
LIBRARY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIO.J 

WESTRAIIA SQUARE 
141 ST. GEORGE'S TERRACE, PERTH 

CONSULTATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

CLEARING OF 20 HA OF LAND FOR PASTURE 16 KM WEST OF COOLUP, 
SHIRE OF MURRAY. - (MR COLIN ROGERS) (778) 

J 631.61(941) CLE 
COpyA 

Department of 

Environmental Protection 
Library 

1111111 11111 Lull 111111111111111111111111111111111 

930129/1 



LIBRARY 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVONMENTAL PROTECTIO:1 

WESTRAUA SQUARE 
141 ST. GEORGES TERRACE, PERTH 

PROPOSAL TO CLEAR 20 HA OF LAND FOR PASTURE 16 KM WEST OF 
COOLUP -LOCATION 1473 - SHIRE OF MURRAY. (MR COLIN ROGERS) 
(Record of EPA site meeting) 

In April 1992 Mr Cohn Rogers completed a Notice of Intention to Clear Land under the Soil 
and Land Conservation Act. The land is in the Shire of Murray and, as such, falls within the 
Peel Harvey Coastal Catchment area. It is adjacent to Conservation Reserve 23756, and in 
close proximity to Lake McLarty, both of which form part of Redbook recommendation C52. 
(see map Appendix 1) 

The Commissioner for Soil and Land Conservation rejected the application, and applied a Soil 
Conservation Notice. Mr Rogers appealed against this to the Minister for Agriculture. An 
Appeal Committee was established to review the Soil Conservation Notice, (Appendix 2 shows 
the Soil Conservation Notice and Appendix 3 gives the Report of the Appeal Committee). 

However, the Minister for Agriculture was constrained from upholding the appeal because 
under Environmental Conditions set on the Peel Inlet-Harvey Estuary Management Strategy 
Stage 2 (Condition 5) there is a moratorium on clearing for agricultural development in the Peel 
Harvey Coastal Catchment. The moratorium shall continue until the Minister for the 
Environment is satisfied that such clearing would be environmentally acceptable (see Appendix 
4). Accordingly, the matter was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority under 
Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act, and a level of assessment of Consultative 
Environmental Review was set on 22 January 1993, and was not appealed against. 

Officers of the Environmental Protection Authority visited Mr Rogers on 25 February 1993 and 
discussed with him aspects of his farm plan which had been modified since the original Notice 
of Intention had been filed. 

The accompanying map (Appendix 5) shows :- 

land to the south-east which has already been cleared, and which Mr Rogers indicated 
he was preparing to crop to oats and clover for pasture in the forthcoming season; and 

the clearing proposal which includes proposed areas of clearing and areas which would 
be left as they are. 

Almost the entire block is believed to have been logged by the Forestry Department over 40 
years ago when Mr Rogers took up the land in preparation for clearing. However, as he had no 
need for some of the land he allowed it to regrow. He has, in the interim, run cattle and some 
sheep on the land, and has top-dressed with superphosphate through the cleared and most of 
the vegetated area. It is his intention to divide the land into three paddocks for management 
purposes, and to leave an uncleared unfenced area in the north and centre of the land to act as a 
shelter belt for all three paddocks. 

There is a wide firebreak along the north and west boundaries, and Mr Rogers is proposing to 
leave a vegetated strip inside that fire protection strip. This vegetation will not be fenced. In 
the north east there is a dam in a small water course which drains water mostly from 
neighbouring properties, and on which a loch system is proposed to assist in water retention, 
reduce nutrient outflow to Lake McLarty and to regulate the flow so that neighbouring 
properties upstream are not flooded. Mr Rogers proposes to maintain a vegetated belt around 
this area. 

In the southern cleared portion of the paddock there is a sump which has been declared salt 
affected, however Mr Rogers disputes this, and notes that it is magnesium affected land, and in 
his view has not contributed to increasing salinisation, nor to tree deaths on the land, which he 
attributes to dieback. This area is to be revegetated and fenced. The drain from this area is also 
to have a loch system io control nutrient flow. 



The retained vegetation along the western boundary contains significant large trees, but very 
little understorey. Mr Rogers indicated that these trees will not be cleared as they provide a 
valuable wind break and shelter belt. He sees this as being unaffected by dieback, although he 
sees the tree deaths on the northern boundary as being the result of dieback. There have been 
numbers of trees which have died and are being gathered together in windrows for burning. 

The heavily vegetated areas which it is proposed to clear, as well as the central area which it is 
proposed to retain, are reported to be essentially re-growth. It appears that the dense regrowth 
thickets have tended to keep cattle out of this area, as the understorey is better preserved in this 
area and grasses are less in evidence. Mr Rogers has indicated that he sees no change in land 
use following on clearing. 
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I have 
read the recOr(L of the )PA site meeting fazed to 

me 08 March 1993' 

There are a number of matters which support my proposei which are not mentioned 

in the EPA nota. These are as follows 

3. I am not intending to change the land use, merely removing immature regrowth. 
The land will be fertiii.Sed with super each year to the same extent as it hag in 

the paSt. 

The land is 
infested with diebaCk,Jarrah and ochcr species are 

showing this. 

l.a time this diebck will denude 
the tarict entirely of mature nd immature growth. 

An opportunity i.o clear the land selectiWlY will assist in the control of 

dicback in 
the isolated pockets, thus making it possible to manage the disease. 

Drainage from the property currently does not occur. The drains take the 

water glowing on to our land from adjacent over cleared land. 

4. Subsoil drainage flows toward Lake Mcharty in a confined aquifer between 

the underlying clay and the surface. 
This aquifer varies between 1. and 

6 fcet and the flow is not aignifi.Cant.. 

All surface flow and subsoil flow would go through a shelter belt, of uncleared 

regrowth which would tend to remove nutrients anyway. 

Drainage out. of Lake McLarty has been blocked off and no direct drainage 

into the Peel-Har'JeY estuary occurs. Nutrient and water imput is therefore 

not directly into the Harvey estuary, so there is a better 
chance for uptake 

to occur in a closed system before it gets into the 
Ilarvey estuary. 

The land at this stage has a lot of grasses 
growing through the area in 

question so learin8 and fencing as requested would lead to better management 

of this property. 

Shelter 
beltc will be retained for shelter and also nutrient uptake. 

Car.tle numbers will 
be maintained ac acceptable levels and with fencing 

and management as requcsted, I see no ceasofl for degeneration of 
the shelter 

belt. 

Loching of the drains will ensure that drainage will be intern.alised in 
winter preventifl8 water and nutrients moving from the land. 

