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Council resolved, vide Resolution 420 21 September 2010:

420 “That Council endorse the Biodiversity Conservation Management Plan,
as contained in Appendix 13.5.1A, as the guiding document for the
City’s protection and management of areas of native vegetation under its
control.”
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Executive Summary
The City of Gosnells, through its Strategic Plan for The Future 2007-2010, has 
committed to the mapping and evaluation of natural areas managed by City of Gosnells, 
and to the development and implementation of a Management Prioritisation Report.

This study examines 38 bushland areas, or Local Natural Areas (LNA), owned or 
managed by the City.  It has researched the ecological attributes of each area using a 
methodology developed by the Western Australian Local Government Association’s 
Perth Biodiversity Project (PBP), and used a database developed by the PBP to provide 
a priority ranking of these areas in terms of ecological importance.

Using this prioritisation and applying local knowledge and understanding of management 
aspects of the LNAs, this report provides a Management Priority ranking for the 38 sites.

An evaluation of the City’s current budgeting and resourcing of management across the 
38 sites finds that the current allocation is generally inverse to the Management Priorities 
of LNAs.  The report recommends, to address this anomaly, the redistribution of existing 
funds and consideration of new monies for LNA management resourcing.

The study further examined protections afforded LNAs through planning mechanisms.  It 
provides an analysis of Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and Town Planning Scheme 
(TPS) zonings for each of the 38 sites.  For those where a Crown Reserve has been 
created, the reservation purpose was also examined.

The study finds that few of the MRS and TPS zonings reflect the purpose for which the 
sites have been set aside.  Importantly, for those where a Crown Reserve has been 
created, very few LNAs are afforded specific long-term protection through an appropriate 
reservation purpose such as Conservation.

This report makes recommendations with regard to the long-term protection of LNAs 
through appropriate TPS zoning and amendments to reservation purpose.
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1 Purpose

This report addresses the City’s current management of bushland areas, or Local 
Natural Areas (LNA), and presents a discussion paper on the development of a Local 
Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, which provides for a strategic approach to the 
identification and protection of future LNAs. 

This study evaluates 38 bushland areas, or Local Natural Areas (LNA), in the City’s 
management or ownership.  It presents an empirical evaluation of each area’s 
biodiversity value and resilience, or sustainability.  This provides the basis for a 
biodiversity management strategy that addresses management prioritisation, 
management planning, protection and resourcing.  The strategy is supported by 
recommendations for action across the Parks and Environmental Operations, Urban 
Regeneration, Planning Implementation and City Facilities units.

1.1 The City of Gosnells’ Strategic Plan for The Future 2007-2010

The conservation and management of the City of Gosnells’ natural areas and the 
biodiversity they contain and support are objectified in Goal 1 of the City’s Strategic Plan 
for The Future 2007-2010:

To enhance our natural and built environment

Three of the five objectives of Goal 1 directly address biodiversity management:

1.2 Reduce the negative impacts of development on the environment
1.4 Manage and protect areas of environmental and heritage significance
1.5 Make a local contribution towards addressing major regional and global 

environmental issues

The City’s Strategic Plan for The Future 2007-2010 defines success in achieving its 
biodiversity objectives by as:

 Increasing the percentage of natural areas in good to pristine condition managed 
or owned by the City.

 Maximising natural areas in good to pristine condition in the City.

 Increasing the preservation of heritage sites of significance owned or managed 
by the City.

Key to the achievement of the City’s biodiversity objectives is Strategy 6 of the Strategic 
Plan for The Future 2007-2010.  Strategy 6 provides for the development of a 
Biodiversity Conservation Management Plan (BCMP), whose purpose is to identify areas 
with a high biodiversity value and complete a framework for biodiversity conservation.
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The key deliverables of the BCMP are:

1. The mapping and evaluation of natural areas managed by City of Gosnells.
2. The development and implementation of a Management Prioritisation Report.

This Biodiversity Conservation Management Plan provides the City’s blueprint for the 
conservation and management of its current biodiversity assets.

1.2 What is Biodiversity?

Biodiversity is defined as:

‘The variety of life forms, the different plants, animals and micro-organisms, the genes 
they contain, and the ecosystems they form.  It is usually considered at three levels: 
genetic diversity; species diversity; and ecosystem diversity’.  (Commonwealth of 
Australia 1996).

It encompasses a diverse range of living things and ecosystems, which are constantly 
evolving and adapting to environmental changes and other influences.  It is vital in 
supporting human life on Earth, supplying clean air, clean water and fertile soils, and 
providing many essentials including food, medicines and industrial products.

The United Nations has declared 2010 to be the International Year of Biodiversity.  "It is 
a celebration of life on earth and of the value of biodiversity for our lives.  The world is 
invited to take action in 2010 to safeguard the variety of life on earth: biodiversity.  
Biodiversity is essential to sustaining the living networks and systems that provide us all 
with health, wealth, food, fuel and the vital services our lives depend on.  Human activity 
is causing the diversity on Earth to be lost at a greatly accelerated rate.  These losses 
are irreversible, impoverish us all and damage the life support systems we rely on 
everyday.  But we can prevent them."  (Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010)

The measurement of biodiversity is a difficult undertaking considering the complexity of 
natural systems.  There is general agreement, though that its measure can best be 
expressed as the extent and condition of the natural environment remaining in a given 
area.  Biodiversity value decreases, for example, in bushland where the understorey has 
been cleared or degraded. 

The City’s measurement of the increase in the percentage of natural areas in good to 
pristine condition provides a sound target for biodiversity conservation and management.  
Key to achieving this target is ensuring that we protect natural areas that are in the best 
possible condition and maintain them in that state.

The maintenance and enhancement of biodiversity is critical to the economic, cultural, 
social and spiritual well-being of a community.  The value of biodiversity (Bennett, 2003) 
includes:

 Benefits generated by tourism and recreation activities that are dependent on 
biological resources.

 Life support services such as nutrient removal, flood control, climate stabilisation 
etc.

Version: 22, Version Date: 03/12/2012
Document Set ID: 2087801



7

 Human ethical considerations relating to matters such as the extinction of 
species and ecosystems.

 Philanthropic and bequest motives whereby individuals enjoy the pleasure of 
others (both in the current and future generations) in the continuing availability of 
the biological resource.

 The “insurance” benefit that is provided through the protection that a resilient 
ecological system provides.

1.3 Australia’s Only Biodiversity Hotspot

Perth, in south-western Australia, is at the centre of one of the world’s top twenty-five 
(and Australia’s only) biodiversity hotspots due its high species richness and the level of 
threat under which it is being placed (Myers, Mittermeier, de Fonseca & Kent, 2000).  
Recent studies conducted by Dr. Steve Hopper of Kew Gardens and Kings Park Botanic 
Gardens concluded that "Perth is probably the most biodiverse city in the world" 
(Newman and Jennings, 2008).

The high number of occurrences of Declared Rare Flora, Threatened Ecological 
Communities and Conservation and Resource Enhancement management category 
wetlands in the City of Gosnells underscores the high biodiversity values in the 
municipality, and the biodiversity conservation and management imperative incumbent 
upon the City and its community. 

1.4 Threats to Biodiversity

The threats facing natural areas in the City of Gosnells are typical of other regions within 
and around major cities, although the City’s peri-urban location and rate of urban 
development elevate certain threats.  The variety of threats can be broadly captured 
under the following headings:

 Land Use – since settlement and clearing for agricultural land uses, clearing of 
native vegetation is an external cost to continuing development.  The major land 
use threat to biodiversity in the City of Gosnells today is associated with urban 
development.

 Planning and Policy – historically and, to a certain extent, today, biodiversity 
has not been adequately considered in the early stages of the land use planning 
process.  Economic and social aspects remain, at the expense of holistic land 
use planning, dominant considerations in the decision making process.

 Site Specific Threats – these include environmental weeds, Phytophthora 
dieback, inappropriate fire regimes, over-use, vehicle access, rubbish dumping, 
feral animals, erosion, firewood collection, excessive nutrients and inappropriate 
or inadequate management.

 Understanding and Awareness – key to many of the threats to biodiversity are 
a general lack of awareness in the community of the importance of biodiversity 
and a lack of understanding of the management needs of remnant natural areas.

 Changes to Hydrology – locally and regionally, changes to surface and sub-
surface hydrology are occurring as a result of land use change, drainage and 
groundwater abstraction.  The quality of shallow groundwater is also under 
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threat, particularly from nutrient enrichment.  These changes present an overall 
threat to biodiversity, especially ecosystems that are dependent on shallow 
groundwater or flooding.

 Climate Change - Climate change is predicted to alter rainfall patterns in the 
south-west of Western Australia, further exacerbating groundwater and surface 
water impacts, and affecting established seasonal patterns.  Longer-term impacts 
from climate change include the facilitation of new environmental weed species, 
shifting climatic zones and eventual vegetation assemblage collapse.

1.5 Planning for Biodiversity Conservation

1.5.1 State Planning Policy 2.8 Bushland Policy for the Perth 
Metropolitan Region (draft)

The aim of this policy is to provide a statutory policy and implementation framework that 
will ensure bushland protection and management issues in the Perth Metropolitan 
Region (PMR) are appropriately addressed.

This policy recognises the protection and management of significant bushland areas, 
which have been identified for protection through an endorsed strategy, as a 
fundamental consideration in the planning process.  It also seeks to integrate and 
balance wider environmental, social and economic considerations, thereby reflecting the 
principles of sustainability.

1.5.2 Wetlands Conservation Policy for Western Australia

The Wetlands Conservation Policy for Western Australia (Government of Western 
Australia, 1997) is the Western Australian Government’s commitment regarding the 
management of WA wetlands.  It provides broad objectives for wetlands, waterways, 
estuaries and shallow marine areas.  It also provides an implementation strategy 
specifically for the management of wetlands in WA.

The policy’s implementation in the Perth Metropolitan Area occurs largely through the 
land use planning process, considering wetland mapping provided in the Department of 
Environment and Conservation’s Geomorphic Wetlands Swan Coastal Plain Dataset.

1.5.3 Bush Forever

Bush Forever (Government of Western Australia, 2000) is a non-statutory policy under 
the Western Australian Planning Commission’s (WAPC) policy framework that has been 
endorsed by the Western Australian Government, the WAPC, the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA), the National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority (now 
the Conservation Commission of WA) and the then Water and Rivers Commission Board 
of Management. 

