vegetation and fauna habitat being sacrificed for non-critical 
development. 
Who rules the decision making process: we the people who live, love and 
care for this wonderful natural place, or the companies who have no 
connection, see no value, no beauty and hold no genuine interest in the 
preservation and potential of the indigenous flora and fauna on the 
subject land? It is not acceptable to clear this land for housing when 
there are so many alternatives. This proposal should be rejected and 
the developers compensated so they can relocate their proposal to a 
more suitable location.  
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Submission No. 22 
Environmental Protection Authority,  
Level 4, 
 The Atrium,  



168 St Georges Terrace, 
 Perth WA 
 
Attention: Alice O’Connor 
Re: Submission against proposal to develop Bayonet Head –Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) (EPA Assessment No.1758) 
To whom it may concern, 
                                         I am a resident of Torbay, west of Albany with extensive 
background in native vegetation and revegetation, specializing in native orchids. In recent 
years I have conducted native orchid surveys for DEC, conducted seed collections for 
Kings Park Botanic Gardens and also assisted with surveys at Fiona Stanley Hospital in 
Perth. 
The bayonet Head SEA raises significant concerns for the following reasons. 

• Inaccurate reporting in floristic survey.   

• Orchid species are poorly represented in the survey indicating lack of specialist spring 

survey. 

• DRF species (Drakaea micrantha) was found during a very brief search, further searching 

could well show them across the Banksia woodland sands.  

• Insufficient portions of the bushland to be retained to sustain the DRF D.micrantha 

population or the associated fungi that it requires, the native wasp that pollinates the 

orchid and food plants for the wasps. 

• Potential habitat for Thelymitra variegata (Queen of Sheba) and should be thoroughly 

searched for this as other populations are under serious threat and further surveys 

could place this orchid as a candidate for DRF listing. 

Floristic Survey  
The species list provided in the SEA (Appendix 1) indicates a species that doesn’t occur 

in the Albany area.  Grevillea bipinnatifida naturally (endemic to Perth) is listed as being 

naturally occurring which I find highly unlikely. To me this indicates a lack of 

understanding of the flora in the Bayonet Head bushland and raises concerns as to how 

thoroughly it has been undertaken. 

 

The SEA, floristic survey shows eight native orchids as being present.  In the short hour 

walk when I accompanied a DEC survey person to the site, I noted large number of 

orchids (at least 30) and I feel this could easily reach 60 species.  This area has long been 

renowned in the past by native orchid enthusiasts as being a very diverse site.  Of 

particular note was to find four species of Drakaea (D.livida, D.thinniphila, D.glyptodon, 

D.micrantha), Thelymitra uliginosa (often grows in habitat with Thelymitra variegata), 

Paracaleana disjuncta (in bud, rarely seen in Albany) and wetland habitat suitable for 

DRF Microtis.  

 It is also quite likely that with further surveys more could potentially be located in 

suitable habitat within the site proposed to be cleared.  The D.micrantha found was 

located in only about 15 minutes of searching. 



Drakaea micrantha, Wasps, Fungi and Habitats 
Although an area around the known site of the Drakaea micrantha has been earmarked to 
be retained it’s very small and is likely to be ecologically unsustainable.   Drakaea 
require specific mycorrhizal fungi in order to survive and any areas retained must reflect 
the need to keep a portion of bushland suitable to sustain fungal levels.  Ideally upslope 
water catchments to the site should be protected to prevent possible dieback infection 
which will impact on plant communities.   
Additionally the D.micrantha orchid sexually deceives a male thynnine wasp in order to 
be pollinated (other Drakaea species uses different wasp species).  Studies indicate the 
D.micrantha wasp is comparatively rare to other wasp species and thus it is crucial to 
retain the necessary vegetation such as nectar producing plants and scarob beetles that 
sustain the wasp lifecycle (Phillips 2010).  The loss of this wasp would result in an 
unsustainable population. 
Recent studies show signs of poor wasp numbers in fragmented bushland in Perth. This 
occurred in an area of remnant to 26ha (Retter, 2009). 
Currently the Bayonet head site holds the largest density of Drakaea populations I am 
aware of in the Albany area. The late Ron Heberle indicated the previous locations of 
Drakaea close to Albany (Spencer Park) had been cleared in housing developments 
(Heberle, 1992).  The natural value of the vegetated lots at Bayonet Head should not be 
underestimated as this is realistically the last tract of high quality suburban bushland of 
its type in Albany.  It is unique and highly diverse and if any clearing occurs this will 
inevitably diminish the environmental value of this bushland.  The current proposed 
protection of bushland shows fragments being protected.  Unfortunately Albany has large 
numbers of weeds creeping in from suburban gardens and illegal dumping causes 
immense problems for future management and is already evident in areas at Bayonet 
Head.   
Microtis globula & Thelymitra variegata Surveys 
The bushland should also be surveyed in August to search for Thelymitra variegata 
which is currently a priority flora but under threat at known Albany locations due to 
trampling and vandalism.  This species is iconic and found in scattered locations from 
Perth to Albany and once seen is never forgotten.  It is possibly the most spectacular of 
Western Australia orchids. Similar habitat East of Albany holds the largest known 
population however this has now come under threat from trampling, illegal digging, weed 
dumping and road works and dieback.  To my knowledge the Bayonet Head site has 
never been surveyed on a warm day in August to try and locate this species. 
 Other swamp remnants suitable for Pitcher Plants may also contain the DRF Microtis 
globula and should be considered for protection.  Locating this orchid would require 
surveys following a summer burn which is unlikely to occur. 
 
