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;g"(&'!-) " 1 Government of Western Australia
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
I, ‘\

Mr Rob Arnott Your Ref: 13/1616

Project Director Our Ref:  AC01-2014-0005

Main Roads Western Australia Siigpinas: [ala Hiaywag, 145.0855
Email: peta. hayward@epa.wa.gov.au

PO Box 6202

EAST PERTH WA 6892

Dear Mr Arnott

PERTH-DARWIN NATIONAL HIGHWAY — PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW —
ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

Please find enclosed matters raised by the Office of the Environmental Protection
Authority (OEPA) regarding your Public Environmental Review (PER) document
(Attachment 1) for the above proposal. The OEPA has also summarised the main
issues that were raised in the submissions (Attachment 2). A copy of the public
submissions was provided to Main Roads Western Australia via email on 13 October
2015.

You are required to address these issues and provide a response to the OEPA. The
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), in seeking your response, does not
necessarily endorse the issues raised but asks you to respond to them as you see fit
and to modify your proposal, or its environmental management, accordingly.

Please note, the submissions from Government agencies including the Department of
Parks and Wildlife (Parks and Wildlife), Department of Water (DoW), Department of
Aboriginal Affairs (DAA), Department of Planning (DoP), Department of Environment
Regulation (DER) and the Department of Lands (Dol) have been included separately
in Attachment 3. Please ensure you address all the issues raised by Parks and
Wildlife, DoW and DER and have consideration for the issues raised by DAA, DoP
and DoL.

The OEPA considers that the key issues for the proposal include:

Flora and Vegetation

It is understood that the proponent is in the process of finalising a number of biological
studies and investigations which would increase the level of confidence in the
predicted environmental impacts to significant flora and threatened communities. This
information will need to be presented in the response to submissions in order to finalise
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the significant residual impacts of the proposal and demonstrate that the EPA’s
objective can be met.

It is noted that a number of public submissions have suggested that there are still
further opportunities to avoid and minimise impacts to native vegetation and flora. This
also applies to Bush Forever Site 480, Victoria Road. It is recommended that these
suggestions are given due consideration in the proponent's response to
submissions. If there are any changes to the proposal characteristics and/or
commitments with respect to the design of the proposal, then these should be clearly
set out in the response to submissions.

Terrestrial fauna

Further information is required in relation to using the Swan Coastal Plain region as
the basis for assessing impacts on native fauna at the regional scale. Further
information in relation to this is provided in Appendix 1.

Similar to comments regarding the Flora and Vegetation, some submitters consider
that there are still further opportunities to avoid and minimise impacts to Black
Cockatoo breeding habitat (potential nesting trees).

Environmental Offsets

To demonstrate the proposed offsets in the PER document meet the environmental
offsets policy and the EPA’s objective, further information will need to be provided in
relation to the following issues:

1. It is understood that the proponent is in the process of finalising a number of
biological surveys on Offset Proposal 1 which will assist in determining whether
this site contains the environmental values and attributes to be lost. Both the
OEPA and the Parks and Wildlife notes that should the further surveys indicate
that the offset site is not suitable then an alternative offset may need to be
proposed for threatened species and communities.

2. Offset proposals must consider the need for ongoing management. This is
particularly the case for offsets that include a land acquisition component where
the Parks and Wildlife is expected to be the future management agency.

3. Further work to account for and reconcile the residual impacts with the values
and attributes that need to be offset. This also includes providing further
justification for some of the proposed offset ratios.

4. Consideration to including a rehabilitation of cleared/disturbed areas
component to address the net loss of the Black Cockatoo habitat, as suggested
in a number of submissions.

Details of the further information requested in relation to the proposed environmental
offsets is set out in the Attachment 1.

Amenity (Noise and Vibration)
The OEPA requests that the technical matters raised in the Department of
Environment Regulation’s advice of 14 October 2015 (in Attachment 3) be resolved in
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the proponent’s response to submissions to ensure that the potential impacts on noise
amenity are not under predicted and that the mitigation measures are appropriate.

Inland Waters Environmental Quality

Prior to finalising the response to submissions, the OEPA requests that the proponent
discuss with the Department of Water the matters raised in their advice of 5 October
2015 (in Attachment 3), in order to confirm the management measures required for
the construction of the proposal, to minimise impacts to the Priority 1 Underground
Water Pollution Control Area and therefore be consistent with the relevant policies for
this issue.

A copy of the summary of the public submissions and your responses will be included
as an appendix in the EPA’s Report and Recommendations. Under the Environmental
Protection Act 1986, the EPA's report is subject to a 14 day appeal period. During this
period the public may appeal the EPA's Report and Recommendations. Anincomplete
answer to any of the issues raised could cause the public to appeal and this would
delay the setting of Ministerial Conditions. Accordingly, please ensure that you give a
full and reasoned answer to each issue.

Should you require further information please contact Peta Hayward on phone number
(08) 6145 0856 in the first instance. Please advise by 13 November 2015 when you
will submit the Response to Submissions document, or to discuss any matters. Please
quote the above “Our ref” on any further correspondence.

Yours sincerely

+ 1
~{. A/

Anthony Sutton
Director
Assessment and Compliance Division

2% October 2015

Encl: Attachment 1. OEPA comments on the proposal
Attachment 2: Summary of Public Submissions
Attachment 3: Government agency comments



S Government of Western Australia
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority

Attachment 1
Perth-Darwin National Highway

PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

SUMMARY OF THE OFFICE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY
COMMENTS

This document forms a summary of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
comments regarding the Public Environmental Review document for the Perth-Darwin
National Highway proposed by Main Roads WA.

The public review period for the proposal commenced on 7 September 2015 for a period
of 4 weeks, ending on 6 October 2015.





















OEPA Comment

Proponent Response

conservation areas and wetlands that will remain after construction of
the proposal. if these are unlikely to persist in the long term, the
assessment of the significance of the impact should be considered as
the whole occurrence, not just the area directly impacted by the
proposal.

There appears to be a number of inconsistencies between the offsets
in Chapter 17 and other sections of the document. The main
inconsistencies include:

e the direct impact on Bush Forever sites in Chapter 8 and the
Executive Summary is stated as being 128.5 ha, however,
Chapter 17 states the removal of 171.5 ha of Bush Forever sites;

o the Executive Summary states the proposed offset for impacts to
TEC SCPO02 is 0.2 ha, however, Chapter 17 states 1 ha of TEC
SCP02 as part of Proposed Offset 3 (see comments below
regarding the adequacy of this offset). It is noted this Proposed
Offset is subject to change dependent on the outcome of the 2015
spring targeted survey; and

e the direct impact on the number of Conservation Category
Wetlands (CCWs) varies between five and six throughout the
PER document.

