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The public comment process for draft 

Perth's Bushplon (PBP 1998) was one of 

the most successful ever conducted by 

the Ministry for Planning, with 2,004 

formal submissions received, including 670 

individual submissions. The remaining 

submissions where in the form of 

standard letters and petitions. 

The Ministry also recognises the role of 

the other key agencies involved 

(Department of Environmental Protection, 

Department of Conservation and Land 

Management and the Water and Rivers 

Commission) and acknowledges the role 

of the general community in promoting 

the concept of Perth's Bushplan - the 

"project" as a whole from PBP 1998 to 

Bush Frn-ever: 

The submissions were of an extremely 

high standard and generally showed that 

people are giving a great deal of thought 

to the issue of bushland conservation. Of 

the individual submissions received, 53 per 

cent offered support and only 19 per cent 

objected, which indicates strong overall 

community support for the concept of 

PBP 1998. The remaining submissions 

raised issues requiring clarification but did 

not express a view on the plan as a 

whole. 

A professional public opinion survey was 

also conducted at the conclusion of the 

public consultation process.This showed 

that 24 per cent of people living in 

metropolitan Perth were aware of 

PBP 1998 and its objectives, and 93 per 

cent of these felt positively about it. 

Recent polling indicates a continuing high 

approval rating. 

About I ,OOO private and commercial 

landowners a1-e affected, involving some 

1,400 lots, but only 400 private 

landowners are directly affected. Most are 

indirectly affected, fo1- example, by small 

areas of frfnging vegetation that occur 

along creeklines at the rear of properties. 

The receipt of submissions has proved 

invaluable in the development of Bush 

Forever and in determining the level of 

public responsiveness to the concept of 

"Keeping the Bush in the City". The 

submissions were particularly valuable in 

determining the individual circumstances 

for each site, thus ensuring that existing 

approvals and lawful activities can be 

considered, and that legitimate 

development proposals may be brought 

forward for consideration in accordance 

with existing planning and environmental 

commitments. Submissions will continue 

to be used to develop appropriate 

mechanisms to protect each Bush Forever 

Site through the I 0 year implementation 

time frame in liaison with affected 

landowners on an ongoing basis. 

Bush Forever identifies areas of regionally 

significant bushland in the Swan Coastal 

Plain portion of the Perth Metropolitan 

Region, totalling some 5 1200 hecta1-es 

(ha). A number of these sites (33,400 ha) 

are currently afforded a level of protection 

through such mechanisms as Parks and 

Recreation reservation under the 

Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS). Bush 

Forever also identifies approximately 

17,800 ha of unprotected sites, the 

majority of which is in some form of 

government ownership at the 

Commonwealth, State and local level (and 

mostly zoned Public Purpose in the MRS). 

Only about 4,600 ha of unprotected land 

is in private ownership (or 9% of the total 

area). Of the total area, less than I% is 

privately owned and zoned Urban, Urban 

Deferred or Industrial in the MRS, and the 

remainder of the private unprotected 

lands are zoned Rural in the MRS. 
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This report provides a summary of 

submissions received in 1-esponse to 

PBP 1998, as released for public comment 

on 29 November 1998. It explains the 

way in which landowners and the general 

community have been involved, 

submissions considered and grouped, and 

responds to the key issues raised. The 

issues raised have been addressed in more 

detail in Bush Forever, which covers 

detailed implementation aspects and 

includes general policies, detailed 

strategies and guidelines for site 

implementation, including a site 

implementation recommendation for each 

Bush Forever Site to provide a greater 

degree of landowner certainty as to the 

desired approaches and options available . 

During the public comment period an 

independent Bushplan Reference Group 

was established with representatives from 

the scientific, conservation and 

development interests and expertise. 

The group has, in a separate report to 

government, made recommendations on 

the implementation requirements through 

a general analysis of the key issues raised 

during the public comment period.Their 

contribution had a significant infiuence on 

the formulation of Bush Forever: 

Bush Forever will be progressively 

implemented in consultation with affected 

landowners. The submission process was a 

way to express an opinion, contribute 

knowledge, or to put forward suggestions 

for protection.The submissions on 

PBP 1998 are assisting government officers 

by providing additional site information to 

verify the site boundaries in Bush Forever, 

and to assess the value of proposals for 

protection of bushland. In view of the 

diversity of issues involved, each site and 

affected landowners will be dealt with on 

a case-by-case basis to properly take into 

account individual circumstances. 

I 0 year program and 

further detailed consideration during the 

implementation phase of Bush Forever 

and will be used as a reference for 

individual discussions with landowners to 

determine suitable outcomes. 

Each individual submission and the 

detailed information provided will be 

treated in confidence. 

2.1 5ackground 
PBP 1998 and Bush Forever is a whole-of­

government initiative concerned with the 

protection of areas of regionally significant 

bushland, some with associated wetlands. 

The Ministry for Planning has been 

recognised as the lead coordination and 

implementation agency.The area covered in 

detail by PBP 1998 and Bush Forever is the 

Swan Coastal Plain portion of the Perth 

Metropolitan Region with the addition of 

the Wilbinga Site immediately north of the 

Perth Metmpolitan Region boundary.The 

study does not include areas which may be 

of local significance, although the 

Government is committed to fulfilling its 

undertakings under the Urban Bushland 

Strategy (Government of Western Australia, 

1995) to provide support to local 

governments and communities. 

PBP 1998 was made up of two volumes. 

Volume I includes information of the 

plan's development, site selection criteria 

and processes, and general 

recommendations to government on 

implementation. Volume 2 is a Directory 

of Bushplan Sites, comprising of three 

parts: Part A provides a description of 

each of the categories of information used 

to describe the Bushplan Sites; Part B 

provides a description of each Bushplan 

Site; and Part C consists of maps covering 

all Bushplan Sites. 
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with Friends of Shenton Bush land, who 

manage a 25 hectare bushland site for 

conservation and passive recreation in 

Shenton Park.The site was chosen as a 

perfect representation of the plan's theme: 

"Keeping the Bush in the City". The launch 

was attended by more t han 120 people, 

including a med ia contingent It was highly 

successfu l, with substantial media coverage 

on all television stations, three radio 

stations and all print media. It provided an 

excellent platform from which t o invite 

public comment 

).+Landowner 
Communication 

More than I ,OOO private and commercial 

landowners received an information 

package with det ai ls of the implications 

t hat PBP 1998 could have for their 

property (example of a letter sent to 

landowners is given in Appendix 2). In 

excess of 2,000 packages were produced 

for landownffs, public agencies, 

community groups and stakeholders.The 

info1-mation packages were tailored to the 

particular implicat ions and situations 

occurring on individual lots. The package 

included summary brochures, a copy of 

Volume I of PBP 1998 (where 

appropriate) and site details re lating t o 

the affected property. 

Following the PBP 1998, on-site meetings 

with landowners and relevant staff from 

t he Bushplan Office and other directly 

involved government agencies were 

undertaken where possible or requ ired to 

confirm vegetation values and site 

boundaries. The site visits were conducted 

on an as-needs basis, either to locate the 

boundary of the regionally significant 

vegetation, to discuss an explanation to 

landowners as to why their bushland is 

worthy of protection under PBP 1998, and 

to discuss implementation mechanisms. 

Bush Forever 

Further detailed discussion and negotiation 

on the proposed implementation approach 

were principally in itiated as a result of 

receiving a formal proposal by the 

landowner, such as requests for land 

management advice or conservation 

covenants for those w ishing to manage their 

land for conservation or the submission of a 

subdivision/rezoning or development 

application. A number required negotiated 

planning outcomes in accordance with 

existing planning commitments for the site, 

e.g. current Urban zoning in the 

Metropolitan Region Scheme or rural living 

zoning in the local town planning scheme. 

Where possible, landowners with prior 

commitments were prioritised for 

negotiated outcomes and further discussion 

through the comment period in order to 

provide greater certainty. 

Meetings and discussions were assisted by 

aerial photograph ic images that illustrated 

the distinguishing environmental and 

planning features of the Bushplan Site, 

including the geomorphology, 

conservation category wetlands, regionally 

significant vegetat ion, contours, MRS 

zoning and the Bushplan Site boundary. 

Site visits were fo llowed up by fu rther 

investigation and subsequent 

negotiation/discussion with landowners 

and relevant government agencies and 

stakeholders. Botan ical queries were 

directed to the Department of 

Environmental Protection. 

Continued direct contact, site visits 

(including boundary verification) and 

discussions w ith affected landowners on 

the proposed implementation approach 

identified in Bush Forever wil l occur 

throughout the implementation phase, in 

the context of the site implementation 

recommendation, which is generally 

consistent with a site's current land use 

zon ing and development commitments. 



Negotiations can be initiated only on the 

basis of existing land use zoning and 

cannot be based on a landowner's 

expectations or aspirations for the land, 

since they may not be in accordance with 

other planning and environmental 

considerations, irrespective of PBP 1998, 

e.g. servicing and public infrastructure and 

land capability and suitability issues. 

).5 Obtaining Public 
Comment 

Every endeavour was made to ensure 

every member of the Western Australian 

community had an opportunity to 

comment on PBP 1998. Activities 

undertaken to facilitate this included: 

• A public information display toured 

metropolitan shopping centres, giving 

the wider public the opportunity to 

become familiar with the concepts of 

PBP 1998 and enabling them to 

comment. 

• Advertisements were placed in each 

of the local Community newspapers 

and in The West Australian. 

• Distribution of ind ividual tailored 

information packages for landowners, 

including general and site-specific 

information, with targeted brochures 

for landowners, developers, and 

members of the public wishing to 

make comment. 

• Distribution of the PBP 199 8 to local 

council offices and libraries. 

• Establishment of a special PBP 1998, 

1800 response line, providing a single 

point of contact for information and 

direct access to staff of the Bush plan 

Office. Officers received more than 

2000 phone calls. Every caller was 

encouraged to put in a formal 

wc;J)n 'ubm;5';on. Most callee; wece 

seeking clarification of the 

implications that PBP 1998 imposed 

for particular pieces of land and any 

restrictions on land use that would 

apply as a result. In most cases callers 

needed site-specific information. 

• Distribution of a PBP 1998 

Newsletter to key groups, libraries 

and government departments to 

keep people informed on the more 

topical issues relating to PBP 1998. 

• Briefings with stakeholders, local 

government and a one-day workshop 

(see Section 3.8). 

To maximise the response rate, additional 

options for public comment were made 

available by completion of a simple 

comment form enclosed within the 

brochures or through a detailed written 

submission. A website and an e-mail 

address were established for lodgment of 

submissions or for obtaining further 

information. 

).6 Stakeholder 
Briefings 

A number of briefings/meetings were held 

for community and other interest groups 

and stakeholders to clarify information 

about PBP 1998 after its initial release. The 

briefings elaborated on specific issues in 

the plan and catered for the questions of 

the specific groups. (Appendix I) . 

).J Liaison with Local 
Governments 

Liaison with local government is integral 

to the success of PBP 1998. Bushplan 

Office staff have met with the 

environmental officers of many local 

governments to discuss site-specific issues. 

In consideration of the number and 
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complexity of issues in their areas, more 

substantial meetings were held with the 

Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, City of 

Rockingham, Town of Kwinana, City of 

Wanneroo and Shire of Swan. 

Local government officers have assisted 

members of the Bush plan Office in 

providing a local context to on-site and 

other site-specific negotiations. As local 

planning and environmental issues a1·e 

important when determining the 

outcomes for Bushplan Sites, local 

knowledge on such issues is essential to 

the process of liaison with affected 

landowners. Similarly, local government 

knowledge of the history of many sites is 

invaluable when determining outcomes. 

In collaboration with the Department of 

Envimnmental Protection and the 

Bushp\an Reference Group, the Min istry 

for Planning also provided briefings to the 

Western Australian Municipal Association. 

The briefings outlined the background of 

the plan, the rationale for site selection 

and the implementation mechanisms, then 

focused specifically on the issue of locally 

significant bushland. 

j.8 Summar~ of 
Workshop 
Proceedings: 
"Unlocking Hie 
Ke~ Issues ot 
Perth's 5ushplan)' 

A one-day wo1·kshop was coordinated by 

the Ministry for Planning and held under 

the auspices of the Bushplan Refe1·ence 

Group on 24 March 1999. Approximately 

80 invited delegates participated (fo1· a list 

of attendees see Appendix 3). The aim of 

the workshop was "to involve 

stakeholders in a discussion of the key 

issues and expectations associated with 

8 Bush Forev er 

PBP 1998" and to provide a forum for 

suggestions on the implementation, and 

for all parties to work together in a 

workshop environment. 

