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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2009-2014 was released for a public submission 
period of two months from 8 March 2011 to 9 May 2011, as required by Part 4 of the 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998.  

The Management Plan has been prepared with significant consultation from key 
stakeholders, including allied government and private organisations and the general 
community. In addition to a series of internal and external workshops and feedback 
request forms to produce the draft plan, submissions on the draft plan were received via 
a formal consultation process. Submissions on the plan were sought through various 
media including direct correspondence, the Government Gazette, newspapers and 
official websites and were received from various organisations, community groups and 
individuals. 

During the public consultation period, 13 submissions were received, incorporating 80 
individual comments. The comments were analysed and sorted into nine categories: 
General; Guiding Bold Park Management; Biodiversity Conservation; Ecological 
Restoration; Community Liaison and Planning; Visitation and Passive Recreation; 
Interpretation and Education; Cultural Heritage; and Risk Management.  

The draft plan received considerable support. A total of 59 comments (73.75%) 
supported the plan, made neutral statements and/or referred to issues that had 
previously been considered. There were no objections to any of the proposed future 
directions, strategies or priorities outlined in the plan; however 3 comments (3.75%) 
indicated a need for a change or further clarification in the plan. Minor amendments 
were made to the Management Plan based on the community feedback received and 
following further Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority internal review. In addition, some 
of the comments have been forwarded to relevant Authority staff for further 
consideration in daily management and planning. 

Overall, the draft management plan received positive responses from the majority of 
submitters. In particular, the plan was noted as being comprehensive whilst being clear 
and succinct and presenting information in a structure that is easily understood. The 
Authority was commended on conservation and restoration works at Bold Park and 
ongoing consultation with the Aboriginal community.  

This audit of public submissions documents the process for the review of the Bold Park 
Management Plan 2006-2011 and the method of assessment of all submissions. An 
analysis of comments by assessment criteria is provided, indicating where amendments 
were made to the final plan. A tabulated analysis of all comments received, with the 
Authority’s response, is included as Appendix 4.  

This document has been reviewed and approved by the Authority’s Corporate Executive, 
Chief Executive Officer and the Board of Management. The Bold Park Management 
Plan 2011–2016 has also been approved and endorsed by the Hon. Bill Marmion MLC, 
Minister for Environment; Water.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Consistent with Part 4 of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998, the 
Authority began the formal review process in July 2010 to develop the Bold Park 
Management Plan 2011-2016. This process has included the statutory two month public 
review period and culminates with the preparation of this document, which has provided 
the basis for the final edits to the Bold Park Management Plan 2011-2016. 

Purpose Statement 

This document provides an overview of the process used to ensure appropriate public 
consultation during the development of the Bold Park Management Plan 2011-2016. It 
clarifies the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority’s position on matters that were raised 
during the public submission period on the Draft Plan and ensures transparency of 
comments made from members of the public through the consultation process. 

METHODS 

The Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority (the Authority) has developed the Bold Park 
Management Plan 2011-2016 through:  
 
• The identification of ‘status of works’ on initiatives recommended in the Bold Park 

Management Plan 2006-2011. 

• Internal workshops to identify new initiatives and determine priorities for effective 
management.  

• A mail-out review survey completed by key stakeholders to identify major issues for 
review (see Appendix 1). 

• A Stakeholder workshop to identify major issues for review (see Appendix 1). 

• The development of the draft management plan detailing the current status; future 
directions and strategies; and priorities for the period 2011-2016.  

• Advertised public submission period on the draft in two issues of The West 
Australian, one issue of the Government Gazette, one issue of The Western Suburbs 
Weekly, one issue of The Post.  

• Comments books and proforma submission sheets located at Kings Park and 
Botanic Garden Administration and the Kings Park Visitor Centre, Bold Park 
Administration, Cambridge Library. 

• Copies of the Draft Management Plan and proforma submission sheets sent out to 
130 stakeholders. 

• Online news article and electronic submission form on the Authority’s website. 

• The analysis of submissions by the Authority’s Planning Officer. 

• The development of the audit of public submissions by the Authority, detailing if, 
where, why and how the final plan was amended as a result of the submissions 
process.  