Suggested Future Actions  

• An immediate spring survey of the entire site. 

• Undertake targeted spring survey by for Drakaea micrantha, the associated wasp and 

Thelymitra variegata. 

• Protection of the entire Banksia woodland that drains into the known DRF site. 

• Develop those portions of land on degraded paddocks and conserve the bushland as an 

iconic reserve for the future generations of Albany. 
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Submission No. 23 
 
I ssues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
We call upon the EPA to recommend that the proposed Bayonet Head 
development not proceed. It is an unacceptable assault on the 
biodiversity of a critically important area, adding significantly to 
the escalating incremental loss of habitats and species occurring in 
the Albany urban area.    
 
As a result of strong residential development in the past ten years the 
numbers of many species have declined, including the Western Ringtail 
Possum and Carnaby’s Cockatoo.  Let us just focus there for a moment: 
these species are recognised as endangered, supposedly protected by 
law, and breed and feed on the land proposed for clearing and urban 
development.  Why is that not the end of the story? 
 
The honourable option is to either protect species that supposedly have 
legal protection or for Government to stop pretending and remove their 
legal protection.  
 
The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will result 
in loss of habitat for fauna listed as endangered or vulnerable under 
state legislation and the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The developer’s own document 
acknowledges that the Western Ringtail Possum occurs in scattered 
locations across the area, and will lose feeding and breeding habitat; 
in effect endangered animals will die and the total population will be 
further diminished. This species has persisted in the Albany urban area 
for many years, for reasons not well understood, and is largely 
confined to this and one other area in Western Australia. In the past 
ten years it has lost considerable small habitat areas and, if this 
continues, the important Albany population may not be able to persist.  
We urge the EPA to view this proposal in the context of other threats 
to Western Ringtail habitat in the Albany region, including the 
proposed Emu Point and Big Grove developments, and the infill 
development happening in the existing urban areas, which are reducing 
possum movement.   
 



Carnaby’s Cockatoos are another endangered species that feed, and most 
likely breed, on the land proposed for clearing.  They have also 
suffered significant habitat loss in the region and no-one knows their 
survival threshold.  While the developer’s document tells us a lot 
about where they are now breeding in the Perth Metropolitan area, 
nothing is said about the very distinct south coast populations.  That 
may well be because they remain poorly studied, with research only just 
starting in recent years. It is not appropriate for the EPA to 
recommend a further decline in this species, at least without better 
knowledge of the implications of that recommendation.  
 
The allocation of the small remaining bushland areas as Public Open 
Space is a farcical ecological response.  They will not survive into 
the long term.  Look at every other small remnant in the Albany area – 
clogged with weeds, trampled by people, frequented by dogs and cats and 
steadily becoming environmentally derelict.  
 
The proposal suggests that these scattered ‘Public Open Space’ areas 
are “consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone 
function”. That is nonsense and ignores the scale at which wildlife 
needs to function and move if it is to persist.  The existing 
vegetation is barely large enough to be a functional stepping stone for 
wildlife movement across the area, let alone what is planned.  Read the 
excellent work coming out of WA Museum (Ric How) and David Paton (Uni 
Adelaide) on ongoing loss of vertebrates from urban remnants and 
subsequent loss of viable seed production. 
 
For example, the current proposal contains a significant area of the 
banksia heathland.  In their focus on rare species the developers 
appears not to have considered the fate of regionally common species, 
such as the Honey Possum, whose role in the pollination of the many 
vertebrate pollinated plants is critical.   As is already documented 
for other urban areas, such as around Perth, these will not survive in 
the small remnants proposed to be left. 
 
It makes a mockery of the WA Wildlife Conservation Act (1950) that 
developers can even propose the clearing of areas containing such 
significant numbers of rare and priority species.  The Quenda and the 
Western False Pipistrelle are both priority species listed under this 
Act, and both species will suffer with further loss and fragmentation 
of habitat.  One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven priority 
listed flora species have been identified on the site. They certainly 
won’t survive in the scraps to be left after clearing, so let’s protect 
them now, while we can.    
 
While we can sympathise with the EPA, given that DEC are not protecting 
these species under their own legislation, we consider you still have 
no choice but to recommend to the Minister, in the strongest possible 
terms, that protected species be protected. 
 
I thought EPA was science based?  Once again, we have a proposal 
impacting on a range of vegetation communities before the essential 
work of identifying and mapping the regional communities is completed, 
and before the work of mapping and estimating the cumulative impact of 
the current wave of development proposals and smaller scale clearing is 
even commenced.   
 



The proposal will severely impact upon one already recognised Priority 
Ecological Community, (PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus 
steaeri / Banksia coccinia. This community is both regionally 
significant and under increasing threat from dieback. Other vegetation 
communities found at the Bayonet Head development area are not 
adequately represented in conservation reserves. The mapping reported 
by Sandiford  and Rathbone (2008) in their interim report identified 
that the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by 
Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) 
communities are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 
10.1% respectively of the vegetation community secured.  Surely it’s 
not acceptable to go lower. 
 
The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation 
values. Being low in the landscape it is hard to accept that the 
development will not impact on them more significantly than indicated, 
though some are already surrounded by cleared land.  The proposal 
provides limited buffer protection for the majority of these wetlands 
and it would be good to see this increased beyond the current minimal 
level.   
 
Then there is the little matter of equity and consistency.  EPA and 
other government agencies have already rejected agricultural land 
clearing proposals in the region that have no-where near the ecological 
impact of this proposal.  How can you then allow this proposal, as is, 
to proceed?  This is a mistake Government previously made in the Peel-
Harvey catchment, and like there, would seriously undermine regional 
efforts to protect the environment.   
 