Bush Forever identifies regionally significant bushland to be protected and managed on 
the Swan Coastal Plain portion of the PMR and substantially meets the Western 
Australian Government’s commitments in the Urban Bushland Strategy (1995) and the 
Commonwealth’s National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s Biodiversity 
(1996) in that it seeks to establish, as far as is achievable, a comprehensive, adequate 
and representative reserve system.  It also addresses Commonwealth policies and 
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legislation including the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
(1999) and the National Objectives and Targets for Biodiversity Conservation 2001-2005 
(2001), as well as the ANZECC National Framework for Management and Monitoring of 
Australia’s Native Vegetation (1999) and the International Convention on Biological 
Diversity (1992).  

Bush Forever identifies approximately 51,200 hectares of regionally significant bushland 
to be protected and managed in 287 Bush Forever sites on the Swan Coastal Plain 
portion of the Perth Metropolitan Area.  Bush Forever sites form the basis of the Bush 
Forever Protection Areas identified in Draft State Planning Policy 2.8 Bushland Policy for 
the Perth Metropolitan Region (WAPC, 2004).

Bush Forever sites include lands in a variety of ownerships and land use zoning, with 
varying degrees of commitments and approvals for development.  Overall, around 65% 
of Bush Forever sites are identified with some existing level of protection.  Of the 
unprotected lands, the majority is owned by either State, local or Commonwealth 
government (26%), with the remaining 9% is private ownership.

Bush Forever site selection was based on the principles of sustainability, incorporating 
environmental, social and economic selection criteria.  It sought to address a target of at 
least 10% of the original extent for each vegetation complex on the Swan Costal Plain 
portion of the Perth Metropolitan Region, recognising it as a constrained area in the 
context of the 30% target established in the National Objectives and Targets for 
Biodiversity Conservation 2001–2005 (Commonwealth of Australia, 2001).

Amendment No. 1082/33 to the Metropolitan Region Scheme – Bush Forever and 
Related Lands provides for:

 The creation of a Special Control Area (Bush Forever Protection Area) and 
related provisions in the Metropolitan Region Scheme Text.

 The establishment of a Special Control Area (Bush Forever Protection Area) in 
the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) over all Bush Forever sites.

 The reservation of a number of Bush Forever sites for Parks and Recreation 
within the MRS.

Bush Forever (Government of WA, 2000) is the complementary “higher order” State 
Government biodiversity conservation initiative.  Its foundation objectives, as outlined in 
Perth’s Bushplan (1998), the planning stage of Bush Forever, were:

 “To develop a plan that meets the needs and aspirations of the community of 
Western Australia for the appropriate protection of bushland of regional 
significance in the Swan Coastal Plain portion of the Perth Metropolitan Region.

 To recommend a conservation system that is, as far as is achievable, 
comprehensive, adequate and representative of the ecological communities and 
habitats of the region.”

The corollary of Bush Forever, addressed briefly in that document, is that the protection 
of natural areas of local significance is primarily the responsibility of Local Government.  
The Bush Forever policy encourages Local Governments to prepare local biodiversity 
strategies to identify Local Natural Areas worthy of protection.  
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In order to assist Local Governments with the identification and assessment of this local 
biodiversity, the Perth Biodiversity Project (PBP) was initiated.

1.5.4 The Perth Biodiversity Project

The PBP is a Local Government initiative to improve the conservation of biodiversity in 
the Perth Metropolitan Region.  It is supported by 30 Local Governments, the Western 
Australian Local Government Association (WALGA), Perth Region Natural Resource 
Management (PRNRM) and the Australian Government through the Caring for Our 
Country program.

Since its inception, the project has worked with the key stakeholders in biodiversity 
conservation, planning and management - the Department of Environment and 
Conservation (DEC), Department for Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) and Greening 
Australia WA.

Over a projected 25 years, the project aims to assist Local Governments and their 
communities to:

 Protect and manage all local biodiversity areas in the Perth Metropolitan Region 
within a secure conservation network.

 Plan for the enhancement and establishment of ecological linkages between local 
and regional biodiversity areas.

The PBP has produced the Local Government Biodiversity Planning Guidelines for the 
Perth Metropolitan Region (Western Australian Local Government Association & PBP, 
2004).  The Guidelines were developed to assist Local Governments in the planning for, 
and management of, biodiversity conservation.  They provide a comprehensive tool to 
assist Western Australian Local Governments to take a more science-based, rigorous, 
consistent and strategic approach to the retention, protection and management of 
bushland, wetlands and other natural areas.

The PBP has, to date, been supported by the Australian Government through the 
provision of more than $1 million in funding.  In addition to, and in support of, the 
development of the Guidelines, this funding has also assisted Local Governments in 
their implementation through a variety of other on-ground and capacity building activities.

The PBP processes, tools and methodologies have been endorsed by the Western 
Australian Planning Commission and the Environmental Protection Authority.  They have 
been integral to the development of the BCMP.
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1.6 Native Vegetation in the City of Gosnells

1.6.1 Data and Limitations

PBP (2004) collated and evaluated the best available state government mapping and 
information related to vegetation, and provided the following data to Local Governments:

 Remnant native vegetation mapping in the Perth Metropolitan Region - derived 
from dated aerial photography (circa 1997) prepared by the Environmental 
Protection Authority (2003a) and Department of Environment (unpublished, 2003) 
with limited ground-truthing.

 Remnant native vegetation in the Bush Forever study area - derived from dated 
aerial photography (1998) with limited ground-truthing.

 Native Vegetation Extent by Local Government area and Administrative Planning 
Category - prepared by interpretation and analysis of the Perth Bushland 
Mapping dataset 2001 with other GIS datasets (Taylor, 2003).

The data are qualified by advice that there is a general over-estimate in the data due to 
a number of factors, including: 

 The preferential mapping of treed landscapes, leading to some mapping of areas 
that are parkland cleared or completely degraded.

 The inclusion of areas that are/were approved for clearing through development 
approvals and/or clearing permits.

 The clearing of some areas since the time of the aerial photography.

PBP (2004) advised that it is reasonable to expect that there may be: 

 At least a 10% over-estimate in the remnant native vegetation mapping in the 
Perth Metropolitan Region.

 At least a 5% over-estimate present in the statistics for the Bush Forever study 
area.

 An error of up to 5% associated with calculated areas for individual polygons in 
the Perth Bushland mapping dataset, although the overall error for summarised 
areas from this dataset will be much lower.

As a consequence, figures presented in the following discussion, other than those 
quoted for specific LNAs, may be regarded as moderate over-estimates at the time of 
measurement.  The actual amounts of remnant vegetation are, due to data limitations 
and the passage of time, less than the figures presented in the following discussion.  
Rather than detract from the accuracy of the figures, these discrepancies emphasise the 
significance of the need and urgency for a strategy to identify, conserve and manage the 
biodiversity in the City of Gosnells.
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1.6.2 An Evaluation of Native Vegetation in the City of Gosnells

The municipality of the City of Gosnells straddles two distinct landforms - the Darling 
Scarp and the Swan Coastal Plain - whose soil types, climate, hydrology, soil fertility, 
and other factors underpin their unique vegetation characteristics and patterns of 
historical land clearing.  Whereas the Swan Coastal Plain has been extensively cleared, 
the vegetation of the Darling Scarp remains largely intact.

The Darling Scarp in the City of Gosnells can be broadly described as the area east of a 
roughly north-south line between Canter Court in Orange Grove and Connell Avenue, 
Martin, comprising those two suburbs only.

The Swan Coastal Plain lies to the west of this line, comprising relatively small areas of 
Martin and Orange Grove, and the suburbs of Beckenham, Canning Vale, Gosnells, 
Huntingdale, Langford, Southern River and Thornlie.

Data provided by WALGA & PBP (2004), illustrated in Figure 1, advise that 71% of the 
original 12,700 hectares of native vegetation in the City of Gosnells have been cleared, 
leaving 3,750 hectares of remnant vegetation.

Figure 1: Native Vegetation Protection in the City of Gosnells

Native Vegetation Protection in the City or Gosnells - a summary

8950ha
 71%

940ha
 7%

71ha
 1%

670ha
5%

2070ha 
16%

cleared - predominantly Swan Coastal Plain

protected - Darling Scarp (State Forest, Regional
Park)
protected - Swan Coastal Plain (Bush Forever)

protected - Swan Coastal Plain (LSNA CoG)

unprotected - Swan Coastal Plain (LSNA private)

Of the remaining uncleared native vegetation, 2,070 hectares are located on the largely 
uncleared Scarp, and are mostly protected as State Forest and Regional Parks.

Looking at the Plain, with its relatively flat terrain and more amenable and fertile soils, 
the story is very different.  Approximately 84% of the native vegetation on the Plain 
portion of the City has been cleared through historical and contemporary clearing, 
leaving only 1,680 hectares of native vegetation.

It is the Plain portion of the City of Gosnells where the greatest biodiversity threats and 
opportunities exist.  Of the 1,680 hectares of native vegetation remaining on the Plain, 
670 hectares are protected as Bush Forever Sites, including 90 hectares owned or 
managed by the City of Gosnells.  The balance of 1,010 hectares of bushland has no 
formal protection, although the 71 hectares of bushland managed by the City of Gosnells 
that is included in this figure could be considered as protected.

It is the161 hectares of City-managed sites, or 1% of the City’s total area, that are the 
subject of this Biodiversity Conservation Management Plan.
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1.7 Local Natural Areas

Local Natural Areas (LNA) is the terminology applied to bushland or wetland areas that 
are generally established and set aside for the purpose of conservation through the land 
use planning process.  The City has existing management responsibility for a range of 
LNAs whose size, shape, biodiversity value and condition are largely a reflection of 
evolving community awareness and expectations of natural resource management, land 
use planning and management.

A significant number of LNAs in the City’s care derive more from historical circumstance 
than considered biodiversity planning.  They comprise, in the main, small “pocket parks” 
in which a greater or lesser extent of native vegetation cover remains by default in lieu of 
traditional parkland development.  Management intervention and resourcing have, 
similarly, been reflective of historical priorities.  The generally degraded condition of 
these LNAs today is reflective of their history.

In more recent times, LNAs are being established through the land use planning process 
in response to legislative or policy imperatives.  These imperatives, addressing Declared 
Rare Flora, Threatened Ecological Communities, and Conservation and Resource 
Enhancement management category wetlands generally provide what may be 
considered a primary level of biodiversity evaluation.  They address critical biodiversity 
aspects that have been determined by state and/or commonwealth governments.

These more recently acquired LNAs are generally of a larger size and substantially 
better condition than historical LNAs.  The care of these areas presents a challenge to 
the City in the provision of adequate resources and realisation of sufficient organisational 
capacity to achieve an appropriate level of management, which is critical to maintaining 
their good condition and function.

