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Vegetation Component of the Community Submission/Presentation re 
VCAT Ref: P1653/2014 at 131-173 Central Road Nunawading March 2015 
 
(Applicant: Australasian Conference Association Limited [‘ACA Ltd’]) 
 
1  Introduction 
 
This submission, made on behalf of the Blackburn and District Tree 
Preservation Society Inc. (BDTPS), the Blackburn Village Residents’ Group 
Inc. (BVRG) and the local community, objects to the proposed 150+-unit 
independent living accommodation complex comprising six multi-storey 
buildings, a multi-purpose building, convenience store, café and associated 
sealed access roads, footpaths and a substantial sealed car park at 131-173 
Central Road Nunawading currently owned by the Seventh Day Adventist 
(SDA) Church. 
 
A permit for development of the site should be refused on the following 
grounds: 
 

1. Non-compliance with the Whitehorse Planning Scheme with particular 
reference to the vegetation protection controls placed on the land via 
Environmental Significance Overlay #1 & Significant Landscape 
Overlay #5 

 
2. Destruction of over one hundred, mostly indigenous Eucalypts and 

associated remnant shrubs, forbs, groundcovers and native grasses 
(with specimens of over 50 species of indigenous plants found on the 
site) 
 

3. Further degradation of one of the few remaining substantial patches of 
Valley Heathy Forest in metropolitan Melbourne. This remnant 
vegetation is classified as endangered within Victoria 
 

4. Detrimental effects on the habitat and ecological values of the site and 
surrounding areas including the Blackburn Lake Sanctuary.  

 
5. Loss of an important Biolink for Blackburn Lake Sanctuary and 

Gardiners Creek 
 

6. Degradation of the natural values of the surrounding residential areas. 
These neighbourhoods have specific planning and development 
provisions placed on them by means of Significant Landscape 
Overlays with particular reference to vegetation retention and 
enhancement, site coverage, set backs and height controls. All of these 
provisions are designed to retain the natural neighbourhood character 
of the area  

 
7. Lack of a meaningful and sustainable landscape management plan for 

the remaining Conservation Zones on the site 
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8. No stated methodology for tree and other vegetation protection during 
the development and construction phase 

 
9. The indicative planting palette as listed in the Landscape Concept Plan 

for the proposed development contains a preponderance of exotic and 
non-indigenous plant species including known environmental weeds 

 
The loss of a large number of significant indigenous trees and ground flora 
resulting in profound detrimental effects to the habitat and natural values of 
the site and surrounding areas including Blackburn Lake Sanctuary and 
Gardiners Creek.   
This is contrary to the Whitehorse Planning Scheme and particularly the 
provisions of the Environmental Significance Overlay 1 and  Significant 
Landscape Overlay 5 as applied to this site. 
 
There is insufficient detail from the applicant’s expert reports as to how the 
retained trees, particularly those in the three Conservation Areas and those in 
close proximity to the proposed buildings, car park and other sealed surfaces 
will be accommodated within the development such that their health, vigour 
and predicted life expectancy can be guaranteed.   
 
Whilst there is a stated methodology for tree protection during development, it 
is our experience that unless this methodology is implemented appropriately 
and closely supervised tree damage is the inevitable consequence ultimately 
resulting in unnecessary tree losses.  
 
It has also been our experience that a major deficiency in the protection of 
remnant trees and vegetation with any development is that the initial good 
intentions and worthy statements about creating effective and sustainable 
vegetation management plans to preserve and enhance the valuable natural 
resource fall well short in reality. 
 
In many cases it just doesn’t happen! 
 
What is required is that the landowner recognize the importance of the natural 
resource on their land and be proactive in placing conservation covenants on 
the valuable ecological sites and have the sites managed and reviewed by 
landowner staff under the guidance of external experts (e.g. Trust for Nature 
operatives, relevant Whitehorse Council officers) with the stewardship and 
active involvement by members of the local community.  
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2.  Profile of the Blackburn and District Tree Preservation Society Inc. 
 

