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Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 million – 
overview 

Limitations 

This document is not an official summary of the “Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 million” 
documents. It has been prepared by the myself (Garry Middle) and represents my best efforts to 
produce a coherent summary of the key elements of those documents. As a summary, much of the 
detail has been left out. Importantly, I have made my best judgements as to what is significant and 
how the documents work together as a whole. I have prepared this document to help in my 
consideration of the planning implications that arise, in my role as WAPC board member. 

Readers will notice that I have identified some matters that appear unclear: in these cases, I have 
interpreted the documents as best as I could and provided my interpretation of those matters, 
which could be shown to be wrong. I also note issues that I am seeking further information on. 

I take full responsibility for the contents of this document. 
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Part 1 - Context 

Purpose 

This section of this document summarises the purposes, contents and key proposed outcomes of 
the above document and the over 80 supporting reports. As well, it provides some important 
background information useful in understanding the reports. 

The documents 

There are three sets of documents referred to here. First there are the Framework documents, 
which are the strategic planning documents released by the WAPC, which are also titled “draft 
Perth and Peel@3.5million”. These Framework documents set out a strategic plan for a Perth-Peel 
region at a population of 3.5 million people, and are the implementation strategy for Directions 
2031. 

This growth will inevitably have some environmental impacts, including biodiversity impacts – e.g. 
loss of native vegetation, loss of fauna habitat – and broader environmental impacts – e.g. loss of 
air quality, increased nutrient flow into significant wetlands (Swan-Canning and Peel-Harvey 
estuaries). So as to avoid case-by-case environmental assessments by both the Commonwealth 
under the EPBC Act and the WA EPA, it has been agreed that a strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA) be carried out of the Framework documents covering both the Commonwealth 
and EPA assessments. The “Perth and Peel Green Growth Plan for 3.5 million” report – GGPP – 
and its supporting documents are, in effect, the environmental impact statement for both 
assessments, setting out the proposed urban expansion for Perth-Peel, the likely impacts, how 
impacts are to be managed, and a proposed conservation and broader environmental plans that 
will compensate for these impacts. These collections of documents are make up the Strategic 
Conservation Plan. 

The final document is a report by the EPA released July 2015 titled “Perth and Peel @ 3.5 million 
Environmental impacts, risks and remedies”. This was an interim assessment of the environmental 
implications of the draft Framework documents, and 36 recommendations were made by the EPA 
on suggested modifications to the Framework documents, as well as broader implication of a city 
of 3.5 million people. 

Background  

In December 2015, the State Government released a report titled ‘Perth and Peel Green Growth 
Plan for 3.5 million {Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 2015 #3290}, known as the Green 
Growth Plan (GGP) and formally referred to as the draft Strategic Conservation Plan (for the Perth 
and Peel Regions). This plan has been many years in the making, and is primarily the result of a 
strategic assessment by the Commonwealth under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The Commonwealth had been concerned about the on-going 
loss of native vegetation in the Perth-Peel region, especially loss of habitat of threatened species 
like the Carnaby's Black-Cockatoo, and loss of certain Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs). 
Assessments under the EPBC Act has been case-by-case, and it became clear to all stakeholders – 
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developers, conservation groups, State Government and the Commonwealth Government – that 
case-by-case assessments were leading to less that optimal environmental outcomes, and were 
leading to inefficient use of government resources in carrying out, and responding to, these 
assessments.  

In response, in July 2011 the relevant State Ministers (Planning and Environment) agreed that the 
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment could carry out a strategic assessment of the urban 
expansion of the Perth-Peel region. This was 11 months after the finalisation of the WAPC’s spatial 
plan for Perth – Directions 2031 {WAPC, 2010 #1366}.  

There were already precedents for this strategic assessment, with the Commonwealth completing 
strategic assessments of urban expansions in both Sydney (completed in 2012) and Melbourne 
(completed in 2010): however, both these assessments focused on specific areas and proposals. In 
Sydney, it was the growth areas in the south west and north west, totaling 27,000ha. The 
Melbourne assessment was of two major transport corridors, development on the fringe of the 
City, and certain developments within the existing urban area. The Perth-Peel assessment covers 
the whole of the Perth-Peel region and not just the urban areas. It covers existing and proposed 
urban development, existing and proposed industrial development, certain proposed new 
infrastructure, basic raw materials, new special rural development, and harvesting of pines. It is the 
most complex and largest, in terms of geographic area, strategic assessment ever carried out by 
the Commonwealth.  

Directions 2031 was always seen as a  

… high-level spatial framework and strategic plan for Perth and Peel sets the broad framework to 2031 
and establishes a vision for a population of 3.5 million people {WAPC, 2015 #3236} P13 

The more detailed land uses planning that would deliver the Directions 2031 vision - for example 
where new developments are to be located – was to be the subject of later more detailed 
planning. A draft more detailed strategic plan was released in May 2015 {WAPC, 2015 #3236} 
along with detailed land uses plans for all the sub-regions, including the central region of Perth – 
this was called the Framework. Instead of using a specific timeframe, the Framework is based on a 
specific projected population for Perth-Peel – i.e. 3.5 million people. The Framework was 
developed at the same time as the Commonwealth assessment documents were being prepared, 
and the Framework was heavily influenced by this process.  

In short, the GGP and supporting documents are the WA Government’s proposal to deal with the 
environmental matters of concern to the Commonwealth because of the Framework. If the 
Commonwealth accepts this, or a modified version, then case by case assessments under the EPBC 
Act by the Commonwealth will no longer be necessary, unless individual proposals vary from what 
is proposed and agreed to.  

As well as the Commonwealth assessment, the WA EPA is also assessing the broader 
environmental implications of the Framework, and in July 2015 released its initial assessment of the 
framework {EPA, 2015 #3255}. The EPA report made a number of key recommendations on what 
changes should be made to the Framework, so as to adequately address the key environmental 
concerns. The GGP also addresses the EPA’s concerns.  

In short, the EPA has suggested that if its concerns are addressed by both the final Framework and 
the GGP, then case by case assessments by the EPA will no longer be necessary, unless individual 
proposals vary from what is proposed and agreed to. 
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Overview of the EPBC Act strategic environmental assessment process 

This section provides an overview of the EPBC Act strategic environmental assessment (SEA) 
process. 

Section 146(1) of the EPBC Act allows for assessments of the impacts of ‘actions’ allowed for in 
policies, plans or programs affecting matters of national environmental significance (MNES). Such 
assessments must be agreed to by both parties (i.e. the Commonwealth and the agency 
responsible for the policy, plan or program) and are carried out collaboratively. 

The relevant agency in this case is the Government of WA. The first step in the assessment process 
is for the relevant agency to produce a draft Terms of Reference document for public review which 
sets out the topics and issues to be covered and addressed in the assessment. This draft was 
released in August 2011, and finalised in May 2012. 

The next step is for the relevant agency to  produce two key documents: a MNES plan and an 
impact assessment report (strategic assessment report). The MNES plan sets out the proposed 
‘actions’ and how the affected MNES are to be addressed, protected and impacts managed. The 
impact assessment report provides the details of the assessment of impacts as well as an analysis 
of how impacts are managed against the mitigation hierarchy – avoid, reduce, offset and adaptive 
management measures. 

The GGP and associated documents contain both the MNES report and the impact assessment 
report. Following public input, both the MNES plan and impact assessment report can be modified 
based on the public submissions and expert advice. A supplementary strategic assessment report 
is then prepared, usually by the Commonwealth Department of Environment. In this case the WA 
EPA will produce that report. These three documents are then submitted to the Commonwealth 
Minister for final assessment and approval 

The MNES plan, subject to any modifications, can be approved, which includes the approved 
‘actions’.  