Please provide confirmation on the following:

o the area of Bush Forever that will be directly and indirectly
impacted;

e the final area of TEC SCP02 that will be offset; and

e the number of CCWs that would be directly impacted from the
proposal.

The OEPA notes that the TEC SCP02 could also be classed as SCP11
(not listed) and that a targeted 2015 spring survey will be undertaken
to confirm if the site is consistent with SCP02. Offsets Proposal 3
















OEPA Comment Proponent Response

the availability of foraging habitat for black cockatoo species, and
therefore does not mitigate the loss of 201.8 ha for Carnaby’s
Cockatoo and 120.1 ha for Red-tailed Black Cockatoo habitat.

Furthermore, the EPA’s recently released strategic advice for the
Perth and Peel region (EPA, 2015) has a preference for the
rehabilitation of areas to improve natural environments.

The proponent should take into consideration rehabilitation and
revegetation when proposing offsets.

The PER document states that 14.8 ha from six CCWs will be directly
impacted and 1.2 ha from one CCW will be indirectly impacted. An
offset ratio of 2:1 is proposed as part of Offset Proposal 2, however,
no rationale has been provided for this ratio. The Roe Highway
Extension (Ministerial Statement 1008) proposal had a ratio of 3:1
applied for CCWs.

Please provide details of the rationale behind the ratio of 2:1 for
offsetting CCWs.

References

1. Environmental Protection Authority 2015, Perth and Peel @ 3.5 Million Environmental impacts, risks and remedies, Interim Strategic
Advice, Perth, WA.

2. Government of Western Australia 2014, WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines, Perth, WA.



N Government of Western Australia
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority

Attachment 2
Perth-Darwin National Highway

PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS

This document forms a summary of public submissions and advice received
regarding the Public Environmental Review document for the Perth-Darwin National
Highway proposed by Main Roads WA.

The public review period for the proposal commenced on 7 September 2015 for a
period of 4 weeks, ending on 6 October 2015. A total of 11 public submissions were

received.

The principle issues raised in the submissions and advice received included
environmental and social issues as well as issues focussed on questions of fact and
technical aspects of the proposal. Although not all of the issues raised in the
submissions are environmental, the proponent is asked to address all issues,
comments and questions, as they are relevant to the proposal.
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2 Anonymous
Submitters

The submitters raise matters in relation to the provision of fire and emergency
access in the design of the proposal. Fire and other emergency access is not
mentioned in the PER document particularly in remote locations such as the
Maralla Road cul-de-sac. Without emergency access at this location, response
time to fires will dramatically increase, and local resident safety will also be
affected.

Please provide a discussion on what specific measures will be put in place to
assist in fire prevention, management and safety during construction and
operation of the proposal, particularly in remote areas.

Please also clarify if more clearing is necessary to address emergency access
matters.

Refer to submissions ANON-FD3J-U7KB-Z and for further details.

4 Anonymous
Submitters

The submitters raise matters in relation to the degradation of bushland through
illegal activities. There has been visible effects of degradation as a result of
rubbish that has been dumped, vandalism of trees, arson attempts as well as
frequent destructive movements of vehicles.

Please provide details on how these activities will be managed including
responsibility, mitigation and ongoing monitoring.

Refer to submissions ANON-FD3J-U7KB-Z ANON-FD3J-U7KT-J ANON-FD3J-
U7KW-N and ANON-FD3J-U7KZ-R.
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S Government of Western Australia
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority

— __

Attachment 3
Perth-Darwin National Highway

PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

COPY OF SUBMISSIONS FROM GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

This document provides a copy of the submissions received from Government
agencies regarding the Public Environmental Review document for the Perth-Darwin
National Highway proposed by Main Roads WA.

The public review period for the proposal commenced on 7 September 2015 for a
period of 4 weeks, ending on 6 October 2015. A total of six submissions were received
from Government agencies.
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Expert’s details

Personal details: Author

Name Jingnan Guo |
Employer Department of Environment Regulation

Position title Senior Noise Regulation Officer

Field of Noise and vibration

expertise

Qualifications and experience

The qualifications and experience and technical capability relevant to the provision of
this advice are as follows:

Qualification

Qualification Year obtained Additional comments
Ph.D. - UWA 1998 Noise Control

MSc. - Curtin University 2005 Public Health

BSc. - Nanjing University 1982 Acoustics

Relevant professional experience

Employer Position Tenure
Department of Environment Senior Officer 2014 - present
Regulation

Department of Environment and Senior Officer 2006 - 2014
Conservation

WorkSafe WA Noise Officer 2003 - 2006
University of WA Research Fellow 2000 - 2003
University of British Columbia Post Doctoral Fellow 1998 - 2000

Other — Publications/memberships/associations etc.

Publications:

Selected Journal Publications

» Jingnan Guo and Pam Gunn, “Noise and noise exposure in Western Australian
entertainment venues”, Journal of Occupational Health Safety 23 (1), 69-78
(2007). ‘
Murray Hodgson and Jingnan Guo, “Active local control of propeller-aircraft run- |
up noise,” Noise & Vibration Worldwide 37 (3), 9-13 (2006). |
Jingnan Guo and Pam Gunn, “Occupational Noise Control in Australia - Its Policy
and Management” Canadian Acoustics 32 (4), 39-48 (2004).

Jingnan Guo, Jie Pan, and Murray Hodgson, “Active control of a moving noise
source - effect of off-axis source position”, J. Sound Vib. 251(3), 457-475 (2002).
Jingnan Guo, Murray Hodgson, and Jie Pan, “Active control of an off-axis noise
source”, Canadian Acoustics 29 (1), 13-18 (2001).

Pierre Germain, Jingnan Guo and Murray Hodgson, "Experimental study of
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propeller-aircraft run-up noise," Canadian Acoustics 29 (2), 21-27 (2001).

Jingnan Guo & Jie Pan, “Actively created quiet zones for broad band noise using
multiple control sources,” J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 105 (4), 2294-2303 (1999).
Jingnan Guo & Jie Pan, “Increasing the insertion loss of noise barriers using
active control system,” J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 104 (6), 3408-3416 (1998).

Jingnan Guo & Jie Pan, “Effects of Reflective Ground on the Actively Created
Quiet Zones,” J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 103 (2), 944-952 (1998).

Jingnan Guo & Jie Pan, "Further Investigation on Actively Created Quiet Zones
by Multiple Control Sources in Free Space,” J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 102 (5), 3050-
3053 (1997).

