
Clearing Permit Decision Report  
 

1. Application details   

1.1. Permit application details 
Permit application No.: 698/1 
Permit type: Area Permit 

1.2. Proponent details 
Proponent’s name:  Agostino Scaglione 
Postal address: PROPONENT_ADDRESS 

Contacts: Phone:  PROPONENT_PHONE 

 Fax:  PROPONENT_FAX 

 E-mail:  PROPONENT_EMAIL  

 

1.3. Property details 
Property: LOT 2499 ON PLAN 132192 (   CAPEL RIVER 6271) 
Local Government Area: Shire Of Capel 
Colloquial name: Gibson Road - Lot 2499 on Plan 132192 

1.4. Application 
Clearing Area (ha) No. Trees Method of Clearing For the purpose of: 
3.2  Mechanical Removal Horticulture 

2. Site Information 

2.1. Existing environment and information 
2.1.1. Description of the native vegetation under application 
Vegetation Description Clearing Description Vegetation Condition Comment 
Mattiske: 
KI Kingia - Open forest of 
Eucalyptus marginata 
subsp. marginata-
Corymbia calophylla-
Allocasuarina fraseriana-
Banksia grandis-
Xylomelum occidentale on 
lateritic uplands in 
perhumid and humid 
zones. 
   
BD Bidella - Low woodland 
of Melaleuca preissiana-
Banksia littoralis-Hakea 
lasianthoides on valley 
floors and open forest to 
woodland of Eucalyptus 
marginata subsp. 
marginata-Corymbia 
calophylla-Eucalyptus 
patens on slopes in 
perhumid and humid 
zones. 
 
 

The vegetation is devoid of 
understorey due to the 
history of grazing on the 
property, which has 
occurred for over ten years.  
Pasture grasses dominate 
the ground cover.  
Historical logging is evident 
with many fallen logs 
amongst the remaining 
vegetation. 
 
Species noted during the 
site visit included jarrah 
(Eucalyptus marginata), 
marri (Corymbia 
calophylla), several woody 
pear trees (Xylomelum 
occidentale), Acacia 
pulchella, dock (*Rumex 
spp.) and *Hypochaeris 
spp.  Pasture grasses 
dominated the ground 
cover. 
 
* Denotes exotic species 
 

Degraded: Structure 
severely disturbed; 
regeneration to good 
condition requires 
intensive management 
(Keighery 1994) 

DoE officers undertook initial field visit on 3rd November 
2005. The proponent Agostino Scaglione accompanied 
the officers.  

3. Assessment of application against clearing principles 

(a) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises a high level of biological diversity. 
Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 The area consists of degraded vegetation that is largely devoid of understorey (DoE 2005).  The area under 

application is not representative of vegetation considered to be of a high level of biological diversity. 
 

Methodology DoE site visit (2005). 
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(b) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises the whole or a part of, or is necessary for the 
maintenance of, a significant habitat for fauna indigenous to Western Australia. 

Comments Proposal may be at variance to this Principle 
 The site visit undertaken by DoE indicates that the vegetation may provide some habitat for fauna species, 

however the level of disturbance within the site is likely to limit the habitat value of the vegetation. 
 
The area under application is unlikely to be significant habitat for fauna. 
 

Methodology DoE site visit (2005) 
 

(c) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it includes, or is necessary for the continued existence of, 
rare flora. 

Comments Proposal may be at variance to this Principle 
 There are two Declared Rare Flora (DRF) populations in the local area (10km radius).  The closest is 2.7km 

north west of the area under application.  The area under application is an island of degraded vegetation (DoE 
2005).  The area surrounding this of the property is largely cleared.  The boundaries of the property are 
surrounded by State Forest and part links to the above mentioned DRF.   
 
There are four Priority 1 populations in the local area.  The closest is 4km north east of the area under 
application.  The State Forest surrounding the property in question extends to the north and south, east and 
west.  The State Forest extending to the north is severed by an east west strip of privately owned properties 
that are largely cleared.  Some of the above mentioned Priority 1 species occur to the north of these properties. 
 
There is one Priority 3 population in the local area, 8.8km north west of the area under application. 
 
There are four Priority 4 populations in the local area.  The closest is 4.3km north west of the area under 
application. 
 
There is one population with no Data in the local area, 4.4km north east of the area under application. 
 