Overview of the State (EPA) assessment process 

The EPA report referred to above, which is an interim environmental assessment of the Framework, 
sets out the key environmental values of the Perth-Peel region, provides advice on the likely 
impacts of the implementation of the Framework and makes key recommendations on how the 
planning and other government systems should address these impacts so as to ensure impacts are 
acceptable. 

This EPA report was written under Section section 16(e) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 
(EP Act), and is public advice to the Minister for the Environment. It is not a ‘formal’ assessment 
under Part IV of the EP Act, but the process being followed has similarities, in that some of the 
above suit of documents are, effectively, public environmental review documents. This can be 
considered an ‘informal’ assessment by the EPA. So, whilst the EPA assessment will not lead to any 
approvals or their setting of environmental conditions, the EPA has advised that should this advice 
be accepted and adopted, then  

… there is opportunity to limit the operation of Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (the 
EP Act) in the Perth and Peel regions, delivering a high degree of land use planning certainty. (P5).  
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Unlike formal assessments under Part IV of the EP Act, there are no appeals against documents 
produced under Section 16(e) of the EP Act (informal assessments). 

It is proposed that referral to the EPA would not be required for those schemes and scheme 
amendments that are consistent with the final EPA advice: however, this would require 
amendments to the EP Act because, currently, all schemes and scheme amendments require 
referral to the EPA.  

In effect, adopting the EPA’s advice will avoid case by case assessment by the EPA. 

What are the key environmental issues? 

Overview 

Whilst assessments under the EPBC Act and the EP Act relate to environmental issues, there are 
clear differences in what elements of the environment are assessed under each Act. 

The WA EP Act has a broad definition of the ‘environment’ –  

… environment, subject to subsection (2), means living things, their physical, biological and social 
surroundings, and interactions between all of these; 

Subsection 2 refers to ‘social surrounds’ and defines it as follows:  

… the social surroundings of man are his aesthetic, cultural, economic and social surroundings to the 
extent that those surroundings directly affect or are affected by his physical or biological surroundings. 

The EPBC Act does not define the ‘environment’ but instead prescribes certain elements of the 
environment that are the subject of the Act and can trigger assessment under the EPBC Act. These 
are defined as matters of national environmental significance, or MNES. There are nine categories 
of MNES: 

• World heritage properties; 

• National heritage places; 

• Wetlands of international importance (listed under the Ramsar Convention); 

• Listed threatened species and ecological communities; 

• Migratory species protected under international agreements; 

• Commonwealth marine areas; 

• The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park;  

• Nuclear actions (including uranium mines); and 

• Protection of water resources from coal seam gas development and large coal mining 
development (added recently). 

There are 4 MNES which are not site specific and refer to elements of the biophysical environment 
- wetlands of international importance, listed threatened species and ecological communities, 
migratory species protected under international agreements, and water resources from coal seam 
gas development and large coal mining development. These can be seen as sub-sets of the issues 
of importance to the WA EPA: for example, the EPA is concerned about protecting wetlands 
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classified as conservation category wetlands (CCWs), of which there are over 400, and, of these, 
three are Ramsar wetland systems (MNES). 

Vegetation 

In reference to native vegetation and biodiversity protection, three levels of biodiversity are 
generally recognised. First is conservation at the broad ecosystem level – called complexes: for 
example, Banksia woodlands. These broad complexes are not uniform but contain several different 
specific assemblages of certain species, which are called ecological communities. This is the 
second level of biodiversity. These ecological communities can also exist in specialist habitats in 
isolation – for example, Aquatic Root Mat community that lives in caves in the Yanchep region. The 
third level of biodiversity is individual species. In the first instance, the EPA is concerned about 
conservation at the broad complex level, but also the other two levels. As noted above, MNES only 
refers to the second and third levels of biodiversity threatened species and ecological 
communities. 

Whilst both the EPA and the Commonwealth refer to ecological communities, it would appear that 
the State and the Commonwealth use different methodologies in defining and naming ecological 
communities, and that there may well be some ecological communities with different names on the 
but are the same. 

The EPA makes reference to Regionally Significant Natural Areas (RSNAs) which are areas of 
bushland, wetlands and landscape identified in key policy documents, notably Bush Forever for the 
Swan Coastal Plain area of Perth, the old System 6 report in areas of Perth not covered by Bush 
Forever, and, in the Peel region, sites identified through the Swan Bioplan project.  

Wetlands 

The EPA categorises wetlands into three broad types depending on their level of naturalness: 

• Conservation category wetland (CCW) – wetlands with a high degree of naturalness; 

• Resource enhancement (REW) – wetlands with some level of degradation although they 
often have significant social values; and 

• Multiple use (M) – wetlands largely degraded with little human use value. 

The EPA is of the view that all remaining CCWs should be protected, and the REWs should be 
protected where possible and have their ecological functions restored. The EPA supports the 
retention of the hydrological functions of M wetlands, which, in urban areas, means being part of 
the stormwater and groundwater management system. 

The Commonwealth recognises only wetlands of national and international significance, mostly 
those recognised by the Ramsar Treaty. There are three internationally significant wetland systems 
in the Perth-Peel region: Becher Point, Lakes Thomsons and Forrestdale; and Peel-Yalgorup 
System. 

Broader environmental issues 

There are no MNES that relate to specific non conservation issues – often called ‘brown’ issues: i.e. 
air pollution, water pollution, noise, site contamination etc. These broader issues are of concern 
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primarily to the EPA, although they are of concern to the Commonwealth when considering 
protecting specific place that are MNES, for example the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park and 
threats to water quality. 

Overview of the Strategic Conservation Plan and related documents 

This set of documents address the issues related to both the assessment under the EPBC Act and 
the informal assessment by the EPA. Reference is made to ‘conservation’ issues and broader 
‘environmental’ issues. The former refers to the assessment under the EPBC Act and the later to 
the informal EPA assessment. 

Some documents cover both assessments, notably the draft Strategic Conservation Plan, whereas 
others are only relevant to one of the assessments.  

Summary of the environmental issues specific to this assessment 

The MNES relevant to this assessment are: 

• Threatened ecological communities (TECs) – 10 TECs affected; 

• Threatened species – flora and fauna – 37 species of flora and 13 species of fauna; 

• Listed migratory species – shorebirds; 

• Wetland of international importance – 3 wetlands systems – Becher Point, Lakes Thomsons 
and Forrestdale; and Peel-Yalgorup System; 

• World and national heritage – built environment - former Fremantle Prison and the 
Goldfields Water Supply Scheme 

The key factors of concern to the EPA are: 

• Flora and vegetation; 

• Terrestrial and subterranean fauna; 

• Hydrological processes and inland water environmental quality; 

• Air quality; 

• Human health and amenity; and 

• Marine environmental quality. 

The status of the documents in relation to the EPBC Act strategic assessment 

The draft MNES plan is not a single documents and is made up of: 

• The draft Strategic Conservation Plan (GGP) document; 

• Certain Action plans; and 

• Conservation Action Plans. 

Five classes of Actions are proposed: 

• Urban and development – Action Plan A; 

• Rural Residential development – Action Plan B: 
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• Infrastructure – Action Plan C; 

• Basic Raw Materials – Action Plan D; and 

• Harvesting of pines – Action Plan E; 

The relevant Conservation Action Plans are: 

• MNES conservation commitments – Action Plan F; 

• Conservation program – Action Plan H; and 

• Assurance plan – Action Plan I. 

Note: State factors conservation commitments – Action Plan G – is only relevant to the EPA 
informal assessment. 

Whilst these documents need to be seen as a whole, not all of documents, and only some sections 
of the draft Strategic Conservation Plan, are relevant to the approval sought through the EPBC Act 
assessment. Some of the documents are important reference documents for the approval sought 
through the EPBC Act. 

