






























 

 

Mary Gray OAM, Environmental Scientist  

43 Commonwealth Ave North Perth WA 6006 

celiagray@bigpond.com  

phone 9444 5647 

Comments with suggested changes are made on some parts of the Street Tree Policy as below.   

Please note that I formerly worked for the State Government in the field of catchment management 

in the Swan region (which includes City of Vincent area).  I also support the work and advice of the 

Claise Brook Catchment Group.  I am also an Honorary Life Member of the Wildflower Society of WA 

Inc., and of the Urban Bushland Council of WA Inc.  

PRELIMINARY   

In the Introduction it would be good to add to the ‘enhanced community well-being’,  the human 

health values of local native trees, as well as the benefit to local native wildlife such as local native 

birds and insects.  Also add that an increased tree canopy will increase carbon sequestration and is a 

positive action against climate change.  

 

In the Objective it would be good to add  ‘and to provide habitat and linkages for wildlife such as 

local native birds and native reptiles and insects’. 

 

POLICY 

1. Street Tree Planting  

(v) Under Tree species selection, the second dot point should be amended to:  

‘WA local native species should be required for new planting across City owned or 

managed land’.   Here the word ‘local’ means tree species that are native to the specific 

landforms as shown in the table on pages 82 – 83 of the excellent book ‘Growing Locals’  by 

Robert Powell & Jane Emberson, 1996.  Notably this book was published by the WA 

Naturalists’ Club (Inc.), with support from the Water &Rivers Commission of Western 

Australia.  Note also chapter 1: Why Grow Local Plants?   

 

(v) The meaning of the last dot point is not clear.  Does this include the risk of future 

extreme weather events?    

 

Under (v), add another dot point:  ‘Avoid tree species which are known to cause human 

health problems including hay fever and allergies’.  A prime example is the London Plane 

Tree which should not be planted, and in some streets should be removed.  Angove St 

outside the café strip is an example. 

 

2. Unauthorised or Unsuitable Street Tree Planting 

A third point should be added: 

(iii)  ‘Deciduous trees are unsuitable and should not be planted.  Deciduous trees cause 

catchment management issues from annual leaf drop with nutrient export to drains and 

water ways resulting in eutrophication of wetlands,  which may later cause algal blooms, 

some of which can be toxic.  

Wetlands in Vincent are already suffering high nutrient levels.’  

 

This is a very important issue for Vincent, and is reason alone for no planting of deciduous 

tree species.   It is also reason for replacing recently planted exotic deciduous trees – such as 

Chinese Tallow in Scarborough Beach Road North Perth. 

 



 

 

3. Street Tree Pruning 

To significantly increase street tree canopy, there is a need for the City of Vincent to 

accelerate its proposed underground power program, so that street trees can grow and 

spread more.   Some trees that have suffered from years of top pruning (especially if 

deciduous or semi-deciduous) may best be replaced by local native trees and they would not 

need to be top pruned.  Some local native trees such as Marri and Tuart are fast growing.  

Underground power also removes the risk of falling power lines in strong wind and storm 

events – which are now an increased risk with climate change.   

 

Tuarts should not be under pruned, especially when young, as branching near the ground is 

their natural form, and this is a natural adaptation to withstand strong winds.  Also re-

sprouting growth is more likely to break in extreme windy weather events.  An example of a 

fabulous large Tuart that was not under-pruned is adjacent to (and partly overhangs) the 

Aspects shop in Kings Park.     

 

So-called ‘remedial pruning to form the shape of trees, encourage new growth…’ should be 

removed as it can be an issue of more branch breaks in extreme weather.  

 

The last dot point, ‘Property line prune (upon adjoining property resident request) to remove 

any canopy overhanging into private property.’  - should be removed. 

 

I am available to further clarify and discuss these issues with officers of the City of Vincent.  I may be 

contacted as above.  

 

Sally Lake 

51 Chatsworth Rd, Highgate 

Please find below my comments on the draft Street Tree Policy. 

The policy proposes a target of 75% of new planting to be Australian native species.  

The policy objective only refers to “maximise canopy coverage”.  

Species selection can have significant environmental impacts, particularly relating to water 

consumption and stormwater pollution. Given that street trees are generally located on streets, it is 

highly likely that they can impact stormwater quality, water which ends up in local wetlands, lakes 

and ultimately the Swan River. 