Delegates included representatives from 

development, scientific and conservation 

organisations, government and non­

government agencies, indigenous 

community, landowners and interested 

members of the community. 

The workshop consisted of a series of 

plenary and concurrent workshop planning 

sessions. Session I was primarily an 

information session providing a general 

overview of the project. Dr Libby Mattiske, 

Chair of the Bushplan Reference Group, 

outlined the role of the Bush plan Reference 

Group as an advisory body to the Minister 

for Planning, the Minister for the 

Environment and the Minister for Water 

Resources jointly on the finalisation and 

requirements for the implementation of 

PBP 1998, and the key issues arising from 

public submissions. Dr Mattiske also outlined 

the overall objectives of the workshop. 

Kieron Beardmore and David Nunn from 

the Ministry for Planning provided a 

strategic overview of PBP 1998, an outline 

of its current status and a preliminary 

appraisal of submissions received at the 

time of the workshop. 

During Session 2, delegates divided into 

groups to assess what t hey considered to 

be the eight key issues of PBP 1998. 

Following the group discussion period, 

group representatives presented a 

summary of their findings. 

During Session 3, delegates selected one 

of t he eight issues raised during Session 2 

and discussed possible strategies to 

address the issue. Representatives 

presented a summary of each group's 

findings. Proceedings concluded with a 

question and answer period. 

\ .·: ... 



The eight key issues identified for 

discussion in Session 3 included: 

• What is a successful Negotiated 

Planning Solution? 

• Funding, including alternative 

mechanisms and resourcing, equity 

and financial incentives. 

• Who should manage and how 
should management be supported? 

• How do we balance different 
community and stakeholders' needs? 

• Who implements PBP 1998 and what 
are the roles and responsibilities of 

coordination and management? 

• lntef:r protection and management. 

• Local Bush - what should PBP 1998 

offer to the protection of local 

bushland and wetlands? 

• How do we encourage broader 
community ownership and 

understanding of bushland? 

A copy of the proceedings was distributed 

to all participants and is available upon 

request through the Bushplan Office at the 

Ministry for Planning. 
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A total of 2,004 submissions were received. 

They came in various forms, including 

comprehensive documentation, concise 

letters, multiple standard letters, and 

petitions (from third parties and community 

groups). Multiple letters and petitions 

accounted for 1,334 of the submissions. 

For the purposes of the summary of 

submissions, petitions and multiple standard 

letters are omitted from the overall analysis 

and addressed in a separate section of this 

report. A total of 670 individual 

submissions are analysed in further detail 

throughout this report. Because of the 

large number of submissions and the 

similarity of the issues raised, it was not 

practical to individually address each 

submission and the issues raised but to 

categorise the issues and comment on the 

general category. Detailed site-specific 

issues have been addressed, where 

practicable, through the plan's draft phase 

and will be further addressed through its 

implementation phase (Bush Forever) on 

an ongoing case-by-case basis in 

An overview of site-specific issues raised is 

presented. Submitters' names are listed in 

Appendix 4. 

Of the 670 submissions, 624 (93%) were 

in the form of letters or reports, the 

1-emaining 46 (7%) used the blank 

proforma provided in the summary 

brochure during the consultation period. 

For analysis purposes the submissions 

were grouped into representative sectors 

(Figure I) for which: 

• 48 (8%) were received from 

government agencies (including 

government agencies with 

landholdings affected by Bushplan); 

• 83 ( 12%) from community groups; 

• 250 (37%) from private landowner/s 
or representative of the owner/s, 

and; 

• 289 (43%) from individual members 
of the general public/other third 

party interests. 

350.----~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-----, 

289 
3001--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----1 

250 

200 

150 

100 

50 

0 
General Public/ 
Other 3rd Party 

Community 
Group 

Government Private Landowner/ 
Agency Representative 

Figure I - Number of 

individual submissions 

received (n=670), grouped 

into representative sectors. 
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The pie charts (Figures 2 and 3) clearly 

show that PBP 1998 has broad community 

support with only 19% objecting, 

compared with active support from 53%. 

The remaining submissions raised issues 

requiring clarification but did not express 

a view on the plan as a whole 

Figure 2 - Level of support 
for PBP 1998 from all 
submissions received (n=670). 

Generally, owner/representative 

submissions highlighted the need for 

further clarification of the implications of 

PBP 1998. Feedback to landowners was 

provided where possible through the 

public comment period, and the further 

comment and cla1-ification is provided in 

this 1-epoi-t and in Bush Forever 

All Submissions 

• Total Support 

42% I D Overall suppo1-t with issues 

Position unstated 

• Objection 

11% 

Figu1-e 3 - Level of suppo1-t for PBP 1998, grouped into rep1-esentative sectors. 

General Public/Other 3rd Party 

3% 

6% 

15% 

1--2 Bush Fo re ver 

• Total Suppor·t 
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• Objection 

Government Agency 

45% 

• Total Suppol't 

0 Overall support with issues 
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• Objection 
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6% 
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Community Group 

• Total Support 

0 Ove..all support with issues 

Position unstated 

• Objection 

Private Landowner/Representative 
5% 

• Total Support 

0 Overall support with issues 

~ Position unstated 

• Objection 



5 .1 Methodolog~ 
Written submissions were received by the 

Ministry for Planning. Letters of 

acknowledgement were sent to all 

respondents. A method of categorising 

the key issues was adopted for entry into 

a database. 

Each submission was assessed, with issues 

noted and coded for entry into the 

database (Appendix 5). Submissions were 

reviewed and summarised in order to 

consolidate the data and analyse the 

issues. Sixteen main issues were defined. 

These main issues were classified into 

groups of general issues (nine issues), 

groups of site-specific issues (five issues) 

and two "other" issues (refer to Section 

5.2).The 16 groups were further broken 

down into subsets of specific issues, 

5 .2 Issue classification 

general issues and 28 were specific 

Bushplan Site issues. 

The number of issues raised in individual 

submissions varied greatly, rendering an 

analysis of responses to issues on a 

percentage basis difficult and of doubtful 

value as the percentage total will never 

amount to I 00%. In addition, it will not 

give an accurate indication of the relative 

importance placed on individual issues 

within each submission. In view of this, the 

results expressed in this report are 

generally presented as the number 

(frequency) of submissions that raised a 

particular issue. Thus, in few instances will 

the sum of responses to any single issue 

approach the total of 670. For information 

only, percentages are expressed in 

Appendix 5. 

General Issues Raised 

PBP 1998 process, methodology and research 

Interim protection and implementation· ~jme,_frame 

Implementation suggestions 

Compensation and funding 

Policy and complementary strategi~s 

Land use and' management - general 

Locally significant bushland 

Inclusion of sites outside the study area 
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Site-Specific Issues Raised 
- ' 

Implementation and management suggestions ' ' 
' 

J - ' 
~,.. . 

Query values/boundary of Bushplan Site/s 
. .. 

\~, J . 
Protection and/or expansion of Bushplan Site/s 

.. I ' ·,, I ' ' 
I 

Removal of Bushplan Site/s from PBP 1998 ,I -
"' 

Proposed Negotiated Planning Solutions 
I 

' .+.· , . ..... 

Other 

Comments not applicable to PBP 1998 . 
Interim submission/further information required 

I 

.'J .. 

.4~· Bush Fo r ever 



6.1 PBP1998 Process, Method~log~ 
and Research 

Rank Issues Raised Frequenc~ 

Support methodology, criteria and/or comprehensive 
~ ' I , ' 131 research r 1, ... , .... 

~ . 

2 Query research methodology and/or general accuracy 

of data , ... ,,~I 92 
\ . ,_,. 

3 I 0% not adequate: need more (20% .. 15%, 30%) 
<l \I\ .._ I ~ 

r!. . " J 54 
' 

4 lnadequate · conside:atio~ 'bf other planning/development 

constraints r- , I 34 

5 Sterilisation of site/other beneficial/existing uses not taken 

into account ) 23 

6 Query justification fqr I 0% protection level ''P l\~· A, 5 

A substantial number of submissions 

raised issues regarding the methodology 

and process used to develop PBP 1998, 

making this the most frequently raised 

issue. Of these, the majority 

complimented the overall process, 

considering it to be comprehensive and 

soundly based. Others raised concern at 

some elements of the process, particularly 

relating to the level of site-specific 

information obtained for properties. 

Another query was the justification for the 

I 0% vegetation complex protection figure, 

with the general view being that I 0% was 

inadequate and more would be 

appropriate.There was also some concern 

regarding the existing planning constraints, 

existing uses and a perceived sterilisation 

of the site. 

Comment 

The high level of support for PBP 1998 

methodology and level of research refiects 

the agency support, resources and the 

detailed input from many other sources to 

create the plan. The methodology and site 

selection process was reviewed and 

supported by relevant agencies, and the 

Bushplan Reference Group. 

The I 0% vegetation complex 

protection target is based on World 

Conservation Union guidelines and is 

regarded as the minimum target in the 

metropolitan context. 

Queries relating to the accuracy of data 

were referred to the Department of 

Environmental Protection for review and 

site verification where required, including 

wetland boundary review by the Water 

and Rivers Commission, as appropriate. 

Concerns raised regarding uses and other 

planning constraints were further 

investigated on an individual basis through 

additional research and the Negotiated 

Planning Solution process. This process 

will continue through case-by-case 

implementation over the coming years in 

accordance with the site implementation 

recommendation for each site in 

Bush Forever and the site's current land 

use zoning. 

Bush Forever ~....:l5 



6.2 Comments on Existing 5ushplan Sites and 
Proposed 5ush forever Sites 

Rank Issues Raised fre9uenc~ 
.. 

I Support inclusion of all sites in full 
• >· ! 126 

2 Additional nominated sites I 96 

3 Need to include the protection of significant wetlands/revise 

Swan Coastal Plain Lakes EPP 65 

4 Need to reinforce linkages between sites 63 

5 Properties of unwilling landowners should be excluded 

from PBP 1998 

A majority in this category supported the 

inclusion of all Bushplan Sites in full, and 

others nominated additional sites.The 

need to reinforce linkages between sites 

and the need to include the protection of 

significant wetlands and revision of the 

Environmental Protection (Swan Coastal 

Plain Lakes) Policy 1992 were also raised. 

Only a very small proportion of the 

respondents expressed the view that 

unwilling landowners should have their 

properties exempted from PBP 1998. 

Several submissions nominated additional 

areas for inclusion in PBP 1998. More than 

I 00 areas were nominated, including: 

bushland in public open space or 

reserves not identified as having a 

level of protection in PBP 1998; 

bushland/wetland areas adjacent to 

Bushplan Sites; 

linkage c0tTido1·s with bushland and 

non-bushland areas; 

stand-alone intact bushland and 

wetland areas, and 

selected conservation category 

wetlands (25% of nominated areas). 

Bush Forever 
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Generally, the submissions showed a good 

understanding of the aims of PBP 1998 and 

the selection criteria for Bushplan Sites. 

Comment 

Through the finalisation process of 

Bush Forever; proposed additional areas 

and nominated sites were considered, 

where possible, for inclusion based on 

an assessment of the following 

considerations (see Appendix 6 and 

Section 9.0 of this report): 

• information supplied in the 

submission; 

• regional significance bushland critei-ia; 

• previous determinations of regional 

value (some were nominated in 

previous submissions to the System 6 

and part System I Update); 

• planning and environmental 

commitments and constraints; 

• site visits to collect specific flora and 

vegetation information, where 

1·equired, and; 

• affected landowners to be consulted 

and agreement reached. 



Additional sites nominated for inclusion 

will be assessed through the life of the 

Bush Forever in accordance with the 

above criteria. 

The issue of protection for wetlands was 

a commonly raised issue. A number of 

wetlands of conservation significance are 

included in PBP 1998 where it has been 

demonstrated that they contain regionally 

significant bushland and/or formed an 

integral part of a Bushplan Site in 

recognition of the link between bushland, 

wetlands and biological diversity However, 

where they are stand-alone and do not 

contain regionally significant bushland they 

were not included as Bushplan Sites since 

the principal focus of PBP 1998 is bushland 

protection. Formal protection of wetlands 

is currentlf provided under the 

Environment Protection (Swan Coastal 

Plains Lakes) Policy 1992.This is currently 

being reviewed by the Environmental 

Protection Authority (EPA). The EPA has 

prepared a dro~ Environment Protection 

(Swan Coastal Plains Wetlands) Policy 1999. 