More recently acquired LNAs are outcomes of external policy and legislation and are not 
the result of their consideration by the City in the context of any overarching City-wide 
policy or planning strategy.  This is a significant shortcoming in light of the City’s desire 
to maximise the conservation and management of areas in good to pristine condition.

The BCMP provides recommendations and strategies to address the challenge of 
balancing the management of the diverse range of management needs of the City’s 
current LNAs.

1.8 The Value of Local Natural Areas

The City of Gosnells is blessed with many significant bushland habitats and types.  It is 
widely accepted that these assets are a significant aspect of the City’s individuality.  The 
actual or perceived value of each LNA varies according to its circumstances.  In general, 
though, higher biodiversity values reside in those LNAs that have been set aside in 
recent years through land use planning’s accommodation of legislative and policy-driven 
biodiversity conservation requirements.
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LNAs provide habitat for flora and fauna, and recreational, educational and scientific 
research opportunities for children and adults.  They also contribute to the City’s 
landscape amenity and unique sense of place, and provide relief in the urban form 
through the conservation of unique vegetation and landforms.

Importantly, LNAs can provide ecosystem services to their local communities through the 
regulation of temperature and maintenance of good air quality.

LNAs provide for the conservation of Declared Rare and Priority Flora, Threatened 
Ecological Communities, poorly conserved vegetation communities and wetlands.  They 
are essential for the maintenance of urban wildlife, providing the support 
mechanisms and resources essential to local native birds, mammals, reptiles, 
amphibians and invertebrates.  They also provide “linkages”, either by direct 
connection of discrete areas of bushland or as “stepping stones” that provide habitat, 
food resources and protection that facilitates the movement of fauna.

LNAs support a growing aspect of social and recreational activity in the City as 
recreation resources, places to connect with and observe the natural environment, 
places of discovery and important links with the past.

The BCMP provides an empirical evaluation of the biodiversity values of LNAs in the 
City’s care.

1.9 Biodiversity Conservation Management Plan – scope and 
purpose

The BCMP addresses specific aspects of the City’s biodiversity management 
responsibility:

1. The evaluation and management prioritisation of natural areas already in the 
City’s care, discussed in Section 2 of this report.

2. The appropriate resourcing of management initiatives to ensure quality 
management of biodiversity assets natural areas already in the City’s care.

3. The protection of natural areas already in the City’s care through appropriate 
zoning and Crown Reserve purpose.

The purpose of the BCMP is to: 

 Provide an evaluation of the City’s current management of LNAs in its care.

 Prioritise LNAs for optimum management result.

 Provide priority for the development of appropriate management planning 
tools for LNAs.

 Provide informed guidance in the allocation of adequate management resources 
and capacity to address appropriate management of existing and future LNAs in 
the City’s care.

 Provide recommendations for the improved protection of existing and future 
LNAs.
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2 Management Prioritisation of Natural Areas in the 
City’s Care

The BCMP has evaluated 38 LNAs that fall within the City’s management portfolio.  
These LNAs comprise Crown Reserves with Management Orders in the City’s favour, 
areas that are in the process of coming into the City’s management through urban land 
development, and areas that are owned in fee simple by the City.

The City’s current management investment in these areas ranges from significant to nil.

Table 1, overleaf, provides a list in alphabetical order of the 38 LNAs, with a combined 
area of 175 hectares, that were identified and assessed in the course of this study. 
Figure 1 provides a visual presentation of the location of the sites.

The BCMP provides advice based on the objective evaluation of the 38 LNAs.  The aim 
of the BCMP is to provide an empirical biodiversity value prioritisation of these areas, 
informed by an objective methodology, to provide a sound basis for optimising the 
protection and management of natural areas under the City’s care.  The BCMP also 
provides advice and recommendations for appropriate resource allocation and 
management of those areas.

2.1 Methodology

2.1.1 PBP Assessment Process

The Perth Biodiversity Project’s (PBP) methodology provides the City with a dynamic, 
scientifically rigorous tool to inform LNA protection priority, management priority, 
management resource allocation and the monitoring of management success.

Mapping and evaluation of the 38 LNAs that are currently, or soon to be, under the City’s 
management was undertaken by consultants using the PBP Natural Areas Initial 
Assessment (NAIA) desktop analysis and field assessment templates (Cullity and 
Clarke, 2005) in two separate reports:

 Strategic Ecological Assessment of Natural Areas, Stage 1: Desktop Analysis 
(ENV Australia, 2006)  

 Strategic Ecological Assessment of Natural Areas, Stage 2: Field Assessment 
and Natural Area Summary (Ecoscape, 2007)

The synthesis of these two reports provides an assessment of ecological and viability 
aspects for each site.  Standardised and weighted values for each criterion were input to 
the PBP NAIA database, which ranks individual sites in terms of priority for protection.  

The key output of this report is a ranking for management priority, which differs to some 
extent from the protection prioritisation in that it factors in an emphasis on each LNA’s 
viability factors.
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Table 1: City-owned/managed Natural Areas addressed in this study
Site Name Location Site ID #
Aylesford Way Reserve Thornlie 1
Barson Court Reserve Thornlie 2
Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street Maddington 46
Bodallin Crescent Reserve Southern River 6
Bottlebrush Drive Reserve Thornlie 7
Bridal Crescent Reserve Kenwick 16
Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (Bush Forever Site 422) Kenwick 8
Chatsworth Gate Reserve Canning Vale 9
Crestwood Bushland Thornlie 11
Curlewis Street Bushland Huntingdale 10
Empire Way Reserve Thornlie 13
Forest Crescent Reserve Thornlie 14
Fulmar Street Reserve Thornlie 15
Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (Bush Forever Site 467) Southern River 17
Harpenden St Lot 1585; Holmes St Lots 1 & 2, Tincurrin 
Drive Reserve (Bush Forever Site 125)

Southern River 45

Haven Place Reserve Thornlie 20
Hester Park Foreshore (Bush Forever Site 224) Langford 21
Hume Road Wildlife Reserve Thornlie 24
John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (Bush Forever Site 246) Gosnells 25
Katrine Parade Reserve Canning Vale 26
Kelvin Road “Trotting Track” – Lots 10, 11, 12 Orange Grove 44
Kingsford Way Reserve Huntingdale 27
Maurie Lyon Reserve Beckenham 28
Lakeside Drive Reserve Thornlie 30
Lander Swamp, Southern River1 Southern River 31
Lowannaa Road Reserve Martin 32
Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (Bush Forever Site 124) Gosnells 33
Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland Southern River 43
Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin Hwy)2 Maddington 34
Phoebe Street Lot 33301 Southern River 40
Pitt Road, Lot 3 Martin 35
Rushton Road Lots 3, 9-12 (Ellis Brook Valley)3 Martin 47
Greentree Drive Reserve Southern River 18
Shannon Ramble Reserve (Bush Forever Site 246) Gosnells 36
Sherlock Close Reserve Gosnells 37
Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland Canning Vale 38
Sutherlands Park Bushland (Bush Forever Site 125) Huntingdale 39
Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (Bush Forever Site 456) Langford 42

1 Lander Swamp, located within the Bletchley Park residential estate and currently the subject of developer-initiated 
management planning and rehabilitation, will join the City’s management portfolio in the next few years and was therefore 
deemed appropriate to include in this study.  Landowner permission was obtained for access to that portion of Lander 
Swamp currently within the Bletchley Park development area.  For the portion of the site outside of that area, all 
observations were made from outside that property.
2 A small portion of the site known as Peace Park is in private ownership and therefore not currently under the City’s 
management.  All observations for this specific portion of the site were made from adjacent lands under the City’s 
management.  Peace Court Park is a linear parkland development project under the Maddington Kenwick Sustainable 
Communities Partnership.
3 The assessment of Rushton Road Lots 3, 9-12, a unique and relatively discrete area of the Ellis Brook Valley 
management area below the Darling Scarp, was undertaken separately by consultants ENV Australia.
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Figure 1: Local Natural Areas evaluated for the BCMP

Note: Numbers are PBP site identifiers only – the total number of sites is 38.
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The application of a consistent methodology to the prioritisation of natural areas 
management also provides for additional natural areas coming into the City’s Public 
Open Space management portfolio to be similarly evaluated and integrated into the 
biodiversity prioritisation process.  Similarly, the methodology supports programmed re-
evaluation of areas under management to provide feedback on management success 
and inform resource allocation.

2.1.2 Site Selection

Initial selection of LNAs for the BCMP was undertaken by the Urban Regeneration 
and Parks & Environmental Operations units, cross-referencing PBP remnant 
vegetation and ownership mapping, aerial photography and the City’s parks 
management database.

All areas of natural vegetation on lands owned or managed (in fact or nominally) by the 
City, with several exceptions, were identified for strategic ecological assessment and 
evaluation.

The City’s most significant LNA, the core Ellis Brook Valley management area was not 
included in this study due to its size, complexity and unique management aspects, which 
placed it beyond the resources available to this study.  A broad-brush assessment, 
informally applying the PBP methodology, easily confirms this area’s ranking as an asset 
of high biodiversity content and value.  It also confirms that, due to the area’s size, 
condition, connectivity and other factors associated with resilience to threats, its 
management priority is not critical in the context of the entire LNA management picture.

The City’s river foreshore areas were generally not included in this assessment.  Due to 
their fragmented ownership and management, and the extent of these areas, a 
comprehensive assessment was found to be beyond the scope of this project.  The 
Swan River Trust, under the Swan and Canning Rivers Management Act 2006, is in the 
process of developing the River Protection Strategy which will provide clear and 
consistent guidance in river foreshore management.

2.1.3 Natural Area Initial Desktop Assessment
Desktop assessment was performed in autumn 2006 using the PBP NAIA Template 
to gather preliminary information about each of the sites.  The report Strategic 
Ecological Assessment of Natural Areas, Stage 1: Desktop Analysis (ENV Australia, 
2006) provides background information including: 

 Ownership

 Vesting purpose

 MRS and TPS reservation/zoning

 Recognised conservation status

 Known value to community

 Cultural/Historic heritage value

 Area of bushland

 Perimeter

 Perimeter to area ratio

 Vegetation complex

 Mapped wetland management categories

 Mapped Threatened Ecological Communities

 Mapped priority or significant flora

 Vegetation complex
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This information was compiled for use with field data in the Stage 2 scoring and ranking 
process.  Assessment of each area’s ecological viability uses the information on the 
natural area’s size, shape, perimeter to area ratio, condition and connectivity to 
determine its relative viability (Cullity & Clarke 2005).