Exotic deciduous trees impact negatively on water quality because they tend to lose their leaves all 

at once, placing a sudden heavy burden on natural systems to absorb/break down the leaf matter. In 

addition, native fauna (insects, microbes etc) are not adapted to chew/break down soft leaves of 

exotic vegetation. This causes sudden increases nutrients in stormwater and receiving water bodies 

which can cause algal blooms. 

While I support the intent to have a high target for using Australian species for new plantings, I 

consider that all new plantings  should be Australian species, unless there is a strong reason such as 

maintaining a heritage streetscape to use an exotic species. 



 

 

Clause 1. (v) second bullet point – amend 75% to 95%, assuming that will allow enough lee-way for 

a relatively small number of exotic species to be planted where there are valid reasons to do so. 

I also consider “reducing negative environmental impacts relating to species selection” should be 

added to Objectives. 

 Not within this policy, but relevant, I am concerned about the ongoing use of the Tree Selection 

Tool, particularly in relation to selecting species for street trees. As explained above, exotic species 

are a significant threat to the health of waterways, yet the Tree Selection Tool starts with a binary 

decision, exotic or native? If exotic is selected, all results are exotic, despite them being 

fundamentally unsuitable. This tool should be reevaluated as I consider it is not fit for purpose. 

 Thankyou for the opportunity to comment. 

 

Joe and Anne Courtney 

62 Palmerston St Perth 

Dear Vincent 

We write to provide feedback on the proposed street tree 

policy https://imagine.vincent.wa.gov.au/street-tree-policy-amendment 

The policy is an improvement on the previous version to increase native plantings to 75% however 

we suggest it can be improved for the following reasons: 

1. Tree species selection should also take into account other environmental impacts not just canopy 

cover especially the requirements to support bird and animal life and water requirements. The 

advice for Perth gardens to be water wise and bird and bee friendly is well established and we are 

surprised these considerations are not included in the policy. Some current tree plantings are exotics 

from tropical regions that require more water than local species.  

2. The definition of Australian native species should be either supplemented or replaced by 

reference to indigenous trees to our area. Trees of the Perth coastal plain has evolved to suit our 

climate and provide habitat for our wildlife and hence are more appropriate than trees from 

elsewhere. Providing fod for cockatoos for example should be a priority. The Marri tree is one such 

tree though honkey nuts present a tripping hazard on paths - though this aspect is not included in 

the policy either. We suggest a target of 50% local to the area natives but this is quite arbitrary and 

ideally even higher.  

3. For transparency it would be good if Vincent provided an online service like South Perth does 

Intramaps to show trees. This can also be used to indicate priority areas for canopy and show 

residents changes from year to year demonstrating changes to canopy. 

https://cosp.spatial.t1cloud.com/spatial/IntraMaps/?project=Public&module=Trees%20%26%20Envi

ronment&configId=29b80b8c-2c27-4a14-8f10-678c7947f7be&startToken=754a1dea-ca85-42b7-

9a97-f34c2c6b5ae0 



 

 

Again, thanking you for this initiative and hoping for more trees in Vincent! 

 

Andrew Main 

North Perth  

Resident and ratepayer since 1994 

 

Introduction 

The importance of street trees is briefly described in this section. 

I request that the City consider including a statement about the importance of street trees as a food 

source for native bird species. This is becoming increasingly important due to the continued 

destruction of bushland on the urban fringes of the Perth metropolitan area, which has resulted in 

reductions in food sources for Native bird species, particularly the Carnaby cockatoo. It is noticeable 

that in recent years these cockatoos are spending more time in areas such as the City Of Vincent. For 

example, I recall that even 5 years ago, that the cockatoos would come into our area in March to 

feast on the food found in various trees. Most would be gone by the middle of the year. However, 

the situation, at present, is that they seem to be in the area all year round and are roosting here. In 

the past, they would fly away in the late afternoon to roost in other locations. 

 

I also ask that the City consider including in this section, the importance of trees that provide all year 

shade. Perth is getting hotter, and the UV is generally at a very high level throughout most of the 

year. Jacarandas are one of the most common street trees the City uses. However, this species loses 

its leaves in July/August and as such, does not provide decent shade in the later months of each 

calendar year. This is at a time when shade is imperative. 