Jingnan Guo & Jie Pan, “Application of Active Noise Control to Noise Barriers,”
Acoustics Australia 25 (1), 11-16 (1997).

Jingnan Guo, Jie Pan & Chaoying Bao, “Actively Created Quiet Zones by Multiple
Control Sources in Free Space,” J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 101 (3), 1492-1501 (1997).
Jingnan Guo & Xioulan Guo, “Analysis of environmental noise pollution in urban
areas,” China Environmental Science 14(5), 366-369 (1994).

Jingnan Guo & Jianping Zhu, "Some problems with environmental noise
monitoring in China,” China Environmental Monitoring 7(2), 39-41 (1991).
Jingnan Guo & Xioulan Guo, “Analysis of losses due to urban traffic noise
pollution,” China Environmental Science 9(6), 415-418 (1989).
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Over 30 papers presented and published in International Conferences. Copies of
the paper are available at request.

Memberships and associations:
1. Adjunct Associate Professor — University of WA.

2. Member of Australian Acoustical Society.
3. Member of Safety Institute of Australia.
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Purpose of this report, limitations and disclaimer

This is technical expert advice prepared by experts employed within the Department of
Environment Regulation for the purposes set out in the "Advice summary details” and
should not be used for any other purpose.

The State of Western Australia and Department of Environment Regulation and their
servants and agents expressly disclaim liability, in negligence or otherwise, for any act
or omission occurring in reliance on the information contained in this document, or for
any incident or consequential loss or damage of such act or omission.

In preparing this report the technical experts have considered the request made, the
information and materials provided in support of the request, literature relevant to the
field, and other evidence the expert is aware of and can access through their expert

capacity.

The report is based on the information provided to the experts, which is summarised in
the "Advice summary details”. Relevant materials that were not provided could
materially change the advice. The requesting organisation needs to use appropriate
judgement about the information that is relevant to the request, and the possible
implications of any information that was not provided.

Where requests made require input from more than one area of technical expertise,
the advice will be provided separately. Each advice will consider technical issues
relevant to the specific field of expertise. No effort is made to integrate the issues
raised by different technical fields. [t is the responsibility of the regulatory organisation
requesting the advice to determine how to weight the various matters they need to
consider, and the relevance of the advice on any particular matter to making their

decisions.

The interpretation of this technical expert report, and decisions about how the advice it
contains should be considered in undertaking regulatory functions are matters for the
recipient organisation to determine. The Department of Environment Regulation
accepts no responsibility for the use or misuse of the attached advice, or the
consequences of decisions made in reference to it.

The advice provided is limited to technical expert advice, and author(s) have not
considered any aspect of regulatory matters that could come within the scope of
legislation administered by the Department of Environment Regulation, either currently
or at some time in the future. As such, the report does not purport to represent the
Department of Environment Regulation’s views on how such matters may be
considered by the Department of Environment Regulation in its regulatory capacity. If
advice is required on the Department of Environment Regulation’s position on how it
would consider matters relevant to its regulatory functions, a separate request for
advice must be made.
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Advice summary details

TO: Office of the Environmental Protection Authority

PREPARED BY: | Dr Jingnan Guo

REVIEWED BY: | Peter Popoff-Asotoff

SUBJECT Perth-Darwin National Highway — Assessment No: 1994

The details of these experts is summarised under Expert's details.

This advice was prepared for the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
(OEPA) in response to the request dated 2 September 2015. | have provided advice
according to the scope helow.

Scope of advice

Technical advice to the OEPA on the Public Environment Review (PER) document
for the proposed Perth-Darwin National Highway (EPA Assessment No: 1994).

The OEPA made the following materials and documents available, which form the
basis of this technical expert advice.

Material / document name | Type of resource / Date prepared
description

Transportation Noise Assessment report by 29 June 2015

Assessment — Perth- Lloyd George Acoustics

Darwin National Highway | (LGA)
Project (#13122263-
01PDNH)

Public Environmental PER document prepared | September 2015
Review — Perth-Darwin by Coffey
National Highway

In preparing this advice | have considered the information provided with the request.

My expert advice is as below;

[ previously reviewed the draft PER document for this proposal and its associated
Transportation Noise Assessment and my expert advice was provided to the OEPA on
15 May 2015. | have now reviewed the final PER document and the revised
Transportation Noise Assessment report dated 29 June 2015 (Report). | have
identified that the traffic noise impact from this proposed project may have been
underestimated due to the method adopted for the traffic noise modelling calibration in
the revised Transportation Noise Assessment report.

Technical Expert Advice — Perth Darwin Nationa! Highway PER
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1. The large differences between the modelled results and the measured levels
could be due to the congestion along the existing Tonkin Highway, as suggested
by LGA. Because of the congestion, the parameters chosen for the modelling,
such as the traffic volume and traffic speed, can be quite different from the true
values. This will likely lead to significant variations of the modelled results. In
such a situation, the appropriate way to minimise the variations is to modify the
input parameters for the noise modelling to reflect the actual situation under which
the measurements were made, rather than simply adjust the modelled results by
introducing such a calibration factor.

2. The Austroads Research Report: Modelling, Measuring and Mitigation Road
Traffic Noise (AR-R277/05) allows the calibration of the noise model to reflect local
conditions. My understanding is that this calibration is only to accommodate small
variations, due to the difficulties in accurately assessing some model parameters,
such as the ground absorption(s) and vegetation. It is not designed for such large
variations as shown in Table 4-2.

3. In AR-R277/05, the model calibration only applies “in an upgrade or extension
where the ground properties and relationship of the residences to the road are
essentially the same for the extended section as for the existing section.” The
proposed project involves 38 kilometres (km) of new dual carriage highway,
connecting the intersection of Tonkin Highway and Reid Highway in the south with
Great Northern Highway and Brand Highway in the north. It passes through built
areas, as well as quite large rural areas. The ground properties and the
residences’ distances to the proposed road can be quite different along this 38 km
section to the measurement locations near the Tonkin Highway. Therefore, even
in the situation that the noise model can be calibrated in the way that LGA used
for this project, the calibration results may only apply to the Tonkin Highway
section and not the whole 38 km road section of the project.

Due to the above reasons concerning the model calibration, | do not agree that the
calibration value of 5.4 dB can be used to adjust the modelled results. This
adjustment is likely to lead to the underestimation of the traffic noise impact.

Except for the parameter inputs and model calibration, the methodology of the traffic
noise modelling seems acceptable as supplied.

[n addition to the information in the “Purpose of this report, limitations and disclaimer”
section, important limitations relevant to this specific advice are detailed under
“Specific limitations of this advice” below.