Finally, we ask what the overwhelming imperative is for proposing this 
development on top of valuable vegetation.  There is no shortage of 
cleared land nearby.  While one can appreciate that the developers have 
difficulty working to a sensible regional context, we hope the EPA can. 
 
------End Issues------ 

 

Submission No. 24 
 
I ssues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
The main problem is the loss of habitat for rare flora and the loss of 
connectivity between Oyster Harbour and native vegetation to the west 
of the development.  As a general principal, it is preferable for urban 
development to take place on cleared agricultural land of low 
productivity. 
I would like to see more native vegetation retained connecting the 
proposed POS and native vegetation to the east and west.   
As this is primarily a public beneficial use on private land the 
proponents should be compensated for loss of commercial benefit from 
their land. 
------End Issues------ 

 

Submission No. 25 
 



Dear Dr Vogel 
 
Please find attached the submission from the Albany Community Environment Centre 
Inc (ACEC) regarding this proposal.  
 
The ACEC has been active in Albany since the early 1990's and currently has over fifty 
paid-up members and over eighty subscribers to our email notices. 
 
We have been aware for some time that this piece of bushland was under threat. And 
despite all the work that has gone into the assessment thus far, by both the proponents' 
consultants and the various government agencies involved in the process, we still believe 
that there is more to be learnt about this parcel of bush; such is its complexity and 
uniqueness. 
 
On behalf of the members, I urge you to reject this proposal outright and recommend that 
the property in question be recommended for acquisition by the government and set aside 
as a regional nature reserve. 
 
yours sincerely 
 
 
Peter Morris 
Convenor 
ACEC Inc. 
 
The Albany Community Environment Centre Inc. 14/06/10  
 
EPA Assessment No. 1758 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Public Comment 
 
Overview 
The Albany Community Environment Centre (ACEC) wishes to express its 
opposition to the Bayonet Head Plan for urban development. While there is the 
potential for some landuse change, converting the already cleared land to urban 
development, the ACEC believes the proposal as it currently stands will have a 
negative impact on local floral communities, ecosystem connectivity, fauna 
populations and the Albany community’s connection to the natural environment. 
 
In addition, the ACEC believes the remediation measures highlighted by the 
proposal are either not adequate to address the environmental issues at hand or 
are not yet properly developed to ensure the Albany community can have faith in 
the proponents’ commitment and ability to deliver outcomes that would ensure 
that the species and communities in question would have the best chance to 
survive given the threats the current proposal would place on the remaining flora 
and fauna. 



In summary the ACEC urges the EPA to reject the current proposal as 
environmentally unacceptable. It asks the proponents to resubmit their 
application with a more sustainable development boundary and appropriately 
resourced and developed management plans that will not place such a heavy 
stress on the abundance and representativeness of the current ecological 
communities. 
 
The proposed development site is not strategically placed 
The proposed development is sited in a fringe, though growing, area of Albany, 
whose distance from the city centre has enabled some urban development to co-
exist within a bush and farmland setting with minimal impact on the pockets of 
remnant vegetation.  However, past development in this region has largely taken 
place in a social and planning environment that did not recognise the future 
challenges of urban sprawl. Challenges such as removing unique habitats, 
sustainably meeting transport needs and community linkages, climate change, 
water quality and changes to hydrological regimes, and the loss of the unique 
Albany feeling provided by its natural environment were not considered in earlier 
developmental planning. 
 
Albany Community Environment Centre (Inc) 
PO Box 1780 
Albany WA 
6331 
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A modern understanding of the importance of preserving native vegetation and 
the 
associated fauna is growing in Albany. However, as yet, the placement of urban 
centres is 
not truly strategic. Unfortunately the proposed development for Bayonet Head will 
remove 
locally and regionally significant flora and fauna, while placing additional stress 
on what 
will be 'preserved'. Given that large areas of already cleared land, with more 
suitable 
transport linkages and easier water management issues are available for housing 
around 
Albany, this current proposal cannot be seen as strategically placed. As such the 
loss of 
important biodiversity values when alternatives are available is unacceptable. 
Risks to local flora 
The Albany Community Environment Centre believes the current proposal will 
have an 
unacceptable impact on the flora and fauna of the area. Much of the vegetation in 
the 



proposed development area is in excellent condition. The area contains one 
Declared 
Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven priority listed species. Additionally, it 
contains a 
Priority Ecological Community, as well as other vegetation communities that are 
poorly 
represented in conservation reserves in the Albany area. 
Due to its varying topography, hydrology and soils, the proposed development 
area 
contains a high diversity of vegetation types. Sandiford & Rathbone's 2008 report 
identified 
ten vegetation communities. Of specific concern is the threat to the vegetation 
community 
Allocasuarina fraseriana – Eucalyptus steaeri – Banksia coccinia. This vegetation 
community has been identified as a Priority Ecological Community (PEC), that is 
both 
regionally significant and under increasing threat. It is acknowledged that this 
vegetation 
community does have significant areas protected in conservation reserves, 
however it is 
extremely vulnerable to Phytopthera cinnamonmi (Pc) dieback. Large patches of 
this 
remnant within the proposed development area remain unaffected and the area 
contains a 
diversity of understorey species. 
The protection of this vegetation community should be paramount and it is 
unacceptable to 
either remove around one third of the PEC through the proposed development 
or, increase 
the threat to this vegetation community through urban encroachment. The ACEC 
rejects 
the idea that the presence of Pc dieback in this important vegetation community 
should 
mean it is not worthy of protection. 
While Pc dieback may eventually change the area’s composition, the threat 
should be 
appropriately managed and further threats should not be placed on it. If Pc 
dieback control 
measures are not successful, the area should still be allowed to evolve with the 
chance to 
remain a unique piece of quality bushland, even with a changed species 
ensemble. It is 
also concerning that Pc dieback management is not fully outlined by the 
proponents, 
rather they put the responsibility on an unnamed 'appropriate organisation' which 
would in 