• Appropriate amendments made to produce the final Bold Park Management Plan 
2011-2016. 
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Methods of Analysis 

The submissions to the draft management plan were analysed according to the process 
shown in Figure 1 overleaf. Submissions were assessed entirely on the cogency of 
points raised. No subjective weighting was given to any submission for reasons of its 
origin or any other factor, which would give cause to elevate the importance of any 
submission above another. 

Each comment made through submissions was assessed using the following criteria: 

 
1. The Draft Plan was amended if the comment: 

(a) provided additional resource information of direct relevance to management 
(b) provided additional information on affected user groups of direct relevance to 

management 
(c) indicated a change in (or clarified) Government legislation, management 

commitment or management policy 
(d) proposed strategies that would better achieve management goals and objectives 
(e) indicated omissions, inaccuracies or a lack of clarity. 

 
2. The Draft Plan was not amended if the comment: 

(a) clearly supported the draft proposals 
(b) offered a neutral statement, or no change was sought 
(c) addressed issues beyond the scope of the Plan 
(d) was already in the Plan, or had been considered during Plan preparation 
(e) was one among several widely divergent viewpoints received on the topic and 

the recommendation of the Plan was still considered the best option 
(f) contributed options which were not feasible/appropriate (generally due to some 

aspect of existing legislation, Government or BGPA policy) 
(g) was an opinion unsubstantiated by available evidence. 



 

 

 
Figure 1: Analytical Process for Audit of Public Submissions 
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RESULTS 

Number and Origin of Submissions 

A list of the names of submitters during the public review period is provided in Appendix 
2. The majority of the 13 submissions received were from the inner Perth Metropolitan 
Area and all were confined to Australia. The majority of the submissions to the draft 
were from community organisations, local governments and state government 
agencies/authorities.  

Of the 13 submissions received, four were provided as proforma submission forms (see 
Appendix 3). Of the proforma submitters, two indicated that they agreed with the 
proposals presented in the plan and two indicated that they partially agreed with the 
proposals. The proforma submissions also included comments on the Draft 
Management Plan, which were incorporated into the analysis, along with comments from 
the nine other submissions not received in proforma format.  

Analytical Table 

The submissions were analysed as 80 different comments by the Authority’s Planning 
Officer, and grouped into either, general comments, guiding Bold Park management 
comments or one of the relevant management categories identified in the draft plan for 
ease of interpretation (Biodiversity Conservation; Ecological Restoration; Community 
Liaison and Planning ; Visitation and Passive Recreation; Interpretation and Education; 
Cultural Heritage; and Risk Management). The Authority then completed the audit 
detailing if, where, why and how the final Plan was amended as a result of the public 
consultation process.  

 
The tabulated analysis, in Appendix 4, contains: 

• the category title 

• the submission number 

• the comment number 

• the comment as written in response to the Draft Plan 

• the criteria by which each comment was assessed 
• an indication of the Authority’s response to the comment 

• an indication of whether or not the point resulted in an amendment to the Final Plan. 
Table 1 provides a breakdown of the comments by criterion as detailed in Figure 1. Of 
the 80 comments in the 13 submissions received, 59 (73.75%) supported the plan, 
offered neutral statements or raised issues previously considered during plan 
preparation and therefore required no amendment; 3 (3.75%) made comments beyond 
the scope of the plan,15 (18.75%) offered opposing viewpoints to preferred 
management strategies, offered options not considered feasible, or presented an 
opinion unsubstantiated by available evidence, and subsequently no changes were 
made; and, 3 (3.75%) indicated a change or clarification in Government legislation, 
management commitment or management policy, or highlighted inaccuracies which 
resulted in an amendment to the plan. 
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Table 1: Breakdown of comments by criterion 

Summary Criterion Amendment Number Percentage % 

Supported the plan 2A Not Required 36 45.00 

Neutral statement 2B Not Required 6 7.50 

Beyond scope 2C Not Required 3 3.75 

Previously considered 2D Not Required 17 21.25 

Opposing viewpoints 2E Not Required 0 0.00 

Not feasible or appropriate 2F Not Required 13 16.25 

Unsubstantiated 2G Not Required 2 2.50 

Additional resource 
information 

1A Yes 0 0.00 

Additional information 1B Yes 0 0.00 

Change or clarification in 
legislation or management 

1C Yes 1 1.25 

Better strategy 1D Yes 0 0.00 

Inaccurate/Clarify 1E Yes 2 2.50 
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APPENDIX 1 - LIST OF WORKSHOP ATTENDEES AND 
CONTRIBUTORS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The following list of names comprises the attendees to the Bold Park Management Plan 
Review Workshops held on 9 October 2010 at the Western Australian Ecology Centre, 
Bold Park. It also includes the names of the individuals or organisations that provided 
contributions by filling out the review survey.  