Wetlands nominated through the review 

process w ill be considered for protection 

under the EPP 

There were also a small number of 

landowners who requested that their 

property be excluded from PBP 1998. 

These requests were assessed and each 

case treated on its merits in accordance 

with regional values, justification for 

removal and negotiations with 

landowners. 

6.) Interim Protection and Implementation 
Time frame 

Rank Issues Raised frequency 
·-· 

I I Need for adequate protection of bushland while ' I 

'· l\ 
implemented . 124 •", 

2 Call for immediate government endorsement & .·, I I! 

implementation of Bushplan 
~ . , . I 124 

3 - I 0 years too long, reduce implementation time frame 62 

4 Call for moratorium/ban on all further clearing until resolved 24 , /, 

-
5 Need for certainty for landowners and developers 

' ". -· '~ 18 

A significant number of submissions raised 

the need for adequate protection of 

bushland during the implementation phase 

and called for immediate government 

endorsement and implementation. Clearly 

these were the two main issues. The I 0-

year time frame being too long, landowner 

certainty and a call for a morato1-ium on 

clearing were raised in many submissions. 

Comment 

Interim protection issues were a key 

concern through the public consultation 

process. As a result of the calls for interim 

protection, substantial government officer 

resources have been committed to deal 

with the issue of land clearing. Clearing 

has occurred in only a few isolated cases 

on individual lots within a Bushplan Site. 

Officers from the Bushplan office at the 

Ministry for Planning, and other relevant 

Bush Forever 17 
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agencies, have been vigilant in fol lowing up 

reported clearing with Agriculture 

Western Australia through the Soil and 

Land Conservation Commissioner: This has 

involved numerous site visits and every 

attempt is being made to deter land 

clearing from occurring within Bushplan 

Sites without the required approvals 

under the Soil and Land Conservation Act 

I 945. The Bushplan Reference Group has 

also discussed this issue and it has been 

addressed in Bush Forever through the 

proposed initiation of planning controls. 

A moratorium on clearing in the Perth 

Metropolitan Region is unworkable from a 

practical perspective in view of the level 

of existing planning and environmental 

commitments/ approvals, the 

administrative processes and resources 

required, and the lack of a clear legislative 

or implementation basis for such action. 

Landowner certainty has also been raised 

in a number of submissions. Through the 

re lease of the Bush Forever this 

uncertainty will be resolved as landowners 

Bush Forever 

and developers will be able to more 

clearly identify regionally sign ificant 

bushland to be protected. Complementing 

this, the implementation mechanisms and 

options are clearly outlined in Bush 

Forever to provide greater clarity to 

landowners as to the desired approach 

and options available. Each Bush Forever 

Site has been assigned an implementation 

recommendation with detailed policies 

and objectives. 

Through clearly defined processes and 

implementation mechanisms, the time 

frame for implementation wi ll be reduced 

considerably as landowners have clear 

parameters by which to advance future 

proposals. Notwithstanding this, there are 

degrees of implementation. Long-term 

security for a Bush Forever Site may take 

some time to accomplish and will depend 

on landowner participation and future 

management planning. But this is not to 

say that immediate security may not be 

achievable in a relatively short time frame 

through the planning mechanisms outlined 

in Bush Forever: 



6.+ Implementation Suggestion 

Rank Issues Raised Fre9uenc~ 

Government should priorrtise and/or reserve and acquire srtes 78 

2 Support MOU for government age~cy/whole-of-government 

coordination/compliance and monitoring of effectiveness 68 

3 Need for strong government -agency commitment 

(inc. financial, liaisor:i and resourcing) ~' 1 ,. ' ) 63 

4 Use of conservation zoning, planning and/or Special 

Control Areas 46 

5 Legally binding covenants and agreements/complementary 

mechanisms 
•• ' ,_.I. . "• J 42 

../ J_(} 

,c l' j / 
6 Existing legislation inadequate, need stronger 

recommendations and comprehensive controls 39 

7 Call for: Statement of PlanAing Pol icy (SPP) 18 

8 Concern ove,r Negotiated Planning Solution process 14 

9 Planning .controls on clearing, burning, development 

of bushland 
~' 

10 -. 
10 ·support use of Negotiated Planning Solution process/ 

bushland-sensitive design 

The greater number of submissions in this 

category suggested that the government 

should prioritise and/or reserve and 

acquire sites. Support for the 

MOU/whole-of-government approach 

was expressed by many, as was the need 

for strong government agency 

commitment. Other significant issues 

raised included the use of conservation 

zoning, planning control areas or Special 

Control Areas and legally binding 

covenants in the implementation phase. 

Comment 

Bush Forever identifies and prioritises 

areas proposed to be reserved and 

acquired for Parks and Recreation in the 

Metropolitan Region Scheme and includes 

selected sites of high conservation value. 

5 

Reservation is not appropriate in all cases 

and a series of innovative complementary 

mechanisms to assist off-reserve private 

land management and conservation are 

promoted. The use of conservation 

covenants is being used where requested 

and is proving a useful tool in the 

protection of bushland. 

Negotiated Planning Solutions are 

proposed for a number of sites with prior 

planning commitments and approvals to 

maximise the retention of bushland 

through statutory planning processes. 

These are proving successful in 

implementing Bush Forever and achieving 

a balance between conservation and 

development. 

Bush Forever 



.1 

An MOU has been prepared that outlines 

a whole-of-government approach to 

decision-making between the key agencies 

concerned and to deliver great er certainty 

and consistency for landowners.The MOU 

establishes key agency roles and 

responsibilities to ensure a coordinated 

and cooperative approach.The Ministry 

for Planning has been recognised as the 

lead coordination and implementation 

agency to provide a cent1-al focus for 

landowne1-s and a Bush Forever Office w ill 

be established w ithin the Ministry. 

Regarding current legislation requirements, 

legislative issues wi ll be reviewed as they 

ar ise t hrough the Bush Forever 

implementation process to ensure 

appropriate mechanisms are delivered. The 

issue of interim protection is taking 

precedence and it is recognised that 

additional controls are required. As 

highlighted p1-eviously, a proposal to initiate 

a Special Control Area in the MRS to 

control clearing in Bush Forever Sites is 

proposed in Bush Fo1-ever: This wil l be 

supported by a Statement of Planning 

Pol icy to clearly outline the 

implementation approaches for categories 

of Bush Forever Sites. 

6.5 Compensation and funding 

Rank Issues Raised fre9uenc~ 

' I Existing funding inadequate, need for increased funding 93 

I 
2 Need for equitable compensation for affected landowners , 

(inc. devaluation) I 71 

' 3 Support land tax, or tax on developers, tax incentives 
I 

21 ' • 
4 Support bushland levy • 16 

' 

5 Suggest alternative funding arrangements 16 

The key concern raised was the 

inadequacy of existing funding. Landowne1-

compensation was another key issue. A 

small number supported key funding 

initiatives and suggested alternative fund ing 

arrangements. 

Comment 

The WAPC has committed up to $100 

million over the next I 0 years to acquire 

Bush Forever Sites of high conservation 

priority. including threatened ecological 

communities. Value for money was 

another consideration. The acquisition of I 

or 2 expensive sites would see the $I 00 

million allocation eroded very quickly and 

other sites of higher conservation priority 

could be lost State Government 

acquisition and management is not 

appropriate or real istic in all cases, 

particularly in areas that are appropriately 

managed by private landowners and 

where public access is not essential and it 

is widely recognised that government 

acquisition alone will not meet the 

objectives of biodiversity protection. Bush 

Forever aims to encourage private land 

management for conservation as part of 

20 Bush Fo r ever 
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an over-all sustainable land management 

package and proposes appropriate 

solutions for affected landowners on a lot­

by-lot basis. However, existing and 

approved lawful activities and existing 

planning and environmental commitments 

need to be recognised. 

The Bushplan Reference Group has 

explored the issue of alternative funding 

mechanisms and has made 

recommendations to government. 

The issue of restriction and compensation 

is often related to an expectation which, 

in a number of cases, cannot be met 

through no1-mal planning processes, 

irrespective of Bush Forever: Assistance 

through advice, financial incentives for 

management, including State land tax, and 

local rate incentives are all part of the 

proposed package of measures for 

landowners. 

The Government has also committed 

monies to the Ministry for Planning to 

continue to maintain support services 

(Bush Forever Office) to landowners 

affected by Bush Forever, and to 

coordinate agency roles and functions 

relating to implementation. In doing so, 

greater certainty and consistency have 

been facilitated, and a central coordinating 

agency and a one-stop-shop process put 

in place. 

6.6 Polle~ and Complementar~ Strategies 

Rank Issues Raised fre9uenc_y 
--.. 

I Highlight need to include Greenways strategy i'. - I 84 

2 Call for release of a Wetland Protection Policy 
. './ •-' 

.r' I ,J 57 

3 Need for education, awareness, consultation and promotion 

of PBP 1998 41 
' ' -- ' ,, . ·- I 

4 Need to integrate other existing policies and strategies into 

PBPl998 29 -· 

5 Basic Raw Materials Priority Areas should override PBP 1998 6 

The issue of providing suitable linkages 

between Bushplan Sites as well as 

incorporating the Greenways strategy 

(Tingay, Alan & Associates 1998) was 

highlighted as a major concern. The need 

for the release of a Wetland Protection 

Policy was also raised, as was the need to 

promote PBP 1998 through education and 

awareness raising. 

Comment 

PBP 1998 and Perth's Greenways are 

strategic documents which are 

complementary and compatible. However, 

PBP 1998 is about regionally significant 

vegetation while the greenway focus is on 

linkages. Linkages have a key role in the 

protection of bushland (incorporating 

public lands, creeklines and road reserves 

which, in a number of cases, can effectively 

link Bushplan Sites). However, in many 

Bush Forever 1 21 '· 
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cases greenways do not contain 

vegetation, or, more importantly, regionally 

significant vegetation. Areas may the1-efore 

be of local value containing local bushland 

or other social and community values, 

such as reffeational functions. For this 

reason , a number of g1-eenways have not 

been included as a Bushplan Sites. 

Notwithstanding this, linkage value was a 

criterion in the selection of Bushplan Sites 

and, in a few cases, greenway sites a1-e 

Bushplan Sites. Bush Forever recognises 

the need to protect greenways, 

particularly where possible linkages exist 

between or within Bushplan Sites and 

they will be considered as a priority as 

part of the implementation strategy for 

each site . 

A Wetland Conservation Policy ( 1997) has 

been released by the Government of 

Western Australia and, as described 

previously, the EPA has released a draft 

Environment Protection (Swan Coastal Plains 

Wetlands) Policy 1999. 

An education and awareness st1-ategy will 

be implemented as part of Bush Forever: 

22 Bush Forever 

A number of briefings have been held and 

a substantial amount of landowner liaison 

has already occurred as part of the 

implementation process on a case-by-case 

basis.This will continue through the life of 

the plan. 

A number of briefings have been held 

with the Chamber of Commerce and 

Industry and the Bushplan Reference 

Group on the issues associated with basic 

raw materials. Some members of the 

group participated in a visit to the key 

sites to discuss issues such as extraction 

and rehabi litation. Given that vegetation 

systems reflect several factors, including 

soil types, a number of Bushplan Sites 

correspond with key basic raw material 

and t itanium deposits on the Swan 

Coastal Plain. In recognition of this, defined 

policy and resource areas a1-e recognised 

as constrained sites in Bush Forever: 

Additionally, the WAPC released 

Statement of Planning Policy No. I 0 (Basic 

Raw Materials) in July 2000, which 

highlights the conservation constraints for 

basic raw material sites. 



6.7 Land Use and Management' - General 

Rank Issues Ra ised fre9uenc~ 

I Need to manage for fauna, weed control and other values 

of bushland 61 
- . ,., . - -i- - ~. - ~ - . ~ L" • 

~ 

2 AdditioOal man~;iement support ,.;quired for landowners, , '·1 
community groups and !_ocal government ·' , r; ., , , · ~ 31 

3 Need for education and awareness p~ogram · ~nd wider ). 
pistribution 1•: - 26 

' I :1 
/' /; ' 

No restrictions should . be placed _on 1,ando~ners 13 4 
'J 

5 . Recr';'tion such as bridle trails and bike track; should -' ;: ·i 
be allowed _ , . . , • , "" , •• _. 13 

,, 
6 Private la.'ndowners should retain, and restrict p'ublic access 12 

·~· 

7 CALM shol:Jld manage as Regional/National .Park with 
~· ~: 

community input 
-

3 - , ' \ 
-

8 ·' Moratorium/ban on further clearing of all Bushplan Sites ·l 3 

A number of landowners stated that they 

should retain control and management 

responsibility of their land. Another 

frequently raised issue was the need to 

manage for fauna, weed control and other 

values of bushland. Several submissions 

raised the need for additional 

management support for landowners, 

community groups and local government. 