 

I ask that the City consider including a statement that trees that are appropriate for the climate of, 

and water availability in, Perth should be key criteria for tree selection. In addition, trees that are 

relatively fast growing - and will provide shade sooner than later - should be a key guiding factor 

when determining what the suitability of a species. 

 

Policy provisions  

1 Street tree planting. 

Subsection (l) states that the city is responsible for the planting of all street trees, however, in 

Section 2 “Unauthorised or unsuitable street tree planting” it is stated that the city may retain a tree 

that is planted without its approval. This seems to be contradictory, but notwithstanding this, should 

there not be a clause in section 1, subsection (l), that clearly states that a landowner or resident is to 

seek approval from the city before planting any tree? 

 

Subsection (ll) states that suitable, planting locations will be determined by the city. I draw your 

attention to the city’s greening strategy, which has a map identifying tree planting locations for each 

street in the City and the priority. What is the relationship between that document, and this policy? 

Furthermore, will the City advise council and the public about where the city is planning to plant 

trees prior to a final decision being made? 

 

Subsection (lll) is strongly supported. In my dealings with the City, I have been repeatedly advised 

that trees will not be planted when adjoining property owners/tenants object.  

 

Subsection (V), as stated in my proposed additions to the introduction section, elements, such as 

bird food sources, all year shade provision, suitability for the climatic conditions, and fast growing 

should be included in this section to reflect this. 



 

 

 

Regarding the target of 75% of new planting to be native species, it is noted that this is for all council 

managed land. What is the target for new street tree planting to be native species? Why isn’t a 

target incorporated into this policy?  

In my view, 100% of new plantings should be native species. 

 

Section 2, Unauthorised or unsuitable street tree planting. 

As mentioned above, it should be quite clear that street trees are only to be planted by the city, and 

that approval is to be sought prior to this taking place. 

 

Section 5, Street tree protection 

I strongly support this section, and I’m grateful that the city has included it. In addition to the 

measures proposed, I have observed many street trees, even those protected from building works, 

have suffered or died, from the fact that there is no watering during the period where the works are 

undertaken. As such, I request that the City consider including a clause in this section that requires 

the builder or owner, to ensure the tree is adequately watered during the period of works If the 

builder/owner does not agree to this requirement, then the city should consider including such trees 

on their tree watering schedule. 

 

I also believe the city should consider including a clause here that states that new development 

applications, and in particular, the location of crossovers are positioned and/or minimised so as to 

protect existing trees and maximise permeable surfaces rather than paved surfaces. In addition, this 

clause should also require that adequate space for new trees to be planted, if required, once the 

development works have concluded, so that there will be the potential for adequate tree (and 

shade) coverage on the verge.  

 

Dudley Maier 

I believe that the Draft Policy needs modification.  For ease of processing, I will address the issues in the 

same order as shown in the policy, rather than in order of importance. I am particularly concerned with 

the inadequately justified change from having consistency along streets, to an ‘anything goes’ approach 

which allows people to plant what they like (within reason) thus impacting what planners might describe 

as the rhythm of the street.. 

PURPOSE 

I think that the purpose of this, and every policy, is somewhat the same in that the policy is developed to 

ensure a clear understanding of the City’s objectives, actions and responses so that the community and 

staff are clear as to how the objectives of the policy will be delivered, and to ensure consistency of 

outcomes. 

The purpose, as written, is just a variation on the ‘objective’ and adds nothing to the document. 

Suggested change: 

The purpose of this policy is to provide clarity to both staff and the community, and to 

ensure consistency of outcomes, when the City selects, maintains and protects our street 

trees. 

OBJECTIVE 



 

 

The provision of street trees is more than just providing canopy coverage. Street trees provide more than 

just shade and shelter. They have the potential to provide habitat and to significantly add to the aesthetic 

appeal of our neighbourhoods.  They also have the potential to create or add to a sense of place. Sadly, 

they also have the potential to adversely impact on people’s health, as well as the health of the 

environment. 

Despite token efforts to encourage the increase in the number of trees on private properties, the reality is 

that our street trees will have to do the heavy  lifting if we want to increase canopy coverage and provide 

habitat and travel corridors for animals. The City only has control of trees in our streets and parks, so these 

are the only areas where the community 

as a whole can ensure that we get the desired outcomes. The approach must be based on the premise 

that “the City will do the right thing in the public domain and individuals can do what they like on 

their property”, rather than “it’s up to individuals if they want the right thing done”. 

