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Submission — Bushmead Residential development Hazelmere, stern Australia

EPBC Act Ref: 2015/7414

The Urban Bushland Council presents the followi g the abovementioned

proposal put forward by Cedar Woods Prg for residential purposes in
Hazelmere

The Urban Bushland Council (UBC) is a pea ver 70 member
groups. The UBC has been exi bying for the
conservation and appropr; of remnant bushland in and around Perth
over this period. The UB G i c research programs and has conducted
education and training p ing onservation and management of urban

bushland and its flora and d supporters are passionate about
the protecti e remaining native vegetation and
habitat in i interest’in proposals likely to affect

important

The Bushm oods Properties Limited proposes to
develop has | vironmental values and the UBC is aware
that representa Ith government have been made by members of the
community regar i he site and its flora and fauna over a period spanning

decades. The UBC ac fort by various community members and is of the firm
view that the Commonwe only acknowledge this effort but also bring to fruition the
hopes of the people who have p much energy into the cause of conserving this site’s
outstanding environmental values.

The environmental significance of the site has actually grown over time, as extensive and on-going
clearing of native vegetation and habitat on the Swan Coastal Plain makes each remnant more and
more essential for the survival of our magnificent flora and fauna.

Preliminary Comments

It is the strong view of the Urban Bushland Council that, ideally, the whole of Lot 911 — that is, the
whole of the Bushmead site should be set aside for conservation purposes. There are degraded
areas within Lot 911, but even these generally have important habitat trees. Inthe UBC’s opinion, a
“parkland cleared” environment would be greatly preferable to the residential developments and
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roads that are proposed for some of the less pristine portions of the site. Residential development
constitutes a far more imposing environmental barrier to fauna and the potential expansion of
existing flora and habitat than does a fairly well wooded area with a degraded understorey.

The contention of the proponent that residential development and various rehabilitation initiatives
will actually lead to an overall improvement of the site’s environmental values is unconvincing. The
Council has seen such arguments mounted before with respect to the development of numerous
other sites around Perth and the claims and the eventual results seldom, if ever, prove to have much
in common. We have no reason to doubt the proponent is confident good environmental outcomes
can be achieved but experience tells us that development of the kind envisaged not only removes
habitat and potential habitat but also poses new threats to the areas proposed for conservation.

The UBC prepared a submission regarding a proposed Perth Metropolitan Region Scheme
Amendment (1242/41) regarding Lot 911 in June 2013 and isposition towards the rezoning(s) —
since approved — has not changed. The proposed residential lopment poses significant threats
to the environmental values of the site. Of most concern is th ctive division of the undeveloped
parts of the site into 3 more or less separate porti Amendment stage we objected
to this splitting of the undeveloped areas of site into ly because of the potential

wider undeveloped corridors between C i ould be greatly preferable
to those presented in the proponent’s

mmediate vicinity of the proposed
s make it a far more acceptable model of

eets with our constant disapproval.

To see con : on site or in the immediate vicinity of

efer to see as the standard rather than the
exception. Re ay-be convenient for developers but it is destroying
our urban bushla ritage and it willlseriously affect the environmental values of the Swan Coastal
Plain as a whole.

We are aware the propon t constrained by Conservation Covenant considerations
and Bush Forever listing but the osed retention of large areas of native vegetation and habitat
on Lot 911 is pleasing — certainly in comparison with the entirely unacceptable treatment of the
nearby environmentally outstanding bushland and wetland areas at Perth Airport. The lack of
protection for the native vegetation and habitat at Perth Airport is a disgrace and it flies in the face
of the widely acknowledged need to protect what little bushland remains on the eastern side of the
Swan Coastal Plain. The Lot 911 proposal does protect valuable portions of this remnant habitat and
the Commonwealth would be well advised to insist on such “on-site” conservation provisions being
made with respect to other development proposals affecting the eastern side of the Coastal Plain.

The UBC’s comments on the documentation associated with the proposal are as follows:



Bushmead Black Cockatoo Habitat Survey (Bamford Consulting Ecologists)

There is no doubt Lot 911 contains a substantial amount of good quality feeding habitat for
Carnaby’s Cockatoo and the Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo. We note that of the 329 trees
identified within the impact areas, 109 were found to have potentially suitable hollows for nesting
and 10 were found to have been used recently (not necessarily by Black Cockatoos but by parrots)

(p. 3-7).