all likelihood be an already under-resourced City of Albany conservation/bush 
care team. 
Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development area are 
not 
adequately represented in conservation reserves. The mapping undertaken by 
Sandiford 
and Rathbone (2008), identified that the Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed 
heath 
characterised by Kunzea ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open 
sedgeland) 
communities are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% 
respectively of 
the vegetation communities secured. The loss of these vegetation communities 
with this 
proposed development would place these communities’ continued existence in 
the Albany 
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area at risk. 
The ACEC also believes the removal of Declared Rare Flora and Priority species 
by the 
proposal is inappropriate. The clearing required for development will result in the 
loss of 
nine individual plants. While some individual plants may remain within POS it 
could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue to be under threat, existing amongst 
areas of 
increased human interaction. 
The fragmentation of that bushland proposed to be retained in POS areas will not 
be 
supportive to the long-term survival of the remnants. The remnants will face 
pressure from 
encroachment of weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the 
bushland 
goes, then inevitably, so will the fauna that depends upon it also disappear. 
As such we do not believe this proposal meets the desired outcome of the 
principle of 
conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity, as the proposal 
cannot fully 
protect local and regionally significant flora and fauna species and vegetation 
communities. 
Additionally, the on-going management of the remnant vegetation is still in 
question and 
the proposal does not adequately address the issues the remaining bushland will 
face if 
the development, as proposed, goes ahead. As the proposal is to hand 
management of 



the bushland over to the City of Albany, the ACEC believes it is appropriate that 
adequate 
resources be provided to the city by the proponents to enable long-term 
management of 
weeds, tracks, Pc dieback and domestic and feral animals. Anything short of this, 
given 
that alternative housing opportunities exist, is both inter-generationally unsound 
and 
externalising the true cost of the proposed development. Given the scope of 
clearing and 
the management options seemingly preferred by the proponents, we believe that 
the 
proposal does not meet the Principle of inter-generational equity despite claims 
in Table 5 
of the proposal document. 
Risks to local fauna 
The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a significant 
impact 
on local fauna. The proposed development will result in loss of habitat for fauna 
listed 
under Commonwealth legislation, the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999. Two species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-
tailed Black 
Cockatoos are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 
With regard to the Western Ringtail Possum, this federally listed threatened 
species 
should be protected in urban environments. We are fortunate to live in an area 
where such 
animals can live so close to humans. Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animal’s range. 
The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting sites will reduce the 
viability of 
possums in this area. It is not appropriate for these animals to be further 
threatened 
through development when alternative vacant land is available. 
For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudin’s and Carnaby’s species) this 
proposal 
will mean the loss of a significant feeding and nesting area. The proposed 
development 
proposes to protect token nesting areas and only limited areas of suitable food 
sources. 
The remaining trees, isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, 
will 
inevitably succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention. 
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There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation 
Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western False Pipistrelle are both priority 
species listed 
under this act, and both species will suffer with the loss and fragmentation of 
habitat. 
All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be further 
stressed 
with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions into bush areas, and the 
threats of 
vehicles and domestic animals will be the final nails in the coffins of all urban 
wildlife. 
The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space (POS) areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. The 
reality is that 
this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of fauna. The small 
remnants, with 
oceans of sterile human environment in between, will ensure that the remaining 
fauna, and 
flora, will remain biologically isolated in POS “islands”. 
Furthermore, the ACEC questions the selection process for the POS areas. Was 
it really 
due to protecting poorly represented vegetation communities in conservation 
POS, or was 
it more to do with retaining wetland areas, which can't be easily built upon, and 
for use 
with storm water management? 
While the planting of local trees in public open space and road verges is a 
positive thing 
the ACEC questions the proponents’ use of this as a tool to offset the loss of 
habitat due to 
clearing. The length of time required for this vegetation to be of significant habitat 
value, 
especially given its dissociation from the bushland, can be significant. As such, 
while we 
agree with the use of local plant species in public open space we do not believe it 
should 
be used as leverage to allow the destruction of quality natural habitat. 
Finally, if the proposal is to go ahead the developers should do more than 
encourage the 
use of native gardens and domestic pet control. The level of encouragement is 
too open to 
abuse by developers. This was seen in the adjacent development that originally 
promised 
to promote local species but then allowed the display homes in the area (which 
set a 



benchmark for future homebuyers) to plant mainly exotic or non-fauna friendly 
gardens. 
While still a 'young' development, there is no sign that the local environment is 
being 
considered when it comes to private landscape decisions. 
Many developers now insist on a range of 'standards' such as controlling the 
style of 
fencing and house facades. Given the sensitive nature of the area and what 
would be lost 
under the current proposal we believe that best practice should be to insist on the 
use of 
local native plants as the only garden type allowed (with the exception of utility 
garden 
areas such as for food production). This requirement would set a new community 
standard 
that would not only benefit the Albany environment but also its peoples’ 
association with its 
surroundings. 
Wetlands, hydrology and Water Sensitive Urban Design 
The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands that have 
important 
local values (6 conservation category wetlands) that also form linkages with the 
nearby 
Oyster Harbour and upland areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient 
protection for 
the majority of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management 
in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the wetlands’ 
current and 
future conservation potential. 
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While the proposed buffers will provide some protection, the composition, design 
and 
management is not yet fully detailed enough to show that the development will 
properly 
manage the causes of any adverse impacts on the wetlands. For example; grass 
and 
other weed invasion issues, fertiliser use, native vegetation width and density, 
acceptable 
level of surrounding inundation times and heights (especially given the limited 
study 
period). Because of this the ACEC believes that the development should not be 
approved 
until comprehensive, adequately resourced water and associated vegetation 
plans are 
presented. 