I would request 'thac the EPA send for my perusal, a draft copy of the CER 

before it is clrciilaLed to other departments. 

Yours sincerely, 

!A1 

19th March, 1993. 
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Map showing Redbook recommendation C52 
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C52 LAKES McLARTY AND MEALUP 
The recommended area is situated on the eastern side of the Harvey Estuary, about 16km south-
west of Pinjarra, and compnses Reserve A24739, for Conservation of Flora and Fauna, vested 
in the W.A. Wildlife Authority; Reserve C6627, for Watering Place for Stock, not vested; vacant 
Crown land; Murray Locations 252, 306, 349, 427, 430, 431 and 504, and parts of Murray Loca-
tions 350, 605, 699, 730, 750, 1154 and 1155, privately owned freehold land (Figure 38). 
In some summers Lake McLarty dries up, possibly because of a drain leading from the southern 
edge into Harvey Estuary, and negotiations to close the drain are being conducted between the 
Department of Fisheries and Wildlife and the land owner. 
Lake McLarty comes under the Peel Inlet Management Authority's Management Programme and 
both lakes come under the Mandurah and Districts Planning Study. The lakes provide fresh water 
in summer for the birds of Peel Inlet and Harvey Estuary and support a resident bird population. 
The bed of Lake McLarty supports extensive areas of sedge which are important for breeding 
swans and other water-birds. 
Reserve A24739 contains, along the shore, a belt of low woodland of paperbark. Most of the 
reserve contains low woodland of jarrah, banksia, sheoak and Christmas tree, with some low. 
lying areas containing flooded gum and spearwood. A rare species occurs in the form of. the 
heath Brachyloma preissii. 
The recommended area, together with Peel Inlet (C50), Harvey Estuary (C51), Yalgorup National 
Park (054), Clifton MPA (C55) and McLarty MPA (C56), which includes privately owned freehold 
land, Land Act reserves (including a National Park), and State Forest, constitutes open space 
of regional significance (see Figure 1, Chapter 4). The area is of regional significance because 
of its high conservation and recreation values and its proximity to the Perth and Bunbury regions 
and neighbouring rural districts. Not all land under the various tenures within the area has con-
servation and recreation as primary management objectives: to enhance these values the manage-
ment structure for this area, together with that for C50, C51 and C54-056, requires coordination. 

Recommendations: 
C52.1 That our general recommendations on planning and management of Regional Parks be 

applied to this area (see Recommendations 15 and 16, Chapter 5). 
C52.2 That the vacant Crown land be declared a Class C Reserve for Conservation of Flora and 

Fauna and that the Reserve be vested in the W.A. Wildlife Authority. 

C52.3 That Reserve 06627 be cancelled and its area added to Reserve A24739. 

EE 



C51 HARVEY ESTUARY 

The recommended area is situated to the east of the Old Coast Road, south of Mandurah, and 
comprises Reserve A23756, for Conservation of Flora and Fauna, vested in the W.A. Wildlife 
Authority; Reserve A31922, for Recreation, vested in the Shire of Murray: Reserve C2990, for 
Recreation and Camping, vested in the Mandurah Road Board; Reserves C36126, for Drainage 
and Conservation of Flora and Fauna, and C860, for Water, both vested in the Minister for Water 
Resources; Reserve C2758, for Recreation, Reserve C17318. for Public Utility, and part of Reserves 
C15028 and C25391, both for Drainage, all not vested; the southern portion of the Harvey Estuary; 
and Murray Locations 77, 733, 1209, 1275, 1496, 2320, 2986 and parts of Murray Locations 437, 
479, 613, 720 and 793, all privately owned freehold land (Figure 38). 

The recommended area comes under the Peel Inlet Management Authority's Management Pro-
gramme. the Mandurah and Districts Planning Study, and the Peel-Harvey Estuary Study which 
involves the examination of its water catchment area and the cause of the algal growth problem 
along with possible solutions. 

The area provides one of the most important water-bird habitats in south-western Australia. The 
waters south of Herron Point support large numbers of grey teal, black duck, black swan, red-
necked avocet, crested grebe and yellow-billed spoonbill. The delta of the Harvey River is impor-
tant in late summer, when thousands of ducks congregate on its banks. 

Reserve A23756, comprising a large area on the eastern side of Harvey Estuary, supports woodland 
'and open-woodland of jarrah, marri, bull banksia and slender banksia, with some peppermint 
and Christmas tree. Several low-lying swampy areas contain low woodland of swamp banksia 
and Moonah paperbark. The vegetation of Reserve A31922 ranges from low open-forest to low 
open-woodland and is dominated by slender banksia with a mixture of sheoak, bull banksia, 
Christmas tree, marri and Moonah paperbark. Reserves 02990 and C860 are situated on the 
western side of the Estuary and are characterised by tall woodland and open-forest of tuart. 

The Estuary provides an important nursery area for commercial species of fish such as sea mullet, 
cobbler and King George whiting. 

The recommended area, together with Peel Inlet (C50), Lakes McLarty and Mealup (C52), Yalgorup 
National Park (C54), Clifton MPA (C55), and McLarty MPA (C56), which includes privately owned 
freehold land, Land Act reserves (including a National Park) and State Forest, constitutes open 
space of regional significance (see Figure 1, Chapter 4). The area is of regional significance 
because of its high conservation and recreation values and its proximity to the Perth and Bun-
bury regions and neighbouring rural districts. Not all land under the various tenures within the 
area has conservation and recreation as primary management objectives: to enhance these values 
the management structure for this area, together with that for 050, C52 and C54-056, requires 
coordination. 

Recommendations: 

C51.1 That our general recommendations on planning and management of Regional Parks be 
applied to this area (see Recommendations 15 and 16, Chapter 5). 

C51.2 That the southern portion of Reserve 02990 (see Figure 38) be excised, and that this por-
tion be made a separate Reserve for Conservation of Flora and Fauna, and that the Reserve 
be vested in the W.A. Wildlife Authority. 

C51.3 That the area of Harvey Estuary south of "Ford" (as shown in Figure 38) be declared an 
Aquatic Reserve and that the Reserve be vested in the W.A. Wildlife Authority. 

051.4 That the purpose of Reserve C860 be amended to Parkiand and that the Reserve be vested 
in the Shire of Mandurah. 

051.5 That the purpose of Reserve 027528 be amended to Parkland and that the Reserve be 
vested in the Shire of Murray. 

C51.6 That the purpose of Reserve C17318 be amended to Parkiand and that the Reserve be 
vested in the W.A. Wildlife Authority. 
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May 18, 
.. .... 1992 

rCOlfl .3 Rogers and 
D F Rogers 
P0 Box 165 
PINJARRA WA 6208 

Dear Mr Rogers 

501L AND LAND CONSERVATION ACT 1945 
SOIL CONSERVATION NOTICE 

You have given me notification of your intent to clear part of 
Murray Location 1473. The area has been inspected by Officers 
of the Department of Agriculture and they have reported to me on 
this matter. 