The Tree Society is a not-for-profit incorporated environmental organization 
with 100 members managed by an honorary committee of four members. 
The Society concerns itself with issues involving the natural landscape within 
the City of Whitehorse and also regional, statewide and national 
environmental concerns.  
Local issues of interest to the society include: 
• Protection and enhancement of the city’s natural landscape 
• Planning in relation to preserving vegetation and limiting over-development 
• The built landscape 
• Streetscape character  
• The management of municipal parks and open spaces. 

 
The Society was started in 1959 when a group of Blackburn residents, 
concerned about the loss of local bush character, banded together to lobby 
council to reserve areas of remnant vegetation and open space for parkland. 
The Society has been instrumental in supporting the election of ‘green’ 
Councilors, actively promotes the planting of indigenous plants and has 
published regular newsletters, plant guide booklets and an indigenous plants 
poster.  
 
In the early to mid-1980s, the Society was instrumental in the creation of the 
Special Residential Zone (now the Significant Landscape Overlay No. 1) in 
Blackburn with its tree control provisions and has provided crucial support for 
establishing community Bushland Park Advisory Committees unique to 
Whitehorse. 
 
 
Statement of Purpose of the Society 
 
1. To investigate the present and potential areas of parklands and 
sanctuaries within the City of Whitehorse and to have selected bushland 
areas reserved as sanctuaries and parklands, preserving their natural 
amenity. 
2. To encourage and participate in the planting of indigenous trees and 
plants in parks and sanctuaries and along streets, especially in denuded 
areas. 
3. Foster a general interest in the native flora of the City of Whitehorse, to 
encourage the retention of existing indigenous trees and plants, and, in 
particular, to encourage the use of indigenous plants in private gardens. 
4. To stimulate an interest in the history of the City of Whitehorse, in 
particular by accumulating, disseminating and preserving information on the 
natural history of the area. 
5. To concern itself with wider conservation issues, although the interests 
of the Society lie mainly within the City of Whitehorse. 
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3.  Analysis of Trees to be Removed 
 
The tree society undertook a detailed comparative analysis of the two 
arboricultural reports published for the site over the last decade to assess how 
the trees were faring. 
 
The reports are: 
Statement of Evidence on Arboricultural Issues, Rob Galbraith (2006) and  
Statement of Evidence on Arboricultural Issues, Rob Galbraith (2015). 
 
In the introductory sections of each report the general condition of the trees 
on site was recorded by the author as well as specific assessment information 
for each tree including species name, type (e.g. indigenous, native, exotic, 
environmental weed), diameter at breast height (DBH), worthy of retention 
rating (WOR) based on the health, structure and form for each tree and a 
comments section. 
 
When comparing the two reports it was observed that the sections on the 
general condition of the trees is listed as being exactly the same for 2006 and 
2015, i.e. word for word (see page 3 of each report).  
This is difficult to reconcile with the individual assessments for the trees given 
there are obvious differences in condition for many of the individual trees, 
both beneficial and adverse, as described by Galbraith in the body of each 
report. 
 
In addition there appears to be a discrepancy in Worthy of Retention (WOR) 
rating system that has been used for each of the 2006 and 2015 reports. 
o 2006 Report (page 4) quote: ‘Any tree with a WOR rating of less than 3 

should be seriously considered for removal before development begins 
because it is dead, nearly dead or dangerous, a weed or just of very little 
significance and readily replaceable with new plantings. Trees rated at 3 
(WOR) may be able to be retained responsibly when they are in large 
groups or copses of trees being preserved. 

o 2015 Report (page 6) quote: ‘Any tree with a WOR rating of 3 or less 
should be seriously considered for removal before development begins 
because it is dead, nearly dead or dangerous, a weed, is causing or is 
likely to cause a severe nuisance in the future, or is just of very little 
significance and readily replaceable with new plantings. 

 
This apparent alteration of the WOR rating system places all of the trees with 
a WOR of 3 (as listed in the 2015 report) with those trees rated 1 and 2 and 
collectively assessed as not worthy of retention and thus suitable for removal.  
 