Concern was expressed at the suggestion 

of restrictions on land use, including 

recreational uses. A few submissions 

suggested that the Department of 

Conservation and Land Management 

(CALM) should be the appropriate 

managing body and that a moratorium on 

clearing be put in place. 

Comment 

Bush Forever encourages the retention of 

land in private ownership with 

appropriate advice and financial incentives. 

Bush Forever has made a commitment to 

ensure that private landowners and local 

I 

government will receive assistance through 

the implementation process towards 

management initiatives. One proposal is to 

provide assistance in the development of 

management plans and funding 

applications, by the appointment a Bush 

Forever Management Facilitator - to be 

employed through the Bush Forever 

Office but located within CALM. 

Applications for funding through 

Commonwealth and State programs will 

be fully supported under the plan. 

Landowners also have the option to enter 

into a management agreement and will be 

fully supported in doing so, and can seek 

management advice through various State 

level and locally based programs (CALM's 

Land for Wildlife, Ecoplan, Bushcare, 

Landcare and local catchment groups). An 

ongoing education program is being used 

to increase landowner awareness and this 

will continue throughout the 

implementation phase of Bush Forever. 
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The Bushplan Refer-ence Group 

recognised the need for appropriate 

management support for Bushplan Sites. 

As high lighted earlie~ the WAPC will be 

initiating planning controls for clearing 

within Bush Forever Sites but a 

moratorium on clearing in the 

metropolitan context is unworkable. 

6.8 Locall_y Significant Bushland 

Rank Issues Raised fre9uenc!J 

Call to also protect locally significant vegetation 55 

2 Need for process to deal with local bushland 

(inc. financial/technical) 29 

3 Concern that certainty should prevail over consideration 

of locally significant bushland 14 

A number of the submissions received 

raised the issue of locally significant bushland. 

Most of these highlighted the need to also 

protect locally significant vegetation. Several 

submissions also raised the need for a 

process to deal with local bushland. 

Comment 

The primary focus of Bush Forever- is to 

high light and protect regionally sign ificant 

bushland. The plan acknowledges the 

importance of locally sign ifi cant bushland 

and assistance will be provided to local 

governments to assist the development of 

local bushland strategies through advice, 

information, resource support and the 

establishment of guidel ines and criteria. 

These approaches wi ll be supported by a 

Local Bushland Liaison Officer and a 

Statement of Planning Policy to establish 

mechanisms and processes for local 

bushland protection. 

6.9 Inclusion of Sites Outside the Stud_y Area 

Rank Issues Raised fre9uenc!J 

2 

Call for expansion of study to include SW/whole of 

coastal plain 

Cal l for expansion of study to include Scarp/hills area 

3 Concern that MRS boundary is random/cuts off 

complex types 

37 

10 

8 

A number of submissions called for the 

inclusion of sites outside the study area 

and the majority called for the expansion 

to include the Swan Coastal Plain outside 

the Perth Metropo litan Region, including 

the Darling Scarp/hills area. 
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Comment 

Bush Forever covers the Perth 

Metropolitan Region and focuses on areas 

with existing land use constraints, land 

under pressure for development and the 

availability of resources and the technical 

information required. It is recognised that 

the update for the Darling Scarp and 

Plateau also needs to be completed. 

A substantial amount of technical work 

has already been done in the South-West 

Region to identify areas of regionally 

significant bushland. The next stage is 

expected fo extend beyond the current 

boundary into the Peel and Bunbury 

regions in order to identify additional and 

substitute sites to achieve the I 0% target. 

It is acknowledged that the Metropolitan 

Region is an administrative boundary and 

that the Swan Coastal Plain, extending 

from Jurien in the north to Dunsborough 

in the south, is the appropriate range in 

which to achieve the target retention for 

each vegetation type. 

f 
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7.1 Implementation and Management Suggestions 

Rank Issues Raised Fre9uenc~ 

I Raise management problems and seek assistance ·f:\- . f i: • 44 

·..; ,_. ! J 
2 Other management suggestion~ 

'•, y-: ' ~-,, 44 ..... 
' - I ' J. 

____ ..... 

3 Call fc;:ir purchase and government management 
t _,.~ r 

/ { '.[ 36 
' ., 

4 Concern regarding increase in fire risk Y. ~ 

:'·~it 
1 '\ \ '. j .... ,,,_ 

.I~ 1\' 
17 

5 CALM management with ~ommunity assistance ' '. i[ rt 15 
1l ) ' ·- . ~~YI., 
I ' 

6 Community management with support l-• '-.. _.,,~· '-~J ~} 14 
r- • ·.,,· .... '\' ,,-

7 Private management/limit public access i......._ 
' -- I 11 

The three most frequently raised sub­

issues were: management problems, calls 

for purchase and government 

management and the provision of other 

management suggestions. Submissions 

expressed concerns regarding an increase 

in fire risk resulting from PBP 1998 and, to 

a lesser degree, the issue of community 

management, CALM management and 

private management. 

Comment 

Various management suggestions were 

made in the public comment period. 

Questions were raised on how the issue of 

management will be dealt with and who 

will assume responsibility to carry out this 

task, while ensuring that there is 

appropriate monitoring of Bushplan Sites. 

Bush Forever recognises that the remnants 

of bushland included in the plan will requir·e 

active management if they are to represent 

the conservation of regional biological 

diversity Throughout the consultation 

period, officers of the Bush plan Office have 

been providing information to landowners 

outlining the options available to them with 

respect to management. 

For private land, and where requested, 

management advice and assistance will be 

given to landowners. Public lands not 

forming part of the "protected" Bush plan 

Sites will be managed by the respective 

government agencies; areas reserved and 

acquired by the WAPC will be managed 

either by CALM or local governments 

with possible assistance through local 

friends groups. 
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7.2 Quer~ Values/Boundar~ of Bushplan Site/s 

Rank Issues Raised Fre~uenc~ 

I Seek clarification of boundary and implications 80 

2 Question conservation values of included area 59 

3 Exclude from PBP 1998 because of poor/no vegetation values 22 

4 Seek removal of"wetland" and "other native vegetation" 
I 

categories 16 

5 Modify boundary to exclude cleared/developed land ' 9 

6 Modify boundary to exclude "lower" value bush 9 

A number submissions sought clarification 

of boundary issues and the implications of 

PBP 1998, with a number questioning the 

conservation values of included areas or 

calling for removal because of poor/no 

vegetation values. A smal l number of 

submissions suggested a modificat ion to 

the boundary to exclude "lower" value 

bush, cleared/developed land and other 

native vegetation/wetland categories. 

Comment 

PBP 1998, in conjunction with the public 

comment period, formed the basis for 

discussions to resolve boundary issues and 

queries in relation to Bushplan Sites. 

Every endeavour has been and will 

continue to be made to liaise with 

individual landowners/stakeholders to 

clarify and confirm Bushplan Site 

boundaries and resolve the questions 

raised as to t he conservation value of 

individual lots with in Bushplan Sites. It is 

recognised that on-site verification is 

essential. Where applicable, the info1-mation 

gained from site inspections and public 

submissions will be used to update the 

Volume 2 (Site Description) and the 

mapping used in Bush Forever. On-site 

verification will be an ongoing process 

throughout the implementation phase of 

Bush Forever and boundaries may need to 

be reviewed in the context of the site 

implementation recommendations fo1- each 

Bush Forever Site. 

7.1) Protection and/or Expansion of 
f>ushplan Site/ s 

Rank Issues Raised Fre~uenc~ 

I Expansion of Bushplan Site for linkage/management/to 

enhance values 53 

2 Support inclusion, define conservation value 46 
' 

3 Seek enhanced protection of existing Bushplan Site 45 .... 
~ 

4 Raise concerns with existing/proposed managem~nt • ,., I 
of bushland I 18 

l ' ' 
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Submissions raised the need to protect 

and/or expand Bushplan Sites. The key 

issues raised included defining the 

conservation value and seeking enhanced 

protection of existing sites.To a lesser 

degree, submissions raised concerns with 

existing/proposed management of 

bushland. 

Comment 

As highlighted previously, additional sites 

and expansion of existing Bushplan Sites 

have been investigated in terms of their 

r inclusion based on 

occurrence of regionally significant 

bushland. Part of this process included 

conducting site visits to verify the regional 

significance of the bushland.This process 

will continue through Bush Forever. 

Enhanced protection through various 

covenanting schemes and statutory 

planning mechanisms (including a 

Statement of Planning Policy, and Special 

Control Areas) are being progressed to 

secure the protection of bushland. 

7.+ Removal of f>ushplan Site/s from Pf>P1998 

Rank Issues Raised Fre9uency 

Future ru ral . development expectations incompatible with 

PBPl998 39 

2 Future subdivisi'.:'n for rural residential or urban development 

incompati~le with PBP 1998 33 

3 . Future commercial/industrial & velopment ex~ectations 

incompatible :-with PBP 199~ 20 
I 

J' 'I' ; -
FutJ're mining/extractive industry -:expectations incompatible 4 
' with PBP 1998 18 

5 Exis}:ing approved development/subdivision commitment 

overrides .. 

A number of affected landowners 

suggested excluding sites from Bush 

Forever on the basis of future rural 

development expectations, or future 

subdivision for rural residential or urban 

development. Other less frequently raised 

issues were: commercial/industrial 

development expectations, future 

mining/extractive industry expectations 

and existing approvals for 

development/subdivision. 

13 

Comment 

Bush Forever seeks to reach a 

compromise with landholders through 

Negotiated Planning Solutions or 

complementary mechanisms and a 

balance between the needs of the 

landowner as well as the conservation 

requirements that the plan seeks to 

achieve. 
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Existing planning commitments and 

approvals have been recognised and 

negotiations have been advanced during 

the public consultation phase. In these 

circumstances, there may need to be a 

trade-off between conservation and 

development. Future proposals wi ll be 

considered on their merits in the context 

of conservation objectives and other 

planning considerations, including existing 

land use zoning. Legitimate proposals can 

be brought forward for consideration but, 

as stated previously. landowner 

expectations may go beyond the scope of 

the current planning framework. 

7.5 Proposed Negotiated Planning Solutions 

Rank Issues Raised Fre9uenc.Y 
-. . 

I Urban/St ructure Planning with public open space 

for bushland : 12 
~ . 

2 Commercial/Industrial site development and modified 
~· l 

boundary 10 
r 

3 Land swap/other like benefit 8 
I 

4 Subdivision accommodating bushland protection 6 

5 Proposed mining/extractive industry and modified boundary 5 

6 Rural/domestic land uses and modified Bushplan Site 
, I 

boundary .. 

A number of submissions specifically 

proposed a modified Bushplan Site 

boundary through Negotiated Planning 

Solutions. The majority of these 

submissions proposed urban/structure 

planning with public open space for 

bushland.The suggestion of land swaps 

was raised, and also the need for bushland 

protection to accommodate subdivision, 

mining/extractive industry and 

ru1-al/domestic land uses. 

Comment 

Where a future planning framework has 

been approved and commitment and 

approvals have been given for 

3,Q,. Bus h Forever 
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development, Bush Forever will seek to 

enter into a Negotiated Planning Solution 

to achieve a balance between the needs 

of development and conservation and to 

resolve land use conflicts between 

intended uses. Many situations were 

highlighted in the public submissions 

relating to proposed Negotiated Planning 

Solutions and these are all being 

investigated further The objective of 

Negotiated Planning Solutions is to 

achieve maximum vegetation retention 

through the statutory planning process for 

those sites with prior planning and 

environmental approvals. 



The multiple letters submissions have 

been assessed as a separate category. 

Twelve types of multiple letter were 

received 'r; ising a number of issues and 

relating to several different Bushplan Sites. 