As a consequence, I enclose for your attention a Soil 
Conservation Notice, the purpose of which is to prevent clearing 
of areas considered a potential land degrL. 'tiori hazard. 

A Soil Conservation Notice is registered as a memorial on the 
title to ensure safe management of the land in perpetuity. 

Under Section 38(2) of the said Act, an owner or occupier of the 
land may from time to time in writing request the Commissioner 
to have the Notice discharged if just cause exists. 

Your attention is drawn to Section 34(1) of the Soil and Land 
Conservation Act, which provides for an appeal against a Soil 
Conservation Notice. 

An owner or occupier of land who objects to a Soil Conservation 
Notice served upon him, may within 30 days of service of the 
Notice, appeal against the Notice to the Minister for 
Agriculture. The letter of appeal must he served upon the 
Minister, giving written grounds for any objection. 

Under Section 34(b) of the Act, an owner/occupier on whom a 
Notice is served must, if he intends selling the land, inform 
the buyer in writing of the content of the Notice and that it is 
binding on the new owner/occupier. 
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The owner must also iflfo 	
f the Commissioner o the sale with 14 

owner/occupier 
days of the sale and provic 	n the ame and address of the new 

Yours Si.ncez-ely 

(R HARTLEY) 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF 
SOIL AND LAND CONSERVATIO! 

Enc. 



ANNEXURE A 

ANNEXURE 	to Soil Conservation Notice 	on Murray 	Loc: 1473 

LANDHOLDER; 

C.ROGERS 

Uj 
DESCRIPTION OF AREA: 

MURRAY LOC: 1473 
3790rn44 -j- 637955DmN 

----- - LEGEND 
730 

/ 
. 

1016 
Remnant vegetation to be retained 

MILLS ROAD f. 
: 

and fenced (74.7 ha) 

Scattered Trees to be retained (20 	ha) 

Area cleared (24.8 	ha) 

Required fence (1.6 km) 
1515 

Surveyed boundaries 

Roads 

14 	 r \__ 	 Waterways 
7. 

Swamps 

/ is•- 	
Reserve 

0 
Sz. / 

Area of location - 119.4 	ha 

Area of remaining vegetation - 94.7 ha, 79 ~ 

Area of cleared vegetation - 44.7 ha, 37.4 	% 

1474 

S 

Lzz 0 	200 	400 	600metres 

1 	) 
9 

1 NOTE: 

6377950mM + 
/ 

,-' 	ç 

( 

., + 6377950mM 
All measurements and areas are only approximate and 
subject to on-site oertlficatlon by a Land Conservation 

Officer from the Department of Agriculture. 

DigitIzer set up - Average error 
co on 0.65 % 	- aerial photocopy (4 pta) 

Capture scale of cadastre 1:50 000 

4.Detalls of aerial photography -ROcKINGHAM-BUNBURY AREAS 

Run 5 Frame 5145 1:20 000 23.3.86 

5. AMG Zone 50 380792mE, 6378823mN 

DeputyCommissioner of Soil and Land Conservation:.................................................................... 

Date: 
Signature of CAD 
Dat.: 18\ 8 \192 
Checked by. ...................... 	Initie1 

92ROGERS.SCN Aug 18, 1992 Sca(e 1:10 000 349/86 20321VSE No: 2 



Mr Maughan and Mr Bradby visited the site on the 14 April 1992 to discuss the 

potential clearing with Mr Rogers. The Notice Of Intention (NOD to clear was lodged 

by Mr Rogers on the 14 April 1992, and proposed 20 ha of regrowth andbush to be 

cleared for pasture. 

It is understood from discussion with Mr Maughan and Bradby that the original plan on 

the NOl was drawn up by them in conjunction with Mr Rogers on the 14 April. On the 

29 April Mr Stanton from the WADA, South Perth and Mr Maughan once again visited 

the site to inspect the property, however Mr Stanton was not permitted to enter the 

property. 

On the 14 April Mr Bradby sent a memo to the Deputy Commissioner saying "there were 

no significant land degradation hazards identified, given prudent management". "There 

appears to be very little chance of nutrient loss from the area proposed to be cleared and 

pastured". 

On the 29 April 1992 Mr Maughan wrote a letter to the Commissioner which stated 

that; 

the soil type consisted of Bassendean sand ( B2 soil type) not suited to clearing under 

the land clearing eutrophication guidelines due to the export of nutrients to the Harvey 

Estuary. 
under the conditions outlined in the Statement of Planning Policy for the Peel Harvey 

Coastal Plain Catchment, gazetted in February 1992, clearing of vegetation should not 

proceed. 

(lfl) the remnant is greater than 50 ha (actually 74.7 ha.) 

(1V) the remnant is of good quality and adjacent to Koolajeerup nature reserve (a System 6 

area.) 

because of the vegetations quality and proximity to Lake McLarty and the Harvey 

Estuary and that little vegetation remains in the area, he believed the vegetation to be of 

importance to the entire community. 

He then said "This vegetation could be included in the proposed Peel Regional Park or 

added to the nature reserve. I understand that these may be a mechanism for the DPUD 

or CALM to purchase the land." 

(VU) A soil conservation notice (Notice) should be issued on Loc 1473 to provide Mr Rogers 

with some formal support for his approach to Government. 

2 



APPENDIX 3 

Report of the Appeal Committee 



REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE CONVENED TO IIVESTIGATE AN APPEAL 

AGAINST SOIL CONSERVATION NOTICE SERVED ON 

MURRAY LOCATION 1473 (MR C ROGERS). 

INVESTIGATION OF THE APPEAL 

The appeal Committee comprised: - 

Mr C W Thorn (Convenor) Regional Manager, Department of Agriculture, Geraldton, 

Western Australia. 

Mr Gordon McLarty, Farmer, Pinjarra. 

Mr Vaughn Cox, Environmental Officer, Environmental Protection Authority, Perth. 

The committee considered the appeal by meeting in person with Mr Rogers (The appellant and 

owner of Murray Location 1473), and his solicitor Mr Brett Clement, Mr Dean Maughan, 

Officer In Charge, Department of Agriculture (WADA), Harvey Mr Keith Bradby, Pinjarra 

Community Centre; and Mr Ross George, West Australian Department of Agriculture, South 

Perth. 

