
 

 

 

 

 

AUDIT OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 

Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Head Office: 
Kings Park and Botanic Garden, 1 Kattidj Close, Kings Park, WA 6005 

Ph: (61 8) 9480 3600; Fax: (61 8) 9322 5064 
Website: www.bgpa.wa.gov.au 

http://www.bgpa.wa.gov.au/


 

Audit of Public Submissions on the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021   
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority (BGPA) gratefully acknowledges the 
contributions of all community members, organisations and staff in the development of 
the Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021. 
 
 
 
 
 
Published June 2016 by the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, Perth, Western Australia. 
 
 
This work is copyright. Apart from fair dealing for purposes of private study, research, criticism or review, as 
permitted by the Copyright Act 1968, no part may be reproduced by any process without written permission. 
Enquiries should be sent to the address below. 
 
Copyright Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, 2016 
 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority 
1 Kattidj Close 
Kings Park WA 6005 
Email: enquiries@bgpa.wa.gov.au 
Website: www.bgpa.wa.gov.au 
 
This work may be cited as: 

 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. (2016). Audit of Public Submissions: Draft Bold Park 
Management Plan 2016 - 2021. Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, Perth, Western Australia.  

mailto:enquiries@bgpa.wa.gov.au
http://www.bgpa.wa.gov.au/


 

Audit of Public Submissions on the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021   
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................. 1 

INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 2 

METHODS ....................................................................................................................... 2 

RESULTS ........................................................................................................................ 6 

DISCUSSION ................................................................................................................... 9 

 

APPENDIX 1 - LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT 
MANAGEMENT PLAN  

APPENDIX 2 – PROFORMA SUBMISSION FORM  

APPENDIX 3 – LIST OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC 
COMMENT PERIOD 

APPENDIX 4 – LIST OF INDIVIDUALS IN THE HAND-SIGNED PETITION 
(SUBMISSION 85) 

APPENDIX 5 – LIST OF INDIVIDUALS IN THE ONLINE PETITION (SUBMISSION 89) 

APPENDIX 6 – INDIVIDUALS THAT MADE MULTIPLE SUBMISSIONS 

APPENDIX 7 – CONTENT OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC 
COMMENT PERIOD 

APPENDIX 8 - ANALYSIS OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC 
COMMENT PERIOD  

 

Note: the appendices have been omitted from this version of the Audit 



 

Audit of Public Submissions on the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021  1 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021 was released for a public submission 
period from 15 January to 18 March 2016, as required by Part 4 of the Botanic Gardens 
and Parks Authority Act 1998 (the Act).  

The plan has been prepared with significant consultation from key stakeholders, including 
the general community and allied government and private organisations. In addition to a 
series of internal and external stakeholder workshops and written survey to produce the 
draft plan, submissions on the draft plan were received via a formal consultation process. 
Public submissions were sought through various media including direct correspondence, 
the Government Gazette, newspapers and the BGPA website. 

This audit of public submissions documents the review of the Draft Bold Park Management 
Plan 2016 - 2021 and the methods used to assess each submission. During the public 
consultation period, 107 submissions were received, incorporating 270 individual 
comments. The majority of submissions were received from individuals (88%) with the 
remainder from community groups (7%) and government (5%). The most popular method 
of submission was via online submission forms accessed from the BGPA website (56%) 
followed by hand-written proforma submission forms attached to the draft plan (21%), 
emails (16%), and letters, petitions or facsimiles (7%).  

An analysis of comments by assessment criteria is provided, indicating where 
amendments were made to the final plan. More than half (54%) of the comments 
supported the draft plan or offered neutral statements. Many comments supported 
biodiversity conservation and ecological restoration, with 16% of comments specifically 
expressing opposition to development proposals such as schools or roads in or adjacent 
to Bold Park. 
 
Over half of the submissions (52%) resulted in an amendment to the plan. The proposed 
strategy to close the Bridle Trail prompted the highest number of submissions. This 
strategy was amended in response to the appreciable opposition to its closure (45% of 
submissions stating opposition to its closure compared to 9% of submissions stating 
support for its closure). In addition, the proposed strategy to investigate the conservation 
impacts of the Town of Cambridge proposed new road was removed from the plan based 
on clarification of legal requirements under the Act and in response to negative community 
feedback on clearing vegetation in Bold Park for roads. However the majority of 
amendments were to clarify existing statements, correct minor inaccuracies or make minor 
improvements to the original wording or format.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Consistent with Part 4 of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998, the Botanic 
Gardens and Parks Authority (BGPA) began the formal review process in July 2015 to 
develop the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021. This process has included a 
stakeholder workshop and written survey that guided the preparation of the draft plan, and 
the statutory two month public comment period following the release of the draft plan on 
15 January 2016.  