The UBC is exceedingly concerned about the plight of the Black Cockatoo species that frequent the
Perth region and the prospect of losing feeding and potential roosting and breeding trees in such
numbers is disturbing.

The UBC insists that as many trees as possible must be retained in the Development Area. We note
that in “Enclosure 1: Information requested on 23 February 5” it is stated that:

ult, at this stage to confirm
Development Area. The

‘The Bushmead project is still in the planning stage, so it is
the exact number of significant trees that will be protected i
proposed Local Structure Plan is currently bei
of Planning/ Western Australian Planning Commis
modlflcatlons are currently being made ¢ and urban design

10 trees which sho 2 iVi i i e identified by the
City of Swan to ens ) he current round of modifications, a
revised plan and e 2 undertaken.’ (p.3).

In the UBC'’s experience, - i onably firm commitments about

environm : i i have an unfortunate tendency to
become “t 2 commenced work. Itisthe UBC’s very
strong vie and their aftermaths over many years, that
assessment
and that it sho i i o demonstrate that they have in fact made
every effort to o e environmental @utcomes before final approvals are issued.

The proponent propo 3 hectares of degraded Black Cockatoo habitat with “Black
Cockatoo foraging and bre ( p.4.)( Enclosure 1: Information requested on the 23
February 2015). While the time frame for producing feeding habitat is realistic in the context of this
project, the production of “breeding habitat” is not. It is common knowledge that trees will not
produce good hollows for nesting purposes for such large birds within 100 years. This is the whole

point of doing everything possible to retain potential breeding trees.
Comments on the Referral
2.1 Description of proposed action (p.8)

The UBC is of the view that there should be wider undeveloped wildlife corridors adjacent to the
proposed residential development sites (involving a slight reduction in the extent of the residential
developments) so that the two development cells do not form such substantial barriers between the
areas proposed for conservation. Fragmentation of habitat areas is highly undesirable and one of the



real environmental strengths of Lot 911 is the continuous undeveloped strip of land extending so far
out onto the Coastal Plain from the foothills. This is quite unusual — if not unique- and is a legacy of
the site’s former usage as a rifle range. It provides an opportunity for fauna more likely to be found
on the Darling Scarp — such as the Brush-tailed Possum and the Chuditch - to move down onto the
Coastal Plain. Even if the undeveloped areas left to form more substantial linkages between the
proposed conservation areas were somewhat degraded, they could potentially be rehabilitated at
some time in the future.

It is noted that the proponent has a “Project Vision” (p.8) which “integrates future housing with
surrounding Conservation Area” (p.8). This is to be achieved:

‘through retention of natural landscape and levels, corresponding retention of significant
trees, revegetation with native species and compatible water management systems and (sic)
which play an important complementary role in enhancing local biédiversity.” (p.8).

e regarded as a strategy for
t residential development would
ive vegetation and habitat.

Integrating housing with conservation areas would not gener
improving environmental outcomes and the fact h
bring some considerable environmental threats to
Some of these threats are listed below:

e Dumping of garden rubbish in b
o  Weeds escaping from gardens
e Fauna exposed to traffic (death, i
o Artificial lighting affecti
e Increased risk of 3
Litter dumped a

arden soil entering bushland on boots,

The UBCis € ial d ent close to bushland does bring risks to
the environm values of the bushland. ese risks can be reduced with good
management b development is likely to bring more challenges than
improvements.

nd revegetation with native species is of particular interest
d to seeing bush blocks cleared in their entirety. We note

The matter of retention
to the UBC as we are all too a
that:

‘The proposed action involves the clearing of approximately 50 ha of potential Black-Cockatoo
foraging and breeding habitat within the Development Area. However, not all vegetation in the
urban areas will be removed. Indicative urban design for both of the urban infill cells indicates
that approximately 23 trees with hollows and 2.5 ha of significant tree canopy area is expected
to be retained. This is consistent with the understanding that the Black Cockatoos are known to
inhabit urban areas and to forage on both introduced species of plant as well as eucalypts and
Banksia trees that remain in the urban fabric. Introduced landscape trees will also expand these
foraging areas.’ (p.8).