In addition the committee visited and inspected Murray location 1473 in the presence of Mr 

Colin Rogers. AU interviews and the site visit took place on Friday 6 November, 1992. 

Mr Thorn also interviewed Mr. D. Stanton by telephone on the 10 November 1992. 

IHSTORY. 

The sequence of events leading up to the appeal where as follows: 

Mr B Vukelic wrote to Mr Rogers advising him that he had observed some clearing of 

the fenceline for firebreaks on Lot 1473. Mr Rogers was advised of the "Agreement to 

Reserve Scheme". In the letter Mr Vukelic stated that the Department of Agriculture 

was keen to expand the areas of land placed into the agreement reserve scheme and 

hoped that Mr Rogers would consider the scheme. 



It appeared to the Committee that the Deputy Commissioner had not accepted Mr 

Bradby's report and subsequent letters by Vukelic and Maughan indicated that a Notice 

should be issued. 

Mr Vukelic wrote to the Commissioner on May 6 stating "The Department of 

Agriculture is of the understanding that the protection of this vegetation should be long 

term and secured by a "Soil Conservation Notice". However, no mention was made of 

the form the degradation hazard might take. 

On the 18 May a letter from the Deputy Commissioner to Mr Rogers outlined the 

conditions for serving a Notice, and indicated the Notice was to prevent further clearing 

on Location 1473. No notice was included with the letter. On the 9 September 1992 the 

notice was served, and stated "that in the opinion of the Commissioner for Soil and Land 

Conservation if further land clearing takes place it will cause a land degradation hazard." 

It is worth noting that both the Notice and covering letter did not identify the nature of 

the land degradation hazard. 

Under section 32(2) of the Act, the commissioner directed Mr Rogers "to refrain from 

clearing those areas within Murray Location 1473 delineated in Annexure A as remnant 

vegetation cross hatched orange. These areas are to be fenced to exclude all classes of 

livestock by 31 October 1993.' 

In early October the Deputy Commissioner and Mr Stanton met with community 

representatives at Pinjarra to discuss concerns at the issuing of that Notice. Mr Rogers 

indicated that Mr Hartley offered that an alternative plan should be drawn and 

resubmitted with the aim to reach a compromise position. As such, Mr Bradby and staff 

at the Pinjarra Community Centre had drawn an alternative clearing, plan for Mr Rogers 

property in conjunction with Mr Rogers and this plan was presented to the committee by 

Mr Rogers. 

GROUND FOR APPEAL BY MR ROGERS. 

The grounds of this appeal against the Notice was loded on 7 October, 29 days after the 

notice was served, by way of letter outlining the following grounds for appeal: 



That the notice defines the land degradation as "land degradation hazard" .Mr Clement 

contends that the Commissioner did not identif' the hazard which made it extremely 

difficult to lodge an appeal. 

That the Soil and Land Conservation Act section 4, does not refer to nutrient 

movement or leaching of nutrients off site as a cause of land degradation. 

That the Rogers family had farmed the adjacent locations 1474, 1098 for 40 years and 

that they were filly cleared and productive land. 

That clearing will not result in an increase in nutrient movement off site, (to the Peel 

Harvey Estuarine System) and this was not sufficient to support the issuing of the 

Notice. 

That the notice was motivated by concern to retain the vegetation rather than a 

genuine concern for the mitigation of land degradation. 

That the value of Mr Rogers land will be reduced by the issuing of the notice and that 

decreased land value will affect his operations and indebtedness to the bank. 

Furthermore, there will be no compensation. 

That the fencing requirements issued on the notice were unreasonable and onerous. 

That other Community measures would reduce the nutrient load to the Harvey Estuary. 

In considering these grounds of appeal it was held that only two had sufficient relevance to 

support an appeal against the Notice. 'These where: 

That the clearing will not result in increased nutrient movement off site, and to the 

Peel-Harvey Estuarine System. 

That the fencing requirement as defined by the Notice was unreasonable and onerous. 

Other grounds for appeal represented matters of equity or legal questions relating to the Act, 

and where considered by the committee to be beyond their brief. Other grounds for appeal 

were that this property and adjacent land was cleared or had been cleared in the past. This 

again was a notion of equity, which the committee felt was outside their brief. 

4 



LOCATION 

Murray Location 1473 is situated approximately 1 km to the east of the Harvey Estuary and 

200-500m South of Lake McLarty. The area is typical of the Bassendean Dune System, 

immediately West of the Pinjarra Plain, consisting of low His of leached siliceous sand and 

interspersed with sand flats and seasonal swamps. It is the oldest of the three dune systems on 

the Swan Coastal Plain. 

Vegetation in the area is typical marri woodland with patches of banksia on sands. The 

Bassendean Dune vegetation system is an intricate mosaic of vegetation essentially controlled 

by drainage. It is sandy thought-out, with low ridges and swales which are low lying, winter 

wet and swampy The height above the water table is the principle control on plant 

communities present with the highest and driest sands having low woodland of Banksia with 

scattered, Jarrah. On moist well drain soils it merges into Jarrah-Marri woodland. 

Littoral communities associated with fresh water swamps are dominated by the paperback 

Melaleuca rhaphiophylla with a belt of sedges extending into the water above the high water 

mark and species such as Banksia Littorolis. Melaleuca parvifora and Eucalyptus rudus 

(flooded gum.) 

The area has an average annual rainfall of 1000mm. 

- 	The cleared land in the area consists of Lotus sp, couch grass, ryegrass, silvergrass, capeweed, 

clover and is used primarily for grazing. Some cropping of oatlpasture legume mixtures is 

undertaken for hay production. 

INTERVIEW WITH MR ROGERS AND MR CLEMENT 

The interview with Mr Rogers took place in the presence of his solicitor Mr Clement. The 

format of the interview was as follows: 

The history of events leading to the issuing of a Soil Conservation Notice. 

ClarifIcation of grounds of appeal as outlined in Mr Clement's letter to the Minister of 

Agriculture on the 7 October. 

The intended land use for Loc 1473. 

The paddock history of Loc 1473 including previous management practices. 



1. 	History of Events Leadin2 to Soil Conservation Notice 

Mr Rogers' recollection of events were as follows: 

Letter from Mr Vukelic regarding excessive firebreak clearing. Mr Rogers believes a 

firebreak was necessary as he had been burnt out several times in the past 30 years and a 

10-12m firebreak was needed to protect his property from fires in the adjacent reserve. 

Several phone calls to Harvey office to determine the intent and meaning of Mr Vukelic's 

letter. 