Specific limitations of this advice
Technical expert advice in any field is subject to various limitations. Important

limitations to the attached advice include:

o | have not verified the noise modelling and its results by rerunning the computer
model.

Technical Expert Advice — Perth Darwin National Highway PER



Expert’s details

Personal details: Reviewer

Name Peter Popoff-Asotoff

Employer Department of Environment Regulation
Paosition title Senior Manager Noise Regulation
Field of Environmental noise.

expertise

Qualifications and experience

The qualifications and experience and technical capability relevant to the provision of

this advice are as follows:

Qualification

Qualification Year obtained Additional comments

Grad. Dip. — Curtin University Computing

BSc. — Murdoch University Physics

Relevant professional experience

Employer Position Tenure

Department of Environment Senior Manager | 2015 — present

Regulation

Department of Environment Manager 2013 - 2015

Regulation

Department of Environment Manager 2012 - 2013

and Conservation

Department of Environment Acting Manager | 2008 — 2011

and Conservation

Department of Environment Environmental 2006 — 2008

and Conservation Noise Officer

Department of Environment Environmental 2003 - 2006
Noise Officer

Department of Environmental | Environmental 1997 — 2003

Protection Noise Officer

Other — Publications/memberships/associations etc.
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Publications:

» Peter Popoff-Asotoff, Jonathan Holgate and John Macpherson, “Which is Safer —
Tonal or Broadband Reversing Alarms?” Proc. of Acoustics 2012 Fremantle 126,
1-7, (2012)

» Jingnan Guo, John Macpherson and Peter Popoff-Asotoff, “Further
Investigations of Low-Frequency Noise Problems Generated by Freight Trains”
Proc. of Acoustics 2012 Fremantle 64, 1-8, (2012)

» Sun Hongmei, Rhys Fenton, Peter Popoff-Asotoff, Jingnan Guo, and John
Macpherson, “Evaluation of noise emissions from an evaporative air conditioning
unit and their environmental impact” Proc. of Acoustics 2012 Fremantle 132, 1-6,

(2012)

Memberships and associations:

Member of Australian Acoustical Society.

Signatures

Author Name Signature A ~———
Jinghan Guo /

Position Date /

Senior Noise Regulation Officer

Reviewer Name
Peter Popoff-Asotoff

Position Date
Senior Manager Noise Regulation ! 7 // v [2015
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Planning

Yourref: C01-2014-0005
Our ref: 402-2-1-205

Enquiries: Nanette Garland (6551 9322)

Dr Paul Vogel

Chairman

Environmental Protection Authority
Locked Bag 10

EAST PERTH WA 6892

Dear Dr Vogel

PERTH-DARWIN NATIONAL HIGHWAY
PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW — ASSESSMENT NO: 1994

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Public Environmental Review (PER)
for the construction of the southern section of the Perth-Darwin National Highway

(PDNH).

The proposal is supported as the alignment is consistent with the Draft Perth and Peel
@ 3.5 million and the Draft North-East Sub-regional Planning Framework, and the
mitigation measures proposed as a result of the road construction are consistent with
Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) State Planning Policy.

During the Metropolitan Region Scheme and subsequent planning phases, the
Department of Planning, on behalf of the WAPC, will address the following with Main

Roads WA and the Department of Transport:

¢ Reconciliation of the public transport network in the north metropolitan area to
ensure adequate coverage exists in the future to accommodate the population
growth anticipated in Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million,;

e Consideration of zoning changes to allow development of land no longer required
for transport purposes or fragmented from adjoining land uses; and

e Consideration of noise mitigation measures along the sections of the PDNH that
are identified within the Draft North-East Sub-regional Planning Framework as
Urban Expansion and Urban Investigation areas.

Yours sincerely

.2.110/2015

Pastal address: Locked Bag 2506 Perth WA  Street address: 140 William Street Perth WA 6000

Tel: (08) 655 19000 Fax: (08) 655 19001 corporate@planning.wa.gov.au www.planning.wa.gov.au
ABN 79 051 750 680

wa.gov.au
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Government of Western Australia
Department of Water

looking after all our water needs

Yours sincerely

Jon Cummins
Regional Manager
Swan Avon Region

5 October 2015

Swan Avon Region

7 Ellam Street Victoria Park Western Australia 6100
Telephone (08) 6250 8000 Facsimile (08) 6250 8050
www.water.wa.gov.au

wa.gov.au



Yourrel. AC01-2014-0005

Our ref: CEOQ2009/15

Enquiries: Sue Osbome

Phone: 9219 8641

Fax: 9334 0140

Email: sue tshomediipaw wa qov au

——  Government of Western Australia
Department of Parks and Wildlife

Mr Anthony Sutton

Director Assessments and Compliance Division
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
Locked Bag 10

EAST PERTH WA 6892

Attention: Peta Hayward

Dear Anthony

PERTH-DARWIN NATIONAL HIGHWAY - PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW -
ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

| refer to your letter received on 8 September 2015 advising that the Public Environmental Review
document for the Perth-Darwin National Highway Project is available for comment.

The Department of Parks and Wildlife provides the attached advice and comments on matters
relevant to the department's Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 and Wildlife
Conservation Act 1950 related responsibilities.

Should you wish to discuss this advice, please contact Sue Osborne, Environmental
Management Branch by telephone on 9219 8641 or email at sue.osborne@dpaw.wa.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Jim Sharp v
DIRECTOR GENERAL

6 October 2015

Att

Office of the Director General

Locked Bag 104, Bentley Delivery Centre, Westem Australia, 6383
Phone: (08) 9219 8000 Fax: 9219 9967

www dpaw.wa.gov.au
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Section . .
Nrr; . NoJTitle Reviewer Comment / Advice
Chapter 8 Recommendation 1: That the proponent fulfil its commitments to undertake additional targeted
Flora and surveys for Threatened and Priority flora, in particular for Meeboldina decipiens subsp. decipiens ms
Vegetation (Priority 3), and Millotia tenuifolia var. laevis (Priority 2), and provide survey results in the context of
flora distributions within secure conservation reserves to the EPA to facilitate an informed assessment
Appendix C of impacts.
Level 2 Flora
and Vegetation | Discussion
Assessment Parks and Wildlife previously advised the OEPA (May 2015) in its draft Public Environmental Review (PER)
advice that determining impacts on the conservation reserve system based on the reduction in areal extent
1 does not adequately address the effect of the proposal on the level of protection of conservation values (flora,

fauna, communities) within class A nature reserves (46919 and 46920) and Gnangara-Moore River State
Forest No. 65. In Parks and Wildlife's comments on the draft PER, the department recommended that “the
PER address the extent to which the important conservation values protected within the affected reserves, and
the conservation reserve system overall, will be affected by the proposal. E.g. X% of Priority flora taxon A will
be removed from Reserve 46919 and the % of reservation of this taxon in reserves overall will be reduced from
Y% to Z2%". The level to which a species is protected by its occurrence within secure conservation reserves is
a significant factor in determining the conservation status assigned to listed flora. However, this
recommendation does not appear to have been addressed and the approach previously recommended by
Parks and Wildlife to describe impacts on specially listed species and communities does not appear to have
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been adopted in the PER.