Individuals 
Margaret Cameron 

Community Organisations 
Astronomical Society of Western Australia (Ray Upston) 
Friends of Bold Park Bushland Inc. (Stephanie Clegg, Barbara Knott, Gerry Brennan) 
Friends of Bold Park Volunteer Guides (Barbara Baxendale, John Majewski, David 
Biggins, Ruby Johnson) 
Kings Park Guides (Jennifer Weston, Robert Powell) 
Perth Mountain Bike Club (Raymond Marks) 
Recreational Riders for Bold Park (Kate Crispe, Doll Syminton) 
Western Australian Naturalist Club (John Gardner, Joe Froudist) 
Western Region Environmental Network (Wayne Monks) 
Urban Bushland Council (Mary Gray) 

Private Companies/Corporations 
Mattiske Consulting (Libby Mattiske) 

Education Institutions 
Curtain University (Jonathan Majer) 
University of Western Australia (Judy Fisher) 

Local Government 
City of Subiaco (Martin Copeman) 
Town of Cambridge (Simon Withers, Ross Farlekas) 

State Government 
Department of Environment and Conservation (Paul McCluskey, Neale Bougher, Judith 
Harvey, Cathy Gazey) 
Fire and Emergency Services of Western Australia (Jade Leask, Peter Curran) 
Department of Indigenous Affairs (ChristineLewis) 

Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Staff  

Sue Briggs Alison McCristell Melissa Mykytiuk 
Marcello Campisi Steve Easton Christina Mykytiuk 
Bob Dixon Lesley Hammersley Mark Webb 
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APPENDIX 2 - LIST OF SUBMITTERS DURING THE PUBLIC 
SUBMISSION PERIOD  

Individuals 
Vernon Martin 
Tom Alford  

Community Organisations 
Friends of Bold Park Bushland Inc. (Stephanie Clegg) 
Western Australian Horse Council (Robert Hawes) 
Western Australian Naturalists Club Inc (Roz Hart) 
Western Region Environmental Network (Wayne Monks) 

Local Government Authorities 
City of Nedlands (Viki Shannon) 
City of Subiaco (Kathy Bonus) 
Town of Cambridge (Chris Colyer) 

State Government Agencies/Authorities 
Department of Environment and Conservation (Keiran McNamara) 
Department of Indigenous Affairs (Christine Lewis) 
Department of Planning (Loretta Van Gasselt) 
Water Corporation (Miles Dracup) 



 

Audit of Public Submission on the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2011-2016 12 

APPENDIX 3 – PROFORMA SUBMISSION FORM 

Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2011-2016 – Submission Form 

Name*: 
Address*: 
Contact Phone*: 
Email*: 

 
*To ensure validation of your submission, your name and contact details must be clearly legible. If a submission is marked 
‘confidential’ the author will remain anonymous, otherwise your contribution will be acknowledged in the Audit of Public Submissions 
by Initial, Surname and Suburb e.g. J Bloggs, Floreat. Personal details will not be forwarded to any third party or used for any other 
purpose. 

� I agree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 
2011-2016 

� I disagree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 
2011-2016 

� I partially agree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park 
Management Plan 2011-2016 

 
Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
If further space is required please attach additional pages. 
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APPENDIX 4 - TABULATED ANALYSIS AND AUDIT OF SUBMISSIONS 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

General 1 1 The plan is extremely comprehensive and most 
appropriate for the years ahead. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 2 2 As a neighbour of Bold Park, Water Corporation 
looks forward to continued liaison with the 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. 