Mr Maughan and Mr Bradby visited the site - no mention of the reservation was made to 

Mr Rogers. Mr Stanton and Maughan visited the site on 29 April. 

Letter from the Deputy Commissioner for Soil and Land Conservation arrived with no Soil 

Conservation Notice included (18 th May). 

Mr Rogers rings Mr Stanton several times to ask "where is the notice?" 

Notice finally received on 9 September 1992 by hand delivery 

A public meeting at Pinjarra attended by Dr Hartley and Mr Stanton, -  Mr Rogers 

understands that if an alternative plan were drawn up it could be considered. 

He stated that there were no LCD representatives on site during any of the inspections and that 

a voluntary reserve agreement was discussed but he was emphatic that he would not recognise 

any sort of caveat over his property. 

Clarification of Grounds of AppeaL 

The grounds for appeal were confirmed as listed in the section above (Points I - 11.) 

Intended Land Use 

Mr Rogers' reasons for intending to clear were that his sons had bought his other blocks and 

that he needed to increase his land area to make a living. He said that he did not need to clear 

the land in previous years as he had adequate land for his needs. He stated that he intended to 

part clear the area (Park.land clearing) so that large clumps of trees could be left and that he 

could get his super spreader in between to fertilise the grass beneath the trees. 



4. Farm Practice and Paddock Histot - 

The land in question on location 1473 had been fertilised in the less densely wooded area for 

30 years with superphosphate rates of around 90kg/ha. One hundred and eighty steers had 

been run on the property throughout that time. Mr Rogers believes that the vegetation quality 

had not deteriorated in its value due to the grazing of cattle over that 30 year period. Some 

years ago part of the property was logged to take out large timber and regrowth had occurred. 

There is a 90 day period in which to process a notice of intent to clear. The Soil Conservation 

Notice was served outside the 90 day guideline. Mr Clement, Mr Rogers' Solicitor advised 

him that even though the Soil Conservation Notice was served outside the 90 day guideline he 

should not clear the land but allow the system to run its course. 

INTERVIEW WITH MR DEAN MAUGHAN AND MIR KEITH BRADBY 

Mr Maughan indicated that his first visit took place in April, and that the property originally 

came to the Department's attention with Mr Vukelic noting 8-10 metres had been cleared 

along the fenceline of Mr Rogers property. Mr Vukelic subsequently wrote a letter saying that 

Mr Rogers had over cleared the fenceline and that he could apply under the voluntary reserve 

scheme to reserve the vegetation. 

Mr Maughan also said that Mr Guise was aware through informed channels that location 1473 

was to be cleared. It is interesting that in the letter Mr Vukelic wrote to Mr Rogers that at no 

time was a need for a notice of intent to clear mentioned in the letter. 

On the 7 April, Mr Rogers spoke to Mr Maughan, and Mr Rogers was hostile about the 

current letters and treatment, as a result Mr Maughan and Mr Bradby decided to visit Mr 

Rogers on site on 14 April. Mr Maughan mentioned that the semi Pajldand cleared areas did 

not need a notice of intent to clear, however, he subsequently found that this was incorrect 

advice and responded to Mr Rogers by telephone phone indicating that the land with park land 

trees needed to be included in the notice of intent to clear. 

The plan for clearing was drawn by Mr Maughan with Mr Bradbury on the 14 April. The NOl 

to clear was submitted on the 28 April by Mr Rogers.. 

The map was based on discussion with Mr Rogers. The original plan drawn by Mr Maughan 

was sent with a notice of intent to clear to the Deputy Commissioner, who indicated, that 

under the guidelines 25 metres along creek lines needed to be reserved. 
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On 29 April Maughan and Stanton meet Mr Rogers on site to outline the Act and to explain 

about Mr Maughan's error regarding the semi parkiand cleared area. 

A new farm plan of the block was prepared and presented to the Deputy Commissioner, which 

had a 25 metre buffer around most waterways. The Deputy Commissioner, still did not agree 

with NOl on the grounds that the remaining bush areas needed to be fenced and the fencing 

requirement was to ensure the integrity of the remnant vegetation. 

In questioning Mr Bradby and Mr Maughan, it was found that the map accompanying the 

Notice (Annexure A) was not drawn up by either by Mr Bradbury or Maughan but drawn up in 

Perth presumably by Mr Stanton. This was subsequently verified by Mr Stanton. 

Mr Maughan also stated that Mr Rogers said to him on one of his visits "if you don't want me 

to clear it, buy it then" hence Mr Maughan's suggestion to the Commissioner that the area 

could be reserved for the Regional Park. 

When asked "Does the site constitute a land degradation hazard?" both Mr Maughan and Mr 

Bradby did not believe this to be the case. In their view the paddock could be Parkiand cleared 

without causing a land degradation hazard. When questioned as to how they arrived at that 

opinion Mr Maughan and Bradby indicated that the main drain from the property entered Lake 

McLarty and the one ether drainage line entered Kooljaneerup Reserve and that none of the 

water was entering the Harvey Estuary. Lake McLarty dries up during summer and the 

contribution of deeper ground water to eutrophication in-the estuary is considered to very 

small relative to surface flows. All water flowing over the Rogers property either enters Lake 

McLarty or Kooljaneerup Reserve and does not enter the Harvey estuary by surface flows. 
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DTERVIEW WITH MR ROSS GEORGE 

Mr Ross George has had many years experience in measuring water movement through 

catchments. 

A gauged site at the Meelup catchment showed that in a 2000 ha catchment the discharge of 

phosphate load ranged between 8-3 tonnes with a mean around 4.5 tonnes. This meant that 

around 2.5kg/ha of phosphate was coming off the Meelup catchment. He stated that the 

Meelup catchment delivered much more run off than the area in which Mr Rogers property 

was located. He also indicated that different soils gave different losses of phosphate depending 

on their site hydrology, and fertiliser management. Mr George also believed that there would 

be little ground water flow carrying nutrients from Lake McLarty to the Harvey Estuary. 

He said that "the contribution of ground water flow to nutrients in Estuaries could be less than 

30 per cent of the total load." He believes that the site which was a score [II on the land 

capability chart, could be deemed to be cleared, but there was a need to leave some 

vegetation. He believes that some of the conditions if the site was to be cleared that should 

apply are: 

That grazing management would have to be carefully maintained to ensure that the remnant 

was not over grazed. 

That the pastures where not overgrazed to minimise wind erosion. 

That fertiliser management including soil testing and timing of application should be used 

to reduce any potential for nutrient movement off site. 