Parks and Wildlife notes the following proponent commitments outlined in the PER:

o “Additional targeted surveys for Threatened and Priority flora will be undertaken prior to vegetation
clearing to clearly define population boundaries, and to identify any additional populations within and
adjacent to the proposal.

e Additional targeted surveys of the known populations of Millotia tenuifolia var. laevis and
Meeboldina decipiens subsp. decipiens ms [will be undertaken] to clearly define populations and
known individuals. The survey results will be provided to the EPA as part of the response to
submissions process to inform the EPA’s assessment of the proposal’.

The department supports these commitments and recommends that the results of all targeted surveys for
Threatened and Priority flora be presented in the context of understanding the distributions of specially
protected flora species within and outside secure conservation reserves, as outlined above and in the
department’s previous advice.

Parks and Wildlife recognises that the proponent has taken a precautionary approach in determining potential
impacts on M. decipiens subsp. decipiens (Priority 3) and M. tenuifolia var. laevis (Priority 2), by assuming that
where the population sizes of recorded occurrences have not been recorded, that they consist of single plants
only. However, based on this approach, impacts on these species are potentially significant at both local and
regional scales.

M. decipiens subsp. decipiens is not well represented by records within conservation reserves overall and there
are no records within CALM Act lands (reserves or State forest) on the Swan Coastal Plain. The eleven plants
recorded within the proposed development footprint are located approximately 25km north-west of the nearest
other confirmed record of this species, and the removal of all individuals would therefore reduce its known
range. Conservation category wetland habitats in Lightning Swamp Bushland, an A class reserve located
approximately 150m south of the nearest recorded M. decipiens subsp. decipiens plant, may provide suitable
habitat (Astartea tall shrubland to open tall shrubland / dampland). Given the potential significance of the
proposed (assumed) removal of all known individuals of this species from its northern extent, and the current
lack of records of this species within conservation estate on the Swan Coastal Plain, it is recommended that the
proponent’s targeted survey for this species include potential habitat within Lightning Swamp Bushland.

M. tenuifolia var. laevis is known from five locations, but there have been no previous confirmed records of this
species on the Swan Coastal Plain. While recognising the potential for this cryptic species to be under
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recorded, the proposal would result in the removal of approximately half of the known individuals of this taxon
on the Swan Coastal Plain. It is noted that individuals recorded outside the footprint were found in Whiteman
Park, which is managed by the Department of Planning for conservation, recreation and education. It is
therefore recommended that the proponent focus further targeted surveys for this species on potential habitat
in Whiteman Park to clarify its local extent.

Following completion of targeted surveys, the department requests that the proponent forward Threatened and
Priority flora report forms, or equivalent information, to communities.data@dpaw.wa.gov.au (Parks and Wildlife
Species and Communities Branch).

Chapter 17
Offsets

Recommendation 2: That should the proposed survey of the loppolo Road offset site shows that it
does not comprise critical habitat for the threatened flora species Caladenia huegelii, an alternative
offset package should focus on the management and protection of existing populations or critical
habitat, rather than on translocation options.

Discussion
In relation to offsetting the loss of critical habitat for Caladenia huegelii {grand spider orchid), the PER includes
the following statement:
“If surveys show that the loppolo Road site does not comprise suitable habitat, then MRWA commits
to offselting the amount of critical habitat impacted by the proposal through a package that may
comprise protection of habitat through acquisition or covenant, and contributions to the recovery plan
such as a cultivation and franslocation program.”

Based on experience gained from flora conservation and recovery actions in WA, Parks and Wildlife advises
that cultivation and translocation programs often have limited success and should be implemented only when
other options that focus on the protection and management of existing populations and critical habitat have
been exhausted.
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Appendix F Recommendation 3: That the Environmental Management Plan incorporates monitoring and

Environmental | performance criteria for Threatened and Priority flora.

Management

Plan Discussion
Parks and Wildlife supports the operational management frameworks outlined in the draft Environmental

3 Management Plan to protect Threatened and Priority flora from accidental disturbance, and the introduction

and spread of weeds and dieback, and would support the addition of performance criteria and associated
commitments to monitor Threatened and Priority flora. In particular, the department recommends the inclusion
of performance criteria and monitoring commitments in relation to M. fenuifolia var. /aevis individuals occurring
within 50m of the project footprint.

Chapter 8 —| Recommendation 4: That commitments to protect the Communities of the Tumulus Springs (Organic

Flora and | Mound Springs, Swan Coastal Plain) Threatened Ecological Community adjacent to the development

Vegetation, footprint include water balance studies for pre- and post-development situations, and highway design

and measures to mitigate effects of significant chemical spills.

Appendix | -

Wetland Discussion

Assessment While recognising that the road has been aligned to avoid direct impacts on the Communities of the Tumulus
Springs (Organic Mound Springs, Swan Coastal Plain) Threatened Ecological Community (Mound Springs
SCP TEC), this TEC occurs in close proximity to the development footprint and is therefore vulnerable to
indirect impacts during both construction and operational phases of the development.

4 Parks and Wildlife notes that Appendix I. Wetland Assessment (May 2015) includes a recommendation that

Groundwater Dependant Ecosystems (including the Mound Springs SCP TEC) be monitored pre- and post-
construction, and that monitoring includes existing, and additional piezometers across the study area. The
department supports this recommendation, but also recommends the development of a robust water balance
analysis to increase confidence and reduce uncertainty in relation to risks associated with potential changes in
the hydrology.