2.1.4 Natural Area Initial Field Assessment
The Perth Biodiversity Project’s Natural Area Initial Field Assessment Templates A and 
B (Cullity & Clarke 2005) were used in subsequent field assessments to verify 
information collected during the desktop analysis and to gather additional information 
and finer detail on ecological values, threatening processes and management 
infrastructure.  

The field assessment also sought to locate any Declared Rare Flora, Threatened 
Ecological Communities or any other significant species or communities within any of the 
discrete areas.

Field surveys for the majority of sites were conducted between October and December 
2006.  Separate field surveys, due to unique circumstances, were conducted at different 
times for Barson Court Reserve (April 2007) and Lots 3, 9, 10, 11 and12 Rushton Road 
(ENV Australia, September 2007).

The subsequent reports Strategic Ecological Assessment of Natural Areas, Stage 2: 
Field Assessment and Natural Area Summary (Ecoscape, 2007) and Flora and 
Vegetation Survey, Weed and Vegetation Condition Mapping of Lots 9, 10, 11, 12 and 3 
Rushton and Quarry Roads (ENV Australia, 2007)  provide a ‘snapshot’, of each natural 
area, assessing aspects including:

 Common flora species
 Vegetation condition 
 Surrounding land uses
 Social significance
 Disturbance factors
 Threatening processes 
 Management infrastructure

 Declared Rare and Significant Flora 
 Threatened Ecological Communities 
 Observations of feral fauna activity
 Observations of native fauna and habitat
 Observations of native fungi and habitat
 Description and mapping of plant communities
 Description and mapping of weed infestation

Individual management recommendations were made by the assessor, as appropriate, 
for each natural area.  These recommendations will inform management planning and 
activities in specific LNAs.

Further to the City’s BCMP, the information collected through application of the NAIA 
Templates in this project joins data on all natural areas occurring within Local 
Governments in the Perth Metropolitan Region and the Shire of Chittering to contribute 
to a Regional NAIA Database, a web based database administered by the Department 
of Agriculture and Food Western Australia.
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2.1.5 Scoring/Prioritisation

The 38 City of Gosnells sites were prioritised using the PBP NAIA Database.  All data for 
each site were entered into the database, where in-built calculations determined an 
objective prioritisation list.

The NAIA Database is a Microsoft Access database designed to collate, analyse and 
interpret selected contents of the four components of the Natural Area Initial Assessment 
Templates developed by the Perth Biodiversity Project: 

 Natural Area Initial Desktop Assessment Template (see Appendix 1)

 Natural Area Initial Field Assessment A Template (see Appendix 2)

 Natural Area Initial Field Assessment B – Significant Species and Communities 
Template (see Appendix 3)

 Natural Area Initial Assessment Summary Template (see Appendix 4)

Information from the NAIA Templates, providing an assessment of the biodiversity 
values of individual natural areas, was entered into the database by PBP and City staff.  
This process provided City staff the opportunity to review data and to correct inaccurate 
entries, of which a small number were found in the Natural Area Initial Desktop 
Assessment Template.

The database was then used to rank the sites in order of conservation priority - a critical 
output of the Biodiversity Planning process that is designed to assist Local Governments 
to manage their natural areas and target resources appropriately.

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Regionally and Locally Significant Bushland

Underscoring the importance of remnant bushland in the City of Gosnells, all sites 
owned or managed by the City met the PBP criteria for locally and regionally significant 
natural areas.

Bush Forever Sites are those that have been identified by the State Government as 
regionally significant vegetation.  Applying the PBP guidelines for the identification of 
regionally and locally significant bushland, many of the LNAs outside Bush Forever Sites 
meet the criteria, from an ecological perspective, for regional significance.  This includes 
all sites containing:

 Conservation or Resource Enhancement category wetland or EPP Lake plus 
buffer

 Forrestfield vegetation complexes.

 Threatened Ecological Community.

 Declared Rare Flora, Specially Protected Fauna or significant habitat for these 
fauna.

 Priority or other significant flora or fauna or significant habitat for these fauna.
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2.2.2 Prioritisation for Management

The prioritisation of natural areas for management ensures that resources are 
appropriately targeted for optimum outcomes.  It provides a strategic framework to assist 
the City in planning and budgeting for management of natural areas for conservation 
purposes.  It will also assist the City in attracting external funding for the management of 
its natural areas.

Prioritising of LNAs for management achieves:

 A strategic approach to LNA management for their long term sustainability.

 Sound justification for budget requests on the basis of sound biodiversity 
conservation principles.

 A more effective application of limited resources.

 A sound basis for attracting external funding to assist in the management of 
priority LNAs.

Table 2 provides LNA prioritisation, derived from the PBP database, on the basis of 
ecological criteria and assessment of each area’s ecological viability (according to 
factors such as vegetation patch size, shape and connectivity with other natural areas). 

Table 2: City-owned/managed Natural Areas ranked according to Management Priority

Site Name
Location Management  

Priority
Area (ha)

Sutherlands Park Bushland (BF Site 125) Southern River 1 20.8
L3, L9-12 Rushton Road, Martin (Ellis Brook Valley) Martin 2 14.00
L1585 Harpenden St, L1 & 2 Holmes St, Tincurrin Dr 
Reserve (BF Site 125)

Southern River
3

10.29

Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (BF Site 467) Southern River 4 7.3
Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (BF Site 456) Langford 5 13.22
Lander Swamp, Southern River Southern River 6 16.00
Bodallin Crescent Reserve Southern River 7 1.49
Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland Canning Vale 8 10.72
Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (BF Site 124) Gosnells 9 17.57
Empire Way Reserve Thornlie 10 3.17
Greentree Drive Reserve Southern River 11 0.71
Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland Southern River 12 1.89
Hester Park Foreshore (BF Site 224) Langford 13 15.45
Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (BF Site 422) Kenwick 14 1.41
Hume Road Wildlife Reserve Thornlie 15 3.00
Lowannaa Road Reserve Martin 16 0.79
Maurie Lyon Reserve Beckenham 17 0.32
Lakeside Drive Reserve Thornlie 18 0.37
Chatsworth Gate Reserve Canning Vale 19 0.37
“Trotting Track” – L10, 11, 12 Kelvin Road Orange Grove 20 7.03
Sherlock Close Reserve Gosnells 21 0.52
Bottlebrush Drive Reserve Thornlie 22 0.47
Crestwood Bushland Thornlie 23 0.47
Haven Place Reserve Thornlie 24 0.31
Fulmar Street Reserve Thornlie 25 0.53
John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (BF Site 246) Gosnells 26 2.55
L3 Pitt Road Martin 27 3.60
Forest Crescent Reserve Thornlie 28 0.22
Aylesford Way Reserve Thornlie 29 1.09
L33301 Phoebe Street Southern River 30 1.21
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Curlewis Street Bushland Huntingdale 31 0.91
Shannon Ramble Reserve (BF Site 246) Gosnells 32 0.77
Katrine Parade Reserve Canning Vale 33 2.05
Barson Court Reserve Thornlie 34 0.65
Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin Hwy) Maddington 35 1.97
Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street Maddington 36 10.97
Kingsford Way Reserve Huntingdale 37 0.40
Bridal Crescent Reserve Kenwick 38 0.41

Priority ranking, as such, is an indication of the overall importance of the protection and 
management of individual sites, but not necessarily an order of which sites should be 
managed first.  An area may, for example, be assigned a high priority for protection, but 
may have few threatening processes that require active management.  A lower 
management priority would be assigned in this situation.

Prioritisation for management was undertaken, applying further analysis of the level of 
the threats to each LNA as well as the City’s capacity to ameliorate the threat (see 
Appendix 5).  The output of this process provides a more considered and achievable 
management prioritisation.

Each of the LNAs in Table 2 was subsequently grouped into one of four Management 
Categories, each having specific levels of management action and resourcing.  
Management Category detail is discussed below, and Management Category groupings 
are provided in Table 3. Consistent colour-coding for each of the four Management 
Categories has been adopted to provide a visual cue to classifications.

It is worth noting that there is a certain futility in managing for biodiversity conservation 
the bulk of those LNAs that fall into Management Categories 3 and 4.  The management 
of these LNAs, due to their size, shape and/or condition, can never realistically achieve 
any measure of restoration of ecological dynamics.  In the majority of cases, irreversible 
degradation thresholds have been reached.

Management Category 1 (high priority nature conservation areas):  

It is proposed that management planning be undertaken for these sites to more 
effectively understand and prioritise threat management.  Of these 9 sites, 2 have 
recently-developed management plans (Lots 3 and Lots 9-12 Rushton Road, Martin; 
Gosnells Golf Club Bushland).  The remainder have no management plan in place, or 
have a plan that is in need of updating (Lander Swamp; Mary Carroll Park Wetlands).

Initial and/or interim management intervention at these sites will, within current and 
future budget constraints, address priority threats identified in Management Plans 
and/or through the PBP field assessment process (detailed in Table 3). 

It is proposed that, ultimately and subject to budget considerations, all Management 
Category 1 LNAs will receive a full conservation management program, including 
comprehensive weed control (using in-house and contract resources), vegetation and 
dieback monitoring and management, fire management planning, regular 
maintenance inspections, fencing and other infrastructure (as required) and frequent 
litter removal.
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Management Category 2 (medium priority nature conservation areas): 

It is proposed that Initial Threat Abatement Plans will be developed for these 6 sites 
and that, over time, more detailed management planning, including fire management 
planning, will occur.  These LNAs will, subject to budget constraints, receive a less-
intensive conservation management program targeted at managing or eradicating key 
threats, and maintaining current vegetation condition.  Generally smaller in size, they 
have complex management issues.  It is envisaged that some of these LNAs will 
eventually upgrade to Management Category 1 following the successful 
implementation of management actions to address major threats, and the freeing up 
of resources as management activity in Management Category 1 LNAs moves, over 
time, to a maintenance mode.

Management Category 3 (medium-low priority nature conservation areas):  

It is proposed that these areas will receive a limited conservation management 
program, including infrequent maintenance inspections and annual or reactive litter 
removal.  A brief set of Generic Management Guidelines will be developed for these 
areas.  These LNAs are generally small in size or in a relatively degraded condition 
(making them difficult to manage effectively).  Some, though, due to their location in 
residential areas, would be expected have some interest and management 
expectation from the local community.

Management Category 4 (low priority nature conservation areas):  

It is proposed that these reserves will receive a very limited conservation 
maintenance program, limited to annual or reactive litter removal.  These LNAs have 
little biodiversity value and are resource-intensive from a biodiversity management 
perspective.