That vegetation be reserved around the cleared area to intercept nutrients ,  

Mr George's main concerns about the location was is proximity to be Harvey Estuary, and that 

Lake McLarty may become eutrophic, however the lake dries up over summer. Evidence 

from Mr Rogers suggests that Lake McLarty does not experience algal blooms. 

When asked "Would parkiand clearing 20 ha on Mr Rogers property pose a land degradation 

hazard", Mr George replied no, as long as the conditions mentioned above applied. 
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SITE INSPECTION BY THE COMMITFEE 

The site inspection took place with Mr Rogers. 

Management 
The site was being grazed by young "poddy cattle. Fertiiser had been applied to the paddock 

at 90kg/ha where Mr Rogers could get between the vegetation and the currently cleared area. 

Potassium was applied at 50kg/ha with the superphosphate. 

Soil 
The soils were typkal Bassendean sand (B2)types. 

Hay production off the adjacent cleared paddock was 1750 square bales/5.3 hectares and 130 

rolls/16.3 hectares. The hay was a mixture of balansa clover and Algerian oats. 

Pasture on Cleared Area 
The pasture on the cleared area comprised subterranean clover, ryegrass, capeweed, silver 

grass, couch grass, lotus and naturalised clovers. 

Vegetation 
Vegetation on the site varied with the soil type. Weaker types (low water holding capacity, 

non wetting) were dominated by Banksia. Mr Rogers did not intend to clear this area as 

indicted on his map accompanying the NOl to clear. 

Stronger soil types where clay was within 1 metre of the surface were dominated by jarrah-

math woodland. This was the area intended by Mr Rogers to parkland clear leaving large 

trees in clumps. 

The lower lying soils were dominated by paperback and the soils had a clay layer at 50-60cm. 

These areas were not intended to be cleared by Mr Rogers. 

The lower storey of vegetation contained such species as Acacia, Hakea, peppermint and 

Sheoak in a mosaic according to soil type. Redgums on the eastern side of the paddock were 

to be left uncleared. 
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Inspection of the vegetation indicated: 

little damage to vegetation by grazing cattle at the current stocking rates, as evidenced by 

marri regeneration of up to 5,000 saplings/hectare under larger trees. Away from heavily 

treed areas densities of I ,000/hectare were observed. These young trees were observed to 

be between 1-2 years old. 

that the vegetation was in good to excellent condition. 

No regeneration in fully cleared areas. 

Drainage 

Inspection of the drainage on the paddock indicated: 

that the main drain in the NE corner entered Lake McLarty, and that little water was 

contributed by Mr Rogers property with most of the water coming from adjacent paddocks 

to the east. 

that the drain leaving Lake McLarty was blocked to stop it entering the Harvey estuary as 

part of a sub-division condition on the land through which the drain ran. 

that the small drain in the middle of the paddock on the western side entered the adjoining 

reserve and the water entered the ground on a sandy area. No water from this drain was 

entering the estuary. 

the NW corner is a seasonally inundated wetland. This area was not proposed to be 

cleared. 

Intended Land Clearing Practice by Mr Rogers 

Mr Rogers intended to: 

parkland clear leaving sizeable clumps of large vegetation and understorey. 

To leave a lare timber and only remove undergrowth to allow the movement of a 

fertiliser spreader through the vegetation. 

To leave a 15 meter buffer around all drainage lines. 



To leave wet areas (NW corner) and weaker sand areas filly vegetated. 

To install a loch system to control water and nutrient flow from neighbouring properties. 

To fence a small area in the cleared part of the paddock and plant trees to control surface 

salt which was appearing due to evaporation. 

Leave a wildlife corridor adjacent to the reserve of between 50-100 meters. 

To fence the paddock such that sufficient uncleared vegetation was in each of 3 paddocks 

to protect the land from any North West wind. 

RECOMMENDATIONS. 
After visiting the site with Mr Rogers the committee reconvened at the Pinjarra Shire Offices. 

In addressing the grounds of appeal the committee made the following recommendations: 

Appeal Grounds 	1. 	Proposed clearing will not result in an increase in nutrient 

mOvment off site causing land degradation. 

In the committees opinion theparkiand clearing of Mr Rogers land would not pose a land 

degradation hazard, nor would it lead to a significant increased in nutrient movement off 

- 	 site to the Peel Harvey as: 

the water from Rogers land does not enter the estuary via surface drainage. 

the contribution of superficial ground water to the estuary is low (less than 1% 

of total nutrient load) (Deeny, 1985) and it is also likely that the higher iron 

levels at depth on Bassendean sands will demobilise the phosphate. 

the parkiand clearing will leave vegetation to intercept some nutnents. 

the proposed clearing plan as presented will not add significantly to runoff on 

Mr Rogers property, given the amount of retained vegetation, and drainage 

management proposed. 

It is the committeets recommendation that the appeal on the above grounds be 

UPHELD. 
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Appeal Grounds 	2. 	That the fencing requirements as, served under the Soil 
Conservation Notice are unreasonable and onerous. 

On the 10th November the Minister requested the appeal committee to look at:- 

the requirement of fencing on the Notice. 

the impact of current and likely future use on the need to protect remnants. 

The fencing requirements as issued on the Notice is not justified due to:- 

impractial design. Water points were fenced out and the design was excessive (11 strainers 

required). 

the remnant was in good condition. Previous grazing management had limited impact on 

the remnants quality (see site report), although less intensive than now proposed. 

future land use and grazing pressure as outlined by Mr Rogers does not constitute a major 

change and the remnant is likely to be marginally affected. 

the cost of the fence as outlined on annexure A was excessive. 

In making these judgements the committee is mindful that in most situations, remnants need to 
be fenced to preserve their quality. The committee is aware of Water Authority reports on the 
effects of grazing native remnant vegetation in the Yilgarn Shire, which clearly show that at 18 
sites the majority of grazed sited showed signs of degradation when compared to ungrazed 
sites. 

Factors which contribute to the effect of grazing on remnant conditiorr are:- 

remnant type (woodland, shrub land, heath). 
grazing pressure. 
type of grazing animal (cattlelsheep/goats). 

Rainfall zone remnant is in (low or high rainfall). 

number of concurrent years stocked. 

timing of year when stocked. 

In most situations fencing of remnants would be required for protection from passive clearing 

by grazing stock, however, this committee feels that each case should be judged on its merit 

rather than a blanket fencing requirement. If however, there is a percieved need to provide an 

"across the board" fencing protection, then community consultatation would be necessary in 

development of such policies and practices. 

The committee also consider that CALM should be involved in the assessment of the need to / 

fence remnants and the likely impact of grazing on remnants. 

