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TO:   City of Kalamunda enquiries@kalamunda.wa.gov.au  

SUBJECT:  Draft FUTURE FOREST POLICY -  NRPG SUBMISSION   

The NRPG is pleased to provide the following comments on the draft Future Forest Policy per: 
Future Forest | Engage Kalamunda      

Q: Do you support the Future Forest Policy? 

No, do not support in its current draft form, but NRPG strongly supports the need for an effective 
tree protection and enhancement policy on both private and public lands, to align with the goals 
of the Urban Forest Strategy. 

Q: The draft Future Forest policy provides a fair balance between allowing private 
landowners to manage their land and protecting/growing tree canopy for the future. To 
what degree do you agree? 

Disagree.  

General comment;  

• When the previous Tree Retention Policy was revoked by Council, it was stated that 
WALGA was developing a policy template which would be considered to replace it. The 
WALGA template has indeed since been developed and adopted by a number of LGAs. 
NRPG questions why the WALGA template has not been used as a starting point for this 
policy, and adjusted as necessary, such as the terms of tree definition and for more 
flexibility for private residential landowners. (See below: “Balancing tree retention and 
canopy coverage on private residential properties”). This would have made it more 
aligned with the template used by other LGAs which would help reduce potential 
confusion for Arborists/tree contractors, residents and City staff, while providing 
stronger protection for tree canopy.  
 

• There are numerous exemptions which allow tree removal without development 
approval, especially on private residential land, for bushfire compliance, or 
infrastructure conflicts. These exemptions can significantly reduce retention rates, 
especially in infill areas where canopy loss is hardest to reverse. 
 

• Given that the WA government’s commitments to increase Perth’s canopy coverage 
appear to be faltering, it is even more important that the City of Kalamunda takes the 
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initiative to protect its tree canopy. (Ref:  Fresh doubts over WA Labor election 
commitments to boost Perth’s tree canopy - ABC News 
https://share.google/rauNU9Va9kv0Ks8WL ) 

 
Introduction:  
NRPG questions the comment “…in a manner consistent with community expectations.” What 
evidence does the City have to support this claim? 

Definition of a Tree Worthy of Protection (TWOP):  

The way this is defined is inconsistent with others, including WALGA and ASAS4970-2009. In 
order to reduce confusion across LGAs, it would be beneficial to have consistent definition of 
what constitutes a TWOP and a consistent system of measurement which defines it.  

3.1–3.5: Inadequate Legal protection and monitoring:  

This policy is not Legally enforceable as it is not part of the Local Planning Scheme and is only a 
supplementary planning document. This means it carries limited weight in decision-making, 
and can be disregarded or overridden by more powerful planning instruments (e.g. State policy 
or developer appeals). It does not compel developers or the City to preserve tree canopy—it 
merely guides. How will canopy coverage and compliance be monitored over time, and will this 
be publicly reported for transparency? 

Balancing tree retention and canopy coverage on private residential properties:  

It does not provide any protection for existing or future trees on private residential property, 
which therefore allows owners to clear many or all trees, without consideration for the impacts 
on neighbours or the community as a whole. A possible better balance would be to set minimal 
tree canopy coverage percentages for private residential properties based for example, on a 
ratio of the size of the property to the development footprint, with incentives/rewards and or 
penalties/levies for owners to achieve or better this coverage. (See ‘incentives’ below). There 
must also be protection from largescale clearing abuse by landowners who may decide for 
example to clear a residential block in anticipation of selling it for development.  

New landowners should be required to wait for a 1-2 year ‘cooling-off’ period before making 
major changes to tree canopy and bushland, to allow them to assess the value of retaining 
these unique assets, without later regret. 

This would give owners flexibility and discretion to manage their properties as they need or wish, 
and may be more acceptable to the community, while still helping to achieve the canopy goals.  

Achieving 30% canopy Coverage?:  

Given that residential developments are only required to achieve a 20% canopy coverage, and 
industrial/commercial only 10%, it is not clear how this aligns with and supports the Urban 
Forest Strategy to reach a canopy coverage of 30%. Is this to be achieved by the inclusion of 
bush reserves and other public natural areas? 

Significant Trees vs Tree Worthy of Protection (TWOR):  
 
This policy does not acknowledge the special ecological, heritage, social (well-being and 
mental health) and ‘heat-island mitigation’ significance of large mature trees, particularly native 
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trees such as Marri and Jarrah. Many of these trees have existed prior to colonial settlement and 
deserve very high priority for preservation.  
 