The vegetation under application is degraded due to extensive grazing and has no continuous linkage of 
vegetation to other remnants (including State Forest).  Therefore, there is a low risk of significant flora occurring 
in the area under application. 
 

Methodology DoE site visit (2005) 
GIS databases:  
- Declared Rare and Priority Flora List - CALM 13/08/03 

 

(d) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it comprises the whole or a part of, or is necessary for the 
maintenance of a threatened ecological community. 

Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 There are five Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) in the local area (10km radius).  The closest is 8.8km 

north west of the area under application. 
 
The area under application is consists of degraded vegetation (DoE 2005) and is not linked by continuous 
vegetation to these TECs. 
 
The area under application is not comprised of, or necessary for the maintenance of TECs. 
 

Methodology DoE site visit (2005) 
GIS databases:  
- Threatened Ecological Communities - CALM 15/7/03 

 

(e) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it is significant as a remnant of native vegetation in an area 
that has been extensively cleared. 

Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 The application is located in the Jarrah Forest Bioregion in the Shire of Capel. The extent of native vegetation in 

these areas is 58.3% and 35.9% respectively (Shepherd et al. 2001). There is approximately 85% of native 
vegetation remaining in the local area.  
 
                                                  Pre-European Current extent  Remaining Conservation** 
  (ha)* (ha)* (%)* status  
  
Mattiske: 
KI Kingia 1 022 353 995 087  97.3 Least Concern  



Page 3  

BD Bidella 477 894 460 703  96.4 Least Concern   
 
* (Shepherd et al. 2001) 
** (Department of Natural Resources and Environment 2002) 
*** Within the Intensive Landuse Zone 
 
The area under application is not at variance to this Principle as the vegetation types are well represented and the 
local area is highly vegetated. 
 

Methodology Department of Natural Resources and Environment (2002)  
Hopkins et al. (2001)  
Shepherd et al. (2001)  
 
GIS databases:  
- Mattiske Vegetation - CALM 24/3/98 
- Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation of Australia - EM 18/10/00 
- Local Government Authorities ý DLI 8/07/04 

 
 

(f) Native vegetation should not be cleared if it is growing in, or in association with, an environment 
associated with a watercourse or wetland. 

Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 There is a third order minor perennial watercourse running south north through the middle of the property under 

application.  A major perennial watercourse, the Capel River, is 1.2km north of the area under application.  The 
watercourse within the property flows into the Capel River. 
 
There is a Mulitiple Use wetland (Palusplain) 6km north west of the area under application.  There are four other 
Multiple Use wetlands in the local area (10km radius).   
 
There are three Resource Enhancement wetlands in the local area.  The closest is 8.3km north west of the area 
under application. 
 
The proposed clearing is unlikely to impact these wetlands. 
 

Methodology GIS databases: 
- Geomorphic Wetlands (Mgt Categories) Swan Coastal Plain - DoE 15/9/04 
- Hydrography Linear - DoE 1/2/04 

 

(g) Native vegetation should not be cleared if the clearing of the vegetation is likely to cause appreciable 
land degradation. 

Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 DAWA (2005): 

Salinity 
'No hydrogeological information specific to the property has been identified except for one bore located on the 
property.'  
 
'No evidence of any salinity occurring on the property or offsite.' 
 
Current bore, dam and stream salinity levels  
'The bore on the property was tested during 1997 at 61.5 mS/m. The dam in the centre of the property was 
tested at 63.0 mS/m on 25 May, 2005.  The water flowing down the main waterway through the centre of the 
property was tested at 30.0 mS/m which, was flowing strongly after recent rainfall events.' 
 
 'The risk of salinity causing land degradation is low.' 
 
Eutrophication 
'The risk of eutrophication will increase with the clearing of native vegetation and the establishment of the land 
for agricultural use. The replanting of grapevines into the same area with specific placement of fertilisers and 
retaining inter row pastures will reduce its potential.' 
 
'The risk of eutrophication causing land degradation is low.' 
 
Wind Erosion 
'Wind erosion is unlikely on the proposed area to be cleared because of the soil types present and if some 
pasture cover is maintained.' 
 
'The risk of wind erosion causing land degradation is low.' 
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Water Erosion 
'The lack of slope gradients and because of porous soil type's present the risk of water erosion is greatly 
reduced.' 
 
'The risk of water erosion causing land degradation is low.' 
 