This might appear to be pedantic if not for the fact that there are 19 such trees 
listed in the 2015 report with a WOR of 3, i.e. ~20% of the trees under 
consideration have been artificially downgraded in the 2015 report and have 
therefore recommended for removal. 
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There is also a query of Mr. Galbraith and Whitehorse City Council 
concerning the (amended plans) 'Existing Tree Analysis Plan' located at 
the end of the Galbraith report (2015) where there are a number of trees 
recommended for removal 'by Council'.  
The colour coding is a bit confusing but it looks like a total of 26 trees 
(numbered 9, 10, 107, 109, 110, 111, 118, 120, 122, 124, 127, 129, 130, 
131, 132, 133, 136, 137, 141, 142, 143, 154, 155, 156, 242, and 163A) are 
'to be removed at Council's recommendation'. 23 of the 26 listed trees are 
indigenous species (see numbered in bold). 
Galbraith states (on page 6 of the 2015 report) that trees with a Worthy Of 
Retention (WOR) rating of 4-6  'are of some significance'. 
Galbraith then gives Worthy of Retention ratings for the 23 indigenous 
trees listed above as follows:  
- 10 trees have a WOR rating of 5,  
- 11 trees have a WOR rating of 4  
- 2 trees have a WOR rating of 3. 
This raises a number of questions including:  
1. Has council recommended that these trees be removed? 
2. If YES what were the reasons given for them to be removed? 
3. Will Council be providing their Arborists’ tree evaluation reports on 

these trees for perusal?  
 
A detailed comparison of the height, canopy width, DBH, WOR and comments 
for each of the trees under consideration can be found in Appendix 1. 
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3.1  Major Points Gleaned from the Tree Reports’ Analysis 
 

• 118 trees are affected by the proposed development 
• Of these 6 are listed as ‘Gone’ and 
• 9 are recommended for removal by the tree society because they are 

environmental weeds or native/exotic species not worthy of retention 
• The tree society considers that a dead indigenous tree has value as a 

habitat tree by providing a myriad of ecological niches for a multitude of 
living things including insects, micro-bats, possums and birds as well 
as storing Carbon and Carbon dioxide equivalences 

• Of the remaining 103 trees: 
o 80 (77.5%) are indigenous (mainly Eucalypts) 
o 16 (15.5%) are Native Australian trees and 
o 7 (7%) are Exotic trees – mainly Pines 

• In 2006 there were 16 Medium Old Trees (MOTS) - i.e. trees with 
DBHs 50 c.m. or greater 

• By comparison in 2015 this number had increased to 27! 
• In 2006 there were 2 Large Old Trees (LOTS) – i.e. trees with DBHs 70 

c.m. or greater 
• By comparison in 2015 this number had increased to 7! 
• The Worthy of Retention Ratings (WOR) for the trees as a group had 

not altered significantly between 2006 and 2015 (a total of ~ 410 for 
each of the reports) 

 
The only conclusion that can be reached from this analysis is that the trees on 
the site, especially the rare and highly significant Valley Heathy Forest trees, 
have aged gracefully, grown bigger, retained their overall WOR rating and 
provide better habitat values in 2015 than they did in 2006. 
 
So any and all claims that these trees are old, senescing and need to be 
removed because they are not healthy must be vigourously rejected. 
 
What these trees need is succession planting (prevented by frequent 
slashing) and re-establishment of the indigenous under storey shrubs, 
grasses and forbs via the implementation of an effective and sustainable 
conservation management plan managed by experts subsequent to the site 
being placed under a binding conservation covenant. 
 
The applicant wants the trees  removed because they are in the way of an 
massive property development proposal that shows little or no respect or 
consideration for the valuable natural assets on the site. 
  



	  

Tree Society Vegetation Component of the Community Submission VCAT Ref P1653 2014 at 131 to 
173 Central Road Nunawading March 2015  9 
 
 

 
3.2  Sample Trees 
 
The characteristics of a number of trees are highlighted in this section. 
 