This document is an analysis of public submissions to the draft plan. It provides an 
overview of the process used to ensure appropriate public consultation, documents all 
submissions received on the draft plan, and indicates how the final Bold Park 
Management Plan 2016 - 2021 was or was not amended in response to the submissions. 

 

METHODS 

Methods of Consultation 
 
The BGPA has developed the Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021 through:  
 

 An internal review of progress against strategies in the Bold Park Management Plan 
2011 - 2016, submitted to the September 2015 Board meeting. 

 A workshop with Corpex in September 2015 to identify priorities for the new plan. 

 Consultation with key stakeholders via a workshop and written survey in October 2015 
(Appendix 1). 

 The development of the draft plan detailing the progress on priorities for the period 
2011 - 2016 and the strategic direction and priorities for the period 2016 - 2021 in four 
management categories: Biodiversity Conservation; Ecological Restoration; Visitation 
and Community Engagement; and Planning and Boundary Management.  

 Public submission period on the draft plan from 15 January to 18 March 2016, 
advertised in one issue of the Government Gazette, two issues of The West Australian 
newspaper, one issue of The Western Suburbs Weekly, and one issue of The Post. 

 Letters of notification of the release of the draft plan to 104 stakeholders and a 
notification email to all BGPA volunteer groups and staff. 

 Online news article, PDF of the draft plan and electronic submission form on the BGPA 
website during the public submission period. 

 Viewing copies of the draft plan and proforma submission sheets (Appendix 2) at Kings 
Park and Botanic Garden Administration and Kings Park and Botanic Garden Visitor 
Information Centre during the public submission period, with hard copies being 
available upon request. 

 An audit of public submissions by the BGPA, detailing a review of submissions and 
amendments that were incorporated into the final plan (this document).  
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Methods of Analysis 
 
Each submission was allocated an identification number and the name, suburb, overall 
response (if provided), submission method and category of submitters were listed 
(Appendix 3).   
 
Names were not included in this document if submissions were marked as confidential; 
instead, these submissions were marked with ‘Anon’. Suburbs were included in this 
document for all submissions. 
 
‘Submission methods’ included the proforma submissions available as a submission 
sheet in the draft plan or an electronic submission form on the BGPA website, or free-
form submissions in the form of an email, letter, facsimile or petition. Only written 
submissions were accepted. 
  
A petition was treated as one submission. Appendices 4 and 5 list the individuals in the 
hand-signed and online petitions, respectively. An individual was not included in the tally 
of the number of individuals in a petition if they were already represented in another 
submission (Appendix 6); however their comments within the petition (if provided) were 
retained on file for consideration by the BGPA during the analysis process. 
 
‘Overall response’ refers to the following three options prompted in the proforma and 
online form: 

 I agree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 
2021; or 

 I disagree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 
2016 - 2021; or 

 I partially agree with the proposals presented in the Draft Bold Park Management 
Plan 2016 - 2021. 

 
Note that free-form submissions (letters, emails and facsimiles) did not always indicate 
an overall response. 
 
‘Category of submitter’ refers to whether the submission was made by an individual, 
community group or government organisation. 
 
Each submission was separated into comments that related to distinct sections or 
proposals of the draft plan, or to an issue or information not identified in the draft plan 
(Appendix 7). Each comment was assigned an identification number that linked it to a 
submission number. If an individual or group provided more than one submission, 
comments from the later submission were included with the original submission.  
Comments were entered into Appendix 7 verbatim (that is, no summarization or 
corrections to spelling, grammar or punctuation were made; this was to ensure that the 
BGPA did not misrepresent any submission). 
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Analysis Criteria 
 
In Appendix 8, each comment was summarised into topics and analysed according to 
the process shown in Figure 1 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; 
or 

(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) made a point which was already in the plan, had been considered during plan 
preparation, or was covered by existing policies; 

(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 or appropriate (generally due to 
conflict with existing legislation, BGPA and other relevant government policy, lack 
of resource capacity or lack of research knowledge to make informed decisions); 
or 

(g) was based on unsubstantiated evidence or unclear/ factually incorrect information.  