Table 3: City-owned/managed Natural Areas grouped according to Management Category

Site Name
Location Management 

Category
Area (ha)

Sutherlands Park Bushland (BF Site 125) Southern River 1 20.8
L3, L9-12 Rushton Road, Martin (Ellis Brook Valley) Martin 1 14.00
L1585 Harpenden St, L1 & 2 Holmes St, Tincurrin Dr 
Reserve (BF Site 125)

Southern River 1 10.29

Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (BF Site 467) Southern River 1 7.3
Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (BF Site 456) Langford 1 13.22
Lander Swamp Southern River 1 16.00
Bodallin Crescent Reserve Southern River 1 1.49
Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland Canning Vale 1 10.72
Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (BF Site 124) Gosnells 1 17.57
Empire Way Reserve Thornlie 2 3.17
Greentree Drive Reserve Southern River 2 0.71
Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland Southern River 2 1.89
Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (BF Site 422) Kenwick 2 1.41
Hume Road Wildlife Reserve Thornlie 2 3.00
Chatsworth Gate Reserve Canning Vale 2 0.37
Hester Park Foreshore (BF Site 224) Langford 3 15.45
Lowannaa Road Reserve Martin 3 0.79
Maurie Lyon Reserve Beckenham 3 0.32
Lakeside Drive Reserve Thornlie 3 0.37
“Trotting Track” – L10, 11, 12 Kelvin Road Orange Grove 3 7.03
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Sherlock Close Reserve Gosnells 3 0.52
Bottlebrush Drive Reserve Thornlie 3 0.47
Crestwood Bushland Thornlie 3 0.47
Haven Place Reserve Thornlie 3 0.31
Fulmar Street Reserve Thornlie 3 0.53
John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (BF Site 246) Gosnells 3 2.55
L3 Pitt Road Martin 3 3.60
Forest Crescent Reserve Thornlie 3 0.22
Aylesford Way Reserve Thornlie 3 1.09
L33301 Phoebe Street Southern River 3 1.21
Curlewis Street Bushland Huntingdale 3 0.91
Shannon Ramble Reserve (BF Site 246) Gosnells 4 0.77
Katrine Parade Reserve Canning Vale 4 2.05
Barson Court Reserve Thornlie 4 0.65
Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin Hwy) Maddington 4 1.97
Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street Maddington 4 10.97
Kingsford Way Reserve Huntingdale 4 0.40
Bridal Crescent Reserve Kenwick 4 0.41

The prioritisation of LNAs for management should be reviewed on a biennial basis.  The 
review will provide for: 

 Consideration of any new LNAs that enter the City’s management portfolio.

 Any planning or development decisions that will affect natural areas

 Evaluation of the City’s management investment in high-priority natural areas.

 Reporting against management interventions and consequent adjustments to 
management priorities.

Recommendation:

Responsibility
R1 Review the prioritisation of LNAs for management, 

incorporating all new LNAs that have come into the City’s 
management, on a biennial basis.

MP&EO
EC

2.3 Management Resourcing – Evaluation and 
Recommendations

The purpose of this evaluation of the City’s current resourcing of the management of 
LNAs is to assess the effectiveness of the City’s expenditure in terms of return for 
investment in the sustainable management of natural assets and biodiversity.  The 
evaluation provides a sound basis for recommending improvements to the City’s 
resourcing of LNA management activities.
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2.3.1 Evaluation of Current Management Resourcing

A summary and evaluation, based on Management Categories described in 2.2.2, of 
actual expenditure of budgeted resources applied to the 38 LNAs managed or owned by 
the City is presented in Table 4.  A more detailed summary of budget allocations is 
provided in Appendix 6.  

Figures provided by the Parks and Environmental Operations unit advise that actual 
expenditure against the City’s 2009/10 budget provided a total of $134,400 for bushland 
management activity across 26 of the 38 sites.

Table 4: Management Category evaluation - 2009/10 actual expenditure - LNA management 
Management

Category
No. of 
Sites 

Budgeted

No. of 
Sites Not 
Budgeted

Total 
actuals 
2009/10

Sites 
Budgeted 

(ha)

Sites Not 
Budgeted 

(ha)

Unit 
Rate 

$/m2/yr

Comment

1 5 4* $47,926 51.08 60.31 $0.09 *Lander Swamp, 
16 hectares 
currently 
managed by 
Bletchley Park 
developer is not 
yet managed by 
the City and 
therefore not 
budgeted

2 6 0 $33,813 10.55 0 $0.32
3 12** 4 $37,005** 22.68** 13.16 $0.50 **for the purposes 

of calculations, 
Hester Park 
Foreshore was 
considered 
anomalous (15.45 
hectares @ 
$1,147) and was 
excluded from 
calculations

4 5 2 $15,656 4.28 12.94 $0.37
TOTAL 28 10  $134,400 88.59 86.41

Note: For the purpose of clarity, data for one anomalous site  were excluded in Table 4 (see comment column) from 
consideration in calculations to derive unit rates for management resources.

Numerically, management of 74% of LNAs (24 of 38) was resourced in the 20099/10 
budget.  In terms of biodiversity management effectiveness, though, this accounted for 
only 51% of the total bushland area in the 38 LNAs.

In general, the City’s LNA focus to date is on a larger number of smaller areas, which is 
contrary to one of the key bushland management principles – management of larger 
areas is, in general, significantly more effective due to their resilience; management of 
smaller natural areas is more costly and much less effective.

The unit rate, budgeted dollars per square metre per year, was calculated for each 
Management Category by dividing the total natural area management budget for that 
Category by the known area of bushland to which it was applied.  Areas for which no 
budget allocation was provided were not considered in these calculations.

It is immediately evident from the evaluation that the City’s current budgeting for natural 
areas management does not match the management priorities identified through the 
Management Category groupings.
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It can be seen that the unit rate for lower Management Category areas is considerably 
higher than for higher Categories.  This can be attributed, in part, to the financial 
effectiveness of managing natural areas of larger size, but also to the limited resources 
currently applied to these predominantly larger areas and the historical management 
commitment to smaller areas.

In summary, the City’s current approach to the management of LNAs provides for:

 A more concentrated management effort (average unit rate $0.45 per square 
metre per year) to a larger number (16) of generally smaller individual LNAs in 
the lower biodiversity value Management Categories 3 and 4.

 A less concentrated management effort (average unit rate $0.32 per square 
metre per year) to a smaller number (six) of small to medium individual LNAs in 
the higher biodiversity value Management Category 2.

 A significantly lesser management effort (average unit rate $0.09 per square 
metre per year) to a smaller number (five) of larger, more resilient LNAs in the 
high biodiversity value Management Category 1; of critical note, four of the 
Management Category 1 LNAs currently have no resourced management.

2.3.2 Key Findings and Recommendations

The City’s management of LNAs has developed over time as a response to community 
expectations – the maintenance of areas of bushland associated with Public Open 
Space in urban environments.

Land development in the 1970s saw small portions of remnant vegetation left as 
landscape elements of Public Open Space.  Through the 1980s and 1990s, areas of 
remnant vegetation set aside through land use planning gradually increased in size and 
biodiversity value.  Contemporary land development and land use planning sees larger 
and more significant areas coming into the City’s management, in the main through the 
implementation of State Government policy.

In meeting the growing need and expectation that LNAs are well-managed, and 
acknowledging that financial resources to undertake this task are limited, the City has 
undertaken this review of management resourcing and LNA management prioritisation 
with a view to maximising management outcomes and financial effectiveness.

Analysis of the ecological value of the 38 LNAs shows that, without exception, 
Management Category 1 and 2 areas contain the majority of the City’s important 
biodiversity assets.

Analysis of the City’s current management resourcing of LNAs clearly shows that it does 
not currently consider biodiversity value as a factor in determining the best allocation for 
return.  The current rationale for budget allocation is historically-based, and does not yet 
strategically consider biodiversity value, threat abatement or management evaluation 
and prioritisation.
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A number of broad conclusions can be drawn from the figures and results presented in 
Table 4, and broad recommendations made for improving the effectiveness of currently 
budgeted funds and, into the future, increasingly targeted and adequately resourced 
management intervention in high Management Category LNAs.

2.3.2.1 Management Category 1 (nine sites):

The nine Management Category 1 natural areas make up a total area of 111.39 
hectares.  Only five of the nine areas were allocated budget resources in 2009/10, with 
actual expenditure totalling $47,926 – a total of 51.08 hectares funded for management.

Key findings and strategy:

 A very low unit rate ($0.09/m2) is being applied to areas of identified high 
biodiversity importance.

 Four Management Category 1 natural areas are allocated no management 
resources (NB Lander Swamp is not yet managed by the City).

 Tenure across the nine sites comprises Crown Reserve with Management Order 
in favour of the City of Gosnells, and fee simple City lands, with the exception of 
Lander Swamp, whose transfer to the Crown is not yet complete.

 Zoning and/or purpose does not provide specific protection for conservation 
purpose.

 Consideration should be given to redirecting budget funds from lower priority 
Management Category sites towards targeted management works in 
Management Category 1 sites.

 Management Plans should be developed for all Category 1 sites.

 Consideration should be given to additional budget resourcing of Management 
Category 1 sites.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R2 Consideration should be given to redirecting budget funds 
from lower priority Management Category sites to more 
effective targeted management works in Management 
Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R3 Management Plans should be developed for all 
Management Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R4 Consideration should be given in future budget cycles to 
additional resourcing of Management Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC
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2.3.2.2 Management Category 2 (six sites):

The six Management Category 2 natural areas make up a total area of 10.55 hectares.  
Actual expenditure of budgeted funds accounted for $33,813 of conservation 
management activity across the six areas.

Key findings and strategy:

 A relatively high unit rate ($0.32/m2) is being applied with no management 
guidance to improve the effectiveness of allocated resources to these areas of 
relatively high biodiversity value.

 All six sites are Crown Reserves with Management Order in favour of the City of 
Gosnells.

 Management Order purpose does not provide specific protection for conservation 
purpose.

 Threat Abatement Plans should be developed to target management activity.

 Consideration should be given to rationalising and redirecting some of the 
allocated total budget for Management Priority 2 sites to higher Management 
Priority sites.

 Consideration should be given to additional budget resourcing of Management 
Priority 2 sites.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R5 Threat Abatement Plans should be developed to target 
management activity in Management Category 2 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R6 Consideration should be given to rationalising and 
redirecting some of the allocated Management Category 2 
budget to higher Management Category sites.

MP&EO
EC

R7 Consideration should be given in future budget cycles to 
additional resourcing of Management Category 2 sites.