Group/ Sub' ect/f>ushplan Site Issue fre9uenc~ 

Mirrabooka Action Group The degraded area should be developed for j 
(Bushplan Site 385) - petition passive recreation, including a golf course. :~ 1205 

I 

Selby Street Bushland (Bushplan Site I 19) Urging the Government to purchase this J\ Bushplan Site. , ,, 24 

Bushplan Site 395, 377, 275 & 418 General support for PBP 1998, urging the 
f 
\~ 

conservation zoning, release of a Wetland 

1 
Protection Policy)n~ing of greenways and ~ 
development of an' MC>U. ' 24 

Riverside Park Pony Club Object;ing to tile proposal to prohibit ho'rses f 

rom using bush trq.ils. ,,. "l 
I l 16 

.,.•·· 

\~,.J North EllenBrook Objection to, properties bein'g listed as 

. "other native vegetation" ·'· t 15 
- II -1 i,.. \1 

I 
Bushland Site 22, 23 & 300 Calls for acquisition of sites and management 

by CALM as National. ~arks. ..... 14 
I 

Bushplan Site 22, 23 & 300 Calls for .acquisition and management as a' 
.:l 

I\ 
Con~ervation Park/National Park by CALM. ' 
Connectivity of the sites is essential. I 8 

I I Bushplan Site 22, 23 & 300 Calls for acquisition of sites and management 
I 

by CALM as Nati~.nal Parks. '.I 6 
1 .,~/I Banksia Farm - Lot 87 Mt Claremont Nomination of this site as an addition to 

PBPI 998. :1!', 7 '\' - .I - .. 
Bridle/Bike Trails Calls to delete references to bike and bridle ~J trails inflict heavy sustained u~age. \I 5 

l~"l 

Support All Sites Expresses the need for interim protection, !V 
,.~ 
i;.>l 

education of the community, release of the 

Wetlands Protection Policy, implementation of 

the MOU and integration of all relevant plans 

and policies. 4 ...... , .... 
Banksia Farm Nomination of this site as an addition to ~·~. 1 

PBPI 998. 3 
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Mirrabooka Action Group: 
The issue that part of Bushplan Site 385 

should be developed as a golf course and 

passive recreation area was raised in a 

petition with 1205 multiple letters. The 

Bushplan Office acknowledged each 

signatory. 

Comment 

The action group appears to be 

concerned about future development of 

Bushplan Site Number 385, the need for 

recreational opportunities and the future 

of the Atlas Sands site. The most 

appropriate form of long-term protection 

of this site is for it to be recognised in 

Bush Foreve1- for conservation. The site is 

reserved for Parks and Recreation which 

provides long-term security and the site 

will eventually be transferred to an 

appropriate management body. It is hoped 

that local residents will take an active part 

in the site's long-term bushland 

management through local "Friends" 

groups and the development of a 

bushland management plan. The most 

appropriate area for active recreation may 

be the Atlas Sands site fo ll owing 

rehabilitation. This can be facilitated 

through a through a comprehensive 

recreation and land use strategy. 

Seib~ Street Bushland 
(f>usnplan Site 119): 
Twenty-four submissions were received 

for this site. The general comment 

expressed was the need for government 

to purchase the site for the value of the 

vegetation. 

Comment 

A Negotiated Planning Solution has been 

developed in Bush Foreve1- to resolve the 

issues surrounding this site in recognition 

of the site's current Urban zoning in the 

MRS and Development zoning in the local 

Bus h Fo r eve r 

town planning scheme. The outcome 

proposes a balance between conservation 

and development with open space 

contributions over and above the normal 

requirements. This outcome will need to 

be considered in the context of the 

wastewater treatment plant buffer issues 

and future structure planning for the 

locality. 

5ushplan Site numbers 395, 377, 
275 & +18: 
The general comments made included the 

need for conservation zoning, release of a 

Wetland Protection Policy, linkage of 

greenways and the development of a 

memo1-andum of understanding.The issue 

of management was also raised and 

general support for the specific sites 

mentioned above. 

Comment 

A number of these sites are already 

reserved for Parks and Recreation in the 

MRS.The other sites have been 

investigated for protection through a 

variety of mechanisms, in consultation with 

the landowners. Perth's Greenways is 

complementary to PBP 1998 and provides 

a valuable opportunity to link sites. 

The memorandum of understanding has 

been finalised to ensure a managed 

assessment process, which will deliver 

g1-eater certainty and consistency in 

decision- making. 

5ridle/5ike trail issues: 
Two types of multiple letters were 

received on this issue. One was from the 

Rive1-side Park Pony Club, which objected 

to the prohibition of horses from using 

bush trails in the Perth Metropolitan 

Region. The second objected to the 

assertion that horses and bikes inflict 

heavy usage on bushland trails and cause a 

more prolific spread of weeds. 



Comment 

These comments are acknowledged. It is 

essential that management plans are 

developed for Bush Forever Sites to 

accommodate and control a variety of 

uses, where appropriate. The need for 

management planning is a key theme in 

the final plan. 

It is not the intention of Bush Forever to 

prohibit horses from using bush trails in 

the Perth Metropolitan Region. However; 

it must also be recognised that the 

protection of regionally significant 

vegetation is generally not compatible 

with the provisions of horse and bike 

trails. The location and management of 

horse trails in bushland areas needs to be 

carefully considered as substantial research 

findings have highlighted the impact on 

natural values of these areas. 

North E:llenbrook Landowners 
Group: 
Fifteen letters objected to the reference 

to "other native vegetation" in the 

Bushplan mapping. 

Comment 

Bush Forever seeks to identify areas of 

regionally significant bushland, and 

identifying other forms of native vegetation 

in the Bush Forever or PBP 1998 mapping 

is not implying that these areas are not of 

value but that they are local bushland 

areas and their importance should be 

investigated through local bushland 

protection strategies. 

The purpose of the "Other Native 

Vegetation" category is to identify other 

areas within the Swan Coastal Plain that 

contain remnant vegetation as a resource 

reference. Furthermore, in order to 

calculate and estimate targets for the 

retention of regionally significant bushland it 

is necessary to map all bushland remnants. 

CardinM Drive 
J)ushland/E:gerton/Maralla Road 
J)ushland: 
Three forms of multiple letter; totalling 28 

submissions, were received for these sites. 

The letters highlighted the need to 

acquire the three sites in order to give 

them adequate protection and to be 

managed accordingly by CALM. 

Comment 

Maralla Road bushland (Bushplan Site 

300) is largely protected through 

reservation in the Metropolitan Region 

Scheme for Parks and Recreation. 

Cardinal Drive and Edgerton bushland 

(Bushplan Sites 22 and 23) are Urban and 

Urban Deferred in the MRS and therefore 

critical elements will be protected, where 

possible, through Negotiated Planning 

Solutions developed in Bush Forever: 

J)anksia Farm: 
Two types of multiple letter have asked 

that Banksia Farm (Lot 87 Mt Claremont) 

be considered for inclusion in PBP 1998 as 

it meets the criteria of regionally significant 

bushland. 

Comment 

Each proposed additional area will have 

been considered for inclusion in Bush 

Forever in accordance with detailed 

process outlined previously Areas not 

meeting the regional significance criteria 

cannot be included as a Bush Forever Site. 

General J)ushplan Support: 
General support was offered from four 

submissions in the form of a multiple letter: 

Comment 

The support for and suggestion for 

improvement were noted and will be 

considered in the finalisation of 

Bush Forever: 

Bush Forever 
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result of negotiations to date and field 

work arising from the public submissions 

are reflected in the Bush Forever 

Implementation Plan (Map I) and the 

Detailed Site Maps in Bush Forever -

Volume I : Policies, Principles and 

Processes. Negotiated outcomes have had 

a minimal effect on the I 0% target for 

each vegetation complex. For example, for 

the Southern River vegetation complex, 

which is heavily constrained by existing 

planning commitments, the area proposed 

to be protected in Bush Forever has been 

reduced from I 0.5% (as identified in the 

draft Perth's Bushplan) to I 0.1 % to 

accommodate agreed outcomes including 

Negotiated Planning Solutions. The I 0% 

target will therefore still be retained. 

Only about 300 hectares to date have 

been lost as a result of the negotiated 

outcomes for Urban, Urban Deferred and 

Industrial zoned land. This combined with 

modifications as a result of field visits 

results in a reduction from the target 18% 

retention in PBP 1998 to 17.65% in Bush 

Forever: Further negotiated outcomes 

through the life of the plan are expected 

to have a minimal effect on the overall 

targets and biodiversity requirements of 

some additional sites have been included 

in Bush Forever; many of which were 

nominated in submissions during the 

public comment phase. Further additions 

may be included through the life of the 

plan as a result of ongoing field work, 

planning assessments and further 

consultation and agreement with affected 

landowners. These additional sites, in some 

cases, can help offset the effect of 

Negotiated Planning Solutions, helping to 

maintain the proposed targets. In addition, 

with some of the under-represented 

vegetation complexes, opportunities may 

exist outside the Perth Metropolitan 

Region to secure the I 0% target.The 

Metropolitan boundary is essentially an 

administrative boundary and does not 

resemble the Swan Coastal Plain 

biogeographical region, which extends 

from Jurien in the north to Dunsborough 

in the south. 

Appendix 6 lists sites which have 

undergone boundary changes since the 

PBP 1998 as a result of Negotiated 

Planning Solutions, boundary verification 

and rationalisation following site visits and 

also includes removed sites and additional 

sites to date. 

Bush Forever 
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The draft PBP 1998 was a significant 

conservation and environmental planning 

initiative, which has attracted a high level 

of general support. It also raises a number 

of complex issues for government and the 

community of Western Australia, not least 

being the question of value for money, 

equity, landowner certainty and the need 

to honour existing planning and 

environmental approvals. 

The policies and actions in Bush Forever 

meet the concerns raised during the 

public comment period on the draft 

PBP 1998 and the key issues raised by the 

Bushplan Reference Group. It proposes 

'ome pc~lct;ve and ;nnovat1ve rnlut;on' 
to secure the implementation of the plan 

within I 0 years, with priority actions 

within five years. 

Bush Forever offers a realistic approach 

and a balance between the needs of 

conservation and development. It also 

encourages the retention of land in 

private ownership with appropriate advice 

and financial incentives for conservation 

management, while acknowledging that 

the highest priority Bush Forever Sites 

should be reserved and acquired by 

government. 

B u s h F o re v e r -:J/7 
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List of 
Briefings/Meetings 
Prior to and Following 
the Launch of PE>P1998 

• Alcoa World Alumina Australia 

(representative on the Bushplan 

Reference Group) 

• Agriculture Western Australia, Office 

of the Commissioner for Soil and 

Land Conservation 

• Australian Heritage Commission 

• Australian Institute ofValuers 

• Baldivis Community Association 

• Bowman Bishaw Gorham 

(representative on the Bushplan 

Reference Group) 

• Canning Catchment Group 

• Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

• Chamber of Minerals and Energy 

• City of Canning Special Electors 

Meeting 

• City of Gosnells 

• City of Rockingham 

• City of Wanneroo 

• Conservation Council ofWestern 
Australia 

• Department of Land Administration 

• Department of Minerals and Energy 

• Development Planning Strategies 

(representative) 

• Eastern Area District Planning 

Committee 

• Ellenbrook Catchment Group 

• Gosnells Special Meeting 

(Councillors) 

• Government Property Office 

• Greening Australia (WA) 

• Greenbase, President Environmental 

Consultants 

• Housing Industry Association 

• Homeswest (Ministry of Housing) 

• Kings Park and Botanic Gardens 

• LandCorp 

• Main Roads Western Australia 

• Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

• Ministerial Briefings (various) 

• Mirrabooka Action Group 

• Museum of Western Australia 

• National Trust of Australia (WA) 

• North West District Planning 
Committee 

• Radio Interviews (x 2) 

• Royal Australian Planning Institute 
(WA) 

• Serpentine Rivercare Group 

• Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale 

• Shire of Swan 

• South East District Planning 

Committee 

• Southern River Landowners 

• Swan Catchment Group 

• Swan Valley Planning Committee 

• Swan Working Group 
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• Town of Kwinana 

• Urban Bushland Council (WA) 

• Urban Development Institute of 

Austral ia - WA Division (Ministerial 

briefing) 

Bush Forever 

• Western Australian Municipal 

Association 

• W ildflower Society (Perth Branch) 

• Wi ldflower Society 

(Eastern Hills Branch) 



An Example of a Letter 
Dear Landowner 

PERTH'S BUSHPLAN B BUSHPLAN SITE NO. 