The key sections of the Strategic Conservation Plan where approval is sought under the EPBC Act 
assessment are 

• Section 1.5 - EPBC Act elements of the Strategic Conservation Plan 

• Section 3.7 - EPBC Act elements of the Strategic Conservation Plan 

• Section 4.1 – The outcomes framework  

• Section 4.2 – Overview of the Conservation Program 

• Section 4.3 - EPBC Act elements of the Strategic Conservation Plan 

• Sections 5.3  – 5.7 - EPBC Act elements of the Strategic Conservation Plan 

• Chapter 6 – Assurance framework. 

The Action Plans where approval is sought under the EPBC Act assessment are: 

• MNES conservation commitments – Action Plan F; 

• Conservation program – Action Plan H; and 

• Assurance plan – Action Plan I. 

Approval is NOT sought for the five classes of actions ‘Action Plans’. If the above sections of the 
Strategic Conservation Plan and the three Conservation Action plans are approved, then the 
actions listed in the five classes of actions Action Plans can proceed without further assessment. 
Making changes to any document approved by the Commonwealth it difficult: consequently, the 
State Government wants the flexibility to modify the Action Plans as required, and modifications to 
be within the parameters set by the Commonwealth approval. For this reason, the classes of action 
Action Plans are not submitted for approval. 

As noted above, the impact assessment report documents set out the methodology applied in 
arriving at the MNES plan, and, whilst it may require some changes which could then have 
implications for the MNES plan, the documents are not the subject of any Commonwealth 
approval. 
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Details of the sections of the Strategic Conservation plan relevant to the EPBC 
Act strategic assessment 

Section 1.5 of the Strategic Conservation Plan is the same as the summary provided above. 

Section 3.7 is a description of the classes of action being proposed as part of the Framework, as 
follows: 

• Urban and industrial development – as mapped in the Framework; 

• Rural Residential development – as mapped in the Framework; 

• Infrastructure - as “indicated” in Figure 3-4; 

• Basic Raw Material extraction – as mapped in Figure 3-5; and 

• Harvesting of pines (Gnangara, Yanchep and Pinjar) – all of the pines mapped in Figure 3-6. 

It should be noted that all of the infrastructure proposals are in the early planning phase and the 
exact alignments are yet to be determined. Action Plan C describes the process for finalising and 
assessing the impacts of these proposals. 

As well, future resource extraction areas for BRM will require rehabilitation and offsets as set out in 
Action Plan H. 

In effect, the WA Government is seeking approval to roll out urban, industrial and special rural 
development as set out in the relevant Figures, adopt a process to assess those infrastructures 
shown in Figure 3-4, extract BRM as set out in Figure 3-5, and harvest all of the pines as set out in 
Figure 3-5. Environmental impacts related to MNES will be planned, managed and offset as set out 
in Action Plans F, H and I. 

Sections 4.1 is a summary of the overall outcomes, objectives and commitments in the Strategic 
Conservation Plan, with sections 4.2 and 4.3 providing more details. Section 4.2 summarises the 
Conservation program, which has the following elements: 

• Expanded conservation reserve system, including those aimed at MNES; 

• On-ground management; 

• Protecting wetlands, including some related to MNES; 

• Improving water quality in the Swan Canning and Peel Harvey (Ramsar wetlands and a 
MNES) systems;  

• An offsets program; and  

• Improving knowledge of both conservation (Commonwealth) and environmental (State) 
matters. 

Section 4.3 lists the key outcomes and objectives set for each relevant MNES, notably threatened 
species, TECs, Ramsar wetlands and significant heritage sites. 

Sections 5.3 to 5.6 gives more details of the State approvals processes for each of the classes of 
actions (urban, industrial and rural residential calluses of actions are covered in the same section), 
whereas 5.7 is an overview of the delivery of the Strategic Conservation Plan apply the following 
broad actions: 
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• Avoid – selecting sites for the classes of actions that do not have MNES implications where 
possible; 

• Mitigation (reducing impacts) including sensitive urban design and rehabilitation of BRM 
sites; and 

• The conservation program. 

Chapter 6, the Assurance framework, sets out the responsibilities for each agency in implementing 
the plan, including monitoring, reporting compliance, and five yearly reviews. 

The status of the documents in relation to the EPA informal assessment 

The EPA assessment covers a wide range of environmental issues, some of which are covered in 
the draft Strategic Conservation Plan, whereas other would require some broader action by 
planning and other agencies. Many of the conservation matters (TECs, individual species and 
wetlands) of concern to the Commonwealth are also concerns for the EPA. The key specific 
sections of the Strategic Conservation Plan that address the broader environmental concerns of the 
EPA are: 

• Section 4.2 – the conservation program, especially the expansion of the conservation 
reserve system, protecting wetlands improving water quality in the Swan Canning and Peel 
Harvey systems; and 

• Section 4.4 - Environmental outcomes and objectives for State environmental values. 

The draft State Impact Assessment documents set out the methodology used to address the EPA’s 
concerns as well as providing details of proposed actions to address those concerns. 

Summary 

The draft Strategic Conservation Plan/GGP and supporting documents are the WA Government’s 
proposal to deal with the environmental matters of concern to the Commonwealth – MNES - in 
planning for a population in Perth-Peel of 3.5 million as set out in the Framework. If the 
Commonwealth accepts this, or a modified version, then case by case assessments by the 
Commonwealth will no longer be necessary, unless individual proposals vary from what is 
proposed and agreed to. 

As well, the EPA has expressed concerns about the broader environmental impacts of providing for 
a population in Perth-Peel of 3.5 million. The EPA has suggested that if its concerns as set out in its 
Section 16(e) report released in 2015 are addressed by both the final Framework and the GGP, 
then case by case assessments by the EPA will no longer be necessary, unless individual proposals 
vary from what is proposed and agreed to. 
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Part 2: Documents’ summary 

Strategic Conservation Plan summary 

Nature and extent of development subject to assessment 

The geographic extent of the the SEA is shown in Figure 1. 

Five classes of actions are being proposed by the State Government of WA to be assessed in the 
SEA. 

1. Urban and industrial development – the extent of the urban development subject to the 
SEA is that shown in the Framework and Figure 3-1 of the Strategic Conservation Plan – 
(Figure 2 below) - and Figure 3-2 of the Strategic Conservation Plan shows the extent 
industrial development subject to the SEA (Figure 3 below); 

2. Rural residential development - The extent of the rural residential development 
development subject to the SEA is that shown in the Framework and Figure 3-3 of the 
Strategic Conservation Plan – (Figure 4 below); 

3. Infrastructure - the location of the Infrastructure subject to the SEA is Figure 3-4 of the 
Strategic Conservation Plan – (Figure 5 below); 

4. Basic Raw Material (BRM) extraction - Figure 3-5 of the Strategic Conservation Plan shows 
the location of the BRM subject to the SEA (Figure 6 below); and 

5. Harvesting of pines in the Gnangara, Yanchep and Pinjar pine plantations - Figure 3.6 of the 
Strategic Conservation Plan shows the location of the pine plantations that will be 
harvested and subject to the SEA (figure 7 below). 

NOTE: only those proposals shown in these maps are subject to the SEA and ultimate approval by 
the Commonwealth and the State Ministers for Environment.  
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Figure 1: Area of Perth-Peel region subject to the assessment 
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Figure 2: The extent urban development subject to the SEA 
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Figure 3: The extent industrial development subject to the 
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Figure 4: The extent rural residential development subject to the SEA 
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Figure 5: The location of the Infrastructure subject to the SEA 
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Figure 6: The location of the BRM subject to the SEA 
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Figure 7: The location of the pines to be harvested subject to the SEA 
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Proposed overall governance arrangements 

Implementation of the Strategic Conservation Plan will be the responsibility of a range of Ministers, 
Government departments and local governments. An ‘overarching’ Executive body will be 
established to coordinate implementation and make recommendations on some key process 
matters. It will report directly to a group of select State ministers, and be managed by the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet. It will also need to develop partnerships with key non-
government stakeholders – service providers, developers, landowners, Noongar groups and other 
community groups and representatives. It will also have responsibility for the implementation, 
review and revision of the Action Plans. 