13 



It should also be noted that a Soil Conservation Advisory Committee (SCAC) (now Soil and 

Land Conservation Council (SLCC) working group has reported on the matter of "Clearing of 

remnant vegetationt'. 

Fencing of remnants has to be of such a size as to be practical (ie fencing of small areas that 

would be ecologically or economically unviable should not be enforced.) An example would be 

the western edge of Mr Rogers property where a thin strip of vegetation would be protected at 

a high cost. Alternatively, there must be a demonstrated need to protect geographically 

restricted, rare or endangered species. 

RECOMMENDATION That the appeal on the grounds that the notice for the fencing 

requirement were unworkable and onerous be UPUIELD. 

It is also recommended that Mr Rogers be encouraged to submit a revised a NOl 
indicating the plans for clearing drawn up by the Community Catchment Centre. 

Other Issues Considered 

It is apparent to the committee that officers handling the NOl confused their role under the 

Soil and Land Conservation Act (SLCA) with policies prepared under other legislation. 

This is evidenced by references to the Environmental Protection and Statement of Planning 

Policies for the Peel Harvey, which do not bind the SLCA Act. 

Clarification of how the various pieces of legislation and policies interact is needed, 

particularly for field officers assessing clearing and drainage proposals in the Peel-Harvey 

Catchment. 

It is apparent to the committee that officers are trying to address issues which are beyond 

the scope of the Act. 

The solicitor for Mr Rogers believes that "land degradation hazard" as stated on the notice 

was insufficient for the lodging of a well argued grounds of appeal. He believes that the 

Notice does not give land holders the opportunity to appeal due to a lack of information. 

He also said that a "quantum leap" had to be taken from the Notice to the letter to the 

Commissioner by the investigating officer. He had to assume that the officers letter 

reporting a land degradation hazard was the reason for the land degradation hazard refered 

to on the Soil Conservation Notice and prepare a case on that basis. 
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* 	4. It should also be noted that the guidelines to convenors is issued by the Commissioner. 

The committee suggests it should come from the Ministers office to avoid any conflict of 

interest. 

5. 	The issues of equity and compensation associated with clearing controls were brought to 

the committee's attention. 

SUMMARY 

The Committee unanimously recommends that the appeal be upheld. 

However, the Committee wishes to indicate that if the Minister upholds this appeal, and 

therefore permits further clearing to proceed the Minister for Agriculture may be acting in 

contravention of the Peel Inlet - Harvey Estuary Management Strategy (stage 2) 

Environmental Condition Number 5 which says. 

"The proponents shall ensure that the moratorium on clearing and drainage in the Peel-Harvey 

Coastal Plain catchment proposed in the stage 2 Environmental Review and Management 

(Commitment 3.6) continues until the Minister for Environment is satisfied that these activities 

would be enviromentally acceptable". 

As the Minister for Agriuciture is a proponent to that strategy, it is recommended that the 
Minister seek advice as to legal obligations. 

  

C.W. THORN 
(CONVENOR) Chairman 

G. McLARTY V. COX 

Reference: 	Deeney AC. (1985). The phosphourus discharged by groundwater to the Peel 
Inlet-Harvey Estuary System., Western Australia. Bulletin 195 Department of Conservation 

and Environment, Perth (WA). 
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APPENDIX 4 

Peel Inlet -Harvey Estuary Management Strategy - Stage 2 

Environmental Conditions 



cJ 

MINISTER FOR ENViRONMENT 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED (PURSUANT TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

PEEL INLET-HARVEY ESTUARY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY - STAGE 2 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT 
MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE 
MINISTER FOR WATER'AYS 

This proposal may be implemented subject to the following conditions: 

The proponents shall adhere to the proposal as assessed by the 
Environmentai. Protection Authority and shall fulfil the 
commitments made and listed in Appendix 2 of Environmental 
Protection Authority Bulletin 363, as amended (copy of commitments 
attached). 

The proponents shall develop proposals for control of phosphorus 
through catchment management, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority, and shall implement them as 
rapidly as possible so that, in conjunction with the Dawesville 
Channel, the following objective is met: 

the Peel-Harvey System becomes clean, healthy and resilient. 

To achieve this objective, the following interim targets should be 
used: 

annual phosphorus input to the system shall not exceed 85 
tonnes in more than four years out of ten (on average) and 
shall not exceed 165 connes in more than one year out of ten 
(on average). [These are based on 60 and 90 percentile 
loads 1: and 

average phosphorus concentration in estuary water shall not 
exceed 0.2 milligrams per litre in nine years out of ten (on 
average). 
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2. 

These target figures shall be reviewed by the Environmental 
Protection Authority after 3 years or sooner if environmental 
conditions dictate, in the light of measured performance of the 
System and may subsequently be varied by the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

The proponents shall jointly prepare an Environmental Protection 
Policy for the Peel-Harvey catchment in consultation with such 
.persons and agencies as Government may specify, to the 
satisfaction of the Environmental Protection Authority, in 
accordance with the objective and targets specified in Condition 2 
above. The target date for the Draft Policy (under Section 26 of 
the Environmental Protection.Act 1986) is 31 December 1989. 

The proponents shall develop in consultation with such persons'and 
agencies as Government may specify, an integrated catchment 
management plan designed to meet the objective and targets 
specified in Condition 2 above, to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority, and which shall be in 
accordance with the principles to be developed in the 
Environmental Protection Policy for the area pursuant to Condition 
3. The target date for the implementation of the integrated 
catchment management plan shall be 31 December 1990. 

The proponents shall ensure that the moratorium on clearing and 
drainage in the Peel-Harvey coastal plain catchment proposed in 
the Stage 2 Environmental Review and Management Programme 
(Commitment 3.6) continues until the Minister for Environment is 
satisfied that these activities would be environmentally 
acceptable. 

Relevant decision-making authorities shall ensure that all 
developments within 2 kilomet:es of the Peel-Harvey Estuary System 
(as defined in the Estuarine and Marine Advisory Committee Report 
to the Environmental. Protection Authority, Department of 

- 	Conservation and Environment Bulletin 88, March 1981.) include 
appropriate nutrient-attenuating waste disposal systems and 
management practices, to the satisfaction of the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

Prior to construction, a dredging and spoil disposal management 
plan for the Dawesville Channel shall be prepared by the 
proponents, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Protection 
Authority. Dredging not already foriirig part of the proposals in 
the Stage 2 Environmental Review and Management Programme shall be 
the subject of separate assessment by the Environmental Protection 
Authority. 

The proponents shall ensure that weed harvesting and control is 
continued and increased as necessary to manage the expected 
initial increase in the occurrence of nuisance macroal.gae. 