While the proposal appears to have mapped the wetlands within the 
development 
footprint, there appears to have been an oversight, excluding a large wetland 
area in the 
northern section of the site. The wetland mapping conducted by the Department 
of Water 
mapped a large wetland, labelled No. 62. (figure 14). While this wetland was 
classified as 
“resource enhancement”, and is not considered to have high conservation 
values, it would 
not be appropriate to develop within the boundary of this wetland. 
Similarly, Figure 3 does not show any buffers to wetland No’s 41, 8, 57, and 63. 
Are these 
wetlands not worthy of any protection? Wetlands 8 and 57 are classified as 
conservation 
wetlands. 
With regards to catchment management, unfortunately the promise of 'best 
practice water 
sensitive urban design' can - and has - ended up with less than adequate 
designs that only 
pay lip service to what can be done to effectively manage the altered hydrology 
of an area 
for maximum environmental and social benefits. It is therefore important that 
agreed 
design and resources for water management, from the block and street level up, 
are 
provided before approval to alter the current hydrology of the conservation 
category 
wetlands be allowed. 
For example, the use of road side swales as an alternative to kerb and pipe 
drainage 
should be considered where possible as a means to improve groundwater 
infiltration, 
nutrient and pollution stripping and reduce artificially high water levels in 
receiving water 
bodies. If the proposed development is to go ahead it should be with the highest 
level of 
water and wetland management as a prerequisite to ensure the protection of 
wetlands 
within and adjacent to the development boundary. 
Summary 
The Albany Community Environment Centre believes the current proposal is 
neither 
strategic in its scope nor fully addresses the management issues that such a 
proposal will 



face. The loss of key plant species and the increased threat to ecological 
communities and 
animals is environmentally unacceptable given that alternatives exist. The ACEC 
would 
like to see the current proposed development boundary rejected by the EPA and 
a more 
sustainable plan provided by the proponents. 
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Summary 
 
Drakaea micrantha is a Declared Rare Flora species currently listed as Endangered in 
Western Australia and Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. The species is ecologically 
specialised being pollinated by a single species of thynnine wasp and reliant on a specific 
mycorrhizal fungus for germination and annual growth. According to section 5.2.4 of the 
Bayonet Head – Plan for Development Strategic Environmental Assessment, only 2 ha of 
the habitat in which Drakaea micrantha was recorded at the survey site will be retained. 
Further, the surrounding bushland remnant (Public Open Space 13) will only be 11.2 ha 
in size. Based on knowledge of the biology of D. micrantha and its symbionts, 
insufficient bushland may remain after clearing to support a viable population of D. 
micrantha. As such, the entire bushland remnant (including Lot 1000, Lot 1001, Location 
476 and Part Lot 1) should be retained. Further, I believe the survey effort was 
inadequate and a targeted survey for D. micrantha to ascertain its true extent in the site 
needs to be conducted during the species’ flowering period in spring. 
 
Background information on Drakaea micrantha 
 
Drakaea micrantha is currently listed as Declared Rare Flora and is classed as 
Endangered in Western Australia and Vulnerable under the EPBC act. The genus 
Drakaea is endemic to southwestern Australia. It contains ten species, five of which are 
listed as Declared Rare Flora, making it one of Australia’s most threatened orchid genera 
(Brown et al. 1998). D. micrantha is found between Perth and Albany, always occurring 
on relatively moist grey sands in forests and Kunzea thickets (Hopper & Brown 2007). 
The species is known from 41 populations historically and currently is known from 



approximately 600 mature plants. Most populations are small and in 17 populations no 
plants have been found during recent surveys. It should be noted that the majority of the 
larger remaining populations are closely aggregated in a few small areas. These 
populations all occur in small sandy openings in large tracts of relatively pristine forests. 
 
Like other terrestrial orchids, D. micrantha is reliant on a mycorrhizal fungus for 
germination and annual growth. However, unlike many terrestrial genera D. micrantha 
has specialised on a single species of fungus (Phillips 2010). Recent work at the Botanic 
Parks and Gardens Authority has demonstrated that this fungus is exceptionally slow 
growing and may get out-competed by other fungi in high organic carbon environments. 
Resultantly, the mycorrhizal fungus of D. micrantha is expected to be highly susceptible 
to changes in vegetation such as weed invasion. 
 
D. micrantha is pollinated by a single species of thynnine wasp, Zeleboria sp., which it 
attracts through sexual deception (Phillips 2010). In this system, the orchid mimics the 
chemical and physical appearance of the female wasp and pollination is achieved as the 
male attempts to copulate with the flower (Peakall 1990). Being pollinated by a single 
species leaves the orchid highly vulnerable to declines in its pollinator. Observations of 
all species of Drakaea have shown that if the pollinator community remains intact even 
small populations have high levels of fruit set and are potentially sustainable (Phillips 
2010). This highlights the importance of retaining even small populations of Drakaea. 
 