A key part of the governance is ‘Assurance’ i.e. the level of certainty that the WA Government will 
delivery on its commitments. Action Plan I addresses the assurance issue. The assurance framework 
has four elements: 

• Monitoring and compliance; 

• Annual reporting; 

• Five yearly review; and 

• Dispute resolution. 

The monitoring program has two parts: compliance – that the specific actions committed to are 
being carried out – and effectiveness (called Environmental Condition Monitoring) – i.e. that 
environmental outcomes and objectives are being achieved. Compliance reporting will cover all 
responsible agencies and levels of government, and will also cover any amendments to classes of 
action. Environmental Condition Monitoring will focus on the effectiveness of protecting MNES 
and the key state environmental issues. Where non-compliance is found, a non-compliance report 
will be prepared for the Commonwealth as soon as the non-compliance is identified, and will 
include what corrective actions will be carried out. Action Plan I contains a table that summarises 
the monitoring program, including the agency responsible – this is Table 7-1 starting on page 15. 
The agencies responsible for monitoring are, with one exception State Government agencies. The 
exception is monitoring extent of vegetation and habitat cover: a range of agencies are involved, 
lead by DPaW, but also includes local governments. 

Action Plan I notes that the majority of MNES are also of concern to the EPA and are, therefore 
State environmental matters. For this reason, the monitoring program is based predominately on 
the State environmental matters/values. 

Annual reporting will cover progress on implementation, including agreed actions and the 
effectiveness of processes, as well as any non-compliance. It will also include the area of land 
impacted by each class of action. 

The five yearly review will evaluate effectiveness and efficiency of the implementation, review 
achievements of outcomes and objectives, identify any improvements needed, and report on any 
corrective actions against non-compliance.  

A formal dispute resolution process is proposed involving reasonable endeavours to resolve the 
dispute at officer level, then head of Department level. Mediation is required before any formal 
legal actions are to be sought. This appears primarily aimed at the approval under the EPBC Act. 

Time frames for the reporting, including non-compliance, and dispute resolution, are proposed in 
the draft plan.  
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The classes of action 

Overall data 

The data on how much vegetation is to be cleared and how much of this is significant is a bit 
uncertain, in that the various reports seem to use different figures. Here is a summary of the data 
from the reports. 

The State assessment report notes that a total of 9,800 ha of vegetation is contained within the 
development footprint, although not all of that will be cleared. The State assessment report notes 
that during the planning stages for this work, the development footprint (including all the classes of 
action) was modified so that clearing of a total of 16,400 ha of native vegetation has been avoided. 
It is also estimated that a clearing of a further 2,200 ha of bushland can be avoided through more 
detailed planning for urban, industrial and rural residential expansion areas. An unquantified 
additional amount of clearing bushland can be avoided through detailed design of the 
infrastructure.  

This implies that the total of native vegetation that will be cleared is somewhere between 7,600 
and 9,800 ha, although if the full amount of the further 2,200 ha of bushland is avoided, then the 
final figure will be less than 7,600 because of the additional clearing avoided through detailed 
design of the infrastructure.  

Urban development 

The Connected City model for Directions 2031 requires that 53% of new urban development will 
occur on greenfield sites and 47% and infill in the existing urban footprint. Greenfield sites 
development totals 33,720 ha - 22,720 ha of undeveloped land already zoned urban 11,000 ha of 
urban expansion land in periurban areas on the fringes of the Perth and Peel yet to be zoned 
urban. 

Work carried out for the Strategic Conservation Plan as reported in Action Plan A, which informed 
the location of proposed urban development, led to 4,000 ha of land with significant environment 
values being avoided and excluded from the footprint.  

Further, of the 33,720 ha of the greenfield sites development, approximately 2,300ha of this 
contains vegetation with significant environmental values and will require further avoidance, 
mitigation or offsetting as part of the more detailed planning processes. 

The work done for the assessment by the EPA gives a slightly different figure. 1,512 ha of remnant 
vegetation is within the Urban footprint. Of this, there are 55 RSNAs totaling 650 ha impacted by 
the urban footprint. As well, 90 CCW wetlands (area 316 ha) and 69 REWs (area 463 ha) are also 
within the urban footprint. This is a total of 1,429 ha. There must be an 83 ha of vegetation that is 
not considered to be significant (1,512 – 1,429), although it maybe habitat for Carnaby’s Cockatoo. 
The State assessment documents notes that the CCWs and their buffers will all be protected. As 
well, it notes that an estimated 759 ha of 1,512 ha is to get protection at the local planning level, 
which should include the CCWs and buffers. The Action plan makes no reference to excluding the 
CCWs from the 2,300 ha figure. 
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The reasons for discrepancy between the 2,300 ha in Action Plan A and the 1,512 ha in the State 
assessment reports are unclear. It maybe that the 2,300 ha is for the whole development footprint 
(2,200 was quoted above), and the 1,512 ha is just for urban class of action. 

It is proposed that following approval by the Commonwealth, urban development included in the 
Strategic Conservation would not require further referral to the Commonwealth.  

Industrial development 

The Framework proposes that an additional 78% of industrial land is required to accommodate the 
planned growth – i.e. 13,490 ha. Work carried out for the Strategic Conservation Plan which 
informed the location of proposed industrial development lead to 2,967 ha of vegetated land 
being excluded from the industrial development footprint. 

Of the 13,490 ha of Industrial land, 2,824 ha has significant value either for MNES or State 
environmental value. Of this, 1,086 ha will be retained within the various sites (for example and 
open space created at the local planning level), 826 ha will be protected as waterways buffer, and 
168 ha as wetland buffers. This leaves 744 ha of land where impact on MNES is still likely to occur. 

The work done for the assessment by the EPA gives a slightly different figure. A total of 1,247 ha of 
vegetation will be cleared for industrial purposes. Within this there are 42 RSNAs totaling 477 ha 
that will be impacted. As well, 56 CCW wetlands (area 141 ha) and 64 REWs (area 372 ha) are also 
within the industrial footprint. This is a total of 990 ha. The State assessment documents notes that 
the CCWs and a buffer will all be protected. The Action plan also excludes these wetlands from 
development and the residual 744 ha of land impacted. The revised total for area of land impacted 
in the State assessment report is 849 ha. There must be 398 ha (1,247 – 849) of vegetation to be 
cleared that is not considered to be significant, although it maybe habitat for Carnaby’s Cockatoo. 

The reasons for discrepancy between the 744 ha in Action Plan A and the 849 ha in the State 
assessment reports are unclear. 

It is proposed that following approval by the Commonwealth, industrial development included in 
the Strategic Conservation would not require referral to the Commonwealth. As well, it is proposed 
that referral to the EPA would not be required for these schemes and scheme amendments: 
however, this would require amendments to the EP Act because, currently, all schemes and 
scheme amendments require referral to the EPA.  

Rural residential development  

This refers to land zoned under the local scheme as rural-residential, but shown in the Region 
Scheme as Rural. Lots sizes range from 1-4ha.  

30,929 ha of land in the region has been zoned for this purpose, with 6,722ha yet to be 
developed. The Framework proposes an additional 4,277 rural-residential land. 

