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Leafy green Nedlands

Source: Benchmarking Urban Vegetation Cover: Melbourne, Perth, Sydney (2020)



Canopy loss on private land

Source: Western Suburbs Greening Plan 2020-2025



Canopy loss on private land

Source: Western Suburbs Greening Plan 2020-2025



Urban Forest Strategy



Options for increasing urban canopy

Significant tree register 
(voluntary)

Significant tree register 
(non-voluntary)

Policy or scheme 
requirement for tree 
retention (other than 
STR) 

Prioritise new tree 
planting 

Prioritise 
canopy cover 
on public land

• Criteria for 
significant tree

• Nomination process 
• Landowner consent 

required
• Arborist report 

generally required
• Council or delegated 

decision
• If added, DA 

required to remove 
tree

• Same as previous, 
but landowner 
consent not required

• Generally required 
Council decision

• DA required for 
removal of regulated 
tree

• Criteria for regulated 
tree

• Can specify the 
planting of advanced 
trees (not just small 
saplings)

• Planting new trees in 
road reserve and 
parks

• Controlling new 
crossovers to 
maximise verge 
space for new trees

• Underground power



Options for increasing urban canopy

Significant tree register 
(voluntary)

Significant tree register 
(non-voluntary)

Policy or scheme 
requirement for tree 
retention (other than 
STR) 

Prioritise new tree 
planting 

Prioritise 
canopy cover 
on public land

• Less politically 
sensitive

• Fosters positive 
community spirit 
(good new story)

• Capturing trees 
which would likely 
be retained anyway

• Very few trees 
added overall + 
internal resourcing = 
low value approach

• Captures more trees 
than voluntary 
register

• Burden on 
landowner

• Still relatively few 
trees captured 

• Wider application 
than significant tree 
register (does not 
rely on nominations 
– applies to all trees 
fitting criteria)

• May be complicated 
to set up

• Wider application = 
increased workload 
for Statutory 
Planners

• Acknowledges 
challenge of 
retaining trees with 
infill development

• Can select more 
appropriate trees

• New trees take long 
time to reach 
maturity

• Easier to manage 
publicly-owned land

• Good news story for 
Council – can report 
on new plantings

• Could be expensive
• Removes 

responsibility from 
developers 

• Not as effective at 
addressing urban 
heat island effect



Proposed approach

Significant tree register 
(voluntary)

Significant tree register 
(non-voluntary)

Policy or scheme 
requirement for tree 
retention (other than 
STR) 

Prioritise new tree 
planting 

Prioritise 
canopy cover 
on public land

• Criteria for 
significant tree

• Nomination process 
• Landowner consent 

required
• Arborist report 

generally required
• Council or delegated 

decision
• If added, DA 

required to remove 
tree

• Same as previous, 
but landowner 
consent not required

• Generally required 
Council decision

• DA required for 
removal of regulated 
tree

• Criteria for regulated 
tree

• Can specify the 
planting of advanced 
trees (not just small 
saplings)

• Planting new trees in 
road reserve and 
parks

• Controlling new 
crossovers to 
maximise verge 
space for new trees

• Underground power



Proposed approach

Amend the planning 
scheme + Local planning 

policy

• Introduce requirement 
for DA submission for 
removal of tree meeting 
certain criteria and in 
certain areas

• Intent: allow 
consideration of whether 
tree removal is 
appropriate 

• Guide the assessment of DAs for 
tree removal

• Arboriculture report required 
• Requirements for replacing trees 

where removal is supported

R20 or less

Health, structural 
stability, risk to 
life/property

Redesign of 
development not 
feasible (applicant 
to demonstrate to 
City’s satisfaction) 



Proposed approach

Amend the planning 
scheme + Local planning 

policy

• Introduce requirement 
for DA submission for 
removal of tree meeting 
certain criteria and in 
certain areas

• Intent: allow 
consideration of whether 
tree removal is 
appropriate 

• Guide the assessment of DAs for 
tree removal

• Arboriculture report required 
• Requirements for replacing trees 

where removal is supported

R20 or less

Health, structural 
stability, risk to 
life/property

Redesign of 
development not 
feasible (applicant 
to demonstrate to 
City’s satisfaction) 

STATUS
• Approved for advertising 28 June 

2022
• With WAPC for consent to advertise
• With EPA for consideration on 

whether assessment is required

STATUS
• Pending Council approval to advertise 

(23 August 2022 Meeting)



Involved community



Council support

✔ Revise Urban Forest Strategy to include trees on private land

✔ Prepare and advertise scheme amendment

✔ Provide report to Council on proposed local planning policy (approval 

to advertise pending)

✔ Investigate rewards or assistance for tree retention (greenwaste 

collection and maintenance)

✔ Investigate providing free arborist service 



Finer detail

Tree criteria Exemptions

• Trunk circumference – 1.5m*
• Tree height – 8m 
• Canopy diameter – 6m 

• Unwanted species
• Pruning in accordance with Australian 

Standards
• Bushfire purposes
• Clearance from power lines*EPA advice

• City contains mapped habitat potentially 
suitable for threatened species of black 
cockatoo

• Potential breeding habitat for black cockatoo – 
1.5m circumference (500mm DBH) suitable 
diameter for developing nest hollows



Finer detail



Summary 

• No silver bullet – each option has pros and cons

• Important to have Council and community support

• Tap into local advocacy groups if you have them

• Contextualise tree criteria

• Lean on experience from other Councils
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