Comments on the proposal 
 
The remaining 11.2 ha remnant (Public Open Space 13; see section 5.2.4) may not 
be large enough to encompass and sustain a population of the pollinator of D. 
micrantha, leaving D. micrantha unable to set fruit.  
 
Supporting information 1: There is no evidence for autogamy in Drakaea leaving D. 
micrantha entirely dependent on one wasp species for reproduction. An extensive survey 
of the wasp at 105 sites from Albany to Margaret River only succeeded in detecting this 
species at 4 sites (Phillips 2010). This level of abundance is considerably lower than that 
so far recorded in other Drakaea (Phillips 2010) and Caladenia pollinated by thynnine 
wasps (R. Phillips, unpublished data). Given the natural rarity of the pollinator, the small 
size of the proposed public open space and the threats placed on it through trampling and 
other human pressures, it may not be large enough or provide the required habitat to 
incorporate a population of its pollinator. 

 
Supporting information 2: Many southwest Australian animal species are known to be 
highly susceptible to habitat fragmentation and removal. Large-scale ongoing declines in 
small areas of bushland have been recorded in birds (Recher & Serventy 1991), 
arthropods (Abensperg-Traun et al. 1996) and reptiles (How & Dell 2000). A recent 
survey of the thynnine wasp pollinators of the spider orchids Caladenia arenicola and 
Caladenia huegelii has provided strong evidence that thynnine wasps are also susceptible 
to habitat fragmentation and removal (Retter 2009). In Perth urban bushland remnants, no 
pollinators were recorded for C. huegelii and pollinators of C. arenicola were recorded 



only from a subset of reserves over 29 ha in size (Retter 2009). Further, given that rare 
species tend to be more susceptible to habitat fragmentation (Davies et al. 2000), it is 
predicted that the pollinator of D. micrantha will be highly vulnerable to habitat removal 
and fragmentation. As such, habitat remnants in which D. micrantha occur need to be as 
large as possible to maximize the chances of retaining its pollinator.  
 
Supporting information 3: Thynnine wasps have a complicated set of ecological 
requirements to achieve reproduction. The male feeds the female on either lerps or nectar 
producing plants (Ridsdill Smith 1970; Phillips et al. 2009). After feeding she is then 
placed on the ground, after which she burrows into the soil and lays her eggs on a scarab 
beetle larvae (Ridsdill Smith 1970). In order to complete their life cycle thynnine wasps 
require appropriate nectar plants and scarab beetles to parasitise. While the food plants 
and host preferences of the D. micrantha pollinator are unknown, observations of some 
thynnine wasp species have demonstrated that males may carry females in excess of 
100m to locate spatially restricted food plants (R. Phillips et al., unpublished 
observation). As such, the proposed remnant (POS 13) may not contain all the required 
resources to sustain a population of the D. micrantha pollinator. 

 
The remaining 2 ha area of habitat (section 5.2.4) may not encompass sufficient 
quantity of the mycorrhizal partner to support a population of D. micrantha. 

 
Supporting information: All species of Drakaea are reliant on a single species of 
mycorrhizal fungus for germination and annual growth (Phillips 2010). This fungus is 
most abundant in open sandy areas but also occurs more scarcely in denser vegetation 
with thick leaf litter (Phillips 2010). The proposed 2 ha area of habitat may not support 
sufficient microsites containing mycorrhizal fungi to support a sustainable population of 
D. micrantha.  

 
Survey effort for Drakaea micrantha was insufficient (see Appendix 1). Before 
consideration of any development all areas of potential habitat need a targeted 
search for the species. 
 
Supporting information: Appendix 1, the Bayonet Head Flora Species List lists only 
eight species of orchid as occurring in the survey area. However, an experienced member 
of the Western Australian Native Orchid Study and Conservation Group located 
approximately 30 species in just a one hour search, including three other species of 
Drakaea (K. Smith, pers. comm.). Further, the Albany district has been identified as one 
of the most species rich regions for Western Australian orchids (Phillips 2010) lending 
further support to the inadequacy of the survey effort. Given the diminutive size of D. 
micrantha and the number of other orchid species that were missed in the survey by 
Coffey Environment, a targeted search for D. micrantha needs to be conducted to 
accurately ascertain the distribution of the orchid.  
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Dear Dr Vogel, 
I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 
From a botanical perspective alone, it is a very valuable piece of bushland. 
Please consider the following points: 
• 100 ha of excellent bush / habitat in main southern block to be cleared with a 
few islands retained – islands not viable in the long term. 
• weeds, Phytopthora dieback etc will all impact of what ever pieces are not 
cleared, so that the development will effectively mean the entire site will be lost, 
destroyed. 
• High diversity – eight major vegetation types from upland to wetland (based on 
Sandiford & Rathbone 2008 draft report), seven Priority Flora present – not all of 
these will be conserved. 
• The distribution of several of these vegetation types outside Albany is still 
unknown, several vegetation types are at least locally significant, the Priority 
Ecological Community (PEC) is regionally significant. 
• DRF (Declared Rare Flora) Drakaea micrantha will be retained in an island – 
(refer to previous comment about the unviability of these retained islands) 
• Only a proportion (<50%) of B coccinea PEC as mapped by Sandiford & 
Rathbone 2008 is to be retained. 
• The Department of Conservation and Environment has not yet finalised its 
vegetation mapping of the area. 
• I have heard from other highly skilled botanists who are familiar with this region 
that there are too many taxonomic anomalies in the proponents’ vegetation 
consultants’ report. 
• The area of PEC to be cleared has potential habitat for DRF Drakaea 
micrantha. 
• There will be the obvious loss of continuity between 8 major vegetation types: 
upland (laterite) to mid-slope to dampland to wetland vegetation units, & 
therefore changes to hydrology and ecological processes eg Albany Pitcher 
plants in the SW wetland POS 
• Dampland vegetation type will not be well conserved. 
• This area is strategically important as a connector within a reasonable wildlife 
corridor. 
Other points to consider include the area’s habitat values for declared rare or 
endangered fauna such as the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black 
Cockatoos, both Baudin’s and Carnaby’s. 
While clearing of house sites may not require deep enough excavation to disturb 
soil profiles with potential for acidification on exposure to oxygen, leading to acid 
sulphate soils and acidifying ground water and surface waterbodies, deeper 
excavations will be required for the sewerage and drainage infrastructure. This 
may lead to problems that the developers have not foreseen and will not be able 
to remediate adequately to prevent environmental degradation, both on and 
offsite. 
Please reject this proposal as environmentally unacceptable for all of these 
reasons. 
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Dear Dr Vogel, 
 