The Strategic Conservation Plan only shows the 10,999 ha yet to be developed land. It can be 
assumed that these sites will be treated the same as Urban and industrial land: i.e. much of the 
land will be deemed to be developed and have no significant conservation value, but for those 
areas that could have significant conservation value, further assessment will be required – see 
below. Action Plan B gives no data on the environmental values of this 10,999 ha yet to be 
developed land – i.e. how many hectares has significant environmental value. However, the State 
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assessment report notes that 2,664 ha of remnant vegetation will be impacted by this class of 
action, of which 38 RSNAs site could be impacted, totaling 356 ha. As well 52 CCWs (area 171 ha) 
and 38 REWs (area 285 ha) would be impacted. Total area impacted (excluding the CCWs as these 
will be protected) is 641 ha. The remaining 2,023 ha of vegetation to be impacted is not 
considered to be significant, although it maybe habitat for Carnaby’s Cockatoo. The State 
assessment report notes that of the 2,664 ha of vegetation impacted by this class of action, 2,144 
will remain largely intact due to land use controls imposed on vegetation clearing through local 
planning scheme controls. However, in the State assessment report, it is noted that 

… for the purpose of the impact assessment, all vegetation and habitat within this footprint is 
indicated as potentially being affected but this land use is sympathetic to on-site retention of 
environmental values and in practice a good portion of rural residential lot areas should not be 
cleared. (P24) 

This implies that the EPA views that the vegetation retained in Special Rural zones is not 
considered ‘protected’ and is not used in it consideration of the conservation status of remnant 
vegetation (see below). 

It is unclear how land included in the class of action that has remnant vegetation is to be treated as 
part of the Commonwealth assessments. Is it to be assumed that their environmental value will be 
lost – i.e. effectively cleared? Or, will it be assumed that this land will have some residual 
environmental value, e.g. as habitat for Carnaby’s Cockatoo? This is not made clear. The exclusion 
of existing rural residential land from the class suggest that values may be assumed to be lost. 

Action Plan B makes the following comment - 

In contrast to the urban land identified in Action Plan A, areas already predominately developed as 
rural residential are not included within this Class of Action. This recognises the unlikely future rural 
residential intensification in contrast to urban which will be subject to further infill development. (P12) 

The 24,207 ha of rural-residential already developed, unless they have been identified as part of 
another class of action, are not part of this assessment and any more intensively development (e.g. 
conversion to urban) will need to be considered outside both the Framework and Strategic 
Conservation Plan processes.  

Infrastructure 

This is the least well defined of the five classes of action. 

This class of action covers future construction of, and upgrades to: 

• Transport (including heavy rail, light rail, freight rail, Primary Regional Roads and Other 
Regional Roads); 

• Electricity; and 

• Water infrastructure (including wastewater) 

Gas and telecommunications infrastructure is not included. 

The work done in support of the Strategic Conservation Plan has included consideration of co-
location of infrastructure so as to minimise environmental impacts. As well, three ‘avoidance’ (of 
areas with significant environmental value) mechanisms have been developed: 

1. Through the planning phase for each piece of infrastructure; 
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2. Through the environmental impact assessment phase; and 

3. Ongoing ongoing avoidance as part of maintenance etc. 

Action Plan C has three important elements. First, it lists all the infrastructure that will be covered 
by the Commonwealth approval, and have been shown on a map. Second, it proposes that these 
infrastructures be categorised as either ‘green’ and able to proceed without further assessment or 
‘amber’ requiring further investigation. Third, the draft Action Plan C does not categorise any of 
the listed infrastructure, which means that, in effect, they have all are categorized as amber in the 
interim. This means that the “final location and alignment of infrastructure will generally be subject 
to a future process of refinement following detailed planning, design and ongoing review to further 
avoid and minimise impacts to environmental values, including MNES.” (P 9). It maybe that the 
final Action Plan C will categorise the listed infrastructure. 

Infrastructure categorised as green will go through the normal planning processes and any clearing 
of vegetation handled through Part V of the EP Act by DER. Assessment by the Commonwealth will 
not be required and assessment under Part IV of the EP Act (EPA assessment) is expected to occur 
only in exceptional circumstances. These green projects will need to demonstrate that 

• “all reasonable and practicable means have been taken” to avoid or minimize impacts on 
MNES and other state significant environmental values; 

• residual impacts are at a scale that is “acceptable and will not affect other infrastructure 
priorities”; and 

• can be implemented consistent with the objectives and commitments in the strategic 
conservation plan. 

The Action plan also notes that site specific avoidance and minimize measures can be applied 
through the “environmental approvals process” which, as noted above, will primarily be Part V of 
the EP Act. 

Advice from the Department of Premier and Cabinet confirms that the process of deciding whether 
infrastructure meets these three criteria will be made at the State level with no involvement from 
the Commonwealth. The aim is to get the Commonwealth to approve the process and leave the 
categorisation to the State. 

Finally, amber infrastructures are those that are in the early planning phases and the potential to 
significantly affect MNES or State values. Further investigation will be required to properly identify 
impacts. There are three possible outcomes from that work. First, impacts on MNES and other 
state significant environmental values could be found to be insignificant and the proposal re-
classified as green. Second, impacts on MNES and other state significant environmental values 
could be found to be significant and this will then be sent to Cabinet for a decision as to whether 
to proceed or not. Cabinet can decide to not proceed with proposal. Third, Cabinet may decide to 
proceed with the proposal and the normal assessment and approval processes will then take place, 
including assessment by the EPA (Part IV of the EP Act), and assessment by the Commonwealth if 
the proposal is inconsistent with the GGP. 

There are some infrastructure projects that are in the later planning phases and the potential to 
significantly affect MNES or State values. These are currently under investigation and may end up 
needing to go through the Amber process or could be deemed to be unacceptable.  
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Another matter that is not clear is whether the offset package proposed in the Strategic 
Conservation Plan will apply to circumstances where case by case assessment of specific 
infrastructure requires the provision of an offset: i.e. is the offset package proposed in the Strategic 
Conservation Plan a bank of offset as well? I am seeking clarification of this matter and can advise 
you once I have received that additional advice.  

In short, approval is being sought for a process to assess future infrastructure and for a prescribed 
list of infrastructure to be subject to that process, although the final Action Plan C may contain a 
categorization of the listed infrastructure. Approval for any of the listed infrastructure is not being 
sought. 

No figure is provided as the area of significant vegetation that could be lost or impacted. This is 
because the case by case design and assessment is required where proposed infrastructure could 
impact on significant vegetation. The State assessment report provide the following information. A 
total of 2,356 ha of remnant vegetation could be impacted by infrastructure class of action. 309 
RSNAs sites could be impacted and the total area of these sites is 1586 ha. The actual area of 
vegetation impacted should be well less than this figure. As well 330 CCWs (area 408 ha) and 254 
REWs (area 347 ha) could also be impacted, with the expectation that most of the CCW wetland 
area will avoid impacts. Assuming all CCWs are avoided, the total area of RSNAs that could be 
impacted will be no more than 1,933 ha. The remaining 423 ha of vegetation (2,356 – 1,933) is not 
considered to be significant, although it could be habitat for Carnaby’s Cockatoo. 

Basic Raw Materials (BRM) 

Fours types of material are considered to be BRM: 

• sand; 

• limestone; 

• clay; and 

• rock aggregate. 

The highest priority BRM resources are known as Significant Geological Supply (SGS) Nodes, and 
were identified taking into account: 

• Size of resource; 

• Quality of resource; 

• Tenure, especially taking into account and excluding National Pars and Nature Reserve; and 

• Broader planning consideration. 

Most SGS already contain operating quarries and are located within 50km of the CBD. Operating 
quarries not within a SGS node were also included but given a second order priority. The SGS 
nodes are listed in Table 2-4 of Action Plan D, and reproduced below. 
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The proposals listed in the Action plan and shown above in Figure 6 above (i.e. approval is sought 
for these areas) would results in up to 2,500 ha of native vegetation being cleared, about 1,500 ha 
of pines removed not included within the Harvesting of Pines Action Plan, and up to 60 ha of 
impacts to wetlands. 