The UBC has concerns regarding the reference to “introduced landscape species” being utilised in
the urban cells. While the Black Cockatoo species will feed on various exotic trees and trees not



necessarily native to Western Australia or the local area, it is our view that trees utilised in
community or public landscaping should be local native habitat trees — such as the Marri, Jarrah and
Banksia species. Exotic trees are currently more horticulturally fashionable but these developments
should be adding only suitable habitat trees wherever possible to compensate for the very
considerable losses that are anticipated.

Threatened Fauna

The UBC s surprised at the indication that the EPBC Act listed Conospermum undulatum would be
“unlikely” (p.13) to occur on Lot 911 as it would appear to us to be very much within the geographic
range where this species could be expected to occur.

We are also surprised that the Chuditch (Dasyurus geoffroii) is described as being “unlikely” (p.16) to
occur on the site as it does occur on the Darling Scarp — withanhich the site is contiguous. It is our
understanding this species has even been observed at some on the eastern side of the Coastal
Plain not far from Lot 911. Its occurrence might be notable bu “unlikely” in our view.

The description of the amount of “Black-Cockatoo i i ilable in the vicinity of the site
is in serious need of refinement. First of all, in a docu i it is not appropriate to

Figure 8 is i f “Potential Black Cockatoo Habitat” there
is available leading. Carnaby’s Cockatoo foraging
habitat arou . e Swan Coastal Plain — and particularly in
the Banksia wo Cockatoo generally does not feed on Banksias
but will visit scatt stal Plain.

generally have somewhat ing requirements. It would be fair to say there is
considerably less secure Carnaby’s Cockatoo foraging habitat in the vicinity of Lot 911 than there is
secure foraging habitat most suited to the Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo. But this is not apparent
from Figure 8.

There is another problem with Figure 8 and the linked reference to Bush Forever sites on page 18.
Bush Forever sites are not necessarily reserves and they are not necessarily reserved. In some
instances, being included in Bush Forever confers no additional conservation status on the land
whatsoever. A very good example is Perth Airport. In Figure 8, the extensive remnant bushland area
at Perth Airport is shown as potential Black Cockatoo Habitat and as a Bush Forever site. Perth
Airport is the largest bushland area on the Coastal Plain within 10 km of Lot 911. It does contain
extensive areas of very good quality habitat for Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, in particular, and it is



indeed a Bush Forever site. Unfortunately, the Commonwealth does not recognise Bush Forever and
accords land so classified no particular conservation status.

Perth Airport is on Commonwealth land and Bush Forever is a WA State Government initiative. Given
that the State Government has not protected all Bush Forever sites under its own jurisdiction, it is,
perhaps, not surprising that the Commonwealth accords such sites no particular conservation status.
Furthermore, the Commonwealth recently allowed the Perth Airport leaseholder to remove the only
two Conservation Precincts on the site (amounting to 310 hectares in total) from the Perth Airport
Master Plan 2014. The consequence of this action is that the remnant Black Cockatoo habitat at
Perth Airport now has no protection other than that afforded by the EPBC Act - which is none
whatsoever.

In short, Perth Airport should not appear in Figure 8 as if it were a “protected area” of potential
Black Cockatoo Habitat. Neither should the banks of the Sw iver estuary be shown as potential
Black Cockatoo Habitat. There are some reserves along parts e river but to show the whole
length of both banks — including the foreshore in central Perth Potential Black Cockatoo Habitat

Our overall point is that protected fora ckatoos — particularly
Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo —is in short sup Swan Coastal Plain.
The UBC welcomes the proposed protectio n Lot 911 and

The UBC notes tha i It in the removal of approximately 50 ha of potential

i bitat for Black-Cockatoos” (p.19). Given that Carnaby’s
BC takes the view that any significant clearing of its habitat
contribute to an eventual reduction in Black Cockatoo

Black-Cockatoo is in seriou
— and this is significant habitat — wi
populations. The Referral claims “the proposed clearing will not lead to a long-term decrease in the
size of the Black Cockatoo populations” (p.19) but we disagree.