2b Comment noted. No change to plan sought. No 

General 3 3 The plan is clear and succinct with a structure 
that is easily understood. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 5 25 The BGPA is commended for conservation and 
restoration works at Bold Park which has been 
guided by previous management plan. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 5 26 The draft plan is supported. 2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 7 31 Support the draft plan. 2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 8 32 Support the plan as advertised. 2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 11 66 We are in general support of points raised in the 
Draft Management Plan. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

General 13 70 The Draft Plan 2011-2016 has been reviewed by 
the Town of Cambridge Administration and 
considers it to be a high quality plan for the 
sustainable management of Bold Park. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Guiding Bold Park 
Management 

3 4 Support the plan's vision, long-term goal and 
principal management objectives. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Guiding Bold Park 
Management 

11 67 The long term goal of "Biodiversity conservation 
and restoration of Bold Park bushland to achieve 
a diverse and resilient ecosystem that allows for 
passive recreation, education and community 
involvement" is highly commendable and we fully 
support this. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 



 

Audit of Public Submission on the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2011-2016           15 

Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 10 Change status and name of Bold Park to a 
'wildlife conservation sanctuary'. 

2f The Management Plan supports wildlife 
conservation through conservation and 
enhancement of native biological diversity. 
Plan also supports continued pest 
management strategies to protect native flora 
and fauna. No intention to rename Bold Park 
to a sanctuary as this implies an intention to 
fence and creation of formal sanctuary. Fauna 
reintroduction is a very complex issue that is 
not feasible within current resources and 
term of this plan. Focus is on restoration of 
vegetation communities for fauna habitat. 
The BGPA determined that vermin-proof 
fencing is not currently feasible in Bold Park. 

No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 12 Reintroduction of native flora and fauna to create 
a 'wildlife sanctuary' in the 'central section' of 
Bold Park. 

2f The Management Plan supports wildlife 
conservation through conservation and 
enhancement of native biological diversity. 
Plan also supports continued pest 
management strategies to protect native flora 
and fauna. No intention to rename Bold Park 
to a sanctuary as this implies an intention to 
fence and creation of formal sanctuary. Fauna 
reintroduction is a very complex issue that is 
not feasible within current resources and 
term of this plan. Focus is on restoration of 
vegetation communities for fauna habitat. 
The BGPA determined that vermin-proof 
fencing is not currently feasible in Bold Park. 

No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 13 Reintroduction of native fauna to adjoining 
bushland/reserves. 

2c The reintroduction of native fauna to 
adjoining bushland/reserves is beyond the 
scope of the Management Plan as these lands 
are outside of the Authority's designated 
lands. 

No 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 14 Additional funding for control programs on 
weeds, pests and diseases. 

1e The Management Plan has been amended to 
include pursuing funding options for currently 
inadequately funded activities. Note that plan 
already includes control programs on weeds, 
pests and diseases. 

Yes 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 15 Additional funding for integrating outcomes of 
flora, fauna and fungi research into management 
strategies. 

1e Plan amended to include pursuing funding 
options for currently inadequately funded 
activities. Note that plan already provides for 
integration of relevant research outcomes 
into management strategies. 

Yes 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 19 Ecological evaluation of the health of Bold Park 
with increased studies/research of fauna, flora 
and fungi and the long term trends over time. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

4 22 Retain the natural bushland at the top of Reabold 
Hill despite obstructions to some views. 

2a Natural vegetation is retained at Reabold Hill 
and managed to maintain views. 

No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

10 38 Investigate the feasibility of establishing a fenced 
fauna sanctuary in part of the park where there 
are no established walk trails. 

2f The Management Plan supports wildlife 
conservation through conservation and 
enhancement of native biological diversity. 
Plan also supports continued pest 
management strategies to protect native flora 
and fauna. No intention to rename Bold Park 
as a sanctuary and this implies an intention to 
fence and creation of formal sanctuary. Fauna 
reintroduction is a very complex issue that is 
not feasible within current resources and 
term of this plan. Focus is on restoration of 
vegetation communities for fauna habitat. 
The BGPA determined that vermin-proof 
fencing is not currently feasible in Bold Park. 

No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

10 39 Address the issue of the reintroduction into the 
park of fauna.  

2f Fauna reintroduction is a very complex matter 
that is not feasible within current resources 
and term of this plan. Focus is on restoration 
of vegetation communities for fauna habitat. 

No 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

10 40 Carry out surveys and ecological studies of 
insects in the park. 