Decisions on developments which may release phosphorus or nitrogen 
to the environment in the Peel-Harvey Estuary area and coastal 
plain catobmenc area should be conservative until the new 
assimilative capacity of the Peel-Harvey Estuary System is 
determined and the effects of the management elements have been 
measured or are being managed. To this end, such proposals for 
development in these areas shall be referred to the Environmental 
Protection Authority for assessment. These developments include 
new and expansion of existing intensive horticultural and 
intensive animal industries. 

The Peel-Harvey regional park concept, as originally proposed in 
the System 6 Redbook report (Conservation Reserves for Western 
Australia: The Darling System - System 6, Department of 
Conservationand Environment Report 13, Parts I and II, October 
1983.) shall be implemented within such time as t.o be determined 
by the Minister for Environment. 

II. If the Dawesville Channel is constructed, the proponents shall be 
responsible for ensuring that mosquito management is effective.and 
is carried out in an environmentally acceptable manner, to the 
satisfaction of the Minister for Environment and the Minister for 
Health. 

12. The proponents shall be jointly responsible for the environmental 
aspects of: 

the construction, operation, monitoring and maintenance of 
the Dawesville Channel and its impacts within the estuaries 
and within the immediate marine environment; 

the management and required monitoring of the catchrnent, and 
collection of data necessary for the development of the 

, 	 integrated catchment management plan for the Peel-Harvey 
cacchmenc; and 

all in-estuary monitoring and management, thcluding weed 
har'ves cing. 

All of the above shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority. 

13. Prior to the construction of the Dawesville Channel, the 
proponents shall prepare in stages, a monitoring and management 
programme, to the satisfaction of the Environmental Protection 
Authority. This programme shall include: 

(1) essential additional baseline monitoring required to be in 
place as soon as possibl.e and prior to construction 
commencing; 



4. 

construction stage impacts and monitoring, prior to 
construction; and 

operational and long-term monitoring, in stages, to be 
determined by the Environmental Protection Authority. 
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MANAGEMENT COMMITMENTS MADE BY TILE PROI'ONENTS 

The following list has been amended by the EPA and accepted by the 
proponents to reflect the 'whole of Government approach' which is essential 
for management of this proposal. 

	

1. 	DAWESVILLE CIIANNEL 

1.1 The proponents will conduct a detailed survey to locate, assess and 
offer protection to Aboriginal sites and heritage. 

1.2 During construction of the Dawesville Channel, the proponents will 
ensure the continuity of road access, power supply, communications, 
and water and sewerage services that require relocation, and will 
minimize dust and noise impacts upon nearby residential areas. 

1.3 Spoil from the excavated channel will be used in redeveloping the fill 
areas as a stable and varied landscape, reflecting naturally occurring 
topography elsewhere on the coastal strip. 

1.4 The proponents will manage spoil disposal to minimize disturbance to 
important land elements, including coastal dunes, tree belts along Old 
Coast Road and near the estuary foreshore. Spoil disposed of adjacent 
to the undisturbed coastal dunes will be contoured to co-ordinate with 
natural dune topography in order to minimize the potential for 
erosionb 

	

1.5 	The land area used to dispose of excavated material will be contoured 
to facilitate possible future development into a prime residential and 
holiday area. Views from existing residences near the estuary will be 
retained, taking into consideration that these views may have been 
ultImately reduced by foreshore development and landscaping, 
irrespectIve of the proposed channel development. 

1.6 Littoral sand drift northwards along the ocean coast will be 
mechanically bypassed beyond the channel entrance, to minimize 
siltation within the channel and to avoid adverse effects on beaches 
to the north and south. 

1.7 The Dawesville Channel will be maintained as a navigable waterway, 
alhough, as with the existing Mandurah Channel, sea conditions at the 
ocean entrance may frequently preclude its use by small boats. 

	

1.8 	The estuary will be closely monitored to evaluate the management 
strategy's success in reducing the algal nuisance and to enable the 
development of appropriate management strategies to mitigate any 
deleterIous effect.s that may occur. Current and proposed future 
monitorIng studies in the estuary are described in Section 13. of the 
ERMP and Section 11 of the EPA assessment reoort. 

	

2. 	CONTROL OF WEED ACCUMULTIONS 

	

2.1 	Weed harvesting will be continued most likely at an Increased rate 
untIl the weed nuisance in the estuary is successfully reduced. 

	

2.2 	PossibLe methods of improving the effIcIency of harvestIng operattons, 
and the possible use of algicides to control weed growth, will be 
evaluated by the proponents and Implemented if shown to be 
practIcable. 

1. 



2.3 The Peel Inlet Management Authority will continue the existing 

programme of shoreline management and will rehabilitate areas where 
weed accumulations or harvesting operations cause excessive retreat of 
the shoreline. 

3.. 	CAT11MENT MANACF1'ENT 

3.1 The proponents will continue to provide advice to farmers on 
fertilizer requirements, based on accurate assessment by paddock-
specific soil tests. 

3.2 The proponents will encourage further development and use of. 
individual-nutrient fertilizers, and will undertake detailed 
investigations of ways to overcome existing economic constraints to 
their production and use. 

3.3 The proponents will ensure that large-scale field trials are carried 
out to ascertain the technical and economic feasibility of converting 
use of sandy soils from agriculture to forestry. Private enterprise 
involvement in these studies will be encouraged. 

3.4 The EPA and the Department of Agriculture will continue to provide 
advice to producers to define and implement practicable and cost-
effective waste management strategies for control of point, sources of 
phosphorus. 

3.5 The Department of Agriculture will coordinate the preparation and 
implementation of a detailed catchment management plan aimed at 
reducing phosphorus losses to the estuary to less than 85 t/a in a 60 
percentile year with minimal economic or social disruption to the 
catchmen: community. 

3.6 The proponents will implement a moratorium on further clearing and 
drainage in the catchmenc, pending determination of the success of the 
cacchinent management plan in reducing phosphorus losses from existing 
cleared land. 

3.7 The success of catchxnent management measures in reducing phosphorus 
losses to the estuary will be monitored by the proponents and audited 
by the EPA. The social and economic effects of catchment management 
measures upon the cacchmenc community will be closely monitoed by the 
proponents. Current and proposed Eucure monitoring studies are 
described in Section 1.3 of the ERtP and in Section 11 of the EPA 
assessmettt report. The catchment management plan will be regularly 
reviewed by the EPA. 

0Th03 64 DDE 
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APPENDIX 5 

Map showing proposed clearing on Lot 1473 
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