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Section 38G(7) 
 

PUBLIC ADVICE 
 

Proposal: Port Beach Sand Nourishment via Dredging  
 
Proponents: City of Fremantle and Fremantle Ports  

 
Decision: Not Assessed – Advice Given 
The EPA considers that the likely environmental effects of the proposal are not so 
significant as to warrant formal assessment. 
 
Background 
On 17 December 2021, the City of Fremantle and Fremantle Ports (the proponents) 
referred the Port Beach Sand Nourishment via Dredging proposal to the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under s. 38 of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986. The proposal is to undertake dredging and beach nourishment 
to address coastal erosion and maintain the amenity values of Port Beach, North 
Fremantle. Up to 150,000 cubic metres of maintenance and capital dredge material 
will be removed from a section of Fremantle Ports deep water channel (DWC) and 
used as beach nourishment material.   
 
The proposal was advertised for public comment and the EPA notes that two public 
comments were received. Matters raised in the received public comments included 
impacts to amenity values from previous works and impacts to benthic communities 
and habitats (BCH). 
 
Relevant statutory and administrative provisions 

• Environmental Protection Act 1986 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative 
Procedures 2021 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures 
Manual.  

 
Materials considered in making this decision 
The EPA has considered and had regard to: the referral information, which is 
available on the EPA’s consultation hub; any comments received during the 7-day 
comment period; information conducted through its own inquiries; and any further 
information requested from the proponent and government agencies. The EPA also 
took into account other statutory decision-making processes that can mitigate the 
potential impacts of the proposal on the environment. 
 
Consideration 
In making its decision on whether to assess the proposal, the EPA had regard to 
various matters, including the environmental principles, environmental factors and 
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objectives and considerations of significance as outlined in the EPA’s Statement of 
environmental principles, factors, objectives and aims of EIA. 
 
In considering the potential direct, indirect, cumulative and holistic impacts of the 
proposal on the Marine Environmental Quality (MEQ), BCH, Coastal Processes and 
Social Surroundings, the EPA has had particular regard to: 

• the surrounding high environmental values but small scale of direct impacts, the 
small extent of the disturbance footprint and short duration of planned activities 

• the application of the mitigation hierarchy proposed by the proponent to avoid, 
minimise and rehabilitate impacts, for example 

o avoidance of direct loss of seagrass outside of previously approved footprints  

o minimisation of impacts to seagrass and the Cottesloe Reef Fish Habitat 
Protection Area (CRFHPA) by planning to undertake the proposal activities 
outside of the peak seagrass growing season 

o minimisation of impacts to amenity values by planning to undertake the 
proposal activities outside of the summer season when beach use is highest 

• ongoing consultation undertaken by the proponent with key stakeholders 
 
In summary, although the proposal raises a number of environmental issues, the 
EPA considers that its objectives for MEQ, BCH, Coastal Processes and Social 
Surroundings can be met and a formal assessment is not warranted.   
 
1. Advice and recommendations regarding environmental issues 
 
a) Marine Environmental Quality and Benthic Communities and Habitats  

 
The EPA notes the potential impacts to MEQ from the construction activities include 
an increase in total suspended sediments (TSS) of greater than 10 mg/L. These 
increases are temporary and for short periods relating to beach nourishment activities 
and not a constant elevated TSS level throughout the proposal period. TSS levels will 
return to background levels following the completion of the dredging and beach 
nourishment activities.   
 
The EPA also notes the dominant BCH in the disturbance footprint is bare sand and 
that there is no loss of seagrass predicted for this proposal other than seagrass that 
was previously approved for removal during the previous dredging proposal. Up to 
4.4 ha of recolonised seagrass will be removed from a portion of the Fremantle Ports 
DWC that has been previously dredged, as outlined in the referral information. This 
sparse seagrass within the existing shipping channel is not considered to be of high 
environmental value in the context of the surrounding dense and sparse seagrass 
meadows.  
 
Hydrodynamic and plume dispersion modelling predicts dense and sparse seagrass 
meadows (dominated by Posidonia sinuosa and Amphibolis spp.) surrounding the 
disturbance footprint and the CRFHPA will be subject to plumes from dredging, at 
some stage of the proposal.  