2a Comment noted - Insects and other 
invertebrates are included in references to 
fauna surveys. Supports the draft plan. 

No 

Biodiversity 
Conservation 

10 41 Research needs to be carried out to understand 
the ecology of rare plant and animal species. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

4 11 Rehabilitate/ revegetate 'Northern section' of 
Bold Park. 

2a Comment will be considered within the five 
year restoration plan. Supports the draft plan. 

No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

4 17 Development of Camel Lake as a rehabilitated 
wetland precinct to add to the biodiversity of 
Bold Park. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

4 18 Focus rehabilitation efforts on high quality 
conservation areas and remove invasive non-
native plant varieties. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

6 28 Test significant trees that are declining for 
phytophthora and other plant diseases. 

2a Testing of trees is already being undertaken 
as part of a research program into Autumn 
tree decline which is investigating tree 
deaths. 

No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 42 Considerable effort should be put into weed 
eradication, research and monitoring. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 43 Provide training opportunities for volunteers in 
seed collection, planting and other propagation 
activities to enable greater volunteer 
involvement in ecological restoration. 

2d This comment is addressed in the 
Management Plan under the Ecological 
Restoration and Community Liaison and 
Planning management categories. The 
Authority will continue to work with, and as 
required train, volunteers.  

No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 44 Broader community to be involved in bushland 
activities. 

2a This comment is addressed in the 
Management Plan under the Ecological 
Restoration and Community Liaison and 
Planning management categories. Supports 
the draft plan. 

No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 45 Attention should be given to control of threats 
such as dieback, rabbits, foxes, and feral birds 
e.g. rainbow lorikeets and corellas. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 46 A detailed fire management plan is required. 2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Ecological 
Restoration 

10 47 Restoration of Camel Lake wetland should be 
considered in conjunction with nearby Perry 
Lakes, especially proposals to boost groundwater 
with recycled waste water.  

2a A restoration plan for Camel Lake will include 
consideration of groundwater recharge 
program at Perry Lakes. 

No 

Risk Management 3 5 Difficult to make specific comment on fire 
management without access to 'Fire 
management and Response Plan' and 'External 
Review of BGPA Fire Management and Response 
Plan'. 

2b Comment noted. No change to plan sought. No 

Risk Management 3 6 Need for balance of risk mitigation, particularly 
fuel management, and fire response capability. 

2b It is already the Authority’s intention to 
balance risk mitigation and fire response 
capability. Comment noted. 

No 

Risk Management 4 24 Fire management techniques (e.g. prescribed 
burning) to be modelled on the experiments 
trialled and successfully operated by Australian 
Wildlife Conservancies in northern Australia. 

2f The Authority's current policy does not 
include prescribed burning. Fire risk 
management will be informed by outcomes of 
comprehensive bushfire risk analysis 
specifically undertaken for the Authority's 
designated lands. 

No 

Risk Management 5 27 Recommended that the BGPA liaise with the 
Western Central Local Emergency Committee 
regarding mitigating bushfire risk within and 
adjacent to Bold Park. 

2a Comment will be considered as part of the 
Authority's comprehensive bushfire risk 
analysis. 

No 

Risk Management 6 29 As pine trees are a food source for Carnaby's 
Cockatoo, if they are removed they should be 
replaced with other species that are a food 
source so as not to reduce feeding grounds. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Risk Management 10 48 Security at car parks requires on-going 
monitoring and liaison with the police/Town of 
Cambridge rangers.  

2d The comment reflects the intent of the plan 
as written however this level of detail is not 
included in the plan. 

No 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Risk Management 13 71 Priorities for the next five years.  Items 2 and 3.  
The Town will liaise with The Botanic Gardens 
and Parks Authority to assist with their annual 
review of the Fire Management and Response 
Plan including the completion of a 
comprehensive bushfire risk analysis.  Council's 
focus for bushfire protection is the Quarry 
Amphitheatre and Bold Park Pool. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

9 33 Whilst the draft Management Plan makes 
mention of potential impacts of horse riding 
indicating some adverse impacts, these are of 
relatively low significance. 