Tree # 3 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #1 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 5 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 5 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree  
Habitat Value (2015) Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

13x9 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

13x13 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 44 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 54 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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 Tree #3 (right) 
Tree # 4 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #1 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 6 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 5 
Habitat Value (2006) Medium Old Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

12x12 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

14x17 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 52 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 62 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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 Tree #4 (left) 
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Tree # 10 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #2 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 2 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 2 
Habitat Value (2006) Medium Old Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Large Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

14x17 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

16x18 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 65 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 82 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain (Habitat) 
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Tree # 110 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #4 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 3 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 4 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

15x15 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

15x15 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 44 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 56 equiv. 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain (Habitat) 
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Tree # 112 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #4 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 7 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 6 
Habitat Value (2006) Medium Old Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Large Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

15x11 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

15x11 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 65 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 71 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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Tree # 128 
 
Species Eucalyptus goniocalyx 
Location Building #4 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 4 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 4 to 5 
Habitat Value (2006) Medium Old Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) ~ Large Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

18x12 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

21x13 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 58 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 67 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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Trees #154, #155 and #156 
 
Number #154 #155 #156 
Species Eucalyptus 

goniocalyx 
Eucalyptus 
goniocalyx 

Eucalyptus 
goniocalyx 

Location Building #6 Footprint Building #6 Footprint Building #6 Footprint 
Worthy of Retention 
Rating (2006) 

4 4 5 

Worthy of Retention 
Rating (2015) 

4 to 5 4 4 to 5 

Habitat Value (2006) Medium Old Tree ~ Medium Old Tree Medium Old Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Large Old Tree Large Old Tree Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and 
Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

17x12 19x7 16x10 

Tree Height and 
Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

17x13 18x15 16x8 

Trunk Diameter 
(DBH) (2006) (cm) 

50 48 60 

Trunk Diameter 
(DBH) (2015) (cm) 

70 72 & 15 61 

BDTPS Assessment 
based on Galbraith 

Retain Retain Retain 
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Tree # 398 
 
Species Eucalyptus obliqua 
Location Multipurpose Building Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 4 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 3 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) ~ Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

17x11 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

17x11 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 44 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 49 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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Tree # 427 
 
Species Eucalyptus cephalocarpa 
Location Car park Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 5 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 5 to 6 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) ~ Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

14x10 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

14x12 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 40 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 49 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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Tree # 430 
 
Species Eucalyptus cephalocarpa 
Location Car park Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 5 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 5 to 6 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) ~ Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

17x10 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

17x10 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 45 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 48 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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Trees # 433, #434 and #435 
 
Tree Number #433 #434 #435 
Species Eucalyptus 

cephalocarpa 
Eucalyptus 

cephalocarpa 
Eucalyptus 

cephalocarpa 
Location Car park Footprint Car park Footprint Car park Footprint 
Worthy of Retention 
Rating (2006) 

5 4 6 

Worthy of Retention 
Rating (2015) 

5 4 6 

Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree Small Tree Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) Medium Old Tree Small Tree ~ Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and 
Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

20x12 20x12 20x10 

Tree Height and 
Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

22x12 20x12 20x10 

Trunk Diameter 
(DBH) (2006) (cm) 

48 40 40 

Trunk Diameter 
(DBH) (2015) (cm) 

56 47 49 

BDTPS Assessment 
based on Galbraith 

Retain Retain Retain 
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Tree # 440 
 
Species Eucalyptus cephalocarpa 
Location Car park Footprint 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2006) 6 
Worthy of Retention Rating (2015) 5-6 
Habitat Value (2006) Small Tree 
Habitat Value (2015) ~ Medium Old Tree 
Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2006) (metres) 

17x14 

Tree Height and Canopy Diameter 
(2015) (metres) 

17x14 

Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2006) (cm) 44 
Trunk Diameter (DBH) (2015) (cm) 49 
BDTPS Assessment based on Galbraith Retain 
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4.0  Amenity Tree Valuations for all Trees Threatened with Removal 
 
For this exercise the current City of Melbourne Tree Valuation Calculator was 
used and a dollar value (calculated for 2013) was obtained for each tree to be 
removed. 
In addition a valuation was obtained: 
- For those trees whose Tree Protection Zones would be compromised by 

the construction works because based on our experience many trees don’t 
survive any construction works encroaching within their TPZs (see 
Appendix 2 highlighted in orange) 

- For dead and dying trees that were evaluated for their habitat value. 
 