Submission comments 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. An indication of how the final management plan was or was not amended was 
listed against each comment in Appendix 8. 
 
The following statistics were calculated: 
 

 Category of submitters (%individuals, %community groups, %government 
organisations); 

 Submission method (%online form, %proforma, %email, %letter, %petition, 
%facsimile); 

 Overall response (%agree, %disagree, %partially agree with proposals in draft plan); 
and 

 Criterion (% 1a-e, 2a-g). 
 
The common responses/ key issues raised were identified, and minor and material 
amendments to the final plan were outlined.



 

  

 

Summary of 
comments made

Not within scope

Comment noted 
and conveyed to 
relevant decision 

makers (2C)

Within scope

No change sought

Supported the plan

Comment noted: 
No response 
required (2A)

Did not support the 
plan

Comment noted: 
No response 
required (2B)

Change sought

Issue already 
covered

Indicate relevant 
section or policy 

(2D)

Issue not already 
covered

Modification 
feasible

Modification 
practical

Additional resource 
information (1A)

Additional 
information on 

user groups (1B)

Change in 
legislation or 

management policy 
(1C)

Useful proposed 
strategy (1D)

Omission, 
inaccuracy, lack of 

clarity (1E)

Modification not 
practical

Comment noted: 
Explanation 

required (2E)

Modification not 
feasible/ 

appropriate

Comment noted: 
Explanation 

required (2F)

Modification 
unsubstantiated

Comment noted: 
Explanation 

required (2G)

Figure 1: Analytical Process for Audit of Public Submissions 
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RESULTS 

During the public comment period for the draft plan, 107 submissions were received 
(Appendix 3). Most submissions were received from individuals (88%) with the remainder 
from community groups (7%) and government (5%). The most popular method of 
submission was via online submission forms accessed from the BGPA website (56%) 
followed by hand-written proforma submission forms attached to the draft plan (21%), free-
form emails (16%), free-form letters (4%), free-form petitions (2%) and free-form 
facsimiles (1%). 

More submissions expressed overall agreement with the draft plan (42%) than overall 
disagreement (28%), noting that of the 30 submissions that overall disagreed with the 
draft plan, 29 submissions were opposed to the closure of the Bridle Trail (with the 
remaining submission providing no further comment as to why the draft plan was not 
supported; Appendices 3 and 7). An additional 11% of submissions expressed partial 
agreement with the draft plan, while 19% of submissions did not indicate an overall 
response. All submissions that did not indicate an overall response were free-form (ie. 
emails, letters, petitions and facsimiles). 

The submissions were analysed as 270 individual comments. Appendix 7 contains the full 
comments as provided by the submitter and Appendix 8 contains a summary of each 
comment categorised into common statements, where possible.  

The following proposal in the draft plan to close the Bridle Trail generated the most 
comments, both for and against: 

 Progress the closure of the Bridle Trail for horse riding and convert sections to walking 
trails, to provide for the greater demand for pedestrian access from Stephenson 
Avenue. 

Opposition to closing the Bridle Trail was expressed in 48 submissions (45%), including 
two petitions representing 285 individuals. Support for closing the Bridle Trail was 
expressed in 10 submissions (9%), one of which represents members of the Friends of 
Bold Park Bushland. In addition, 38 submissions (36%) overall agreed with the proposals 
in the draft plan but did not specifically refer to the Bridle Trail.  

An appreciable number of comments were also received in relation to opposing vegetation 
clearing in Bold Park for development by external proponents (43 comments within 24 
submissions, or 16% of comments within 22% of submissions); these comments support 
the requirements of the BGPA Act 1998 to conserve and enhance Bold Park and reflect 
the intent of the draft plan. 

Two development proposals were specifically addressed in the draft plan: 

 Investigate the conservation impacts of the Town of Cambridge proposal to build a 
new road access at the Bold Park Aquatic Centre through bushland to the old quarry 
site. 

 Continue to oppose the section of Stephenson Highway road reserve between Empire 
Avenue and Oceanic Drive as currently proposed in the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
to protect the conservation, landscape and recreation values of Bold Park. 