The work done for the assessment by the EPA gives a slightly different figure. A total of 2,057 ha of 
vegetation is to be cleared of which 41 RSNAs totaling 605 ha will be impacted by the BRM 
footprint. As well, 6 CCW wetlands (area 2 ha) and 7 REWs (area 27 ha) are also within the BRM 
footprint. This is a total of 634 ha. The State assessment documents notes that all of these 
wetlands are unlikely to be protected.  

Three categories of BRM areas are proposed: 

• Exclusion (red) – areas excluded and resource extraction not permitted; 

• Future resource extraction area (Green) – areas where clearing of vegetation will be 
approved subject to 

o normal condition and other approval processes, including rehabilitation, with Part V 
of the EPA (Clearing) used to manage impacts on vegetation, although a 
streamlined approvals process is proposed, and  

o offsetting as set in the Strategic Conservation Plan; and 

• Further Investigation Area (Amber) – these are sites where MNES and/or State 
environmental values could be impacted, although the nature and extent is not known. A 
process involving the Executive Body is required, as described below. 

Proponents of proposals classified as Amber will need to get initial approval from the Executive 
Body to proceed to the next stage of information gathering and submitting the proposal for 
approval. Consideration is given to BRM supply needs, cumulative impacts and the State 
Conservation Plan. If the Executive Body agrees that it could proceed, the environmental 
assessment is carried out under Part V of the EP Act, with no assessment under part IV (i.e. EPA 
assessment), and it seems that assessment by the Commonwealth will not be required. 

Pine plantations 

Background 

Between 1932 and 1994 significant areas of Banksia woodlands on the Bassendean sand dunes in 
the Gnangara, Pinjar and Yanchep areas were cleared and converted into pine plantation, to be 
harvested for softwood. The total area of plantations was 23,000 ha, all of which will be eventually 
harvested, a process well underway. This area of land is also underlained by a significant superficial 
groundwater aquifer - the Gnangara mound. The pines draw more groundwater than the native 
Banksia woodlands, and, as a result, the watertable of this aquifer under these pines has been 
lowered. The draw on the Gnangara mound for human uses – public and private uses - has 
increased over time as well, and the drying climate in the WA of WA has significantly reduced 
rainfall recharge to the aquifer. Consequently, the combination of all these factors has led to a 
significant lowering of the watertable, impacting on groundwater dependent wetlands and 
ecosystems, including underground caves and the vegetation dependent on the groundwater. 



 29 

This harvesting provides a unique opportunity to increase the recharge to the aquifer, providing 
more water for both human uses and for groundwater dependent ecosystems. Counter to these 
gains, is that Carnaby’s Cockatoo, a threatened species and, therefore, a MNES, has adapted to 
the pines, and the pines are now a more important feeding habitat than the original Banksia 
woodlands. The species that will replace the pines – low water using species – are unlikely to be 
significant habitats for Carnaby’s Cockatoo. 

The Action 

The State Government proposes to do the following to the 23,000 ha of land post-harvesting of 
the pines: 

• 1,175 ha will be converted to urban (728 ha) and industrial land (447 ha); 

• 5,000 ha of pines will be re-planted, but not in the traditional way, instead the focus will be 
on providing Carnaby’s habitat; and 

• 16,825 ha will be rehabilitated with grasslands and other low water using species – with the 
clear aim to increase rainfall recharge of the aquifer. Of this, 12,170 ha will first be used for 
extraction of sand (BRM), then rehabilitated. 

This is a significant loss of Carnaby’s habitat, and offsets are proposed – see below. One offset 
(indirect) is that the rising watertable will add more water to important wetlands, this will help 
protect wetland habitats of migratory shorebirds (a MNES), and add more water to the caves in 
Yanchep which supports threatened flora and TEC Aquatic Root Mat. 

Cumulative impacts of the classes of actions 

In summary, the five classes of actions will result in the following areas of land having significant 
environmental values being impacted by the classes of action: 

• Urban - 2,300 ha in the Action Plan and 1,429 ha of RSNAs in the State assessment report; 

• Industrial - 744 ha in the Action plan and 849 ha of RSNAs in the State assessment report; 

• Rural residential – not stated in the Action plan but 641 ha of RSNAs in the State 
assessment report; 

• Infrastructure - not stated in the Action plan but in the State assessment report 1933 ha of 
of RSNAs will have some impact from the construction of infrastructure.  

• BRM – 2,500 ha of native vegetation, about 1,500 ha of pines, and up to 60 ha of impacts 
to wetlands in the Action Plan, and 634 ha of RSNAs in the State assessment report (of 
which on 27 ha of wetlands); and 

• Pines – net clearing of 18,000 ha of pines. 

Below is the summary table from the State assessment report (P89): 
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In short, 9,836 ha of remnant vegetation is within the total footprint for the five classes of actions. 
Controls put in place through local planning measures to reduce that amount of clearing to less 
than 7,359 ha. Of this 9,836 ha, 5,486 ha is considered to be significant vegetation, much of which 
is impacted by infrastructure (1,933 ha).  

Environmental matters (Commonwealth) and factors (State) 

Assessment under the EPBC Act is triggered when matters of national environmental significance 
(MNES) are threatened. The Framework could impact on the following MNES: 

• Threatened ecological communities (TECs) – 10 TECs affected; 

• Threatened species – flora and fauna – 37 species of flora and 13 species of fauna; 

• Listed migratory species – shorebirds; 

• Wetland of international importance – 3 wetlands systems – Becher Point, Lakes Thomsons 
and Forrestdale; and Peel-Yalgorup System; 

• World and national heritage – built environment - former Fremantle Prison and the 
Goldfields Water Supply Scheme 

These are all listed in Action Plan F, including the conservation commitments and implementation 
mechanisms. Most are site specific.  

The broad conservation outcomes for the MNES are as follows: 

• Listed threatened species and TECs - viability and conservation status to be maintained and 
improved where possible; 

• Listed migratory species – the respective values of the region for these species to be 
maintained and improved where possible; 

• Wetlands of international importance - ecological character of these wetlands maintained; 
and 

• World and National Heritage - the respective values of the region for these sites to be 
maintained. 
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Four broad types of commitments are proposed for TECs and habitats for threatened species. 
First, where possible, known TECs and habitats for threatened species will be included in new 
secure conservation reserves. Second, where these are within infrastructure corridors, the 
processes proposed in that Action Plan will be applied to avoid and minimise impacts. Third, 
where these are within areas of industrial land, possible local solutions will be found to protect 
these. Four, where development poses an indirect threat – e.g. industrial development in 
Carabooda and risk to groundwater quality impacting on aquatic root mat community in Yanchep 
caves – further investigation will be required to identity measures to be put in place to reduce that 
risk. 

The 10 TECs are: 

• Aquatic Root Mat Community in Caves of the Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Corymbia calophylla – Xanthorrhoea preissii woodlands and shrublands of the Swan Coastal 
Plain; 

• Shrublands and Woodlands on Muchea Limestone of the Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Assemblages of plants and invertebrate animals of tumulus (organic mound) springs of the 
Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Sedgelands in Holocene dune swales of the southern Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Thrombolite (microbial) community of coastal freshwater lakes of the Swan Coastal Plain 
(Lake Richmond); 

• Claypans of the Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Shrublands and Woodlands of the eastern Swan Coastal Plain; 

• Thrombolite (microbialite) Community of a Coastal Brackish Lake (Lake Clifton); and 

• Corymbia calophylla – Kingia australis woodlands on heavy soils of the Swan Coastal Plain. 