The Amenity Value Formula used by the City of Melbourne was derived from 
the formula (by Dr. Peter Yau, 1990) of the Maurer-Hoffman Formula.  
 
The basic monetary value of the tree was taken from the internationally 
accepted table of values devised by the American Council of Tree and 
Landscape Appraisers and the International Society of Arboriculture, which in 
the base year 1988 was $US27 per square inch trunk basal area.   
When converted to a value corresponding to centimeters in trunk diameter at 
breast height (DBH) the Basic Monetary Value table, updated in 2013 to 
reflect more current monetary values.	  
	  
The formula is as follows: 

Value	  (V)	  =	  Basic	  Value	  ($)	  x	  Species	  (S)	  x	  Aesthetics	  (A)	  x	  Locality	  (L)	  x	  
Condition	  (C)	  

Further details on this tree valuation tool can be obtained from the City of 
Melbourne fact sheet: Tree Evaluations in the City of Melbourne – see the 
City of Melbourne website. 
 
The full valuation results for all individual trees threatened with removal can 
be viewed in Appendix 2: SDA Retirement Village Proposal 2015: Tree 
Valuation ($), Stored Carbon and Stored Carbon Dioxide. 
 
The total $ value for all trees to be removed to make way for the development 
was calculated as:  $1,004,129.00  
 
This is the amenity valuation for the 100+ trees to be removed and averages 
out at ~ $10,000 per tree. 
 
Some of the higher valued trees included: 
- Tree #108 = $55,788 
- Tree#146 = $15,540 
- Tree #405 = $35,143 
- Tree #459 = 34,317 
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The habitat value in $ for dead and dying trees included: 
- Tree #85 = $3,037 
- Tree #134 = $2,552 
- Tree #151 = $1,949 
- Tree #407 = $1,034 
 
The value of the trees examined in detail earlier in this submission were 
calculated at: 
- Tree #3 = $10,560 
- Tree #4 = $16,170 
- Tree #10 = $11,384 
- Tree #110 = $10,584 
- Tree #112 = $25,510 
- Tree #128 = $17,067 
- Tree #154 = $18,603 
- Tree #155 = $25,563 
- Tree #156 = $14,144 
- Tree #398 = $4,968 
- Tree #427 = $11,157 
- Tree # 430 = $7,809 
- Tree # 431 = $8,437 
- Tree #433 = $13,230  
- Tree #440 = $11,050 
 
The total tree valuation of $1,004,129 is a substantial figure. 
 
The Blackburn and District Tree Preservation Society, along with the BVRG 
and the local community demand that, for every tree that is removed if this 
development should proceed, that tree’s amenity value must be placed in a 
Fund to pay for the ongoing management of the important rare and highly 
significant Valley Heathy Forest that will remain on the site. 
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5.0  Carbon Storage and Carbon Dioxide Equivalents Storage for All 
Trees Threatened with Removal  

 
It is a well-established fact that trees and other vegetation take up and store 
Carbon and Carbon Dioxide equivalents such that they act as ‘Carbon Sinks’ 
and help to ameliorate the deleterious effects of Climate Change/Global 
Warming which is caused, in part, by the buildup of carbon-containing gases 
in the Earth’s atmosphere caused by the burning of fossil fuels (including 
wood). 
The removal of vegetation, and especially trees risks the release of this 
Carbon and Carbon Dioxide into the atmosphere thus contributing to Global 
Warming. 
 
North Sydney Council has developed a Carbon Calculator to allow for easy 
measurement of the Carbon and Carbon Dioxide equivalents stored in trees 
and shrubs (see http://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/carbon/carbon.html) 
 
The measurement of the circumference of a tree (at chest height) in cm is 
‘plugged’ into the Calculator and modifiers are chosen e.g. tree or shrub and 
hardwood or softwood tree. 
 
The Calculator then provides a value for the amount of Carbon and Carbon 
Dioxide for individual trees and shrubs in kilograms.  
The bigger the tree circumference the more Carbon stored. 
 