Of the 43 comments, 12 comments stated opposition to clearing of vegetation specifically 
for roads and an additional 11 comments stated support for the BGPA strategy to oppose 
the planned Stephenson Highway extension through Bold Park. There were also 17 
comments specifically opposing a school in or adjacent to Bold Park, which was being 
investigated by the Department of Education at the time of the draft plan and was 
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publicised widely prior to and during the submission period. Although this was not included 
in the draft plan as a BGPA strategy, community opposition was expressed in response 
to publicity about the Department of Education’s western suburbs school proposal. 

Other frequently stated comments related to support for the management plan (19 
submissions), commendation for the management of Bold Park (12 submissions), a range 
of suggested formatting or content alterations (7 submissions) and, to a lesser extent, use 
of the WA Ecology Centre/ Perry House/ Peregrine House precinct (4 submissions).  

In relation to cycling in Bold Park, the draft plan included the following strategy: 

 Retain current cycling access arrangements on Scenic Walk and Scenic Drive, with no 
expansion elsewhere in Bold Park due to conservation priorities. 

Three submissions proposed mountain bike trails (one individual and two cycling 
organisations, WAMBA and Westcycle) while another three submissions supported ‘no 
bike paths’ or ‘pedestrian only’ paths (three individuals). In addition, 43 submissions 
overall agreed with the proposals in the draft plan but did not specifically refer to cycling 
in Bold Park. 

Table 1 provides a breakdown of the comments by criterion as detailed in Figure 1. Of the 
270 comments received: 

 122 comments (45.2%) supported the draft plan, however 20 of these comments 
related to a proposal that was amended in the final plan in response to divergent 
community feedback and/or additional information that became available after the 
preparation of the draft plan (these are indicated by an asterisk in Table 1); the 
remaining 102 comments did not require an amendment to the plan. 
 

 23 comments (8.5%) offered statements that were neutral, mostly relating to the 
importance of Bold Park, commendation of management by the BGPA or the 
availability of additional information for reference during operational planning; these 
comments did not require an amendment to the plan.  
 

 56 comments (20.7%) offered statements that were beyond the scope of the plan 
(either because they did not relate to physical land activities within Bold Park or 
they were too detailed for the purposes of a management plan), had been 
considered during plan preparation, were not considered to be feasible or were 
unsubstantiated by available evidence; these comments did not require an 
amendment to the plan.  
 

  69 comments (25.6%) offered statements that resulted in an amendment to the plan, 
mostly due to additional information on affected user groups (48 comments all of 
which stated opposition to the closure of the Bridle Trail) and a range of minor 
omissions, inaccuracies or details requiring clarification (16 comments), with the 
remaining 4 comments relating to additional resource information, a change in 
legislation relating to Bushfire Prone Areas and an improvement to the plan’s front 
cover and map.  
 

A total of 56 submissions (52.3%) led to an amendment to the plan (Appendix 8).  
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Table 1: Breakdown of comments by criterion 

Note: an asterisk alongside Criterion No. 2A (2A*) and the associated plan amendment (Yes*) 
indicates that the comment supported the draft plan but that the plan was amended in response 
to divergent community feedback and/or additional information that became available after the 
preparation of the draft plan. 

 

Summary Criterion Amendment No. of 
Comments 

% of Comments 

Additional resource information 1A Yes 1 0.4 

Additional information on 
affected user groups 

1B Yes 48 17.8 

Change or clarification in 
legislation or management 

1C Yes 1 0.4 

Better strategy (in this case, 
improvements to the front cover 
and map) 

1D Yes 3 1.1 

Omissions/ inaccuracies/ 
clarifications 

1E Yes 16 5.9 

Supported the plan 2A* Yes* 20 7.4 

Supported the plan 2A Not Required 102 37.8 

Neutral statement 2B Not Required 23 8.5 

Beyond scope 2C Not Required 25 9.3 

Previously considered 2D Not Required 23 8.5 

Opposing viewpoints 2E Not Required 0 0.0 

Not feasible or appropriate 2F Not Required 7 2.6 

Unsubstantiated 2G Not Required 1 0.4 
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DISCUSSION 

The public submissions indicated strong community support for the majority of strategies 
proposed in the Draft Bold Park Management Plan 2016 - 2021, particularly those that 
related to biodiversity conservation and ecological restoration. The audit of submissions 
process led to mostly minor amendments to the final plan, to clarify existing statements, 
correct minor inaccuracies or make minor improvements to the original wording or 
format. However, a few more significant changes to the plan were also made in 
response to submissions, namely: a material change to two of the strategies in the draft 
plan (relating to the Bridle Trail and cycling); a minor addition to another (relating to 
pedestrian access); and the removal of one strategy completely (relating to the Town of 
Cambridge proposed new road). These amendments are outlined below. 
 