The Assessment report carried out a detailed analysis of the existing and proposed levels of 
protection for each occurrence of each TEC, based on 7 level of protection: 

1. In areas retained and managed for conservation and have the highest level of security; 

2. In Bush Forever or Crown reserve with conservation listed in its purpose. Some site are still 
privately owned, but will ultimately become Crown Land; 

3. Reserved in a region scheme for ‘Parks and Recreation’ or ‘Regional Open Space, and one 
of the purposes is conservation; 

4. Land considered potentially sympathetic to conservation and either a local reserve Public 
for open space with a conservation objective and also State Forest; 

5. Rural land outside the development footprint and outside of levels 1 –  4 above; 

6. State owned land within the development footprint and will likely be developed; and 

7. All other land within the development footprint. 

Impacts on migratory species (waterbirds) will be reduced through better management of the 
wetlands.  

Carnaby's cockatoo is the species that gets the most attention. The Commonwealth assessment 
report notes the following: 
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• Around 24,000 ha of pines (pine harvesting and BRM) will be lost; and 

• Up to 12,644 ha of feeding habitat within the Swan Coastal Plain IBRA region, including 
9,558 ha of high quality habitat, will be lost – these figures don’t see to match the figure for 
total clearing listed above so must include other losses. 

This amount to 52% of all known roosting sites for Carnaby’s. 

Below is a copy of all the commitments for Carnaby's (P 17, 18 of Action Pan F). 

 



 33 

 
For the three wetlands systems of international significance, commitments are made to adopt 
whole of catchment approaches to water management, improved monitoring and reporting, 
improved management of the wetland reserves, research into critical threats, and, for the Peel-
Yalgorup system, the establishment Peel Regional Park and Marine Management Areas.  

There will be some loss, especially of habitats for threatened species (also see the discussion of 
Classes of actions above). As a result, the State Government, through the Strategic Conservation 
Plan is proposing a Conservation Program to be delivered over 30 years. These are in part active 
conservation of key complexes, TECs and habitats, and part offsets. 

The key factors for State environmental values (i.e. those of significance to the EPA) are: 

• Flora and vegetation; 

• Terrestrial and subterranean fauna; 

• Hydrological processes and inland water environmental quality; 

• Air quality; 

• Human health and amenity; and 

• Marine environmental quality. 

Action Plan G addresses these issues. 
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The Conservation Program  

The Conservation program has the following elements: 

• Expanded conservation reserve system, including those aimed at MNES; 

• On-ground management; 

• Rehabilitation of some degraded areas in the conservation estate; 

• Protecting wetlands, including some related to MNES; 

• Improving water quality in the Swan Canning and Peel Harvey (Ramsar wetlands and a 
MNES) systems;  

• An offsets program; and  

• Improving knowledge of both conservation (Commonwealth) and environmental (State) 
matters. 

These actions should lead to significant conservation gains – e.g. conservation through reserves of 
significant vegetation – but will also offset the environmental losses. 

An additional 170,000 ha of conservation reserves will be created including remaining Bush 
Forever sites, and establishing the Peel Regional Park, including management arrangements. Of 
this 170,000 ha, a minimum of 116,000 ha will contain Carnaby’s cockatoo habitat. Of this 170,000 
ha, 150,000 ha is already Crown land, and the purpose of the land will be change to include 
conservation. The remaining approximately 20,000 hectares of land is proposed acquisitions of 
private land.  

These additions will occur as two stages: 

• 80,000 immediately following Commonwealth approval - this is land already owned by the 
Government; 

• 18,000 ha of new conservation reserves every five years to a total of 90,000 ha, including 
approximately 20,000 hectares of proposed acquisitions of private land. 

Action Plan H sets out the full details of these additions to the conservation reserve system. 

Impacts of remnant vegetation is a key focus of the State assessment. The EPA has adopted the 
national target for protecting vegetation complexes – 30% of each complex, based on pre-
European settlement – should be protected and conserved. Further, the EPA considers that where 
less than 10% of a complex remains, this is considered to be critically low.  

The proposed total development footprint for Perth-Peel would deliver the following outcomes for 
the 44 complexes in the region. The data here is for what % would remain uncleared if the 
development footprint remains as it is, but does not include how much of each complex is in a 
secure conservation reserve: 

• 27 vegetation complexes will have more than 30 per cent of their pre-European extent 
protected; 

• 2 vegetation complexes now with with more than 30 per cent of their pre-European extent 
remaining may be reduced below 30 per cent as a result of clearing associated with the 
proposed development footprint, mostly because of the BRM footprint - the Mogumber 
South and Cottesloe Central and South complex; 
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• 9 vegetation complexes which currently have less than 30 per cent remaining, but more 
than 10%, will be further reduced, but remain above the critical 10% level, with the 
proposed urban footprint having the most impact; 

• The Forrestfield complex, which is currently less than 30 per cent but greater than 10 per 
cent remaining will be reduced below the critical 10 % as a result of clearing associated 
with the proposed development footprint, primarily rural residential development; 

• 4 vegetation complexes which currently have less than 10 % uncleared will be further 
reduced as a result of clearing associated with the proposed footprint, primarily form 
infrastructure - the Guildford, Beermullah, Dardanup and Serpentine River complexes; and 

• The Coonambidgee complex, which currently has less than 30 % remaining, but more than 
10%, will not be impacted by the proposed footprint. 

For most of these complexes, the % contained within secure conservation reserves is well below 
the % remaining uncleared and well below the target 30%. The proposed conservation program 
will not pick up all of the remaining sites, and some offsetting is proposed. Further, the 
Government has committed to avoid further losses of those complexes already below or at risk of 
below below the 10% critical figure. For those complexes already less than 30%, opportunities will 
be sought to protect areas within the footprint through the planning process, in consultation with 
the relevant local government, and will be given priority as part of the 20,000 ha private land 
acquisition part of the conservation program.  

Clearly, protection of some of the areas will involve reserves at the local planning level, and be 
managed by the relevant local government. 

The EPA is also concerned with ecological communities, and lists 5 threatened ecological 
communities (TECs) and 5 priority 1 ecological communities (PECs). These are listed below. 

• ‘Banksia attenuata  and/or Eucalyptus marginata  woodlands of the eastern side of the 
Swan Coastal Plain’ (SCP20b) Endangered TEC; 

• ‘Banksia attenuata  woodlands over species rich dense shrublands’ (SCP20a) Endangered 
TEC; 

• ‘Eucalyptus calophylla - Eucalyptus marginata  woodlands on sandy clay soils of the 
southern Swan Coastal Plain’ (SCP3b) Vulnerable TEC; 

• ‘Forests and woodlands of deep seasonal wetlands of the Swan Coastal Plain’ (SCP15) 
Vulnerable TEC; 

•  ‘Melaleuca huegelii - Melaleuca acerosa  shrublands on limestone ridges’ (Gibson et al. 
1994 type 26a) (SCP26a) Endangered TEC; 

•  ‘Banksia ilicifolia  woodlands, southern Swan Coastal Plain’ (SCP22) Priority 2 PEC; 

•  ‘Brackish microbial community number 1’ (Lake Walyungup) Priority 1 PEC; 

•  ‘Casuarina obesa  association’ Priority 1 PEC; 

•  ‘Elongate fluviatile delta system’ Priority 1 PEC; and 

•  ‘Litter-dependent invertebrate community’ Priority 2 PEC. 
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As noted above, it would appear that the State and the Commonwealth use different 
methodologies and naming for ecological communities, and that there may well be some 
ecological communities with different names on the two lists but are the same. 

The State assessment report deals in detail with each ecological community showing the existing 
and proposed levels of protection for each occurrence of each ecological community. Seven levels 
of protection are used, which are the same as for the MNES TECs discussed above. 

A similar exercise is carried out for threatened and priority flora species. 

The State assessment report concludes that “no direct impacts to subterranean fauna are 
anticipated, indirect and cumulative impacts will be mitigated through maintenance of 
groundwater regimes …” (P144). This refers to the proposed harvesting of pines, and the 
replanting of large areas of this land with grassland sand low water using species, with the aim of 
increasing rainfall recharge to the groundwater. 