LOT: 

STREET NAME: 

SUBURB: 

This letter is to introduce you to Perth's Bushplan and advise that part of the above 

land is included in Bushplan. 

Perth's Bushplan is a majo1- conservation initiative which seeks to protect regionally 

significant bushland.The support of landowners who have areas identified in Bushplan is 

sought and to this end I have enclosed the following items for your information: 

- Perth's Bushplan; 

- Brochures which include information on how to find out more or comment on 

Perth's Bushplan; 

- A Site Description and Site Map (which are explained in Appendix I of Perth's 

Bushplan) for the above Bushplan Site. In some cases the affected lot may include 

only a small portion of bushland (see Site Map) or cleared areas which have been 

included for mapping purposes. 

The main purpose of this letter is to ensure that owners of regionally significant 

bushland identified in Bush plan are informed of the area involved, the value of the 

bushland and the objectives of Bushplan.The letter is also intended to provide you with 

a better understanding of the process for review of Bushplan and your opportunities for 

comment, including a point of contact at the Ministry for Planning. 

Bushplan has been released for public comment for a period of four months which was 

due to close on March 26, 1999. However due to problems with establishing ownership 

details for some landowners, special provision has been made to receive submissions 

from you up until the end of April 1999. This comment period will enable site 

boundaries to be finalised or modified where appropriate. This period will also allow 

ownership details to be verified and discussions to commence, where applicable, on 

suitable forms of bushland protection. 

Your input. especially through a written submission will be most welcome. 

Yours sincerely 

David Nunn 

MANAGER, ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING BRANCH 

Bush Forever 
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Attendees at Workshop 
Membership of the 5ushplan Reference Group 

Dr Libby Mattiske - Chair - Bushplan Reference Group, Plant Ecologist 

Mr Matthew Quinn **- Urban Development Institute of Australia 

Ms Judy Carr ** - Urban Development Institute of Australia 

Ms Verity Allan - Housing Industry Association 

Ms Angela Carr - Urban Bushland Council 

Dr Ric How - Zoologist, Museum ofWA 

Mr Martin Bowman - Environmental Consultant 

Dr Kingsley Dixon - Botanist, Kings Park and Botanic Gardens 

Ms Kate Lamont - Chair; Swan Valley Planning Committee 

Mr Rod Safstrom - Greening Australia (WA) 

Mr Rex Baker - Alcoa World Alumina Australia 

·H NB - Ms Judy Carr later replaced Mr Matthew Quinn's membership on the Bushplan 

Reference Group 

Session 2: Group I 
Ric How 

Bruce Cherry 

Gary Whisson 

Challis Tillbrook 

Peter Deagne 

Claire Walsh 

Brian Moyle 

Gary Manning 

Julie Robert 

Bushplan Reference Group 

CSR Ltd 

Department of Environmental Protection 

Friends ofTrigg Bushland 

Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

Western Australian Municipal Association 

Wildflower Society 

Main Roads Western Australia 

Bannister Creek Catchment Group 

Bush Forever 
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Group 2 
Martin Bowman Bushplan Reference Group 

Bridget Hyder-Griffiths Department of Environmental Protection 

Phil Thompson City of Wanneroo/Joondalup 

Clydie Smith Ministry for Planning 

Judy Can- Urban Development Institute of Australia 

Joan Payne Waterbird Conservation Group 

Jon Kaub Department of Consei-vation and Land Management, 

Regional Parks 

Pauline Holdaway Planning Group 

Michael Sommerville-Brown Department ofTreasury 

Jeff Anderton 

Group) 
Kate Lamont 

Peter Monks 

Natalie Thorning 

Richard Elliot 

Tom Perigo 

Mary Gray 

Jeanette Della Bono 

Tony Smuthwaite 

David James 

Group+ 
Rex Baker 

Penny Hussey 

Janice Marshall 

Dave Lambardo 

Valerie Thompson 

Kevin Mclean 

Alan Hill 

Norma Calcutt 

Bush Forever 

Conservation Council of Western Australia 

Bushplan Reference Group 

City of Rockingham 

Department of Environmental Protection 

Homeswest 

National Trust 

Urban Bushland Council 

Main Roads Western Australia 

Department of Minerals and Energy 

Friends of Forrestdale 

Bushplan Reference Group 

Department of Conservation and Land Management, 

Land for Wildlife 

Friends of Shenton Bushland 

Landowner 

Ministry for Planning 

Urban Development 

Water and Rivers Commission 

Friends of Bold Park Bushland 



Group 5 
Angela Carr 

Darren Walsh 

Otto Mueller 

Adrian Malloy 

David Nunn 

Stephen Elliot 

Sally Robinson 

Suzanne Rosier 

Group 6 
Matthew Quinn 

Ter'=sa Gepp 

Christine Lewis 

Bill Quinn 

Kieron Beardmore 

Roy Stone 

Andrew Del Marco 

John Lambie 

Group 7 
Verity Allan 

Ken Atkins 

James Duggie 

Kasia Betea 

Mark Jones 

Diane Mathews 

Jo Stone 

Bob Dixon 

Jeni Alford 

Bushplan Reference Group 

City of Cockburn 

Habitat Herdsman 

Landcare WA 

Ministry for Planning 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Environmental Protection Authority 

Mattiske Consulting 

Bushplan Reference Group 

Department of Conservation and Land Management 

Heritage Council 

Landowner 

Ministry for Planning 

Water and Rivers Commission 

Shire of Serpentine/Jarrahdale 

Ellenbrook Integrated Catchment Management Group 

Bushplan Reference Group 

Department of Conservation and Land Management 

Friends of Shenton Bushland 

Urban Focus 

City of Kwinana 

Urban Bushland Council 

Canning River Catchment Group 

Kings Park and Botanic Gardens 

Water and Rivers Commission 
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Group 8 
Rod Safstrom 

Margaret Quinn 

David Wake 

Steve Wilkie 

Ian Morphett 

Bronwen Keighery 

Annette Garlett 

Martin Taylor 

Lyn Dunstan 

46' Bus h For e ver 

Bushplan Reference Group 

Land Corp 

Urban Bushland Council 

Water Corporation 

Department of Consei-vation and Land Management 
Bush care 

Department of Environmental Protection 

Nyungah Circle of Elders 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Ellenbrook Integrated Catchment Management Group 



wppendix tf-
List o Su mitter' s Names 
Submissions Made b_y Individuals 

Submitters' Submission 
Name/ s Number 

Mr John Adeney I 159 
' 

,.J 

. " -. '.) 

A & T Agostino . , - I 7 ,. \. 

Mr Bob Anderson 
,: • 111 . ~ . ·. . ·I 

29 •I l 
· · i I I~ 1 

1
J r I ! 

I ; - ' r/ 

Mr Carl Andrews •.11- "' . 230 . t ...... '• --'"' ~j 

' 1 
357 

TMD & SJ Ashenden ..... ,,, 1··.,· ,, ·~ 
-;l"~ .. .i I ,.·f;:.._ 

157 
• •• "::;:. .I 

Mr Mark Athanasoff \ ':: L .rr1~-1~ -i 508 .. 

Ms Robyn Atherton - .J 
,_. -1 44 

. . IJ. l 
MW Atkinson 

,. ' \, . 535 u -.. ,-.I t • 
I· I 

- I 

141 

Ms Margaret Bailey ':-~''•l 
.-)'.I 1935 'l 

Mr & Mrs Richard & Amy Baker f 22 

. ~. J Mr Robert Ball - 249 I< t.·I "=' ~ .-.....) I 

~--
R & C Banfield I 1786 ' r' - ~- \ 

l lju I 

MR Bannister and NP Prif'lgle 15 

Ms Alison Barker ' . ', 1789 

Ms Wendy Barker ,. 401 

DAJ Barnes 531 . . - .'l 

Mrs H Barnes 
__ ./ ' •. - ~. 

-.__ f~ 'I 
,,,· ....,,_ 162 

--" ' "! ·l \. 

Mr G Baron - ~ ... l .. 181 
I" ... 1 

. ~ - .I 

Ms Lyn Barry u 62 -

TC & M Baskerville 323 
-

Mr & Mrs Neil Baxter 
'·' 

..._E'~· _l 98 
. - . 

Mr Phillip Beach 
~ .---...._ 

I 1969 
- -

Mr Ken Beasley r.J-,;.,_ ·\ -:1n,1v~ 258 
1 • I) ,.1. 

Davide & Jean Beattie .·- ~·; ' )'·1 
- '1 ',/ ...- 495 

-
Mr Rowland Benjamin ~ 1\ ~ ) 56 

FH & PJ Bingham J( r1 1767 
.- . ) - ', 

Dr Bernhard Bischoff f ,' 348 .. I .": ,·~-.. 

Mr Mike Black 
I ; f .t :_;, . ,r:: . 
~- ·~ ... ,, ' ( ',~ 1. l 438 

Mr Ron Black l w " '~''1 vi 6 
"\ - 96 

\\\, ~ 
Mr Roland & SM Blagg 

~. 
5 & 126 

G & D Blair 
' /_ 1./ C;"-1 1842 '" ' ' t·' . \ ,, 

Ms Vianne Blight 1/)~~l 
t \~' 136 

I 

Ms Olga Blundell-Wignall 
; 

'~\ -~ 1952 

~:i.;.- ·~ MrWarwick Boardmann 296 
-

' ,/'' I G & L Bolger . ' - I 1: 326 
i'·. ~ 

Stephen & Lisa Bonetti ,., \ I;; , .. ~ I 
! l \: ~. 

70 

l ' ', /i Mr Lesley Boshammer " 65 
' ,. \, i ... 

•.J I . . 
Ms Nerilee Boshammer 76 

N Bowers-Turner 229 

Mr Stephen Bowman 
I 

182 
'1 

Mrs Janet Brackfield b-"1 i'l 1775 ' ~l .. 
I 

I - /,I 
Mr GC & J Brickwood - I • 143 

~ ,\ l; 

' I 
Mr J Bridge 16 

,, 
P F Brindsen 458 

Ms Norah Brockman 477 
- <I .... !'-1 

Mrs M Bronwasser ~ ' . J ' . ~ T l 
"""..._ _J I,, ... ,.. r' :

1 
176 

Bernard & Cheryl Brosztl 
"" 

1~;,, 

~~-~~ 382 

Mr Adam Brown 
• ·1 ( . v·ci 

l \ G'. ~1-!""': 1824 

Ms Nicola Brown - ,_ ~- :· ;~~ 
- ' • . Ii · '...:.. 

228 

Ms Jan Buck - '' 
l .~\/I .... 

299 
~"I .. 

Mr Dale Burgess 
. -·-., ,_....._ ~ 
~ ,~-., "'1 149 

,, 

Nick & Elisabeth Buters I l 58 
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Submitters' Submission Submitters' Submission 
Name/s Number Name/s Number 

Mr Hugh Cahi ll 26 I AE de Jong ' 3 15 

J Cammack I 83 Mr D & G Di Florio 298 
• 

i 
Mr Maurice Cammack I 145 

I 
A Di Giuseppe & F Scutti 275 

Mrs Maureen Campbell 146 Mr & Mrs Di Toro 19 1 

Mr Mario Carbone 
I 

:•· l 88 ~I l 
Ms Cheryl D ibbs \ 356 • 

Mr John Carlshausen I l 
6 '. ·1 Mr Jim D ijkmans I 48 

Ms Angela Carr 
I 

1776 Ms Mary D illon 
I 

1937 

Adrian Carrier l 237 Mr DE & MK Dixon & GC Fitsgerald 550 
I 

J Carruthers ' . : • I 244 
i''· ";-, 

Mr Emilio Dorigo I 38 

' I I) Ms Sally Carryer .. " 1, 185 1 
I J' J 

EJ Dove I 1850 
I 

-. . . ' ~( ' 'I 
Vince & lsoletta Caruso 5 18 Mrs E Dove 109 

S Catel lani ,, . ' ' 49 Cathy Drake 184 

Ms Hana Chvojka 546 Ms Regina Drummond 192 & 1953 

Ms Tammy Cleaver 142 John & Gay Dunlop 196 

Keith & Ann Clubley 1760 Lyn & Kingsley Dunstan 1959 

Mr & Mrs S & E Colgan 1929 Ms Margaret Durrans 467 
! 