2g Initial research undertaken by the Authority 
has indicated adverse impacts from horse 
riding but their significance has not be 
quantified. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

9 34 A permit system to manage horse riding may 
achieve little but would require administrative 
and policing input. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

9 35 It is accepted that until numbers participating 
demonstrates an increase in the extent of the 
bridle trail requirement, monitoring existing use 
is a pragmatic option. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

9 36 WA Horse Council will encourage improved 
tidying of the unloading area prior to users 
leaving the park but considers any suggestion of 
participants needing to clear the trail of any 
horse droppings to be unnecessary and 
impracticable.  

2b This comment reflects a level of operational 
detail not included in the Management Plan 
however, will be considered as part of the 
revised approach to horse riding referred to 
in the plan. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

9 37 The potential of these droppings being 
responsible for weed intrusion is minimal.  In 
general terms, animal droppings must be 
considered to be a normal occurrence. 

2g Initial BGPA research indicated adverse 
impacts from horse riding but their 
significance has not been quantified. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 49 Consider revised layout for Reabold Hill carpark 
to maximise parking bays. 

2f Reabold Hill carpark is restricted to its existing 
footprint to avoid impact on biodiversity. 
Current layout of bays has been engineered 
to maximise available parking whilst 
maintaining access. 

No 
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Category 
 

Submission 
Number 

Comment 
No 

Summary of Comment Criterion 
No. 

Discussion/ Action Taken Final Plan 
Amended? 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

 10 50 Make arrangements with Town of Cambridge to 
allow usage of Quarry Amphitheatre carpark at 
peak usage times. 

2d The Authority will continue liaison with Town 
of Cambridge regarding usage of Quarry 
Amphitheatre carpark. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 51 Conflict with people parking at Camel Lake 
carpark while they attend nearby sporting event - 
at such time difficult for park users to find a place 
to park. 

2d Comment noted. Monitoring of carpark use 
will continue to ensure compliance with the 
Authority's regulations. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 52 Consider signage at Camel Lake and Tuart 
Carparks indicating nearest toilet facilities. 

2d Installation of new signage is covered in the 
plan however this level of detail is not 
included in the plan. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 53 Do not support request for toilets in Bold Park. 2b Comment noted. The Management Plan does 
not include any proposal for the installation 
of toilets in Bold Park. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 54 Consider drinking fountains at: Tuart Car Park, 
Reabold Hill, Camel Lake Car Park. 

2f The installation of drinking fountains at Tuart 
Carpark Reabold Hill and Camel Lake carpark 
is not feasible due to the requirement for new 
water supply lines to these locations. Drinking 
fountain in Western Australian Ecology Centre 
precinct will be investigated. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 55 Consider pruning or removing plants at Reabold 
Hill to enhance view. 

2d Natural vegetation is retained at Reabold Hill 
and managed to maintain views. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

10 56 Improve pedestrian access into Bold Park from 
West Coast Highway. 

2a Improved access from West Coast Highway is 
included in plan. Supports the draft plan. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

 10 57 Improve pedestrian access into Bold Park from 
Wollaston, Montgomery Drive, and Oceanic 
Drive. 

2f It is not feasible to extend pedestrian access 
beyond current facilities from Wollaston. 
Access from Oceanic Drive and Montgomery 
Drive is not feasible due to the impact on 
native bushland. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

13 73 Priorities for the next five years.  Item 1.  The 
Town of Cambridge support the proposal to 
provide visitor access to Bold Park from the West 
Coast Highway underpass near the Challenger 
Parade intersection.  

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 
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Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

13 74 Priorities for the next five years.  Item 3.  The 
Plan proposes to complete the reconfiguration 
and upgrade of visitor carparks to improve access 
and protect trees.  This is recognised as a 
desirable project and an early contact should be 
made with Council to ensure that the crossover 
locations into the car parks off Perry Lakes Drive 
meet with safe road design standards. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation 

13 79 It is noted that access for pedestrians to Bold 
Park could be improved, particularly from the 
northern side adjacent to the majority of the 
Town's residents.  The following suggestions are 
proposed: 
- Converting the bridle trails to pedestrian paths 
and creating a pedestrian entry point to this path 
on Oceanic Drive at the corner of Marapana 
Road. 
- Support for a path entry point on Stephenson 
Avenue near Montgomery Drive. 