To quote from the information provided with the calculation tool: 
The Calculations: 
• Calculation of above ground biomass is based on allometrics in Snowdon, P., Eamus, D., 

Gibbons, P., Khanna, P., Keith, H., Raison, J. & Kirschbaum, M. (2000). "Synthesis of 
Allometrics, Review of Root Biomass and Design of Future Woody Biomass Sampling 
Strategies: National Carbon Accounting System - Technical Report No. 17." Department 
of Climate Change, Canberra. 

• Carbon was assumed to be 50% of total biomass: Gifford, Roger M. (2000). "Carbon 
Contents of Above-Ground Tissues of Forest and Woodland Trees: National Carbon 
Accounting System - Technical Report No. 22." Department of Climate Change, Canberra. 

 
The calculations for the amount of Carbon and Carbon Dioxide stored in the 
100+ trees destined for removal should this development proceeds are listed 
individually in Appendix 2: SDA Retirement Village Proposal 2015: Tree 
Valuation ($), Stored Carbon and Stored Carbon Dioxide. 
 
Conclusions: 
• 82,655 kg (or 82.655 metric tonnes) of Carbon is stored in the trees slated 

for removal and  
• A massive 294,121 Carbon Dioxide equivalents (or 294.121 metric tonnes) 

is stored in the trees 
• This averages out at 0.8 metric tonne of Carbon and almost 3 metric 

tonnes of Carbon Dioxide per tree 
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6.0  Threats to the Future Sustainability/Viability of the Three 
Conservation Zones Remaining Should the Development Proceed 
 
In summary these threats are real with potentially serious adverse 
consequence for the remaining Conservation Areas should the development 
proceed.  
The threats include: 
 
• The provisions within the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO1) and 

Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO5) that have been applied to this land 
and described in detail elsewhere are testament to the importance the 
community and Whitehorse City Council place on the highly significant 
endangered remnant Valley Heathy Forest located here. This proposed 
development, with the planned removal of over 100 trees and associated 
remnant vegetation, runs counter to the intent and vegetation protective 
provisions within these Overlays 

• The loss of a buffer zone of so-called ‘scattered’ trees and remnant 
understorey exposes the three Conservation Areas to accelerated 
degradation due to many factors including weed invasion and soil 
compaction 

• There has been a demonstrated lack of regard by the applicant for the 
natural values afforded by this land. There has been no development of a 
management plan and any meaningful conservation works since 2006 
since the first VCAT Hearing on development of the site. The land suffers 
under a management regime of ‘benign neglect’ 

• Indeed the applicant has demonstrated a lack of will to care about and for 
the ecological values of the site with particular regard to the three 
Conservation areas (e.g. no overall management planning, seed collection 
and propagation, succession planting, weed control, fencing of 
conservation zones, access issues, survey work, conservation 
expert/community involvement etc.) 

• As the Conservation Areas become more exposed and smaller they will 
suffer the degrading consequences of increased edge effects, isolation as 
ecological ‘islands’, narrowing and severing of habitat corridors. This in 
turn allows weeds and diseases to flourish within the zones  

• There is some confusion as to the location of the boundaries of the 
Conservation Areas, particularly numbers 2 and 3. This needs to be 
addressed before any construction works commence.  

• There are grave concerns on impacts to, and potential interference with 
the Tree Protection Zones of a number of trees in the Conservation Areas 
due to impervious access road construction. The trees most likely to be 
negatively impacted include tree numbers 2, 13, 15, 30, 31, 34, 52, 83, 87, 
88, 100, 164, 169, 241 and 415 
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7.0  Landscape Concept Plan including Planting Palette for Proposed 
Development at 131-173 Central Road Nunawading. 
 
A copy of the Landscape Concept Plan is located in expert witness report #8: 
‘Landscape Architecture Evidence’ (B. Murphy, mdg, March 2015). 
 
Of the forty-five plant species listed on page 15, Table 4.1 - Proposed 
Landscape Species List: 
• Ten species are exotic and three of these species are commonly classified 

as Environmental Weeds (Prunus cerasifera, Prunus lusitanica and 
Erigeron karvinskianus) 

• Thirty-five species are native to Australia of which  
• Thirteen species are indigenous to the local area (i.e. Nunawading) 
The Landscape Species List is reproduced on the next page of this document. 
 