Dr Ian J Colquhoun 365 ME &VR Dyer 327 

Mr Barry CouRar • 527 ,. Mr Clint Dymond 359 
" 

' I 
Mr D Crilly 1849 

l 
Ms Deborah Eastwood ~ 8 

.. I 

HJS & EJS Cromie 1998 Mr Pet er Eckersley 239 

Mi-& Mrs L Cue 68 Mrs JB Eddy 1992 

Mr Michael Dagostino 452 Ms Constance M Edwards 186 

P & M Danzi 442 S Elliott 63 

MrT Danzi 511 Dr Jane Emberson 1845 

• Darch 473 Mr & Mrs R Ensmann 468 

Mr N ick Davis and Col leen Bauer 413 Mr Bruce Evans 82 
1 

P Day ,,'\. 'j 
529 ~-

I 

Grete Evans r 374 
~ ... ,!.. ,- to 

•''(: 

f 
;;.-~· 48' ",-, ,_ '·If.;;·. '•· .' . . . \ . 
11 ~' . 
.... t..>l. 

' ' 
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Submitters' Submission 
Name/s Number 

\ ·-

Fettes Falconer '. I 1958 
,"1 

Ms Gay Gorton \ 
l ,..., 232 

' :1 
Robin & Gillian Falloon 

'.I 
1797 I 

•I 

Mr Russell Gorton 377 
\ ·l 

MG Farrall 
i I ,! 

513 .11 'i 
Mr Yves Gouges 

,. '· 1782 . ' 
I I 

~ . '~ . 
II j 

. j 

PM Farrant ,, . ~·· 147 ., 
'' 1 

Ms SM Gray 'I 1885 
I It. 

( ·-
·. 

·' 1; .. ,1 HH Fehse :... •1' 403 
j' 

\ -
Ms Jacky Grayson '. 

~ 169 

..... t 
Mr John Feldman "~ ~ 168 ...... " ' ... ~~~ 

Green . ' ' i 10 I I 

; ··- r 

JA Farrington I 

.J'rl - 1831 .J • ... II .I 
• r \.I 

Mr Frank Greenslade 
:-_I 

55 ~"'' l 

K Fitzpatrick ' • I 
"",i 133 Mrs Wendy Griffiths \ L 211 

-
"' lj 

~ Mr Kim Fletcher ·."..I ·11·"· 1854 
' - ' j 

Mr Felix Grob 1 119 
I 

KF Fletcher ·~ 
,'c.' ) I 

.. . . 

. 
~ Ms Ellen Gude -, 279 

' I 

Mr Simon Forde r!· :i . 'l 480 ·'· 
Ms Ann Gunness ) :-i- I 1790 ,, ,, . 

John & Glor ia Franich 
r I 18 .1 

'I ·' Ms Angela Gurton \ '• '' 176 1 J 

--
Mr & Mrs L & L Frost .J ·I 187 

' ' I 
Mr John Hail 

~ l 52 

Ms Jocelyn Galloway I 414 -··· .-._ .,., ·~ 
Jerome & Lynda Hamersley f' ,\ :• 470 J 

·• I '.]' l 

Mr & Mrs Joskco Garbin 
.. 

79 - ' ·1 ~· Dr Kim Hames, Minister for Housing; 

,, . I 
Russell & Jeffery Garbutt 1~· " ··' I 490 

Aboriginal Affairs; Water Resources 420 
i.,, 1.,1. ~ 

/rJ· 
Ms Elizabeth Gardiner 

.... -:. -, 370 I 
.~ .. 

~ 

Ms Elaine Gasper 1763 

Mr Nigel Gasper 1795 

Mr Ross Hannagan 1 
r 205 

-~ . "l 

Ms Margaret Hansen \ l' r 494 
I,. 

• 
r 

Mr Andrew Harris ~ 
I 1955 

' I ,, , .. 
\ I r 

Ms Natalie Gasson 459 
Ms Nicole Harris 

' 
360 

Mr Jamie Gault 214 
DA & JM Harvey 1852 

. Mr R Hatton 36 
Ms Elizabeth George 134 

Mr Frank Gerstorfer 30 

l - f 
~ 
' '",.""." ......... 

RG Hayman & MR Webb 1. I; 1787 
'• 

.l 
• 

Mr David Gervas I 1848 
-

John & Jan Hemsley 
l"" .o;;_~ 

1933 ..... ~ 
~ 

·~ . 

Dr Rod Giblett C', \' .1' J\·\1 551 ,, ' 

John & Margaret Gillett .:· \\JJ~ . \'-] 1889 , I/. . .-' ./' 

Mrs Jean M Goadby 
.~/"... -:.:: J 

1887 
~ .- , , . 

Mr DR Henning '·~I 47 

Ms Astrid Herlihy ... .-J 369 
.-,. I 

Mrs D Hesse 
'. \ 1956 . 
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Submitters' Submission Submitters' Submission 
Name/s Number Name/s Number 

Ms Cherrie Hewson 266 Mr Joe James 
I 

1764 
' 'i 

Mr Bill Higginson Unr) I 1870 Mr Neil James ' 248 
' 

A & SE Higginson 181 3 Ms Mary Jenkins 339 

Mr PA Hill 1905 Ms Helga Jennings 441 
; 

Bryan & Sandra Hill I 466 ., . .,. 
' ' 

S Jennings ' 270 ·. 
Ms Jane Hilton 

' : 'i 
405 . ~ l 

. ' 

I Ms Tammy Johns 202 
f 

I i 
Mr Gavin Hodgkinson 319 Mr Paul Johnson 317 

Ms Sjaan Hoetmer 254 Ms Auri M Jones 74 
I 

-

Mrs Jill Holgate 97 E Kailis l 1768 

Ms Monica Holmes, Mr Karl Karu l 1843 
: 

Member for Southern River 487 Colma Keating r I 1792 

Mr Liam Holyoake I 380 M1·s JI Kempton 
- ' 

364 

Mrs Caroline Hooper 1943 DE & P Kennedy 1793 

Ms Amy Hopkins 240 HS Kennedy 445 
.. '., 

Mr Wade Howlett .. 
/_ 207 

. ~ " .. ··- Mrs Jan King 
~ 

118 

I Hughes 
~· - 98 ' ,. ~: Tony & Carol Kirkby I 265 
- ' 

Mr Wayne Hulm 
< I' 47 1 Mr John Kitching • 316 

I 

Ms Shirley Humpreys-Lewis ,,] 210 
, t 

JL Knight & PD Wilmot 496 

Ms Penny Hussey 
.. 86 Mr John Kobelke, 

Ms Janette Huston 423 Member for Nollamara 400 

Ms Joy Hutchings 502 Halina Kobryn 383 

Mrs Denise lriks 148 Ms Rae Kolb 222 

Ms Kay Jackson 93 Mr Alan Kleidon 482 

Mr Colin James 268 Mr Charles Lander 175 

Mr David James 503 MrWT Lapham 250 

Ms Diana N James 378 Ms Lisa Lawrence 276 
. 

~ ! 
Mrs Edna James ' 

.. 1765 
~ . H & F Leaire ,. 340 

' 
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Submitters' Submission 
Name/s Number 

Huey-in Lee 324 Mr Kevin Mclean 

Ms Jenni Leete 532 Ms Margaret Mclean 510 

Mr Gino Lenzo 1973 Mr DJ McMillan J . (F 1908 
-

Mr Les Lima 
.. . 197 Mr & Mrs BE & HM Meakins 117 .. '\ .~ "" .. --:. 

Mr P J Logan 
- (~I . \ .1,-J - I . .f 
. · l/ 

1~ 1 .. , ••. ' f)\. 95 A Menadue 
L \I, 297 vf. ' - ~ ' -i I.I.\ • 'j 
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Com pa nu Name/ s and 
Landowner Name/s 

Alan Tingay & Associates on behalf of 

Alkimos-Eglinton 

Alan Tingay & Associates on behalf of 

Ern Halliday Recreation Camp 

Alan Tingay & Associates on behalf 
I 

of Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

Alan Tingay & Associates for 

Homeswest on behalf of Homeswest 

Aquinas College on behalf of 
..... k .... .., 

Christian Brothers ·1 

Arthur Koroveshi on behalf of 
•I • J 
IJ " 

I 

Carmelo Genovese . - • J 

Bowman Bishaw Gorham on behalf 

of Allied Land Company Pty Ltd I 

Bowman Bishaw Gorham on behalf 

of Rocla Quarry Products 

Bowman Bishaw Gorham on behalf 

of Sanwa Property Group I 

Bowman Bishaw Gorham on behalf 

of Supardi Hadinoto and Titin Husni 

Bowman Bishaw Gorham on behalf 

of Well Holdings ;~ 

BSD Consultants on behalf of P Jordan 

BSD Consultants on behalf ofTelstra 

Channel Seven Perth on behalf of ., 
TVW Enterprises Ltd 1,·1 

~· [~. 

Chappell & Lambert on behalf ~f 
of B Peters .. 

L 

Chappell & Lambert on behalf of . ... I 
City Choice Holdings 

Chappell & Lambert on behalf of 
I Department of Defence 

' .. 

Submission 
Number 

-

1926 

1907 

1811 

99 

302 

281 

451 

1899 

179 

1909 

1947 

331 

355 

139 

439 

1875 

1878 

Chappell & Lambert on behalf of 
Trandos family ~· 1 1910 

David Porter Consulting Engineer on 

behalf of Naval Base Contractors 83 

David Porter Consulting Engineer on 

behalf of Questdale Holdings Pty Ltd 1986 

Development Planning Strategies on 

behalf of Christian Brothers I 827 & 1866 

Dykstra and Associates on behalf of 

Mr & Mrs Borish, Mr & Mrs Bosma 

Edrob Developments Pty Ltd on 

behalf of JL Edwards 

Everard Yeo & Associates on behalf 

ofThe Salvation Army Western 

87 

274 

Australian Property Trust /I' 58 

Greg Rowe and Associates on. behalf 

of Nicholas Dobree ,_ 1856 

Greg Rowe and Associates on behalf 

of Pt Lot 51 Walding Road, Carabooda 1915 

Greg Rowe and Associates on behalf 

of Pacesetter Homes 

Jackson McDonald on behalf of 

Domenic and Linda Guadagnino 

Jeff Spencer & Associates Valuers, 

Property Consultants and Negotiators 

on behalf of Angelo 'Luciano and 

John Alessandrini 

Knight Frank on behalf of jamboree 

Pty Ltd 

Koltasz Smith and Partners on behalf 

of Schaffer Corporation 

Landform Research on behalf of 

Squarcini Group of Companies 

333 

272 

13 

521 

2000 

534 
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Companu Name/sand Submission Companu Name/sand Submission 
Landowner Name/s Number Landowner Name/s Number 

Masterplan on behalf of Taylor Burrel l on behalf of Southern 

Amcor Landhold ings 1898 River Landowners Group 1863 

Masterplan on behalf of Borello Family 1904 The Planning Group on behalf of 

Mitchell Goff & Associates on behalf 
Jaro Pty Ltd and Feegate Pty Ltd 1897 

of Bradwell Pty Ltd 336 The Planning Group on behalf of 

Mitchell Goff & Associates on behalf 
Supar·di Hadinoto 195 

of Emanuel Exports Ltd . 75 Whelans Town Planning Consultants 

Mitchell Goff & Associates on behalf 

of Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd 334 

on behalf of City of Perth, City of 

Stirling, City of Joondalup 1991 

Mr Edgar Balshaw on behalf of 
I E J Balshaw, Z F Balshaw, B M Gibb, 

Wilson Residents & Ratepayers' 

Association Inc on behalf of 

Christian Brothers Trustees 
I 

208 I 

M D Balshaw, S L Carter 
J; I 

(nee Balshaw) 
I 484 

I 'i 

L 

' ~ 

'. r 

: 

Ms Monica Holmes, Member for 

Southern River on behalf of Ian and 

Betty Philip 499 

Ms Monica Holmes, Member for 

Southern River on behalf of 
' 

Mrs Claire Ci·ybas 
i 

549 
I 

Optimum Per·formance Solutions 

Pty Ltd on behalf of Butte Holdings; 

Rockingham Park Pty Ltd: Brintwood 

Pty Ltd; Z & T Drpich 505 

Optimum Performance Solutions 
I 

Pty Ltd on behalf of various I 1902 

Roberts Day Group on behalf of 

Dr Roger Dawkins & Ti llbrook 

Nominees Pty Ltd 1872 

Roberts Day Group on behalf of 

Murdoch University 1871 

Squarcini Group of Companies on 

behalf of Milino Pty Ltd 1964 

Statewest Surveys & Planning on 

behalf of Bristi le Ltd 132 
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1. t l'>ush Forever Sites with modified boundaLes from 
P5P1998 resulting from further site investigations and/ or 
outcomes of implementation (as shown in 5ush forever 
Volume 1 - Policies, Principles and Processes). 