The incorporation of strategically located highway design measures to facilitate effective pollution response;
e.g. that allow for the rapid establishment of enhanced containment or diversion capabilities, would provide
further protection for the Mound Spring SCP TEC and other high value conservation assets at risk from
significant chemical, including hydrocarbon, spills.
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Chapter 8 —| Recommendation 5: If Offset Proposal 3; ‘Conservation of TEC’ proves difficult to implement,
Flora and | alternative offset options for the loss of 0.4 ha of the Southern wet shrublands, Swan Coastal Plain
Vegetation, Threatened Ecological Community should be developed and implemented, in consultation with Parks
and and Wildlife.
Chapter 17
Offset Discussion
Land containing the Southern wet shrublands, Swan Coastal Plain Threatened Ecological Community (TEC
5 SCP02) may not be available for purchase or covenanting. If supplementary surveys confirm the presence of
TEC SCPQ2 within the development footprint, Offset Proposal 3 ‘Conservation of TEC’, may require further
consideration.
Following completion of site surveys and final determination of TECS/PECs present in the vicinity of the
proposal, the department requests that shape files of identified areas be provided to
communities.data@dpaw.wa.gov.au (Parks and Wildlife Soecies and Communities Branch).
Chapter 9 - | Recommendation 6: That Parks and Wildlife be provided an opportunity to contribute to, and comment
Terrestrial on, the planned development of an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) relating to fauna
Fauna management.
6 Discussion

Parks and Wildlife supports the proponent's commitment to prepare and implement an EMP for fauna
management relating to the loss of fauna habitat from vegetation clearing. As the agency responsible for
protection of, and licensing actions involving, native fauna, it is considered appropriate that the proposed fauna
management components of the EMP be developed in consultation with Parks and Wildlife.
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Chapter 10 Recommendation 7: That the estimated residual loss of wetland values, and the extent of wetlands to
Hydrological be monitored during and post construction, include wetlands that, while not mapped as Conservation
Processes and | Category, may retain values commensurate with Conservation Category wetlands.
Inland Waters
Environmental | Discussion
Quality Parks and Wildlife previously advised in its draft PER advice that some areas within the disturbance footprint
currently mapped as Multiple Use category wetlands, may retain values commensurate with Conservation
Category wetlands (CCWs). As described previously, these include:
Wetland UFl | Wetland type Vegetation condition Other values
15200 Sumpland Excellent to Very Good
15030 Sumpliand Excellent Significant veg association: AsMIEv
8464 Sumpland Pristine Significant veg association: AsMIEv
7 16732 Palusplain Very Good to Good

The proponent has not addressed these possible mapping / classification anomalies in the PER.

Parks and Wildlife has not requested that the Geomorphic Wetlands Swan Coastal Plain dataset be formally
modified. However, an accurate estimation of wetland values lost through proposal implementation (and
therefore used as the basis for considering significant residual impacts on wetlands) should take these potential
mapping anomalies into account.

Parks and Wildlife supports the proposed preparation and implementation of a wetland management and
monitoring plan. However, as a review of the wetland mapping within and adjacent to the disturbance footprint
has not been undertaken and some potential mapping anomalies have already been identified, the department
advises that monitoring should include all wetland areas that may potentially meet the criteria for Conservation
Category and that retain intact native vegetation in good or better condition.
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Section Recommendation 8: That Offset Proposal 2; ‘Conservation of Land Comprising CCWs’, be refined to
10.4.6.1 align as far as practicable with the types of impacted wetlands within each consanguineous suite.
Permanent
Loss and/or | Discussion
Degradation of | Classification of a wetland as Conservation Category is based on assessment of attributes relating to the
Wetlands condition, conservation values and significance of a wetland and does not describe the wetland type or
consanguineous suite.
and
Offset Proposal 2 ‘Conservation of Land Comprising CCWSs'’ involves securing protection for approximately
Chapter 17 twice the area of CCWs impacted by the development. The department supports this proposal and suggests
Offsets that to ensure that the range of wetland types lost during development are represented, the offset should aim to
8 incorporate, as far as practicable, protection of a similar set of wetland types within each consanguineous suite,

to those impacted by the development. (With reference to Recommendation 7 above, the set of protected
wetland types within each consanguineous suite should also take account of potential wetland category
mapping anomalies for the impacted wetlands).

The conclusion in the PER that “as the proportion of CCWWs within the Jandakot consanguineous suite is well
above 10%, clearing of CCWs within the Jandakot consanguineous suite is not considered to be significant
from the perspective of regional representation”... is based on an incorrect interpretation of the Parks and
Wildlife evaluation methodology for determining wetland Conservation Category classification (Department of
Parks and Wildlife 2013). The evaluation methodology indicates that an individual wetland is more likely to be
allocated a high Conservation Category classification if less than 20 per cent of wetlands in that
consanguineous suite remain in Conservation Category condition.
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Chapter 10 Recommendation 9: That the potential for indirect impacts on wetland values from lowering the water
Hydrological table be minimised by:
Processes and s restricting to summer months, the construction of footings for bridges and utility services at
Inland Waters locations where dewatering would be likely to lower the water table in CCWs; and
Environmental s managing drawdown associated with extraction bores in the vicinity of CCWs to maintain
Quality groundwater at depths that will not result in significant impacts on wetland values.
and Discussion
Parks and Wildlife supports the proponent's stated intention to construct deep footings for bridge and utility
Appendix L services located near wetlands during summer months when seasonal groundwater levels are naturally below
Drawdown the required excavation depths. Summer excavation will avoid the requirement for dewatering that may have
Position Paper | the potential to lower the water table in CCWs, and other wetlands with CCW equivalent values below
seasonally normal levels.
It is noted that drawdown from abstraction wells during construction may exceed 6m within hydrological
domains 1 and 2, and 8m within hydrological domain 3 depending on pumping rates, and while seasonal
fluctuations of 1 to 1.5m are expected in Bassendean Sands, fluctuations of 2 to 3m are expected in areas of
9 ciay. In recognition of this, the PER includes a statement indicating that: “...the operating parameters of bores

will be limited such that modelled changes to groundwater levels at wetlands remain within usual seasonal
variations for those wetlands®. The term “usual seasonal variations” could be interpreted in more than one way;
e.g. the difference between the winter maximum and summer minimum groundwater levels; or the variation
between maximum and minimum groundwater levels taken over several years during the same season. Further
explanation is considered necessary to clarify the meaning of this statement and how it is intended to be
applied to the establishment of trigger levels. Such levels are considered critical to the design and
implementation of an adaptive management program to protect wetland values from the effects of groundwater
drawdown.

Monitoring of depths to groundwater should include monthly evaluations and comparisons with expected
seasonal depths. Contingency actions to address significant impacts on groundwater levels should include
vegetation condition monitoring and the cessation of abstraction from any bores not meeting agreed thresholds
within time frames that will prevent the significant loss of wetland values.