Proposed Bridle Trail Closure – material change to draft strategy 
 
The strategy in the draft plan relating to the Bridle Trail was: 
 

 Progress the closure of the Bridle Trail for horse riding and convert sections to walking 
trails, to provide for the greater demand for pedestrian access from Stephenson 
Avenue. 

 
To account for the appreciable number of submissions that were opposed to the closure 
of the Bridle Trail, the strategy in the final plan was amended to achieve a balance 
between horse riders, pedestrians and biodiversity conservation: 
 

 Continue to provide horse riding opportunities with managed access on a 
reduced Bridle Trail, with use monitored for further feasibility assessment in the 
next plan period.  

 

Proposed Pedestrian Access – minor addition to strategy  

 

In view of the proposed reduction in extent of the Bridle Trail to replace its full closure, the 
strategy relating to pedestrian access on sections of the Bridle Trail also required revision. 
The following wording in the Bridle Trail proposal in the draft plan was removed from the 
final plan: ‘convert sections to walking trails, to provide for the greater demand for 
pedestrian access from Stephenson Avenue’. Instead, additional pedestrian access will 
be provided at West Coast Highway, and the relevant priority has been amended in the 
final plan as follows (amendment underlined): 

 

 Maintain and upgrade existing trails for pedestrian access and safety, and 
proceed with provision of formal access from the West Coast Highway 
underpass to Zamia Trail and the conversion of a previous section of the Bridle 
Trail to pedestrian access as resources permit. 

 

This amendment will enable the option of safe pedestrian access from the West Coast 
Highway through to Zamia Trail to meet an observed community demand. Pedestrian 
access from Stephenson Avenue is not feasible while the Bridle Trail remains in place. 
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Review of Cycling Access – material change to strategy 

 

The strategy in the draft plan relating to cycling was: 

  

 Retain current cycling access arrangements on Scenic Walk and Scenic Drive, with no 
expansion elsewhere in Bold Park due to conservation priorities. 

 

In view of the revised Road Traffic Code 2000 in April 2016 and a small number of 
submissions seeking extension of cycling/mountain bike riding in Bold Park, the cycling 
strategy has been amended in the final plan as follows: 

 

 Retain current cycling access arrangements on Scenic Walk and Scenic Drive, 
and in consultation with key stakeholders, investigate more options for cycling 
in Bold Park consistent with public safety, visitor enjoyment, recreation and 
conservation objectives. 

 

Town of Cambridge Proposed New Road – removal of strategy 

 

During the planning period for the draft plan, the Town of Cambridge proposed that a 
strategy to build a new road access through Bold Park bushland at the Town’s Bold Park 
Aquatic Centre be included in the new plan. Consequently, the draft plan included the 
following: 

  

 Investigate the conservation impacts of the Town of Cambridge proposal to build a 
new road access at the Bold Park Aquatic Centre through bushland to the old quarry 
site. 

 

In addition to submissions received opposing this strategy, since the closure of the 
submission period the BGPA has received legal advice from the State Solicitor’s Office 
that indicates the BGPA does not have the authority under the BGPA Act to approve 
arrangements for a new road through the park for which the primary purpose does not 
benefit Bold Park. As the Town’s proposed road is intended to provide access to a carpark 
to primarily service the Town’s Aquatic Centre and provides no benefit to Bold Park, the 
BGPA has removed the above strategy from the final plan.  

 
In conclusion, the large number of public submissions received on the draft plan reflects 
the importance the community places on the conservation, recreation, cultural, 
education, and scientific values of Bold Park. The audit process has resulted in an 
amended Bold Park Management Plan 2016 – 2021 that reflects the majority of 
community feedback. 
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