Impacts of threatened fauna species was primarily dealt with through the Commonwealth 
assessment. 

Action plan G sets out the full set of commitments for all the State environmental matters/values, 
including the non-conservation factors. In summary the additional commitments and actions 
(implementation mechanism) are: 

• Hydrological processes and inland water environmental quality - 

o planning measures need to be developed for certain new urban areas to deal with 
groundwater and surface water quality in groundwater mound areas and sensitive 
land in the eastern catchments of Ellen Brook and the Peel estuary, 

o increasing water supply through re-use, water efficiency, water conservation and 
alternative sources, 

o irrigation planning and requirements for open space, 

o adapting to climate change, 

o aquifer recharge, 

o water quality and catchment management for the Swan-Canning rivers and Peel-
Harvey estuary, including soil testing and additional research, 

o protect CCWs and REW wetlands, including water quality, 

o protect water quality in public drinking water source areas, 

o continue to improve urban water management, and 

o modernize water resource management legislation. 

• Air quality – 

o improve the knowledge of the current state of air quality to inform strategic land use 
planning, 

o develop an assessment framework for determining cumulative air emissions from 
proposed industrial areas within the Perth and Peel regions, 

o review industrial buffers SPP, and 
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o develop and implement long-term integrated transport planning taking into account 
air quality issues, including strategies to increase public transport usage, 

• Human health and amenity  

o better understand and manage urban heat island effects, and 

o develop a framework for maintaining or enhancing a network of green space and 
tree canopy cover to address health and amenity issues, including monitoring of 
tree canopy cover, 

• Marine environmental quality 

o protect the values of Cockburn Sound through improved adaptive management, 
monitoring and reporting, and 

o facilitate the development of environmental marine quality criteria to better inform 
decision making. 

Some of these actions are covered by other Action Plans, for example the urban class of action 
Action Plan. Action plan G has a table that summarises these commitments and the processes 
planned for implementation – column titled “Implementation Mechanism”. There is cross reference 
to other Action Plans, existing legislation and policies, through a partnership and some have the 
notation TBC. The meaning of ‘TBC’ is not clear but is likely to mean ‘to be considered’. In 
summary: 

• 26 Implementation Mechanisms are through other Action Plans; 

• 3 through Ministerial Conditions of EPA advice; 

• 23 as TBC; 

• 1 TBD; 

• 3 through existing legislation and Regulations; 

• 1 through a partnership; and 

• 2 through the planning g processes. 

Some have more than one Implementation Mechanism. 

Protecting land of high conservation value 

Three broad processes are proposed to protect land with high conservation values: 

Conservation reservation ‘elevation’ – this applies to land already protected through planning 
mechanisms, but the level of that protection is not considered adequate. This will include private 
land identified for conservation as part of Bush Forever. The purpose of the reserves will be 
elevated to include conservation, and will also include the WAPC purchasing any private land. 

Protection through the planning process – this applies to land within the development footprint 
that have environmental value, but the nature and extent of those values are yet to be accurately 
determined – i.e. what, if any, of the remnant vegetation needs to be protected. More data will 
need to collected on these sites, and decision making for these sites to be based on yet-to-be 
developed criteria, which will allow for “for pragmatic outcomes to be achieved.” (P31 of Action 
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Plan A. Criteria will include size, configuration (shape), environmental significance and viability. This 
paragraph from Action Plan A sums up the process: 

Where land contains significant environmental values, it is intended that these areas will be identified 
and ceded to the Crown through the subdivision process and reserved for conservation, although a 
number of other planning controls will contribute to meeting the commitments. This will apply in the 
urban and industrial ‘expansion’ and ‘investigation’ zones of the draft sub-regional planning 
frameworks, and in areas where the land is already zoned for urban or industrial development but 
development has yet to take place. It is important to note, however, that in the zoned but 
undeveloped areas, the ability of planning processes to implement the commitments will be 
influenced by the level of approvals already in place and the extent to which the environmental values 
were previously considered as part of those existing approvals.” (P31) 

Acquisition - this applies to private land where the environmental values are already known to be 
significant and are not already within the Conservation land above. This land will be purchased and 
the tenure changed to a Reserve with a conservation purpose. Many of these sites are Bush 
Forever sites where the planning process has not progressed very far – i.e. they have yet to be 
Reserved. 

Offsetting 

There are some aspects of this that are a little unclear, but a summary is provide below. 

The conservation program which adds 170,000 ha to the conservation estate can be seen as both 
implementation of the EPA’s requirements to protect RSNAs, and direct offsetting for the loss of 
some MNES, especially the loss of Carnaby’s habitat. The other elements of the program appear to 
be put up as indirect offsets.  

A key question is will the Commonwealth see this as an adequate offset, or an offset at all, given 
that all of this land already contains remnant vegetation and the program changes the level of 
protection and management purpose of this land? There is still a net loss of habitat and these are 
not additive offsets. Interestingly, the EPA, in its advice on the draft Framework noted the 
following: 

The EPA notes that ‘business as usual’ practice for metropolitan development is to offset through the 
acquisition of native vegetation outside the metropolitan area … (Offsets for Carnaby’s Cockatoo) .. 
less than two per cent of the total area of offsets has been for habitat creation, rehabilitation or 
revegetation. The EPA does not consider this to be a sustainable long term strategy for any 
species.(P93) 

Recommendation 33: that the State Government develop an offset policy framework for future 
development in the Perth and Peel regions that places greater emphasis on rehabilitation and 
revegetation of degraded areas to achieve a net improvement in habitat and other environmental 
values. (P94) 

The EPA may also see the addition of the 170,000 ha to the conservation estate as not a suitable 
offset. 

As noted above, there are some additive offset for Carnaby’s, but it is limited. The other elements 
of the program seem to be put up as indirect offsets.  
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It appears that individual proposals for infrastructure and BRM will require offsetting, although this 
is not specifically committed to. The EPA recommendation above also needs to be read along with 
the other EPA recommendation on offsetting – 

Recommendation 34: that the State Government develop an appropriate funding mechanism, akin to 
the Metropolitan Region Improvement Fund, for the acquisition of strategic conservation areas in the 
Peel region. 

The matter of offsetting beyond the additionally 170,000 ha to the conservation estate and the 
Carnaby’s additive and indirect offsets, is not covered in any of the documents, and is a significant 
unresolved issue.  

Funding 

The implementation of the strategic conservation plan will likely require significant additional 
funding for land purchase, management of the extra 170,000 of conservation estate, and other 
measures (State conservation plan). This matter is not discussed in the plan, but it is noted that  

Funding mechanisms for implementation of the Strategic Conservation Plan and Action Plans are 
being developed. Funding mechanisms are likely to include contributions from proponents applied 
through the approval processes that apply to each class of action under Action Plans A to D. Further 
information on funding measures relating to the implementation of the Strategic Conservation Plan 
and Action Plans will be released for public comment over the coming months. (P70) 

This is a significant, as yet, unresolved issue and would probably be considered critical to the 
assurance program by both the Commonwealth and the EPA. 

Standardised and streamlined referral processes for the two 
environmental assessment processes.  

Once finalised and approved by the Commonwealth Minister for the Environment, proposals 
consistent with the Strategic Conservation Plan will not require further assessment under the EPBC 
Act, although the involvement of the Commonwealth in assessing infrastructure and BRM 
proposals categorized as amber is unclear. 

The process for streamlining assessment and approval under the EP Act is yet to be determined. 
As a minimum, if the Strategic Conservation Plan and the Framework are modified to be consistent 
with the EPA interim advice, then any proposals consistent with those documents should avoid any 
EPA assessment, although referral to the EPA may still be required.  
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