NRPG urges the addition of another category of ‘Significant Tree’ to this policy to acknowledge 
the special benefits that they provide over a TWOR. The definition of a Significant Tree would 
include one that is estimated to be say over 75 years old and is healthy with ongoing viability. For 
example, a Marri with a DBH of 49cm is likely to have been growing since the time that 
Kalamunda was first gazetted as a townsite in 1902. (The ages of Jarrah and Marri trees can be 
estimated by reference to DBCA research: “Briefing note - Estimating tree age in jarrah and 
marri, Kim Whitford, Science Division, Department of Environment and Conservation; and 
Whitford (2002), Hollows in jarrah (Eucalyptus marginata) and marri (Corymbia calophylla) 
trees: I. Hollow sizes trees attributes and ages, published in Forest Ecology and Management, 
volume160 pages 201-214.) 
 
‘Significant Trees’ deserve strong protection and incentives on all private and public land, and  
should be given special consideration and increased level of protection within the planning 
framework.  
 
Furthermore, the City of Kalamunda has history over 20years of attempting to create a 
‘Significant Tree’ Register, and NRPG has also advocated for this over the same period. It is long 
overdue, and this is an opportunity to finally adopt this category and protect these magnificent 
assets for the Community.  
 
6.1c Exemptions:  

Every effort should be made in the design of the development to avoid loss of existing TWORs, 
‘Significant Trees’ and native vegetation, in the first instance. 

‘Significant Trees’ on a new development or subdivision should be clearly identified at the start 
of the planning process. Plans showing the position, size and estimated age using the DBH 
calculation as referenced above. The maximum Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) as specified in 
AS4970-2009 should be clearly shown on all plans. The development proposal should indicate 
how the developer intends to protect Significant Trees during works and ensure their long term 
health and future viability, in accordance with AS 49790-2009. 

6.1i  

Add to this, the proviso to include that the tree/s are not part of a natural area which does not 
have prior zoning approval for clearing. 

6.2  

Last paragraph change to “…been provided, a landowner shall be prosecuted for…” 

6.3 & 7.2:  

Suggest that if the ‘newly planted tree/s’ outgrow an appropriate size for the property, or roots, 
lack of solar access, or other issues arise, then there should be flexibility for the owner to rectify 
the issues without undue process, provided the designated minimum threshold canopy 
coverage for that property is met and any Significant Trees are protected (as mentioned above). 

  



7.3c & 10.1: Tree replacement ratios and Canopy loss:  

Only two new trees are required per tree removed, however, large mature trees provide 
significantly more canopy and habitat than saplings. Canopy, habitat and foraging loss is likely 
to exceed replacement for decades. Developers can simply pay a maximum offset fee of 
$10,000 per tree if they do not want to retain trees, which allows for large-scale clearing in 
exchange for a relatively small fee. The draft policy also does not acknowledge that ‘Significant 
Trees’ hold a higher value, therefore all efforts should be made to retain them in the first 
instance, and should require much higher offset fees if cleared, in addition to other special 
protections such as in 12.5 below. 

7.6:  

Reword to “The City shall request development and/ or lot reconfiguration…” 

8.1:  

This point should also include reference to green/wildlife corridors, waterways and wetlands, 
with generous setbacks and buffers. 

9.1:  

Include reference to give particular and special consideration for ‘Significant Trees’. 

9.3 & 9.5:  

Allows for total tree removal and replanting in infill subdivisions rather than retention. This is not 
in line with community expectations, and also does not provide protection, such as for the 
iconic significant Marri trees on the lot which currently has a development application for the 
MacDonalds restaurant and carwash. (A calculation based on the Department of Environment 
and Conservation, Science Division estimates the age of these trees as 386 years and 274 years 
old respectively) 

Table 1: Residential:  

The type and design of residential developments can potentially improve the opportunity to 
reach higher canopy coverages by providing larger open spaces in the developments, while 
achieving increased living density. The following are possible options: 

• ‘Clustered’ and multi-story dwellings and apartments, which eliminate wasted 
perimeter setbacks and utilise these aggregated areas for greenspace surrounding the 
clusters or apartments. 

• Aggregating smaller blocks of say ¼ and ½ acre lots in in-fill areas, can allow larger 
developments with more efficient use of space and therefore more green space areas 
for higher canopy coverage and tree retention. 