Waterlogging 
'The sideslopes are well drained. Increased runoff and infiltration may affect lower parts of the landscape and 
those areas that adjoin valley floors (break of slope) where some water logging is already occurring. The area 
affected is small and generally within 50 m of the main waterway. No significant change is expected.' 
 
'The risk of waterlogging causing land degradation is low.' 
 

Methodology DAWA report (2005) 
 

(h) Native vegetation should not be cleared if the clearing of the vegetation is likely to have an impact on 
the environmental values of any adjacent or nearby conservation area. 

Comments Proposal is not likely to be at variance to this Principle 
 Jarrahwood State Forest surrounds the property to the east, west and south. 

 
Boyanup State Forest is 2.1km north of the area under application. 
 
Millwood State Forest is 6.5km south west of the area under application. 
 
The area under application consists of degraded vegetation that is unlikely to have a significant impact on the 
environmental value of the surrounding State Forest vegetation. 
 
The proponent will retain and fence vegetation on the western side of the property as a condition of the licence.  
Fencing this area will improve the quality of vegetation and, since is abuts the State Forest it is likely to 
regenerate well. 
 

Methodology GIS database:  
- CALM Managed Lands and Waters  - CALM 1/06/04 

 

(i) Native vegetation should not be cleared if the clearing of the vegetation is likely to cause deterioration 
in the quality of surface or underground water. 

Comments Proposal is not likely to be at variance to this Principle 
 Water and Rivers Commission (1996) guidelines state that 'no live tree removal or disturbance of vegetation, 

will be allowed from buffer zones'.  A third order watercourse flow south north within the property and WRC 
(1996) recommends a 30m buffer either side of this order of watercourse.  The area under application is, at its 
closest point, 65m from the watercourse within the property. 
 
The proposed clearing is not at variance to this Principle. 
 

Methodology GIS databases: 
- Hydrography Linear - DoE 1/2/04 

 

(j) Native vegetation should not be cleared if clearing the vegetation is likely to cause, or exacerbate, the 
incidence or intensity of flooding. 

Comments Proposal is not at variance to this Principle 
 DAWA report: 

'Clearing of further vegetation could increase surface runoff during high rainfall events, which would contribute 
to increased stream flows but is unlikely to cause extensive flooding due to the size of the catchment, land 
slopes and soil types.' 
  
'The risk of flooding causing land degradation is low.' 
 

Methodology DAWA report (2005) 
 

Planning instrument, Native Title, Previous EPA decision or other matter. 
Comments  
 The proponent will not require an amendment to the groundwater licence issued for the property. 

 
A submission was submitted and raised the following concerns: 
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- The vegetation should not be cleared as the area is relatively weed free and tree cover is in good condition. 
- The clearing and proposed reshaping of the land may result in erosion and discolouration of the water at 
Ironstone Gully Falls 
 
A site visit undertaken by DoE (2005) noted that the area under application is devoid of understorey species 
and pasture weeds dominated the groundcover. The vegetation condition is considered to be Degraded 
(Keighery 1994). 
 
DAWA (2005) stated in there report: 
'The lack of slope gradients and because of porous soil type's present the risk of water erosion is greatly 
reduced.' 
 
'The risk of water erosion causing land degradation is low.'  
 
The concerns raised in the submission have been addressed as part of the assessment and have been found to 
not be at variance to any of the Clearing Principles. 

Methodology DAWA (2005) 
DoE site visit (2005) 
Keighery (1994) 

4. Assessor’s recommendations 
 

Purpose Method Applied  
area (ha)/ trees  

Decision Comment / recommendation 

Horticulture Mechanical 
Removal 

3.2  Grant It is recommended that the area under application be granted a Clearing Permit as it 
is not at variance to any of the Clearing Principles. 
 
The proposal may be at variance to Principle (b) and (c), however, the vegetation is 
degraded and lacks connectivity to other remnants limiting the habitat value of the 
vegetation for fauna and Declared Rare Flora. 
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6. Glossary 
 
Term Meaning 
CALM Department of Conservation and Land Management 
DAWA Department of Agriculture 
DEP Department of Environmental Protection (now DoE) 
DoE Department of Environment 
DoIR Department of Industry and Resources 
DRF Declared Rare Flora 
EPP Environmental Protection Policy 
GIS Geographical Information System 
ha Hectare (10,000 square metres) 
TEC Threatened Ecological Community 
WRC Water and Rivers Commission (now DoE) 
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