2f Safe pedestrian access is provided at Scenic 
Drive and Wollaston Road. 
It is not considered feasible to utilise the 
former bridle trail closest to Oceanic Drive for 
pedestrian access as the trail has been closed 
since 2001 and restoration back to native 
bushland is underway. 
A pedestrian entry path on Stephenson Ave 
near Montgomery Drive is not considered 
feasible due to the steep terrain and potential 
impact on native bushland. 

No 

Visitation and 
Passive Recreation  

4 21 Improved signage on all access points, walkways, 
carparks etc. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Visitation and 
Passive 
Recreation/ 
Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

4 20 Greater and more expanded ranger presence in 
all aspects of the Park management including 
education, policing, feral animal control, parking, 
group tours, fire viewing/prevention. 

2d Comment consistent with activities 
undertaken by Community Liaison Officer and 
other staff roles. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

4 7 Creation of 'Djandoo Bush Link', a green bush 
corridor linking Kings Park, Bold Park and the 
coast (including Shenton Park Bushland and 
Underwood Avenue Bushland). 

2c The Management Plan seeks to promote 
ecological corridors through surrounding 
bushland remnants however as Shenton Park 
Bushland and Underwood Ave Bushland are 
not designated lands under the Authority's 
management, this comment is beyond the 
scope of the Management Plan. 

No 
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Community Liaison 
and Planning 

4 8 Creation of 'Greater Djandoo',  protected green 
corridors linking all western region bushland, 
parks and reserves. 

2c The Management Plan seeks to promote 
ecological corridors through surrounding 
bushland remnants however as all western 
region bushland, parks and reserves are not 
designated lands under the Authority's 
management, this comment is beyond the 
scope of the Management Plan. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

4 9 Rezoning of Stephenson Highway road reserve to 
A class reserve and use as a wildlife corridor. 

2d The Management Plan opposes the 
construction of Stephenson Hwy extension 
through Bold Park however the rezoning of 
entire road reserve for Stephenson Highway 
to an A Class Reserve is outside of scope of 
plan as much of the reserve is outside of the 
Authority's designated lands. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

4 23 Increased community involvement for assisting 
restoration activities and many other aspects of 
the management of the Park. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

7 30 Bold Park Guides should be kept informed of any 
significant changes to the plan. 

2d Comment noted. No change to plan sought. No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

10 58 In absence of Community Advisory Committee, 
need to establish closer formal links between the 
Town of Cambridge and the BGPA, to allow for 
discussion of issues. 

2d The comment reflects the intent of the plan 
as written however this level of detail is not 
included in the plan. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

11 68 The WA Naturalists Club is searching for new 
headquarters and are of the opinion that it would 
be very suitable for the club to be included in an 
environmental precinct that would include Birds 
Australia and WA Wildflower Society premises in 
Bold Park. This centre would be available to other 
likeminded bodies. This centre would also have 
provision for meetings, workshops and 
potentially in the future an outdoor classroom 
area. 

1c A new strategy has been added to the plan as 
follows: 
Consider opportunities to accommodate 
additional relevant community groups in 
extended or replacement buildings in the 
Perry/Peregrine House fenced precinct (whilst 
maintaining the heritage status of Perry 
House), where there is a direct benefit to 
biodiversity conservation in Authority 
managed lands. 

No 
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Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 72 Future Directions and Strategies - Item 6.  
Priorities for the next five years - Item 2.  There 
have been extended discussions concerning 
various land exchanges.  The exchanged land was 
to accommodate the Reabold Hill Scenic Drive 
access road that has now been completed 
without land transfer from the Quarry 
Amphitheatre land to the Bold Park land. The 
Town is keen to acquire some land from Bold 
Park for linking the Bold Park Aquatic Centre 
carpark to The Boulevard limestone quarry 
residual land.  

2d The plan provides for further minor 
rationalisation of park boundaries. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 75 The Council road reserve drainage system 
encroaches into Bold Park in a number of 
locations including Oceanic Drive, Bold Park 
Drive, Challenger Parade and Rochdale Road.  
This has been a benefit to the Town for many 
years and also benefits Bold Park by replenishing 
the water table.  The Town will liaise with the 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority when 
access is required to these soakage areas. 