Table 1: Centre District:   

Consider ways to reduce amount of asphalt and hard surfaces, by making the city centre more 
walkable, allowing more green space. 

Use Pervious Concrete in certain locations to improve water supply to tree root systems. It is 
already an established method. 

  



10.3:  

Is this minimum 90L pot size the most effective way of planting new trees in terms of resilience 
and cost effectiveness? 

11.1:  

Encourage the use of native trees. 

12.2:  

Do these setbacks meet accepted standards to ensure long-term survival of the trees? 

12.3 & 12.4:  

Change “may request” to “shall require”. There ‘shall be’ a much higher bond for ‘Significant 
Trees’. 

12.5: This has the same wording as revoked LPP 33 Tree Retention policy. However elements of - 
Service 8 should be included: From Section 6: Governance, If Council decides to proceed with a 
proposal to remove a tree (that is assessed as worthy of retention or ‘Significant Tree’) the City 
will undertake localised community consultation on the matter and if there is significant 
objection refer the matter back to council for final deliberation. This is important because it 
recognises that removal of individual trees whether on Public or Private land can have a 
significant effect on the surrounding area and neighbouring properties.  

13.3: Suggest to use a large sign or billboard (instead of shipping container), as has been done 
in other LGAs. 

Appendix 1 - Definitions: 

Add “Cockatoo foraging habitat”, such as Marri trees which provide food even when small in size 
and early in age, which makes them valuable. 

Canopy cover: The area calculated is for a rectangle. Is this appropriate for tree canopies which 
are generally circular? In that case the area would be only 1.8m^2. 

Development: The definition of tree clearing being considered as 'works', and the fact that it 
therefore requires a Development Application, is likely not well-known by residents and 
ratepayers, so this definition in itself needs to be made well known to existing and future 
residents/ratepayers before they purchase a property. This note should be highlighted at the 
beginning of the document. 

Appendix 4 – Street Tree Valuation Guide: 

Please confirm the reference for this guide is: Melbourne: Novel Tree Valuation Method — 
Biophilic Cities 

From the description in the Appendix, it is not clear whether the Guide includes the benefit of 
energy cost savings through shading and transpiration evaporative cooling by trees, resulting in 
significantly less air-conditioning needed. There are numerous references demonstrating this 
economic value, including: Trees for Energy Conservation 
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Q: The City should do more to encourage landowners to plant and maintain trees on private 
land (e.g. through grants, subsidies, or support programs). 

Strongly Agree. However, it should be reworded “landowners should be encouraged to 1) retain 
and maintain existing trees, and 2) to plant and maintain additional trees, to increase canopy”  

Q: What types of incentives or support would you like to see? 

• The City must ensure that all residents, ratepayers and potential property purchasers 
understand the requirements of this policy, to minimise the likelihood that clearing or 
damage is done accidentally or intentionally. This should also include education of the 
benefits of tree canopy coverage (including retention of trees). This could be achieved 
through information distributed through Real Estate Agents (for new purchasers) and 
Rates notices (for existing ratepayers). 

• If the new category of Significant Tree is adopted, it should be obligatory that purchasers 
of a property are made aware by the seller that they are buying a property that has a 
Significant Tree (s) and that additional planning regulations will apply should they wish 
to develop. 

• Community planting programs 

• Incentives for voluntary tree retention above a minimum canopy coverage threshold for 
each type of property and development density. Conversely for properties where the 
minimum threshold is not reached, there could be a fee/levy (annual or ongoing) to 
recognise the impact/cost on the community, and contribute to subsidising the 
incentives. 

• 5.2 Assistance for Arborist report: NRPG suggests that to make this more affordable and 
acceptable to private residential owners, the City could consider employing a qualified 
staff member for this service for an affordable fee to residents. This could potentially be 
funded by a small ‘tree retention levy’ on the Rates, to acknowledge the collective 
benefit that tree canopy coverage provides to the community, or through income from 
offset fees. 

• Any “Significant Trees” being removed should be required to have a permit displayed on-
site 21 days prior to its removal, to demonstrate removal has been considered and 
approved by due process, to allay the community’s concerns as they observe it.  

 

Sincerely, 

  

Steve Gates, 

Secretary, Nature Reserves Preservation Group Inc. 

admin@nrpg.org.au  
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