MP&EO
EC

2.3.2.3 Management Category 3 (16 sites):

The 16 Management Category 3 natural areas make up a total area of 35.84 hectares.  
$37,005 was expended across 12 of the 16 areas – a total of 22.68 hectares funded for 
management.  Hester Park foreshore, whose actual management expenditure was only 
$1,147, accounted for 15.45 hectares, potentially skewing evaluation.  Discounting the 
Hester Park anomaly a total of $35,858 was allocated across a total area of 7.23 
hectares, averaging $0.50 per square metre.
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Key findings and strategy:

 Most areas are small, in a generally degraded condition with moderate to low 
ecological priority.

 A very high unit rate ($0.50/m2) is applied with no appreciable effect in terms of 
biodiversity management.

 Four Management Category 3 natural areas are allocated no management 
resources.

 Tenure across the 16 sites comprises Crown Reserve with Management Order in 
favour of the City of Gosnells, and one fee simple City property (Lot 3 Pitt Road, 
Martin).

 Zoning and/or purpose does not provide specific protection for conservation 
purpose.

 No recommendation should be made to fund unbudgeted sites.

 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of the allocated total 
budget of Management Category 3 natural areas to higher Management 
Category sites.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R8 Generic Management Guidelines should be developed to 
target management activity in Management Category 3 
sites.

MP&EO
EC

R9 No consideration should be given, as a general rule, to 
funding bushland management in Management Category 3 
sites that are currently not provided budget resources.

MP&EO

R10 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of 
the currently allocated budget for Management Category 3 
sites to higher Management Priority sites.

MP&EO
EC
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2.3.2.4 Management Category 4 (seven sites):

The seven Management Category 4 natural areas make up a total area of 17.22 
hectares.  $15,656 was expended across five of the seven Management Category 4 
natural areas – a total of 4.28 hectares funded for management.

Key findings and strategy:

 A high unit rate ($0.37/m2) is being applied to little effect in terms of biodiversity 
management to mostly degraded areas of low ecological priority.

 Two Management Category 4 natural areas are allocated no management 
resources.

 Tenure across the seven sites comprises Crown Reserve with Management 
Order in favour of the City of Gosnells.

 Zoning and/or purpose does not provide specific protection for conservation 
purpose.

 No recommendation should be made to fund unbudgeted sites.

 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of the allocated total 
budget of Management Category 4 natural areas to higher Management Priority 
sites.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R11 Generic Management Guidelines should be developed to 
target management activity in Management Category 4 
sites.

MP&EO
EC

R12 No consideration should be given, as a general rule, to 
funding bushland management in Management Category 4 
sites that are currently not provided budget resources.

MP&EO

R13 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of 
the currently allocated budget for Management Category 3 
sites to higher Management Priority sites.

MP&EO
EC
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2.4 Biodiversity protection through zoning and reservation 
purpose

Land-use zoning has a major impact on the opportunities and constraints for protecting 
LNAs.  Within the Perth region, the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) and Local 
Government Town Planning Schemes (TPS) direct the potential use of a specific area of 
land.  The MRS divides land into broad zones and reservations.  A Local Government’s 
TPS is required to reflect to these zonings, but also to provide detailed planning that 
refines the MRS for the municipality.

At present any land that is set aside for conservation through land use planning and 
subsequent development is generally retained as public open space, albeit in a natural 
state.  These areas, strictly speaking, have no formal protection and are retained as part 
of a development and reserved for recreation. 

2.4.1 TPS Zonings

Zonings for lands set aside for conservation purposes are generally MRS Parks and 
Recreation and TPS Local Open Space or Parks and Recreation.  A detailed review of 
the 38 LNAs, provided in Appendix 7, reveals a far from consistent approach in both 
MRS and TPS zonings.

MRS zonings covering the City’s LNAs include:

 Urban

 Private Recreation

 Other Regional Roads

 Parks and Recreation

 Rural, Waterways

 Railways

 Industrial

 Urban Deferred.

TPS zonings covering the City’s LNAs include: 

 Local Open Space

 Other Regional Road

 Parks and Recreation

 General Rural

 Residential

 Residential Development

 Waterways

 Civic and Cultural

 Watercourse
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 Primary Regional Road

 Composite Residential/Light Industry

 General Industry.

The City’s TPS 6 does not currently provide for a conservation zoning.  The creation of a 
conservation zoning, which would require amendments to be made to TPS 6, would 
specifically and legally acknowledge and protect the purpose of the setting aside of the 
land.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R14 Investigate and consider TPS amendment to provide for the 
creation of a “conservation” zoning in the City’s TPS 6.

MPI, EC

R15 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of all Management Category 1 sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R16 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of all Management Category 2 sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R17 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of selected Management Category 3 
sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R18 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of selected Management Category 4 
sites.

MPI, MP&EO,
EC

2.4.2 Crown Reserves – reservation purpose

Where Crown Reserves are created over lands, a reservation purpose is described.  
This purpose should reflect the function of the reservation, and provide certainty to that 
function.

At present, for land that is set aside for conservation purposes through land use 
planning, a Crown Reserve is created and a purpose prescribed for that reservation.  
Generally, the purpose prescribed for most Local Open Space (LOS) is Recreation or 
Public Recreation.  This reservation provides no formal protection, with no explicit 
underwriting that the LNA will be retained for conservation purposes in the long term.  
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A detailed review of the 38 LNAs, provided in Appendix 7, reveals a far from consistent 
approach to reservation purpose.In the case of the City’s LNAs for which Crown 
Reserves have been created and Management Orders made in favour of the City, the 
purposes include: 

 Public Recreation

 Recreation Golf Link

 Recreation and Conservation

 Conservation

 Bird Sanctuary and Park

 Drainage

 Parklands

 Recreation

 Foreshore Management

Because these areas have no formal protection there is no guarantee of their retention 
for conservation purposes in the long term.  It is important that the City of Gosnells 
explores and implements means by which identified areas of high biodiversity value are 
provided formal protection through appropriate zoning and/or reservation purpose.  
Amending the reservation purpose to “conservation” would provide long-term security to 
areas of important biodiversity value.

Recommendations:

Responsibility

R19 Ensure that, for all lands set aside as Crown Reserves for 
the purpose of conservation, the reservation purpose is 
defined as, or includes in its purpose, “conservation”.

MPI, EC

R20 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of all Management Category 1 sites currently set 
aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R21 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of all Management Category 2 sites currently set 
aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R22 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of selected Management Category 3 sites 
currently set aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R23 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of selected Management Category 4 sites 
currently set aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO,
EC
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3 Conclusion
3.1 The Biodiversity Value of the City’s LNAs

An objective ecological evaluation of 38 LNAs managed or owned by the City advises 
that the City has management responsibility for a significant number of areas whose 
biodiversity value is very high and, in many cases, of regional significance.  This priority 
is not reflected in the allocation of management resources to these areas.  Management 
intervention in these areas, given their size and inherent resilience would be very cost-
effective.

The evaluation has also identified a large number of areas to which the City currently 
dedicates management resources, but whose biodiversity value is low or very low.  
Management intervention in these areas is considered largely cost-ineffective, given the 
areas’ size, shape and condition.

3.2 The Study and its Outcomes

With a view to optimising and improving the City’s management of lands supporting 
biodiversity assets, the City has examined 38 LNAs under its management or ownership 
with regard to:

 Ecological priority

 Management priority

 Management resourcing

 Protection afforded by TPS zoning

 Protection afforded by reservation purpose

Following detailed evaluation, each of the 38 LNAs was assigned to one of four 
Management Categories:

 Management Category 1 (high priority nature conservation areas)

 Management Category 2 (medium priority nature conservation areas)

 Management Category 3 (medium-low priority nature conservation areas)

 Management Category 4 (low priority nature conservation areas)

Broad management Recommendations are provided for each Management Category.

Having determined management priorities, a review of the 2008/09 budget allocations 
for the 38 LNAs was undertaken.  It was found that, in the main, the City’s current 
budgeting allocations to LNA management is inverse to the management priority 
assigned those LNAs – i.e. the bulk of the City’s LNA management budgeting focuses 
on the LNAs in Management Categories 3 and 4.

Recommendations are provided to assist in optimising the City’s current budgeting for 
LNA management, and for future budgeting considerations.
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TPS zoning and Crown Reserve purpose can provide recognition of the biodiversity 
value of an LNA, and afford long-term protection of the asset.  An evaluation was 
undertaken of the TPS zoning and, where a Crown Reserve has been created over an 
LNA, the reservation purpose of that LNA. 

In the main, very few of the City’s LNAs are acknowledged or protected through TPS 
zoning and/or reservation purpose.  Recommendations are made with regard to 
addressing this situation.

3.3 Summary of Recommendations

City officers who have been identified as having responsibility for, or a role in, 
implementation are:

 MP&EO – Manager Parks and Environmental Operations

 EC – Environmental Coordinator

 MPI – Manager Planning Implementation

 MCF – Manager City Facilities

Responsibility

R1 Review the prioritisation of LNAs for management, 
incorporating all new LNAs that have come into the City’s 
management, on a biennial basis.

MP&EO
EC

R2 Consideration should be given to redirecting budget funds 
from lower priority Management Category sites to more 
effective targeted management works in Management 
Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R3 Management Plans should be developed for all 
Management Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R4 Consideration should be given in future budget cycles to 
additional resourcing of Management Category 1 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R5 Threat Abatement Plans should be developed to target 
management activity in Management Category 2 sites.

MP&EO
EC

R6 Consideration should be given to rationalising and 
redirecting some of the allocated Management Category 2 
budget to higher Management Category sites.

MP&EO
EC

R7 Consideration should be given in future budget cycles to 
additional resourcing of Management Category 2 sites.

MP&EO
EC
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R8 Generic Management Guidelines should be developed to 
target management activity in Management Category 3 
sites.

MP&EO
EC

R9 No consideration should be given, as a general rule, to 
funding bushland management in Management Category 3 
sites that are currently not provided budget resources.

MP&EO

R10 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of 
the currently allocated budget for Management Category 3 
sites to higher Management Priority sites.

MP&EO
EC

R11 Generic Management Guidelines should be developed to 
target management activity in Management Category 4 
sites.

MP&EO
EC

R12 No consideration should be given, as a general rule, to 
funding bushland management in Management Category 4 
sites that are currently not provided budget resources.

MP&EO

R13 Consideration should be given to redirecting all or most of 
the currently allocated budget for Management Category 3 
sites to higher Management Priority sites.