{With reference to recommendation 7 above, the identification of wetlands to be protected from dewatering and
extraction activities should take account of the identified potential wetland category mapping anomalies).
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Chapter 14 Recommendation 10: That the proponent continues to work with the Swan Coastal District office of the
European Department of Parks and Wildlife regarding the translocation of heritage cork trees and the
Heritage reestablishment of fencing and accessways associated with Parks and Wildlife managed lands.
and Discussion

10 Parks and Wildlife supports the proponent’s intention to translocate heritage cork trees from the site of the old
Chapter 15 Forestry Department's Divisional Headquarters, and re-establish boundary fencing and public access ways
Amenity located within the project footprint. Continued liaison with the department’s district office will facilitate the
(Reserves) preparation of detailed site plans and design specifications to minimise impacts on heritage and amenity

values.

References
Department of Parks and Wildlife (2013) Draft - A methodology for the evaluation of specific wetland types on the Swan Coastal Plain,
Western Australia. http://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/management/wetlands/publications-and-links

End of Document Review Sheet
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Dear Dr Vogel

RE: PERTH - DARWIN NATIONAL HIGHWAY - PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW -
ASSESSMENT NO: 1994

| refer to the letter sent by Mr Hans Jacob on 2 September 2015 to the Department of
Aboriginal Affairs (DAA) requesting comment on the Perth-Darwin National Highway Public
Environmental Review Assessment No. 1994 (the PER). Thank you for providing the
opportunity to comment on the PER.

DAA has reviewed the relevant information and can confirm that there are currently a
number of Registered Aboriginal Sites and other Aboriginal heritage places that overlap with
the area of proposed development. It is understood that the PER also indicates that a
number of newly recorded heritage places have been located following recent heritage
surveys over the area.

it is noted on page 13-6 of the PER that Main Roads WA (the Proponent) intends to
incorporate a number of management measures into an Aboriginal Heritage Management
Plan (AHMP) for the project area. It is also noted that those measures include consultation
with the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council (SWALSC) and the intention to apply
for consent under section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act (1972) (the AHA) to impact
Aboriginal sites where necessary.

DAA advises that any potential impacts to Aboriginal heritage from the project can be
addressed through the proposed AHMP and the provisions of the AHA.

It is suggested that the Proponent contact Mr Cesar Rodriguez, Manager Advice and
Approvals Officer DAA on (08) 6551 8092 or via email at Cesar.Rodriquez@daa.wa.gov.au
should they have any further heritage concerns.

Yours sincerely

Kathryn Przywolnik
DIRECTOR, APPROVALS AND ADVICE

lo September 2015

000145.ryan.crawford - East Perth Page 1 of 1 Release Classification; - Addressee Use Only

Ground Floor, 151 Royal Street, East Perth, Western Australia, 6004
PO Box 3153, East Perth, Western Australia, 6892

Telephone 1300 651 077 Facsimile (08) 6551 8088
www.daa.wa.gov.au



Government of Western Australia
Department of Lands

Land Asset Management and Projects

Yourref:  AC01-2014-0005
Ourref: ~ 00009-2015, A5477267.
Enquiries: Matt Pestell, ph 08 6552 4625

Mr Hans Jacob

Manager — Infrastructure Assessments Branch
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
Locked Bag 10

EAST PERTH WA 6892

Dear Mr Jacob

PERTH-DARWIN NATIONAL HIGHWAY — PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW —
ASSESSMENT NO: 1994

Thank you for your letter dated 2 September 2015 regarding the Public
Environmental Review (PER) for the Perth-Darwin National Highway.

| note that the proposed area for the Perth Darwin National Highway includes land
within the Dampier to Bunbury Natural Gas Pipeline (DBNGP) corridor. On that
basis, | provide the following advice for consideration by the applicant:

e Prior to the commencement of any development works within the DBNGP
corridor, the applicant must seek written approval from the DBNGP Land
Access Minister;

e Registration of new interests within the DBNGP corridor is considered
contrary to the intention of the Dampier to Bunbury Pipeline Act 1997 and will
not be allowed; and

e The applicant must ensure major water flows do not impact the DBNGP
corridor.

For further enquiries please contact Mr Matt Pestell, Manager — Infrastructure
Corridors, Land Asset Management and Projects, Department of Lands on telephone

08 6552 4625.

23 September 2015

Level 7, 1 Adelaide Terrace, East Perth, Western Australia 6004. Postal Address: PO Box 1143, West Perth 6872
Telephone: (08) 6552 4400. Facsimile: (08) 6552 4455 or (08) 6552 4490. Freecall: 1800 735 784 (Country Only)
Email: info@lands.wa.gov.au Website: www.lands.wa.gov.au

ABN: 68 565 723 484
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Mr Rob Arnott Our Ref:  AC01-2014-0005
Project Director Enquiries: Leanne Thompson, 6145 0820

Main Roads Western Australia Email: leanne.thompson@epa.wa.gov.au
PO Box 6202
EAST PERTH WA 6892

Dear Mr Arnott

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS DOCUMENT - PERTH-DARWIN NATIONAL
HIGHWAY — PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW — ASSESSMENT NO. 1994

Thank you for your Response to Submissions document (Revision 0, 31 March 2015)
that was received by the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) on 8 December
200:15:

The Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) has reviewed the
Response to Submissions document. Please revise the document to incorporate the
attached comments and advice (Attachment 1).

The OEPA has also consulted with relevant Decision Making Authorities (DMAs)
regarding the Response to Submissions. Specific comments from DMAs have been
incorporated into the OEPA comments. The Commonwealth Department of the
Environment has yet to provide comments on the Response to Submissions
document. These will be forwarded once received by the OEPA.

Please note that the comments in Attachment 1 under offsets are provided to ensure
consistency with the WA Environmental Offsets Policy and WA Environment Offsets
Guidelines, noting that the EPA has yet to consider the level of significant residual
impact and whether an offset can be applied to counter balance the impact.

Level 8, The Atrium, 168 St Georges Terrace, Perth, Western Australia 6000
Telephone 08 6145 0800 Facsimile 08 6145 0895 Email inffo@epa.wa.gov.au

Locked Bag 10, East Perth WA 6892

www.epa.wa.gov.au



Please contact Leanne Thompson on (08) 6145 0820 for any further queries. Please
advise the OEPA by 10 February 2016 when you intend to submit the revised
Response to Submissions document. Please quote the above “Our ref” on any further
correspondence.

Yours sincerely

N A=

Anthony Sutton
Director
Assessment and Compliance Division

o February 2016
cc: Katie Foxley, Commonwealth Department of the Environment

Attachment 1.  OEPA comments and advice on the Response to Submissions
document






e the proposed management measure for constructing walls to a maximum height of
2.4 metres (m) north of Ellenbrook now includes an extra criteria of “within 100 m of
the road”, but the status is listed as “unchanged”.

Please review Table 13.1 to ensure these discrepancies are addressed for all preliminary
key environmental factors and amend as required and provide explanations for any
amendments, new and deleted management measures.