The plan can be compared to the plant species recorded by Biosis Research 
in 2006 in which fifty indigenous plant species were recorded at the SDA site. 
  
Of the species identified and recorded by Biosis at least forty have and can be 
propagated by the local community indigenous plant nursery (Bungalook 
nursery located in Blackburn South). 
 
Murphy notes (see page 13 of the report) that: 
Appendix C contains a list of the species found in the Valley Heathy Forest 
EVC. This list would not only form the basis of the revegetation suite for the 
conservation areas, but also provides the dominant species for the large 
evergreen trees proposed throughout the landscape, as well as some of the 
shrub and lower layer vegetation proposed. 
 
The above-mentioned information raises a number of crucial questions for 
such a sensitive site: 

1. Why are at least three environmental weed species included in the 
indicative planting palette? 

2. Why are there so few indigenous plant species in the indicative plant 
palette (thirteen species out of forty-five or less than 30%)? 

3. At least fifty indigenous species have been recorded on the site by 
Biosis of which over forty are currently propagated by local indigenous 
plant nurseries: 

a. Why don’t these species make up the bulk of the plant species 
to be planted in the landscape? 

b. Has the local community indigenous plant nursery been 
approached regarding indigenous plant seed collection on site 
and propagation for planting back into the landscape (i.e. both 
within the conservation zones and as the greater part of the 
‘indicative planting palette’ for planting in the grounds of the 
retirement village complex)? 

4. Does an overarching conservation covenant and remnant vegetation 
management plan exist for the three highly significant conservation 
zones on the site? 
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8.0  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
8.1  Conservation Covenants & Management Plans 131-173 Central Road 
Nunawading (including Conservation Zones 1, 2 and 3) 
 
The applicant’s Expert Witness in report #5 Mr. Aaron Organ (Ecology & 
Heritage Partners) Pty Ltd assessed the land under consideration for its 
ecological values and found that: 
‘The current proposal falls under the High Risk-based pathway. As such, the 
Guidelines require the relevant authorities to consider whether reasonable steps 
have been taken to ensure that impacts of the proposed removal of native vegetation 
on biodiversity have been avoided and minimised.’ (Section 6.1 page 11). 
 
Mr. Organ then provides details on the high risk-based pathway requirements 
for the responsible authority to consider in an application process and 
emphasizes the importance of the applicant taking reasonable steps in 
avoiding and/or minimizing the loss of vegetation in the application process. 
 A number of strategies used to minimize the loss of vegetation are listed, 
most of which would be included in a management plan for the construction 
phase and beyond.  
He then discusses the specific offset requirements referable to the vegetation 
loss for the development of the retirement village complex on the land as a 
consequence of his assessment. 
These offset requirements are not insubstantial and there are several 
strategies that can be considered, one or a combination of which, must be 
secured to the satisfaction of the responsible authority prior to any clearing of 
vegetation. 
Mr. Organ concludes that the development should proceed subject to the 
considerations listed are met and states in his Conclusion (section 8, page 21) 
that: 
‘Finally, it is my opinion that the proposed development will not lead to any significant 
impacts to ecological values within or adjacent to the study area provided that best 
practice sedimentation and pollution control measures are undertaken at all times, 
and that retained vegetation within the study area is managed and enhanced where 
appropriate. Where possible, areas of remnant native vegetation should be 
expanded through revegetation of study area using indigenous species (e.g. suitable 
understory species) associated with Valley Heathy Forest EVC.’ 
 
This information and the ecological assessment is fine as far as it goes – and 
it only goes as far as this VCAT Hearing and a plethora of Conditions that will 
probably be placed on the Permit if the applicant is successful at this Hearing. 
 
However the tree society committee has witnessed what happens in reality 
during the construction and post-development management phases of 
important natural sites in the past and we remain unimpressed with the whole 
process. 
 