MP&EO
EC

R14 Investigate and consider TPS amendment to provide for the 
creation of a “conservation” zoning in the City’s TPS 6.

MPI, EC

R15 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of all Management Category 1 sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R16 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of all Management Category 2 sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R17 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of selected Management Category 3 
sites.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R18 Subject to the outcome of R14, investigate and consider 
amendment to TPS 6 to provide for “conservation” zoning 
to provide protection of selected Management Category 4 
sites.

MPI, MP&EO,
EC

R19 Ensure that, for all lands set aside as Crown Reserves for 
the purpose of conservation, the reservation purpose is 
defined as, or includes in its purpose, “conservation”.

MPI, EC
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R20 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of all Management Category 1 sites currently set 
aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R21 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of all Management Category 2 sites currently set 
aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R22 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of selected Management Category 3 sites 
currently set aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO, 
MCF, EC

R23 Investigate and consider amendments to the reservation 
purpose of selected Management Category 4 sites 
currently set aside as Crown Reserves.

MPI, MP&EO,
EC
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Appendix 1
Natural Area Initial Desktop Assessment Template
Example: Aylesford Way Reserve
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Appendix 2
Natural Area Initial Field Assessment A Template
Example: Aylesford Way Reserve
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Appendix 3
Natural Area Initial Field Assessment B Template
Example: Aylesford Way Reserve
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Appendix 4
Natural Area Initial Assessment Summary Template
Example: Aylesford Way Reserve
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Appendix 5
LNAs - Priority, Vegetation Condition and Threat Abatement 
Actions
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Site Name

Priority 
Grouping

Overall 
Condition 
(Keighery)

Threat Abatement Actions

Sutherlands Park Bushland (BF Site 125) 1 Excellent – 
Very Good

 Management Plan to be developed
 Rationalise and control access points and trails – fencing required
 Control/eradicate priority weeds – veldt grass, wild gladiolus
 Non-specific weed management, especially perimeter and edges

L3, L9-12 Rushton Road, Martin (Ellis Brook 
Valley)

1 Excellent – 
Very Good

 Management Plan in development.
 Dieback disease – mapping completed; further fencing to manage access, targeted phosphite 

applications every 3 years as per Management Plan
 Environmental weeds - target weed management as per Management Plan

1585 Harpenden St, L1 & 2 Holmes St, Tincurrin 
Dr Reserve (BF Site 125)

1 Excellent  Management Plan to be developed
 Access management – fencing to exclude off-road vehicles
 Rubbish dumping – regular clean-ups
 Fire – consider fuel reduction burns
 Specific weed control – love grass, veldt grass, couch, wild gladiolus
 Routine non-specific perimeter weed management
 Remove planted exotic native species (Tincurrin perimeter)

Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (BF Site 467) 1 Very Good - 
Good

 Management Plan close to finalisation
 Dieback disease – mapping completed, MP programmed 2009/10; develop code of practice 

for GCC management practices; targeted phosphite applications every 3 years
 Environmental weeds – target weed management as per Management Plan

Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (BF Site 456) 1 Good - 
Degraded

 Management Plan to be developed
 Access management – fencing to exclude off-road vehicles
 Remove dumped vehicles
 Priority weed control – veldt grass, love grass, carnation weed, cape tulip, freesia, arum lily, 

kikuyu, couch wild gladiolus
 Medium priority weed management – Geraldton wax, soursob, wild oat, Guildford grass
 Remove exotic trees – edible fig, Victorian ti-tree
 Revegetate as appropriate

Lander Swamp, Southern River 1 Very Good  Management Plan to be developed for whole wetland once ceded to public ownership
 Access management – fencing to exclude off-road vehicles at northern end
 Environmental weeds being addressed by Developer
 Rubbish clean-ups to be programmed

Bodallin Crescent Reserve 1 Excellent  Management Plan to be developed
 Weed management around edge of reserve; remove Typha
 Block and revegetated informal tracks

Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland 1 Very Good - 
Good

 Management Plan in place
 Repair leaking bund to adjacent artificial waterbody 
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Site Name

Priority 
Grouping

Overall 
Condition 
(Keighery)

Threat Abatement Actions

 Eradicate priority weeds – blackberry, golden dodder, pampas grass, Sydney golden wattle, 
bridal creeper

 Reduce and eliminate medium priority weeds – kikuyu, couch, love grass, castor oil
 Non-specific weed management elsewhere, particularly edges
 Remove japans pepper trees
 Regular inspections and action with regard to unauthorised access and activity

Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (BF Site 124) 1 Degraded  Existing Management Plan (1991) to be reviewed
 Exotic tree removal – Japanese pepper, edible fig, coral tree, cape lilac
 Reduce or eradicate priority weeds – kikuyu, couch, giant reed, morning glory, dodder
 General non-specific weed control
 revegetation

Empire Way Reserve 2 Good - Very 
Good

 Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Eradicate watsonia, fumaria and other weeds along watercourse
 Manage grassy weeds, especially at bushland edges

Greentree Drive Reserve 2 Excellent  Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Weed control – veldt grass and wild gladiolus
 Non-specific weed management

Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland 2 Very Good  Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Priority control of love grass
 General non-specific weed management over entire site
 Remove informal tracks, bike jump, rubbish

Chatsworth Gate Reserve 2 Very Good - 
Excellent

 Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Remove/manage Eucalyptus robusta, Acacia longifolia
 Control grassy weeds
 Revegetate Completely Degraded portion (0.5ha)

Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (BF Site 422) 2 Good  Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Eliminate kikuyu, Tambookie Grass, Harlequin Flower, Watsonia
 Protect DRF Eleocharis keigheryi
 Introduce understorey into community 1 (fringing revegetation area)

Hume Road Wildlife Reserve 2 Excellent – 
Very Good

 Threat Abatement Plan to be developed
 Non-specific perimeter weed control
 Formalise main path, close others

Lowannaa Road Reserve 3 Excellent  Non-specific perimeter weed control
 Fencing to manage access

Maurie Lyon Reserve 3 Excellent  Eliminate golden dodder
 General non-specific weed control
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Site Name

Priority 
Grouping

Overall 
Condition 
(Keighery)

Threat Abatement Actions

 Prevent kikuyu from surrounding lawn entering wetland
Lakeside Drive Reserve 3 Very Good  Eradication of priority weeds – veldt grass, love grass

 General non-specific weed control
Hester Park Foreshore (BF Site 224) 3 Degraded  Significant weed management required: blackberry, cotton bush, edible fig, paterson’s curse, 

giant reed, kikuyu, couch, Japanese pepper, Sydney golden wattle
 Revegetation of understorey

“Trotting Track” – L10, 11, 12 Kelvin Road 3 Good – Very 
Good

 Priority weed management – giant reed, watsonia
 Rubbish removal
 Remove Cootamundra wattle, Washington palm

Sherlock Close Reserve 3 Excellent  Revegetation of understorey as required
 Target and eliminate veldt grass
 Undertake routing non-specific weed control

Bottlebrush Drive Reserve 3 Excellent  Routine maintenance – weeds and litter; focus on wild gladiolus
Crestwood Bushland 3 Excellent  Remove hybrid kangaroo paws around edge

 Weed management, esp. targeting veldt grass
Haven Place Reserve 3 Excellent  Little work required

 Routine non-specific weed control
 Revegetation – understorey
 Routine inspection and litter clean-up

Fulmar Street Reserve 3 Very Good  Close informal tracks
 Remove BMX hump
 Routine rubbish removal
 Routine non-specific weed control

John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (BF Site 246) 3 Degraded  Eradicate arum lily
 Control veldt grass, couch, kikuyu
 Understorey revegetation

L3 Pitt Road 3 Excellent  Targeted weed management – watsonia, morning glory
 Non-specific weed management for entire site
 Close informal access tracks

Forest Crescent Reserve 3 Very Good  Revegetation to improve understorey
 Routine rubbish removal
 Routine non-specific weed control

Aylesford Way Reserve 3 Good-
Degraded

 Fire potential – estimated 20 years since last burn
 Routine maintenance – weeds and litter

L33301 Phoebe Street 3 Good -   Priority weed control – love grass, veldt grass, watsonia, cape tulip
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Site Name

Priority 
Grouping

Overall 
Condition 
(Keighery)

Threat Abatement Actions

Degraded  Medium priority weed control – inkweed, couch, buffalo grass, oats
 Eradicate exotic trees – Sydney golden wattle, spotted gum
 General non-specific weed control
 revegetation

Curlewis Street Bushland 3 Good - Very 
Good

 Informal tracks require closure
 Control veldt grass
 Revegetate degraded areas

Shannon Ramble Reserve (BF Site 246) 4 Completely 
Degraded

 Reduce and control priority weeds – watsonia, love grass, kikuyu, couch
 Remove exotic trees – Japanese pepper, cape lilac
 revegetation

Katrine Parade Reserve 4 Degraded  Target and eliminate high priority weeds – blackberry, bridal creeper, arum lily, veldt grass
Barson Court Reserve 4 Degraded  Rubbish dumping

 Bike jump constructed
 Weeds – targeted and general control; removal of exotic trees on southern boundary
 Understorey revegetation required
 Fire in NW section

Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin 
Hwy)

4 Degraded  Reduce and control priority weeds – love grass, kikuyu, watsonia
 Revegetate “very poor” bushland areas
 Fencing to control access

Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street 4 Completely 
Degraded

 Erosion control
 Remove significant amount of rubbish in watercourse (esp. Tonkin-Eva)
 Stop industrial rubbish dumping
 Remove industrial activity from Crown Reserves
 Significant weed management
 Revegetation
 Manage access – install strategic fencing

Kingsford Way Reserve 4 Completely 
Degraded - 
Degraded

 Target veldt grass and wild gladiolus
 General non-specific weed control
 General revegetation

Bridal Crescent Reserve 4 Completely 
degraded

 Intensive weed control – kikuyu and couch
 Revegetate
 Regular rubbish clean-ups
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2008/09 budget allocations to LNAs
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Site Name

Area 
(ha)

Management 
Priority

Conservation 
Activities – 

2009/10 actual 
expenditure

Comments

Sutherlands Park Bushland (BF Site 125)

20.8 1 $0 Management provided to active 
sports areas only - no programmed 
management activity to BF Site

L3, L9-12 Rushton Road, Martin (Ellis Brook Valley) 14.00 1 $1,800
L1585 Harpenden St, L1 & 2 Holmes St, Tincurrin Dr 
Reserve (BF Site 125)

10.29 1 $0 No programmed management 
activity

Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (BF Site 467) 7.3 1 $5,585

Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (BF Site 456)

13.22 1 $0 No programmed management 
activity in BF Site.  $9,555 
allocated to wetland management.