3 

 
During dredging activities, areas of dense and sparse seagrass adjacent to the 
development envelope may experience shading (reduced light availability) from 
increased TSS levels at some stage of the proposal (predicted for up to 27 days). 
Considering the latest science and knowledge about the sensitivity of seagrass to 
dredging pressures, the EPA advises that there is unlikely to be any irreversible or 
significant sublethal impacts to these areas. Small and temporary changes in affected 
seagrass may occur, but these are unlikely to have a significant impact.   
 
The EPA also notes the proposal will result in a localised increase in sedimentation 
levels (burial and smothering), and a small area (up to 0.04 ha) of sparse seagrass is 
predicted to be buried temporarily at the beach nourishment site. This impact is not 
expected to result in an irreversible loss of seagrass due to the short duration and 
shallow depth of the burial. 
 
Plumes are likely to reach the Cottesloe Reef Fish Habitat Protection Area 
(CRFHPA) at some stage of the beach nourishment activities. Fish Habitat Protection 
Areas are multi-use areas protected and managed in accordance with the Fish 
Resources Management Act 1994.  However, as mentioned above, the extent, 
intensity and duration of plumes are not predicted to result in significant impacts to 
BCH in this area.  
 
Having regard to the short duration of the proposal, timing of construction activities 
(outside of peak seagrass growing season), and small extent of predicted impacts, 
the EPA considers that the proposal, as implemented consistent with the referral 
information, can meet the EPA objectives for MEQ and BCH. The EPA considers 
that the likely environmental effects of the proposal are not so significant as to 
warrant formal assessment.  
 
 
b) Coastal Processes 
The EPA notes the potential impacts to Coastal Processes from the proposal 
activities include changes to the beach profile and increased sediment availability for 
cross shore sediment transport (movement of sediment up and down the coast). 
Impacts to BCH from burial and shading caused by beach nourishment activities 
have been considered in the MEQ and BCH section above.  
 
Modelling was undertaken by the proponent to predict any changes to sediment 
transport from the dredging activities. The modelling predicted minimal changes to 
the seafloor bathymetry within the dredge footprint and therefore wave climate in the 
area. While impacts of beach nourishment activities are also considered minimal, the 
EPA supports the proponent’s commitment to monitor changes in coastal processes 
before, during and after construction activities. The monitoring should be consistent 
and aligned with existing long-term coastal monitoring in the area. 
 
Having regard to the short duration and small extent of the proposal, and that the 
proposal is designed to address coastal erosion at Port Beach, the EPA considers 
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that the proposal, as implemented consistent with the referral information, is unlikely 
to have a significant impact on the environmental factor of Coastal Processes.  
 
c) Social Surroundings 
The EPA notes the potential impacts to amenity values from the proposal activities. 
Within the beach nourishment disturbance footprint these impacts include temporary 
and localised restricted beach access, changes in water quality and impacts from 
construction activities such as dust, noise and odour. The proposal may also affect 
recreational use more broadly due to the extent of the turbidity plume produced 
during beach renourishment activities. The EPA recognises that that the existing 
amenity values of Port Beach have been altered by extreme weather events and 
fluctuating sediment transport altering the beach profile.  
 
Temporary and localised changes to beach aesthetics from a difference in sediment 
colour from beach nourishment activities may also occur.  To address this issue, a 
proposal specific study was undertaken to compare sediment colour from two 
proposed dredge areas within the Fremantle Port boundary (Success and Parmelia 
Channels (SPC) and the DWC)) and Port Beach. The study concluded DWC 
sediment was the most suitable for beach nourishment at Port Beach. 
 
To minimise impacts to public beach access, the proponent will maintain access to 
parts of the beach through a staged beach nourishment approach, and also avoid 
peak beach use times. 
 
To minimise ongoing impacts to amenity, the constructed sand dunes will be 
vegetated as part of the proposal, and this will also reduce the potential for wind-
driven transport of dust and sand.  The proponent’s stabilisation methods include jute 
matting to restrict sand movement, installation of sand trapping fences to trap sand 
on the beach and planting of dunes to be completed in winter. 
 
Having regard to the short duration and localised extent of the proposal, planned 
timing of construction activities outside of the peak beach use times, and noting that 
the proposal is address coastal erosion and maintain the coastal amenity of Port 
Beach, the EPA considers that the proposal, as implemented consistent with the 
referral information, is unlikely to have a significant impact on the environmental 
factor of Social Surroundings.  
 
 
 
  