 A suitable case study of how the system fails can be found right next-door as 
a consequence of the construction of an oval in the grounds of Nunawading 
Christian College in 2010. In this case 88 trees were removed to make way 
for the development and extensive and stringent permit conditions were 
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placed on the school (a total of 4 A4 pages of conditions) including the 
creation and implementation of a Net Gain Offset Management Plan over 10 
years.  
66 of the 88 trees removed were indigenous and most were located on the 
eastern section of the current Conservation Area 2 in the middle northern 
section of the land. 
 
In summary about 300-400 indigenous plants have been planted, quite 
recently by their size) and mostly Hop Goodenias (i.e. very little in the way of 
species diversity).  
There is moderate to severe weed infestation of the revegetation beds.  
Very little or no active management of the habitat zones is apparent and the 
whole process, almost 5 years into the 10-year implementation plan, is 
depressing and underwhelming. 
 
See Appendix 3 for a detailed assessment of the oval development at the 
Nunawading Christian College as a case study in managing and enhancing 
indigenous vegetation via a Net Gain Offset Management Plan. 
 
What is lacking in most cases where the requirements/recommendations of 
VCAT and/or council’s permit conditions are not met includes:  
• The goodwill of the applicant/property owner to maintain and enhance the 

important natural values on development sites, particularly those with such 
valuable remnant vegetation as found on this site 

• A legally binding contract with suitable oversight by external conservation 
experts and authorities (i.e. council) and including regular process reviews. 
Examples would include Trust for Nature Conservation Covenants and/or 
binding Section 173 Agreements (involving a legal professional and the 
local council) 

o Engagement with the local community in general and experienced 
bushland volunteer practitioners in particular to provide stewardship for the 
land. Examples include the Trust for Nature Stewardship Program and the 
involvement of the Blackburn Lake Sanctuary Advisory Committee and 
Friends of the Lake in management of the Conservation areas on site 

o The development and implementation of a long-term Management Plan for 
the remnant vegetation on the land. 
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8.2 An Alternative Development Methodology for 131-173 Central Road 
Nunawading (put forward by the Blackburn and District Tree 
Preservation Society Inc.) 
o Scale down the number, footprint and height of the development such that 

it becomes sympathetic with (and not hostile to): 
o The unique patch of rare, highly significant and  endangered Valley 

Heathy Forest on the site 
o The planning overlays placed on the land in recognition of this 

valuable natural resource and  
o The existing neighbourhood character surrounding the site  

o Maximise the number of remnant trees and associated lower-storey 
vegetation for retention such that the highest value Conservation Areas 
are buffered from the threats detailed earlier in this presentation 

o In particular retain the highest priority trees but be mindful that the trees 
should not be considered isolated specimen trees – it’s a ‘job lot’ as far as 
the environment goes! 

o One way to reduce the tree losses (by almost 40%) would be to 
underground the planned car park beneath a re-located multi-purpose 
building. This will spare ~40 remnant trees from destruction 

o All trees to be retained must be protected from any/all development works 
e.g. via temporary fencing of at least the Tree Protection Zones of each 
tree under threat 

o Any new plantings must not include weed species and a majority of the 
plantings should be indigenous plants propagated from seed collected on 
site (especially for the trees) based on the Biosis flora surveys. 

o For every tree that is removed three trees of the same or similar species 
(except for woody weeds) must be propagated and planted in the 
Conservation Areas or the grounds of any development on site 

o The calculated amenity value (in cold, hard cash!) for each tree removed 
must be placed in an ‘SDA Campground Natural Management’ Fund to 
provide funding to develop and implement the long-term management plan 
for the site.  

o A long-term prescriptive Management Plan must be developed, 
implemented, monitored and regularly reviewed for the site and be placed 
under the authority of an external organization e.g. Trust for Nature, 
council or both. Examples include via section 173 Agreements, Trust for 
Nature covenants or similar. 

o The Management Plan should include a succession planting plan for the 
remnant trees, a weed control program and seed collection and planting 
plan for remnant shrub and ground-storey species on site for a period of at 
least 10 years 

o Remnant management of the Conservation Areas should include input by, 
and stewardship from, the local community 

 
Thank you 
 
David Berry 
Blackburn and District Tree Preservation Society Inc.   
March 2015 