E>ush 
forever Part Implementation Affected Vee;etation 
Site No. * Location Name Recommendation Complex (h~ctares) 

22 Egerton Mound Spring and Urban NPS (Agreed) Bassendean North 

adjacent bushland, Ellenbrook (-10.1 ha), Southern River 

I 
(-2.6ha) 

23 The Vines (Cardinal Drive Urban NPS (Agreed) Southern River (-29.0ha), 

' 
Bushland, Ellenbrook) Yanga (-26.6ha), 

Bassendean North (-0.Sha) 

67 
I 

Parmelia Ave Bushland, Parmelia Urban NPS (Agreed) Herdsman (- 1.0ha), 
I Karrakatta C&S (-3.4ha) 

70 Duckpond Bushland, Peel Estate Rural Complementary Bassendean C&S (-2.6ha), 

(Agreed) Guildford (-12. I ha) 
I 

71 Transit Road Bushland, Jarrahdale Rural Complementary Forrestfield (-0.6ha) 

I (Agreed) 

119 Underwood Ave Bushland, Urban NPS (Agreed) Karrakatta C&S (-23.3ha) 

Shenton Park 

125 E Holmes Street Bushland, Southern Urban NPS (Agreed) Southern River (-6.0ha) 

River; Huntingdale. 

125 c Holmes Street Bushland, Southern Proposed Parks & Southern River (-5.2ha) 

River; Huntingdale. Recreation 

129 B Bernard Road, Carabooda Rural Complementary Cottesloe C&S (-0.1 ha) 

(Agreed) 

164 B Conti Road Bushland, Wanneroo Strategic NPS Karrakatta C&S (-3.8ha) 

196 Gnangara Road Bushland, Proposed Parks & Bassendean C&S (-45.3ha) 
Landsdale/Cullacabardee Recreation *added to BPS 304 

198 Beechboro Road Bushland, Recommended for Southern River (-16.6ha), 

Cullacabardee/Ballajura Protection in PBP 1998 and Bassendean C&S (-I 0. I ha) 

not included in Bush Forever 
I 

Bush Forever 



1.4 Bush Forever Sites with modified boundaries from PBP1998 resulting from further site investigations 
and/or outcomes of implementation (as shown in Bush Forever Volume 1 - Policies, Principles and 
Processes). (continued) 

5ush 
forever Part Implementation Affected Vegetation 
Site No. 

,,. 
Location Name Recommendation Complex (hectares) 

244 - North Lake and Bibra Lake, North Recommended for Bassendean C&S (-0.2ha) 

Lake/Bibra Lake Protection in PBP 1998 and 

not included in Bush Forever 

253 B Harrisdale Swamp and adjacent Urban NPS (Agreed) Southern River (-4.0ha) 

bushland, Forrestdale/Wungong 

(Ranford/Warton Rd) 

271 c Cardup Brook Bushland (2), Urban NPS (Agreed) Guildford (-0. 1 ha) 

Cardup/Peel Estate. 

271 B Cardup Brook Bushland (2), Strategic NPS Guildford (- I .7ha), 

Cardup/Peel Estate. Forrestfield (- 1.0ha) 

27 1 D Cardup Brook Bushland (2), Rural Complementary Gu ildford (-0.2ha) 

Cardup/Peel Estate. 

272 B Sicklemore Road Bushland, Proposed Parks and Bassendean C&S 

Parmelia/Casuarina Recreation (-0.2ha) 

278 B Cassia Drive Bushland, Karnup Strategic NPS Karrakatta C&S (-10.3ha) 

312 - Bold Park and Adjacent Bushland, Recommended for Cottesloe C&S (-0.4ha) 

City Beach. Protection in PBP 1998 and 

not included in Bush Forever 
I 

322 - Burns Beach Bushland Recommended for Cottesloe C&S (-0.3ha), 

Protection in PBP 1998 and Quindalup (-0.2ha) 
I 

! not included in Bush Forever 

323 B Burns Beach Bushland Other Government Lands Quindalup (- 10.7ha) 

327 D Badgerup Lake and adjacent Rural Complementary Kan-akatta C&S (-3.4ha) 

bushland, Wanneroo 

334 Chidley Point and Adjacent Some Existing Protection No Mapped Vegetation 

Bushland, Mosman Pa1-k 

338 - Yagan Wetland and Adjacent Recommended for Bassendean C&S (-0.2ha) 

Bushland, Rosmoyne to Bull Creek. Protection in PBP 1998 and 

not included in Bush Forever 
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1.t l3ush forever Sites with modified boundaries from Pl3P1998 resulting tram tJrther site investigations 
and/or outcomes ot implementation (as shown in l3ush forever Volume 1 - Policies, Principles and 
Processes) . (continued) 

Bush 
Forever Part Im plementatlon Affected Vegetation 
Site No. * Location Name Recommendation Complex (hectares) 

340 Phoebe Street Bushland, Strategic NPS Southern River (-0.8ha) 

Southern River 

345 c Forrestdale Lake and adjacent Rural Complementary No Mapped Vegetation 

bushland, Forrestdale 

346 A Brownman Swamp, Mt Brown Some Existing Protection No Mapped Vegetation 
Lake and adjacent Bushland, 

Henderson/Naval Base 

348 B Modong Nature Reserve and Rural Complementary Bassendean C&S (-3.6ha) 
adjacent bushland, Oakford 

349 c Leda and adjacent bushland, Leda Urban NPS (Agreed) Karrakatta C&S (-7.3ha), 

I 
Cottesloe C&S (-25.0ha) 

349 - Leda and adjacent bushland, Leda Basic Raw Materials NPS Cottesloe C&S (-48.Sha), 

(Agreed) Karrakatta C&S (-3.0ha) 

349 A Leda and adjacent bushland, Leda Some Existing Protection Cottesloe C&S (-60.8ha) 

349 - Leda and adjacent bushland, Leda Cemeteries Karrakatta C&S (-2.2ha), 

Cottesloe C&S (-2.1 ha) 

354 B Norman Road Bushland ( I B), Basic Raw Materials NPS No Mapped Vegetation 

Whitby/Cardup 

378 c Henderson Road Bushland, Rural Complementary Southern River (-8.3ha), 

Peel Estate (Agreed) Bassendean C&S (-4.2ha) 

383 A Neerabup National Park, Lake Some Existing Protection Cottesloe C&S (-1 O.Sha) 

Gnowerup Nature Reserve and 
Adjacent Bushland, Neerabup 

383 A Neerabup National Park, Lake Some Existing Protection Cottesloe C&S (-I .2ha) 

Gnowerup Nature Reserve and (Basic Raw Materials NPS) 
Adjacent Bushland, Neerabup 

395 NB Paganoni Swamp and adjacent Urban NPS (Agreed) and Cottesloe C&S (-I 8.4ha), 

bushland, Karnup (Singleton) Some Existing Protection Yoongarillup (-I 6.3ha) 

464 Mattison Street Bushland, Strategic NPS Southern River (-6.0ha) 

Southern River 
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1.5 Bush Forever Sites with proposed modified boundaries 
(Agreement Proposed - as indicated on Map 1 and 
Detailed Site Maps in Bush Forever Volume 1 - Policies, 
Principles and Processes). 

E>ush 
forever Part Implementation Affected Ve~etation 
Site No. * Location Name Recommendation Complex Ch~ctares) 

213 B Bushmead Bushland, Swan Other Government Lands Forrestfield (-I .2ha) 

(Agreement Proposed) 

270 c Sandy Lake and adjacent Strategic NPS Bassendean C&S (-20. I ha) 

, bushland, Anketell (Agreement Proposed) 

304 A Whiteman Park, Whiteman/ Some Existing Protection Southern River (- 10.9ha) 
I 

West Swan (subject to existing MRS 

Amendment) 

312 A Bold Park and Adjacent Bushland, Some Existing Protection No Mapped Vegetation 

City Beach. (subject to existing 

MRS Amendment) 

322 c Burns Beach Bushland Urban NPS Quindalup (-46.2ha), 

(Agreement Proposed) Cottesloe C&S (-57.Sha) 

322 D Burns Beach Bushland Urban NPS Quindalup (-I 3.2ha), 

I 
(Agreement Proposed) Cottesloe C&S (-1 3.4ha) 

323 A Burns Beach Bushland Some Existing Protection Cottesloe C&S (-3.2ha) 

342 c Anstey/Keane Dampland and Urban NPS Southern River (-I 5.2ha) 

adjacent bushland (Agreement Proposed) 

390 B Fraser Road Bushland, Banjup Basic Raw Materials NPS Bassendean C&S (-74.6ha) 

(Agreement Proposed) 

463 Starlight Grove Bushland, Basic Raw Materials NPS Karrakatta C&S (-13.0ha) 

Gnangara/Wangara (Sydney Road) (Agreement Proposed) 

492 Lyon Road Bushland, Banjup Urban NPS Bassendean C&S (-15.0ha) 

I 
(Agreement Proposed) 
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1.6 5ush forever Sites shown as subject to f'urther 
investigation in 5ush forever 

E>ush 
Forever Part Implementation Affected Vegetation 

ite No. * Location Name Recommendation Complex (hectares) 

275 Stakehill .Swamp, Baldivis Proposed Parks & Karrakatta C&S (-4.6ha), 

Recreation Cottesloe C&S (- 1.0ha) 

303 B Whitfords Avenue Bushland, Cemeteries Karrakatta C&S (-75.6ha) 

Craigie, Pad bury (Pinaroo) 

306 B Talbot Road Bushland, Stratton/ Cemeteries Forrestfield (- 1.1 ha) 

Swan View 

386 A Perth Airport and adjacent Cemeteries Southern River (-2.8ha) 

Bush land 

1.7 Additional Sites nominated in submissions on draft 
Perth)s 13ushpfan and considered not suitable for inclusion 
in E>ush forever 

Over I 00 Additional Sites were nominated during the public submission period on draft Perth's Bushplan. 
Each nomi nation is being considered as part of an on-going process. Only those sites listed below have so far 

been assessed as not suitable or appropriate for inclusion in Bush Forever. Other nominated sites will require 

further investigation, in fu ll consultation and agreement with the landowner/s and in the context of bushland and 

planning criteria. 

I. Lot 129, corner of McDonald and Lefroy Streets, Herne Hill. 

2. Banksia Farm, Lot 87 Rochdale Road, Mt Claremont. 

3. Milyu Nature Reserve, South Perth. 

4. Gosnells Golf Course (part not already identified in draft Perth's Bushplan) and bushland on the corner of 

Warton and Furley Roads, Southern River. 

5. Lots 3, I 06 and I 07, corner Ranford and Wright Roads, Forrestdale. 

6. Connection of Site No.'s 125, 253, 340, 413, 464, 465 and 472, Southern River. 

7. Lots I 12 & I 13 Nicholson Rd, Canning Vale. 

8. B1-anch Circus wetlands, Success. 

9. Gil Chalwell Reserve, Banjup. 
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1.7 Additional Sites nominated in submissions on draft 
Perth 1s Bushpfan and considered not suitable for inclusion in Bush Forever (continued) 

10. Marri Park Golf Course, Casuarina. 

11 . All of Lot 4 Mandurah Road, Karnup. 

12. Tramway (parts not al1·eady identified in draft Perth's 5ushplon). 

13. Unmade part of Reid Highway between Site No.'s 203 and 204. 

14. City of Gosnells Bushland Reserves: 

1. Osprey Way; 

11. Barson Court; 

11 1. Bottlebrush Drive and 

.I IV. Sherlock Court 

15. West of Manning Lake, corner of Cockburn Rd and railway line, Spearwood. 

I 6. East of Poletti Rd, Jandakot 

17. Spearwood Ridge surrounded by Site No. 272, Kwinana. 

I 8. Lot 608 Dixon Road, Kalamunda. 

19. Ma1·sh Road Bushland, Armadale. 

20. Parts of Canning River foreshore not already identified in draft Perch's 5ushfJ/on. 

21. West of Lake Coogee to Cockburn Rd, Munster 

22. Lots 261 I & 2788 Scofield Rd, Wattle Grove (parts not already identified in d1·aft Perth's Bushp/011). 
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