‘Canopy’ is just one potential benefit from street trees. The provision of habitat for our native birds, 

insects etc is also important, particularly as less trees are found on private properties.  It therefore makes 

sense to rely on native trees – hence Council’s request that at least 75% of plantings are Australian natives. 

The selection of Australian natives should also be mindful of potential climate changes. For example, the 

Queensland Box was the favoured tree many years ago, however they come from an environment that 

gets a lot more rain 

than we do and have subsequently suffered in our drying climate. 

Street trees also improve the aesthetic appeal of our streets. We need trees that look good as well as 

provide shade/protection.  They have the potential to provide a sense of place. 

It should also be recognised that the selection of the wrong species can adversely impact on people’s 

health and on the environment. Several years ago, I experienced an attack with asthma-like symptoms. 

After a series of tests it was determined that I had become allergic to the Japanese/Chinese Elm that was 

growing next door. The tree was removed. I also worked with a colleague who had to go for a meeting in 

Royal Street, East Perth – a street lined with London Planes (a tree recognised by the WHO as causing 

health issues). While the meeting only lasted less than an hour, she had a significant reaction to the trees as 

they were in flower at the time.  I also know people who have allergic reactions to Callistemons. This must 

be recognised in the selection of trees. 

It is also widely recognised that deciduous trees adjacent to our street drains has the 

potential to negatively impact on the health of the Swan River. 

Suggested change: 

OBJECTIVES 

To provide guidance for the selection and maintenance of street trees in order to: 

•  Maximise canopy coverage 

•  Provide habitat and travel corridors for native animals (birds, insects etc) 

• Provide a selection of trees that are more likely to succeed in our drying 

climate 

•  Maintain or improve the aesthetic value of our streets and provide a sense of place 



 

 

• Ensure selected tree species do not adversely affect the health of community 

members or the natural environment 

Clause 1 (iii) – continuity of canopy 

This clause is a welcome inclusion (despite the typo). For too long we’ve had gaps in our street trees 

because individual property owners have objected, or even threatened to kill trees. This is about 

community good rather than individual preferences. The continuity of coverage is important for aesthetic 

reasons as well as sun/rain protection. 

For this reason, it should extend beyond just canopy coverage - it should include species selection and 

spacing.  We should strive for visual consistency rather than individual owner’s often misplaced 

preferences. This is probably best addresses in 1 (v). 

Clause 1 (v) – species selection 

I think that street tree selection is worthy of its own section (i.e. number it as Clause 2 and renumber the 

rest). 

I think that the policy must clearly address the issue of consistency of species along a street. The policy does 

not address this and in fact surreptitiously gives approval  for removing  this requirement by allowing residents 

to plant a street tree of their own choosing (Clause 2 (i)). 

 

I think the fundamental rule of thumb should be that plantings should be the same species as the existing 

chosen species  with one exception – where a decision has been made to replace that species in a street 

(e.g. they aren’t coping with the change in climate or have proved to be unsuitable). 

I also think that the statement of trying to achieve an annual target of 75% Australian natives is too vague – 

a property owner could always argue that their ‘foreign’ choice is OK because the 75% will be made up in a 

later planting somewhere else. It is tokenistic at best. 

This then leads to the issue of what species to select if a street-wide change is deemed appropriate.  I 

think that this is where  the sentiment around ‘75% new plantings’ comes into play. It could be expressed by 

saying that where a progressive street-wide change is deemed appropriate it will be by a suitable native 

species. This is better than an arbitrary target of 75%. 

The current clause also vaguely mentions ‘streetscape species diversity’ in a way that could suggest that 

there would be a diversity of species in a single street. The species diversity should be on a street-by-

street basis rather than a tree-by-tree basis. 

Suggested change: 

2. Street Tree Selection (and renumber the rest) 

(i)         Where a tree needs to be removed it will be replaced with the predominant 

existing species in the street unless the City has previously made a decision to 

progressively replace all the trees in the street (e.g. they have come to the end of 

their natural life, are not coping with climate change, or have proved to be 

otherwise unsuitable). 



 

 

(ii)        Where a decision is made to progressively replace the species in a street a 

preference will be given to using an Australian native species at a spacing that will 

provide a contiguous canopy when mature. 