It is obvious that habitat loss leading to decline in Black Cockatoo populations has been, and is
continuing to be, a cumulative process. In the historically early stages of the removal of habitat
suitable for Black Cockatoos more than 150 years ago, no single project could have been identified
as leading to the long term decline of the species concerned. And given the highly fragmented state
of its remaining suitable habitat on the Swan Coastal Plain caused by clearing - and in the forested
areas by the removal of older and larger trees - it may still largely be the case that individual clearing
— or logging/mining — projects could not be specifically identified as causing overall population
declines. The damage is done piece by piece and the pieces become more and more vital as the



process continues. But the majority of proponents can claim that their individual proposals involving
habitat loss will not lead to a measurable decline in populations attributable to their particular
projects. So the species are declining, they are losing their habitat, and nobody is responsible. Itis
an absurd situation and it has reached the point where Governments should act responsibly and
bring the process of habitat destruction to an end.

The UBC welcomes the commitment —and we presume it is a commitment — by the proponent to
undertake “the strategic retention of a number of large trees within the development area” (p.19).
We would like to see a clearer commitment to the retention of a large number of trees, including
large trees, but the concept of retaining trees is one we support strongly.

Another argument evinced by the proponent as to why the proposal will not lead to a long term
decline in Black Cockatoo populations refers to:

pertaining to habitat loss issues generally and to Blac t loss in particular. It is our
clear understanding, and the UBC even ra i icament of Black Cockatoo
species in the south west of Western A : ies such as Carnaby’s

Black Cockatoo are already facing a for t is to say, there is
probably insufficient available habit in exi ion — hence their
declining numbers. Nobody with.an asing in numbers

vouch for the fact that C t declined substantially over the decades. It
is this situation which fu i ith environmental offsetting” whereby
clearing of habitat is per ! is purchased elsewhere. The problem

of Black-Cockatoo habitat within the
breeding” (p. 19) is interesting but we

oponent is proposing to revegetate with “species suitable
for foraging and bree . iti lear whether these species are intended to be species
native to the local area o hat the birds are known to feed on. There are many shrub
and tree species that are not lo e local area that could be used for foraging habitat but the
UBC would much prefer to see local native species used as part of a natural area rehabilitation
process rather than see merely “native” species being employed to create a foraging “garden” or
plantation. Rehabilitation and regeneration with local species is difficult but it is a more satisfactory
long-term environmental objective than simply establishing a foraging plantation. The reference to
revegetating to produce breeding habitat is somewhat fanciful as anyone alive today would probably
be deceased before any such breeding tree habitat would become useable.

We do not accept the argument that suggests that the proposal “will not lead to a long-term
decrease in the size of the Black Cockatoo populations due to the nature of Black Cockatoo
populations, which are highly mobile with extensive ranges” (p.19). It is the argument of every
proponent that the birds can go somewhere else but is the lot of the birds to find they are running
out of suitable alternatives. Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo, for example, visits virtually every patch of



woodland, no matter how small, on the Swan Coastal Plain around Perth, every autumn and winter.
But because of continued clearing, these remnant patches are becoming smaller, and fewer, and
further between. Consequently, flocks are smaller and the birds consume more energy moving
between smaller blocks offering meagre food resources. Carnaby’s Cockatoo has an extensive range
but Perth sprawls over an enormous area relative to its population and urban development —
combined with agriculture — has greatly reduced Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo’s habitat over a vast area
of the Swan Coastal Plain. The species is mobile but it cannot keep flying longer distances to smaller
and fewer habitat remnants indefinitely. The fact is that every instance and element of habitat loss is
now contributing to the pressure on the species’ survival prospects. The Urban Bushland Council
vehemently objects to the Commonwealth’s continuing to grant approvals to projects likely to be
contributing to the extinction of Black Cockatoo species. And, alarmingly, many of these projects are
considerably more environmentally harmful than the one under consideration here.

Will the action reduce the area of occupancy of the species?

ot lead to a reduction in the
area of occupancy of the species” (p.19). There is clearly bitat trees in Lot 911 and
breeding trees take so long to replace it i i to be replacing them. What

is also concerning is the claim that “int xpand these urban
foraging areas” (p.19). In general, “intro e presume is meant
trees that are not only not native to the lo not going to

The Forest Red-tailed Bl 3 yredilection for seeds of the exotic Cape
Lilac tree (Melia azedara is i ice andscaping given its production of

but these C § were to feed on such trees in private
gardens th our view that local native trees would be
the best ch i d shrubs could also be utilised. Issues such
as attracting : need to be considered. It is also the case
that these spe : al activity nearby and they will move off if
alarmed. It is our then that there weuld still be a diminution in the number of suitable habitat
trees available over refore be likely to be a reduced occupancy of the Black
Cockatoo species on Lo

Will the action adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species? (p.19).