On behalf of the Bushcarers Group Inc. I am writing to you, indicating our opposition to 
the Bayonet Head Development proposal: 
Below are some of our concerns regarding the project; 
All supporting reports and surveys of the vegetation  within the development site, 
indicate that it is both unique locally and regionally as well as being a part of an 
important coastal vegetation belt that extends from Walpole (east of the site) all the way 
to the South Australian border. This development will indelibly alter this.  
Vegetation Surveys done by Coffey  indicate there are a number of significant individual 
species and floristic associations that are of Priority significance. Only two of the species 
will be considered for protection under the Public Open Space design of the project and 
none of the floristic associations of significance will be adequately conserved. Although 
the development proposes to set aside 49Ha of the 191Ha, much of the vegetation will be 
in a fragmented design, with all of it open to public access. 
A number of Western Ring-tailed Possums were recorded onsite. This development, 
combined with that of the Emu Point Development  is significantly reducing the already 
limited range of this species in the Albany area. Opening up of the habitat by this 
development will significantly increase the risk of predation by local foxes and roaming 
house pets. If cats and dogs are allowed to be kept by owners, these two species will 
completely decimate any remaining native fauna within the development (Dickman 1996, 
Barrett 1998).  
There is also a population of Western Long-necked Turtles in the small lake on the corner 
of Cumberland and Windermere Rds and although there is no record of them in the Fauna 
assessment, my personal experience indicates they will be in the wetland areas of this 
development. There are annual mortalities of both adults and hatchlings along Golf Links 
Rd, Lake Seppings and this development will considerably increase the traffic and 
therefore the risk of mortality of this population. The ICUN considers this species near 



threatened and given they are  long lived , adult mortalities today will possibly lead to a  
population crash in the future. Currently there is no up-to-date records of the abundance 
or distribution of this species although it is only found in the South West region of W.A. 
Urban development around metropolitan populations has been shown to significantly 
impact upon population structure, fertility and recruitment of this species (Tysoe, 2005).  
Research is currently being undertaken by a student at the University of Western 
Australia’s Albany campus, on this population to determine the threatening processes, 
nesting dynamics and population structure. Traffic along the proposed roads is  a major 
concern for the future of this population as there is no other available habitat for 
individuals to migrate to and current data suggests females may annually return to the 
same areas to nest.   
The proposal seeks to develop bushland that is in excellent condition, opposing the 
precautionary principles outlined in Table 5 of the Review. Habitat fragmentation is one 
of the driving factors in native species decline  (Burbidge and McKenzie 1989,Wayne et 
al. 2006).   
Furthermore, one of the key issues for this part of the state is invasive weed species. The 
Bushcarers Group, City of Albany Bushcare Team, Greenskills Inc, the Department of 
Agriculture and DEC are all working at different levels to preserve the biodiversity of 
this area. Residential developments are key vectors in weed species in infiltration and 
dispersal into native habitat (Mooney and Hobbs 2000). Again, there are no laws or 
legislation to make developers or owners adhere to any native sensitive garden or 
urbanscape design and so infiltration of potential garden escapees, into the surrounding 
environment is a real risk at this site.  
The proposal intends to take out the only part of the bush that isn’t either already 
contaminated or unprotectable. This in itself is a major concern given the amount of 
governmental money currently going into phytophthora containment etc. There is no 
feasible way for the site to maintain and monitor the proposed containment and control 
procedures at the site. Once this land becomes opened up, the whole area will have 
people and their vehicles traversing the site and no matter how stringent the land clearing 
may be, it will only take one person on a trail or mountain bike to completely undermine 
all the efforts to that date ( Kelly, Pickering and Buckley 2003, Shearer et al 2007). 
Currently energy efficient design and site development is not a compulsory standard for 
the building industry. Without compulsory  adherence and regulation, any design or 
development plans mentioned within the Review document will most likely not be 
carried out, due to time and money considerations of the final developer, unless under 
order by local, state or federal laws (Clark 2001,Dewick and Miozzo 2002, Crabtree and 
Hes 2009, ). This is a serious concern for the EPA, as it is this communities only 
legislative voice regarding these types of development. 
 