2b Comment noted. No change to plan sought. No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 76 The Draft Plan does not include a strategy to 
address issues with a 600 metre section of the 
City to Sea Greenway shared path on the 
southern side of Oceanic Drive verge adjacent to 
Bold Park, west of Kalinda Drive and opposite the 
City Beach residential area. 

2d The comment reflects the intent of the plan 
as written however this level of operational 
detail is not included in the plan. The 
Authority will continue to work with the Town 
to reach a mutually acceptable solution to 
this matter. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 77 The Draft Plan does not include a strategy to 
investigate and construct appropriate parking 
facilities jointly with the Town of Cambridge 
relating to coastal use adjacent to Challenger 
Parade south of Falmouth Avenue. 

2f The construction of carpark facilities adjacent 
to Challenger Parade south of Falmouth 
Avenue is not considered to be feasible due 
to the impact on coastal vegetation. 

No 
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Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 78 The Draft Plan does not include a strategy that 
recognises the Bush to Beach trail. 

2d The comment reflects the intent of the plan 
as written however this level of detail is not 
included in the plan. The Authority is already 
supporting this initiative. 

No 

Community Liaison 
and Planning 

13 80 The town reiterates its desire to build a shared 
path on the northern side of Oceanic Drive and 
resolve the issue with BGPA regarding the 
installation of rock-catch fencing on that route. 

2d The comment reflects the intent of the plan 
as written however this level of operational 
detail is not included. The Authority will 
continue to work with the Town to reach a 
mutually acceptable solution to this matter. 

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

4 16 Improved public awareness campaigns and 
opportunities for education with wide ranging 
participation of community groups, school and 
residents of all aspects of Bold Park. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 59 Consider periodically  advertising park activities 
and news in local newspapers to more closely 
link the park with its immediate community. 

2d It is the intent of the plan to promote park 
activities to the community and methods for 
information distribution will vary. 

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 60 Consider public notice board outside entrance of 
the WA Ecology Centre and making brochures 
available after hours to increase interpretive 
component. 

2f It is the intent of the plan to increase 
interpretation however a public notice board 
and making brochures externally available out 
of hours is not appropriate due to concerns 
regarding vandalism and littering. 

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 61 Increase interpretive component and greater use 
of the building by the public. 

2d The plan supports greater use of the building 
by the community. It is the intent of the plan 
to increase the interpretive component of the 
building, however, the specific methods for 
achieving this is an operational detail not 
included in the plan. 

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 62 We would prefer not to see Bold Park used as a 
location for large, commercial-style 
signs/billboards advertising events in Kings Park 
and ‘Aspects’ gift shop etc. 

2f Commercial signage is not intended in Bold 
Park however periodic site sensitive 
promotion of the Authority's events is 
considered appropriate and will continue. 

No 
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Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 63 There should be more dynamic display 
boards/signage at major entry points into the 
park. These could inform park users of current 
volunteer activities, such as guided walks and 
bush care activities. 

2d New entry signs incorporating some of this 
information along with a dedicated sign for 
volunteer activities is being installed at Tuart 
Carpark, however there are no plans to 
extend this volunteer related signage to all 
entries.  

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 64 It would be desirable if people could obtain maps 
and other brochures in the park itself e.g. at 
entrances.  

2f Making maps and brochures externally 
available out of hours is not considered to be 
appropriate due to concerns regarding 
vandalism and littering. 

No 

Information, 
Interpretation and 
Education 

10 65 Inaugural management plan and associated 
background data such as flora and fauna lists, 
vegetation and fire maps and visitor surveys 
results should be made available on the BGPA 
website. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. 
Making the Inaugural Management Plan and 
associated background data available on the 
website is included in the Management Plan 
under the Information, Interpretation and 
Education management category. 

No 

Cultural Heritage 12 69 Your commitment to ongoing consultation with 
the Aboriginal community is commended and I 
wish you well with your place to conserve and 
promote the cultural heritage assets of Bold Park. 

2a Comment noted. Supports the draft plan. No 

 
 


	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	RESULTS
	APPENDIX 1 - List of Workshop Attendees and Contributors to the Development of the Draft Management Plan
	APPENDIX 2 - LIST OF SUBMITTERS DURING THE PUBLIC SUBMISSION PERIOD
	APPENDIX 3 – Proforma submission form
	APPENDIX 4 - Tabulated Analysis and Audit of Submissions