(iii)       Where a decision has been made to replace the species, the replacements will be 

made as old trees need to be removed, or at a faster rate if sufficient funds are 

available. 

(iv)       The selection of a replacement species will also address the need to ensure the 

minimising the potential of accepted allergic reactions by members of the 

community, and will avoid any potential threats to the river or waterways. 

Clause 2 – Unauthorised/Unsuitable planting 

I do not support the intention of this clause as it stands. I think it is a massive change in philosophy and is 

giving the green light to anybody who wants to have a different tree to simply poison the existing tree and 

plant something new. I have seen this in my street, and I  have seen the staff turn a blind eye because 

they want to avoid conflict, or because they do not have a sufficient policy framework to back them up. 

Clause 2 (i) says that a ‘suitable variety’ may be retained without defining or giving what that means. I 

think that the only ‘suitable variety’ that should be accepted without prior approval is the existing 

predominant species. Even then I have my concerns. It is a community asset, and we should maintain 

community control and responsibility, and ensure that only healthy specimens are planted – we don’t 

want people wasting (future) community resources because they selected a poor specimen of 

doubtful provenance. 

In fact, I do not think we should accept the concept of individuals planting trees  without prior approval. 

Again, we want to ensure only healthy specimens. If the intention is to allow people to fill gaps before the 

City has the funds to fill that gap then the obvious solution is to allow for residents to pay the City, at cost, 

to fill the gap. 

Clause 2 (ii) then goes on to say that certain tree species may be deemed unsuitable and that an 

arborist will be engaged to provide a report. Because this immediately follows the clause that says 

people can plant their own choice it tends to imply that this relates to 

‘resident-planted’ trees. It almost sounds as if somebody may plant an unsuitable tree; the City finds 

out; and the City has to pay an arborist to show why it is not suitable. This is arse- about. If they want to 

spend money planting the tree, they should pay the City to do it properly. 

Because I do not support the planting of ‘rogue’ trees I think there is no need to retain clause 2 (ii). The 

issue of individual specimens that have proven to be unsuitable is covered in Clause 4 – Street Tree 

removal. 

Suggested wording: 

2. Unauthorised or Unsuitable Street Tree Planting 

A street tree planted without the City’s prior approval will only be retained if it is the same 

species as the predominant species in that street and is deemed to be a healthy specimen.  

In all other cases the tree will be removed. 

Clause 3 – Street tree pruning 



 

 

It needs to make it clear that it is an offence to prune a street tree. While it is mentioned in Clause 6 (i) it 

should be included here in case someone thinks that ‘pruning’ is different to ‘unlawful damage’. 

Suggested wording: 

3 (i) The City retains sole responsibility for the pruning of street trees.  Unauthorised 

pruning is an offence under Part 9 of the City of Vincent Local Government Property Local 

Law 2021. 

Clause 5 – Street tree protection 

I do not think that tree protection goes far enough. The clause says that no excavation may be carried out 

under the drip line, yet allows heavy machinery and materials storage to be located there, as long as it is 

2 metres from the base of the tree. The two metres is an arbitrary choice and is overreach in the case 

of a street tree that is relatively young, or where a footpath or kerb is closer than 2 metres. 

Suggested wording for 5 (ii) dot point 3. 

A free standing mesh fence must be erected to protect each street tree.  The structure 

must be appropriately braced and regularly checked to ensure it is not creating any 

hazards or impeding pedestrian access.  No building materials are to be placed or stored 

within this area.  The fence may be at the footpath or kerb line, and no closer than the 

tree drip line in all other cases. 

Clause 6 (ii) Unauthorised interference 

I do not support the ‘optional’ suggestion about requiring payment to repair any damage caused by 

unauthorised pruning.  The word ‘may’ should be replaced with ‘will’ – remember, this is just about 

recovering costs for repairing or replacing a street tree, not a fine for doing something wrong. 

Clause 7 – attachments 

To cater for properties on corner blocks the wording should be changed form ‘in front of’ to ‘immediately 

adjacent to’ in clause 7 (i)  

Also, clause 3 (iii) must make it clear that permission must be obtained for ‘non-standard’ attachments 

prior to installation. 

Suggested wording: 

(iii) permission to attach anything other than that specified in clause 7 (ii) requires 

prior approval from the City, and may be given approval at the discretion of the City. 

 