Flora and Vegetation

The OEPA has analysed the spatial data provided as part of the Response to Submissions,
plotting the provided data against key environmental assets datasets. This analysis has
' found the proposal footprint intersects 188.6 hectares (ha) of Bush Forever sites, however,
the Response to Submissions lists impacts to Bush Forever sites as being 130 ha.

Please provide additional information to clarify the difference between the above inconsistent
areas of impact to Bush Forever sites.

Terrestrial Fauna

The PER states on page 9-28 that a total of 159.3 ha of natural fauna habitats will be
impacted by the proposal. The OEPA notes that minor amendments to the footprint have
occurred since the PER. Please confirm the impact to natural fauna habitats.

Amenity (noise and vibration)

On page 34 and Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 13.1 of the Response to Submissions Main Roads has
amended the proposed management measure to reduce indoor noise to “acceptable level”
for the residences north of Ellenbrook where the noise limit cannot be met. The PER stated
the proposal would “achieve indoor noise targets”.

An explanation will need to be provided to explain the above taking into account indoor noise
targets are provided for in State Planning Policy 5.4 — Road and Rail Transport Noise and
Freight Considerations in Land Use Planning. The proponent will need to further
demonstrate if these indoor targets cannot be met how the noise levels will not have a
significant detrimental impact on surrounding sensitive receivers and meet the EPA’s
objective.




Offsets

Offset proposal 1:

In recent assessments, the EPA has recommended 15-20 years of funding should be
provided where the proponent is not undertaking the offset. The OEPA has also previously
advised during this assessment generally 20 years of funding for ongoing management is
required in addition to any upfront conversion costs (pages 48 offset 1; page 49 offset 2;
page 50 offset 3 and 4; page 93). Main Roads should provide justification based on sound
information and knowledge for the number of years that have been proposed for ongoing
management.

Offset proposal 2:

e Asperthe OEPA comments for Offset proposal 1, Main Roads should provide justification
based on sound information and knowledge for the number of years that have been
proposed for ongoing management. This should take into consideration the likely time
lag before ongoing management and restoration measures provide the proposed
environmental benefit. For example, will seven years provide for adequate time given
the delay between planting and trees growing to productivity capacity or allow for the
restoration of a degraded wetland to a functioning Conservation Category Wetland
(CCW).

e The Response to Submissions refers to the use of the commonwealth calculator to
determine an offset ratio for impacts to CCWs. The commonwealth calculator cannot be
used for CCWs as they are not considered matters of national environmental significance.
Please remove references to the commonwealth calculator. The EPA has recommended
an offset of 3:1 for other recent assessments. The OEPA notes that the likely subject
sites for offsets are of a lower value than those being lost. The OEPA therefore
recommends that a greater than 3:1 offset be provided. The offset should include funding
for rehabilitation and specify the standards to which these areas will be restored, noting
that detailed completion criteria would be the subject of a management plan should the
EPA consider the proposal acceptable.

Offset proposal 3: Caladenia huegelii habitat




Main Roads should propose suitable quantum of funding in order to achieve the objectives.
This should be based on advice from DPaW.

Offset proposal 4: TEC SCP20a

The proponent has incorporated impacts to TEC SCP20a with the forest red-tailed black
cockatoo calculations in Appendix J. TEC SCP20a is an endangered community while the
forest red-tailed black cockatoo is listed as vulnerable. This may affect the offsets calculated.
The OEPA also notes that the condition of the property to be acquired is required to properly
determine the offset metric, as outlined in the offsets policy. It would be preferable if the sites
to be acquired are known as this will inform whether there is an increased risk of offsets not
achieving the environmental benefit. The offsets calculation for SCP20a should be
resubmitted, using the Commonwealth calculator and using the correct information.

Minor amendments

Page 32, Figure No. 3.1D — Inconsistent/incorrect map, it should be 3.2D and represent
Threatened and Priority Ecological Communities.

Page 48 — Third dot point references inferred TEC SCP20a at Offset Proposal 1. This should
be removed.

Page 45, Table 6.2 — In reference to the Conservation areas for the partial and complete
removal of nine Bush Forever sites, the relevant offset proposal should include Offset
Proposal 4 - SCP20a as 3.8 ha of TEC SCP20a is listed as a significant residual impact.

Page 60 — Reference to EPP Lakes should be removed as this policy has been revoked.

Page 69, Table 7.2 — In reference to Nature Reserves — Class A Nature Reserve 46920 it
appears this area is fragmented into three sections (see Figure 7.1D) but only two have been
identified. The section to the south of the footprint abutting Bush Forever site 399 Fragment
C has been missed.

Page 69, Table 7.2 — In reference to Threatened Ecological Communities — SCP20a the
| proponent states that Bush Forever site 198 is contiguous with Bush Forever site 300,
| however this should be Bush Forever site 304. There is also no discussion about the
i persistence of Fragment A.




Page 81 — Reference to the Bassendean Complex — Central and North is incorrect should
be Bassendean Complex — Central and South.

Page 82, Table 7.5 — Pre-European extent figures differ from those listed in the EPA s16e
advice (Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million Environmental impacts, risks and remedies). A footnote
is also missing from this table.

Page 192 — Reference to DPaW (2015) document titled incorrectly should be “Corporate
Guideline No. 14: Environmental Offsets — Proponent Land Management Contributions.”




Attachment 2

EPA policy and guidance relevant to the proposal

Flora and Vegetation

GS 51 — Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact
Assessment in WA

Technical Guide — Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact
Assessment

PS 2 — Environmental Protection of Native Vegetation in WA

PS 3 — Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an Element of Biodiversity Protection
EPB 20 - Protection of naturally vegetated areas through planning and
development

Terrestrial Fauna

GS 56 — Terrestrial Fauna Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment in WA
PS 3 — Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an Element of Biodiversity Protection
Technical Guide on Terrestrial Vertebrate Fauna Surveys for Environmental
Impact Assessment

EPB 20 - Protection of naturally vegetated areas through planning and
development

Hydrological processes and Inland Waters Environmental Quality’

PS 4 — Environmental Protection of Wetlands
EPP — Western Swamp Tortoise Habitat
GS 7 — Protection of the Western Swamp Tortoise Habitat, Upper Swan/Bullsbrook

Amenity (noise and vibration)

EAG 13 - Consideration of environmental impacts from noise

Heritage

GS 41 — Assessment of Aboriginal Heritage

Offsets

WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines
EPB 1 — Environmental Offsets
WA Environmental Offsets Policy

Rehabilitation and decommissioning

GS 6 — Rehabilitation of Terrestrial Ecosystems