Lander Swamp, Southern River
16.00 1 $0 Management currently by 

Developer pending handover
Bodallin Crescent Reserve 1.49 1 $4,504
Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland 10.72 1 $8,160
Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (BF Site 124) 17.57 1 $27,877

SUBTOTAL 111.39 $47,926
Empire Way Reserve 3.17 2 $9,036

Greentree Drive Reserve
0.71 2 $1,000 Total budget is for Greentree, 

Millstream and Sandmartin Drives
Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland 1.89 2 $8,704
Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (BF Site 422) 1.41 2 $4,408
Hume Road Wildlife Reserve 3.00 2 $6,815
Chatsworth Gate Reserve 0.37 2 $3,850

SUBTOTAL 10.55 $33,813
Hester Park Foreshore (BF Site 224) 15.45 3 $1,147
Lowannaa Road Reserve 0.79 3 $2,306
Maurie Lyon Reserve 0.32 3 $2,711
Lakeside Drive Reserve 0.37 3 $4,150

“Trotting Track” – L10, 11, 12 Kelvin Road
7.03 3 $0 No programmed management 

activity
Sherlock Close Reserve 0.52 3 $2,306
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Bottlebrush Drive Reserve 0.47 3 $2,007

Crestwood Bushland
0.47 3 $0 No programmed management 

activity
Haven Place Reserve 0.31 3 $2,286
Fulmar Street Reserve 0.53 3 $654
John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (BF Site 246) 2.55 3 $10,370

L3 Pitt Road
3.60 3 $0 No programmed management 

activity
Forest Crescent Reserve 0.22 3 $2,223
Aylesford Way Reserve 1.09 3 $2,382

L33301 Phoebe Street
1.21 3 $0 No programmed management 

activity
Curlewis Street Bushland 0.91 3 $4,463

SUBTOTAL 35.84 $37,005
Shannon Ramble Reserve (BF Site 246) 0.77 4 $1,698
Katrine Parade Reserve 2.05 4 $9,842
Barson Court Reserve 0.65 4 $2,691

Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin Hwy)
1.97 4 $0 No programmed management 

activity

Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street
10.97 4 $0 No programmed management 

activity
Kingsford Way Reserve 0.40 4 $699
Bridal Crescent Reserve 0.41 4 $726

SUBTOTAL 17.22 $15,656
TOTAL 175.00 $148,430
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Review of LNA zoning, reservation and reservation purpose
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Evaluation of zoning, reservation, purpose of City-owned/managed Natural Areas 

Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

Sutherlands Park Bushland (BF Site 125) 1

L1 Balfour Street Urban LOS CoG
L1595 Gay Street Urban LOS CoG
L1596 Gay Street Urban LOS CoG

L1645 Balfour Street
Private Recreation, 

Other Regional Roads
Other Regional Road, 

LOS
CoG

L1646 Balfour Street Private Recreation LOS CoG
L1647 Balfour Street Private Recreation LOS CoG

L3, L9-12 Rushton Road, Martin (Ellis Brook Valley) 1
L9 Rushton Road P&R P&R CoG
L10 Rushton Road P&R P&R CoG
L11 Rushton Road P&R P&R CoG
L12 Rushton Road P&R P&R CoG
L3 Rushton Road P&R, Rural P&R, General Rural CoG
L1585 Harpenden St, L1 & 2 Holmes St, Tincurrin Dr 
Reserve (BF Site 125)

1

L1585 Harpenden Street Urban Res CoG
L1 Holmes Street Urban Res Dev CoG
L2 Holmes Street Urban Res Dev CoG

Tincurrin Drive Reserve (Crown Reserve 45771)
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Gosnells Golf Club Bushland (BF Site 467) 1

Crown Reserve 24862
Private Recreation LOS Recreation 

Golf Link
Management Order 

CoG
Tom Bateman Reserve Bushland (BF Site 456) 1

Crown Reserve 49160
P&R P&R Recreation and 

Conservation
Management Order 

CoG
Lander Swamp 1
L9025 Lander Street Urban Res Dev Private
L1642 Lander Street Urban Res Dev Private
L9029 Southern River Road Urban Res Dev Private

Bodallin Crescent Reserve 1
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

Crown Reserve 47575
Urban Res Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Shreeve Road Reserve Wetland 1

Crown Reserve 38134
Urban Res Dev Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 47209
Urban Res Dev Conservation Management Order 

CoG
Lot 1 Shreeve Road Urban Res Dev Private

Mary Carroll Park Wetlands (BF Site 124) 1

Crown Reserve 31993
Urban LOS Bird Sanctuary 

& Park
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 28361
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
L23 Shipton Street Urban LOS CoG
L108 Eudoria Street Urban LOS CoG
L91 Barcombe Way Urban LOS CoG

Empire Way Reserve 2

Crown Reserve 39298
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Greentree Drive Reserve 2

Crown Reserve 47208
Urban Res Dev Conservation Management Order 

CoG
Millstream Drive Reserve Wetland 2

Crown Reserve 48497

Urban Res Dev Conservation, 
Public 

Recreation & 
Drainage

Management Order 
CoG

Hester Park Foreshore (BF Site 224) 3
L806 Spencer Road P&R P&R WAPC

Crown Reserve 29223
P&R P&R Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
L3 Nicholson Road P&R P&R PTA
L2 Spencer Road P&R P&R WAPC
L3 Spencer Road P&R P&R WAPC
L4 Spencer Road P&R P&R WAPC
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

L150 Ellison Drive P&R P&R WAPC
L141 Ellison Drive P&R P&R WAPC

Crown Reserve 32677
P&R P&R Recreation Management Order 

CoG
L55 Ellison Drive P&R P&R WAPC
L500 Hester Street P&R P&R WAPC

Crown Reserve 34180
Waterways, P&R Waterways, P&R Recreation Management Order 

CoG
L69 Latimer Way P&R P&R WAPC

Crown Reserve 34179
P&R P&R Recreation Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 32677
P&R P&R Recreation Management Order 

CoG
Brixton Street Reserve Wetland (BF Site 422) 2

L504 Kenwick Road
Urban Res, Civic & Cultural, 

LOS
CoG

L7 Kenwick Road
Urban Res, Civic & Cultural, 

LOS
CoG

Hume Road Wildlife Reserve 2

Crown Reserve 26272
Urban LOS Parklands Management Order 

CoG
Lowannaa Road Reserve 3
Lot 40 Lowannaa Road Rural General Rural CoG

Maurie Lyon Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 44190
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Lakeside Drive Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 44570
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Chatsworth Gate Reserve 2

Crown Reserve 47070
Urban Res Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
“Trotting Track” – L10, 11, 12 Kelvin Road 3
L10 Kelvin Road Rural General Rural CoG
L11 Kelvin Road Rural General Rural CoG
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

L12 Kelvin Road Rural General Rural CoG

Sherlock Close Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 36264
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Bottlebrush Drive Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 43616
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Crestwood Bushland 3
Lot 309 Grenadier Drive, Thornlie Urban LOS CoG

Haven Place Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 39680
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Fulmar Street Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 37353
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
John Okey Davis Park Foreshore (BF Site 246) 3

Crown Reserve 37270
Waterways, P&R Waterways, P&R Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
L3 Pitt Road 3
Lot 3 Pitt Road P&R P&R CoG

Forest Crescent Reserve 3

Crown Reserve 40134
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Aylesford Way Reserve 3
Crown Reserve 28429 Urban, Railways LOS Recreation

L33301 Phoebe Street 3

Crown Reserve 37632
Rural LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Curlewis Street Bushland 3

Crown Reserve 36494
Urban Res, LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Shannon Ramble Reserve (BF Site 246) 4
Crown Reserve 47001 Urban, P&R Res, P&R Public Management Order 
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

Recreation & 
Conservation

CoG

Crown Reserve 47210
Urban Res Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Katrine Parade Reserve 4

Crown Reserve 47832
Urban Res Dev Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 47862
Urban Res Dev Conservation Management Order 

CoG
Barson Court Reserve 4

Crown Reserve 36974
Urban Res, LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Peace Park (Paskett Pl, Kamber Ct – Tonkin Hwy) 4

Crown Reserve 41566
Urban Watercourse Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
L513 Kirin Way Urban Res Private
L105 Tarling Place Urban Res CoG

Bickley Brook, Tonkin Hwy to Mandarin Street 4

Crown Reserve 36328
Industrial Primary Regional 

Road, LOS
Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

42830

Urban Deferred, 
Industrial

Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Drainage Management Order 
Water Corporation

Crown Reserve 36328
Urban Deferred LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

L308 Bickley Road
Industrial LOS, General 

Industry
Private

Crown Reserve 36894

Industrial LOS, General 
Industry

Public 
Recreation, 
Drainage

Management Order 
CoG

Crown Reserve 36328
Urban Deferred LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 36894

Urban Deferred LOS Public 
Recreation, 
Drainage

Management Order 
CoG

Crown Reserve 47321
Industrial LOS Foreshore 

Management
Management Order 

CoG
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

L10 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

L11 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

L57 Eva Street

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

Crown Reserve 37418
Urban Deferred, 

Industrial
LOS Drainage Management Order 

Water Corporation

Crown Reserve 43050
Urban Deferred, 

Industrial
LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

L2 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

L10 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred, 
Industrial

Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

L9 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred, 
Industrial

Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

Crown Reserve 43050

Urban Deferred, 
Industrial

Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Public 
Recreation

Management Order 
CoG

L6 Maddington Road

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

L285 Kelvin Road
Urban Deferred, 

Industrial
LOS, General 

Industry
Private

L800 Myola South Place

Urban Deferred Composite 
Residential/Light 

Industry, LOS

Private

Crown Reserve 44901
Industrial LOS Drainage Management Order 

Water Corporation

L233 Myola South Place

Industrial Composite 
Residential/Light 
Industry, LOS, 

Private
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Site Name
Management 

Category
MRS TPS Purpose Owner/Manager

General Industry

Crown Reserve 44217
Industrial LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 44217

Industrial LOS Public 
Recreation, 
Drainage

Management Order 
CoG

Crown Reserve 41530
Industrial LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

L2 Wildfire Road
Industrial LOS, General 

Industry
Private

Crown Reserve 42865
Industrial LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
Kingsford Way Reserve 4

Crown Reserve 36513
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 36625
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
L296 Kingsford Way Urban LOS CoG

Bridal Crescent Reserve 4

Crown Reserve 31129
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG

Crown Reserve 33871
Urban LOS Public 

Recreation
Management Order 

CoG
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