We have already provided comments on the cumulative effects of individual instances of clearing on
Black Cockatoo populations and it is our view that all remaining Black Cockatoo habitat should be
regarded as “habitat critical to the survival of the species.”

Will the action modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to
the extent that the species is likely to decline? (p.20).

The Referral states that “the proposed action is not expected to interfere with the recovery of Black
Cockatoo species as suitable habitat is retained in a number of existing reserves in close proximity



(Table 7)” (p.20). Table 7 purports to give areas of Black Cockatoo habitat “within secure reserves”
(p.20) within certain radii of the proposed action. The UBC has some doubts about the compilation
of these figures in so much as in Figure 8 — showing “Potential Black Cockatoo Habitat Surrounding
Bushmead” - Bush Forever sites are shown along with Local Reserves and DPaW Managed Estates —
suggesting that Bush Forever sites are in fact reserves. Regrettably, they are not necessarily reserves
and they are not necessarily protected from development.

Table 7 refers to 289.37 hectares of Southern River Vegetation Complex being in “Secure Reserves”
within 5 kilometres of the proposed action. The only substantial area of “Southern River” vegetation
complex we know of within 5 kilometres of the proposed action is at Perth Airport. The
Commonwealth should be well aware that none of the remnant vegetation at Perth Airportisin a
“secure reserve,” despite its inclusion in Bush Forever. Furthermore, the figures of most relevance to
Carnaby’s Cockatoo where foraging habitat is concerned w be those relating to the Swan
Coastal Plain. It is on the Plain that the figures are most concerning — not on the scarp or in the hills.

r Black Cockatoo species is likely
cause of their continuing
son is suffocating it doesn’t

with the recovery of the ies. : are any of the Black Cockatoo species are
“in recovery” in reality a initi om the State or Commonwealth that is

ificing some residential land but it would improve
opportunities for faun hese areas and also create more opportunities for
revegetation. Revegetatio rvation area is highly desirable and we insist that this
should be carried out using local species. This is a very challenging task and the difficulty should not
be underestimated. Even the problem of obtaining sufficient local seed has led proponents working
on other projects to renege on verbal assurances that such work would be undertaken. We expect
the Commonwealth to make sure the proponent undertakes the work set out in the Referral in the
manner described — should the proposal be approved.

Fire Management Plan (p.31)

When it comes to fire, there are obvious risks in integrating residential developments with
conservation reserves. It is the UBC’s hope that the residential development takes the brunt of the
modifications required to maximise community safety. The residential areas may need extra
hydrants, more detailed fire plans, and close liaison with the local fire and emergency services.
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Prospective residents would have to be made aware that their residences would face a bushfire risk
and that that risk could be reduced but not eliminated. It would be regrettable if major additional
clearing for fire breaks were to be undertaken for the purposes of fire hazard reduction adjacent to
housing and the proponent should be factoring such a possibility into the provision of land for
conservation. A significant environmental impact on the retained bushland caused by residential
development may come from requirements for fuel load reduction burning in the conservation
areas. The issue of controlled burning is controversial and the UBC generally does not favour
programmed burning for fuel load reduction on the Swan Coastal Plain. Burning has a tendency to
encourage grassy weed species which become fire hazards in themselves.

CONCLUSION

ilised or that may be utilised by Black
al involves the clearing of good

The UBC is opposed to the clearing of habitat areas that are
Cockatoo species for foraging, breeding, or roosting. This pr
quality Black Cockatoo habitat and, to that extent, we oppose

However, thanks to the work of various individuals eriod of time, the conservation
values of the site have been well documented and recog ngly the proponent has made
provision for the conservation of a substa to the project area. This is a
considerable improvement on most of attention. The UBC
generally objects to environmental offse he clearing of

important native vegetation and habitat bu i oyed, theniit is
the offsetting occur in close ative vegetation abitat is being
destroyed and that it pri : rvation of related or equivalent native
vegetation and habitat.

disagreed w g view that it would be preferable
to havem i i the main conservation cells to improve
habitat co i DN opportunities.

Yours faithfully

Vice President
Urban Bushland Council WA Inc.

PO Box 326, West Perth WA 6872 ubc@bushlandperth.org.au www.bushlandperth.org.au
Tel. (08) -9420 7207
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