Summary 

Although the needs of Albany’s growing population need to be catered for, this 
development intends to completely decimate a significant part of Albany’s environmental 
assets. People move to places like Albany because of it’s natural beauty but in the 
process, end up destroying the very things that make this place what it is. With over 60% 
of Albany’s original native vegetation having been cleared, there are other areas that 



would be more suited to development and pose no risk to existing remnant vegetation ie 
the Yakamia development.  
The EPA needs to significantly consider what this projects motivations are and the 
impacts it will have for generations to come. The EPA is the ONLY voice for the 
community regarding this project at this stage of development. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
Atlanta Veld 
Secretary Bushcarars Group Inc. 
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Submission No. 29 

Public submission to the EPA 

Assessment No. 1758.                   Project Name: Bayonet Head – Plan for 
development 

Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Dear Dr Vogel, 

I am opposed the proposed Bayonet Head plan for development for the following 
reasons: 

• The Albany urban area has large areas of already cleared land that will 
not have the environmental impact of this development. Approximately 
66% of the landscape within the Albany regional area is already cleared. 

• The current proposal will have an unacceptable impact on the flora of the 
area. Much of the vegetation in the proposed development area is in 
excellent condition. One Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species and seven 
priority listed species have been identified on the site. The clearing 
required for development will result in the loss of nine individual plants. 
While some individual plants may remain within POS it could be 
anticipated that these plants will continue be under threat, existing 
amongst areas of increased human interaction. 

• The proposal will severely impact upon a Priority Ecological Community, 
(PEC) Allocasuarina fraseriana / Eucalyptus steaeri / Banksia coccinia. 
This community is both regionally significant and under increasing threat 
from dieback. 



• Other vegetation communities found at the Bayonet Head development 
area are not adequately represented in conservation reserves. The 
mapping undertaken by Sandiford and Rathbone (2008), identified that the 
Keri (Closed tall shrubland or closed heath characterised by Kunzea 
ericifolia) and Clan (Closed tall open shrub/open sedgeland) communities 
are poorly represented in reserves, with only 9.4% and 10.1% respectively 
of the vegetation community secured. The loss of these vegetation 
communities with this proposed development will place these communities 
continued existence in the Albany area at risk. 

• The fragmentation of the bushland that is proposed to be retained in the 
Public Open Space areas, will not be supportive to the long term survival 
of the remnants. The remnants will face pressure from encroachment of 
weeds, increased pedestrian traffic, fire and Pc dieback. As the bushland 
goes, then inevitably, will the fauna that depends upon it. 

• The loss of nearly 100ha of high quality remnant vegetation will have a 
significant impact on local fauna. The proposed development will result in 
loss of habitat for fauna listed under Commonwealth legislation, the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. Two 
species, the Western Ringtail Possum and White-tailed Black Cockatoos 
are likely to be significantly impacted by the proposed development. 

• For the Western Ringtail Possum, Albany is at the eastern extent of the 
animals range. The loss of significant areas of foraging habitat and nesting 
sites will reduce the viability of these possums in this area.  

• For the White-tailed Black Cockatoos (both Baudins and Carnabys 
species) this proposal will mean the loss of a significant feeding and 
nesting area. The proposed development plans to protect token nesting 
areas, but limited areas of suitable food sources. The remaining trees, 
isolated from the protection of the surrounding vegetation, will inevitably 
succumb to dieback, fire, or “over-management” - the impact of human 
intervention. 

• There are also several species listed under the Western Australian Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950. The Bandicoot and the Western false pipistrelle 
are both priority species listed under this Act, and both species will suffer 
with the loss and fragmentation of habitat. 

• All remaining birds and animals, not just the threatened species, will be 
further stressed with the impact of human settlement. Human incursions 
into bush areas, and the threats of vehicles and domestic animals will be 
the final nails in the coffins of all urban wildlife. 

• The proposal suggests that a few scattered Public Open Space areas are 
“consolidated, manageable areas with a linear stepping stone function”. 
The reality is that this design will do nothing to facilitate the movement of 
fauna. The small remnants, with oceans of sterile human environment in 
between, will ensure that the remaining fauna, and flora, will remain 
biologically isolated in POS “islands”. 

• The proposed development boundary includes a number of wetlands (six 
conservation category wetlands) that have important conservation values 



which also form linkages with the nearby Oyster Harbour and upland 
areas. The proposal does not provide sufficient protection for the majority 
of these wetlands and the requirement for stormwater management in the 
proposed development is not fully compatible with protection of the 
wetlands current and future conservation potential. While buffer areas are 
identified for some of the wetlands, it is not known whether that buffer 
distance is sufficient to protect the hydrological and ecological values 
associated with the wetlands. 
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PDF Public petition with 143 signatures.  Comments include: 
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See DOW PDF. 
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PDF Petition with 74 signatories.  Comments include: 
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Submission No. 39 
 



To: Submissions 
Issues to be raised:  
-----Begin Issues----- 
From my information the development site currently consists of 110 
hectares of bushland that includes a range of habitats such as 
wetlands, laterite hills and a rare ecological community containing the 
Albany Banksia (Banksia coccinea). Seven priority flora and one 
declared rare flora (DRF) are also present. Furthermore, this large 
area of vegetation provides an important corridor providing 
connectivity in an already highly fragmented landscape. The importance 
of connectivity of vegetation is widely documented, with many agencies 
and conservation groups currently attempting to link reserves (DEC, 
Gondwana link etc). The proposed development will result in the 
majority of this parcel of bush to be cleared except for a few 
"islands" of vegetation that will have very poor long term value for 
flora and fauna. Given the large availability of already cleared land 
in the Albany Region suitable for housing (approximately 66% is already 
cleared) and the high conservation values of this site, this proposed 
development is completely unnecessary. 
 
Given the significance of this area and its contribution to the 
dwindling natural areas in the suburbs of Albany, I strongly oppose the 
clearing of this land. It staggers me that areas of high conservation 
value bushland continue to be cleared for housing developments when 
large areas of already cleared land are close by. 
------End Issues------ 
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