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Introduction

The property at CA7, Section 3 within the Parish of Kaniva consists of 113.7 ha of agricultural land
used primarily for cropping and sheep grazing. The site contains approximately 150 scattered trees,
most of which are Black Box (Eucalyptus largiflorens) with some Buloke (Allocasuarina luehmannii).
The Landowners wish to remove a small number of scattered trees that, due to their location in
proximity to other trees or fences, prevent use of their 36m spray boom in particular sections of the
property. Removal of these trees will improve the efficiency of agricultural productivity and reduce
overspray of herbicides on crops.

Overspraying occurs when the path of GPS guided spray machinery is obstructed by trees and needs
to be diverted back over a previously sprayed path to avoid the tree. The same area may be sprayed
up to three times when machinery is diverted around paddock trees. Both paddocks within the
property are sprayed on average four times per year. The Landowner has calculated that due to the
interference of paddock trees to the path of the spray machinery, chemical application rates are
increased by approximately 10%. This not only increases the cost of chemical application but
increases the chemical impact on the environment and negatively impacts crop yield. Some of the
crops produced on the property such as faba beans are exported to the Middle East for human
consumption and must meet stringent chemical residue testing to be accepted. Furthermore, over
application of herbicides, particularly in close proximity to paddock trees, has also resulted in
herbicide resistance of Perennial Rye Grass which competes with planted crops.

The Landowners identified 33 scattered Black Box and one Buloke tree that that they considered
would require removal to enable improved access for their spray boom to pass safely between
paddock trees, thereby improving the efficiency of agricultural productivity and reducing overspray
of herbicides on crops.

Removal of native vegetation from this property requires a Planning Permit from the West Wimmera
Shire Council as the Responsible Authority in accordance with the requirements of Clause 52.17 and
Schedule 2 to the Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO2) at Clause 42.01 of the West Wimmera
Planning Scheme.

Australian Ecological Research Services Pty Ltd was engaged to assess the ecological significance of
scattered trees proposed for removal, including an assessment of their potential to provide nesting
or feeding habitat for the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo as required under the ESO2, and to prepare a
report to supplement an application for a Planning Permit to remove native vegetation on their
property at Kaniva.

This report has been prepared to address the permit application requirements for the removal of
native vegetation in accordance with the relevant planning policies of the West Wimmera Planning
Scheme, specifically Clause 52.17 (Removal of Native Vegetation) and Schedule 2 to the
Environmental Significance Overlay (ESO2) at Clause 42.01. This report details efforts undertaken to
minimise impacts to biodiversity, particularly by preserving trees of highest biodiversity value, and
provides an assessment of the ecological significance of all scattered trees proposed for removal in
providing potential nesting and/or feeding habitat for the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo as required by
Schedule 2 to the Environmental Significance Overlay. An offset site has been identified which
exceeds the minimum requirements of Clause 52.17 to compensate for the removal of native
vegetation.



Legislative and policy implications

Removal of scattered native trees will require a Planning Permit from the West Wimmera Shire in
accordance with the ESO2 (Clause 42.01) and Clause 52.17 of the West Wimmera Planning Scheme.
The planning system manages impacts on biodiversity from native vegetation removal using a risk-
based approach. Two factors, extent risk and location risk, are used to determine the risk associated
with an application for a permit to remove native vegetation (Table 1). The extent risk is determined
by the extent of native vegetation (in hectares) or the number of scattered trees that are proposed
to be removed. The location risk (A, B or C) has been determined for all areas in Victoria and is
available on DELWP’s online Native Vegetation Information Management Tool. The risk-based
pathway is determined by combining the extent risk and the location risk of the vegetation to be
removed.

Table 1. Risk-based pathways for applications to remove remnant patches of native vegetation and
scattered trees

Location
Extent
A B C

< 0.5 hectares Low Low High
Remnant patches 2 0.5 hectares and < 1 hectare Low Moderate High

> 1 hectare Moderate High High

< 15 scattered trees Low Moderate High
Scattered trees

> 15 scattered trees Moderate High High

For Low Risk pathways:

e The extent (in hectares or number of scattered trees) of native vegetation is determined by
a site assessment.

e The condition of the native vegetation is based on modelled data (although a proponent
may commission on-ground assessment), available on DELWP’s NVIM Tool.

e The NVIM Tool is used to determine the biodiversity loss and offset obligations based on
user-entered data. A Biodiversity Impact and Offset Requirements report is provided from
native vegetation support at DELWP following processing of GIS data provided by the
applicant.

For Moderate and High Risk pathways:

e Extent and condition score of remnant patches are calculated based on a detailed habitat
hectare assessment conducted by a qualified ecologist. Scattered trees are assigned a
default extent of 0.070 ha and a default condition score of 0.200.

e Astatement is required detailing the steps taken to minimise impacts to biodiversity from
the removal of native vegetation.



e An assessment of whether the proposed removal of native vegetation will have a significant
impact on Victoria’s biodiversity, with specific regard to the proportional impact on habitat
for any rare or threatened species.

o An offset strategy that details how the compliant offset will be secured to offset the
biodiversity impacts of the native vegetation removal.

As the property is situated within the range of the endangered South-eastern Red-tailed Black
Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus banksii graptogyne, an Environmental Significance Overlay exists to
protect its habitat, particularly nesting and feeding habitat. Additional restrictions therefore apply to
the removal of native vegetation on this property. Schedule 2 to the Environmental Significance
Overlay (ESO2) requires a permit to remove any dead Eucalyptus trees with a trunk diameter at
breast height (dbh) greater than 40 cm, any hollow-bearing Eucalypts, any live Buloke trees
(Allocasuarina luehmannii) with a dbh of greater than 20 cm, or any live Stringybark trees
(Eucalyptus baxteri or E. arenacea) with a dbh of greater than 30 cm. Additionally, the removal of
any Buloke or Stringybark trees requires an assessment of their proximity to and potential to
facilitate pollination of other retained trees, their capacity to produce large seed crops and whether
such trees have been recorded or known to be used by Red-tailed Black Cockatoos for feeding.

The habitat requirements of the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo are described below.

Distribution and habitat requirements of the South-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo
Calyptorhynchus banksii graptogyne

The South-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo occurs as a single population in south-eastern Australia
delimited by Keith to Lucindale to Mt Gambier in South Australia and Portland to Casterton,
Toolondo, Natimuk, Dimboola, Nhill and Kaniva in Victoria. The distribution of the Red-tailed Black
Cockatoo is shown in Figure 1.

The Red-tailed Black Cockatoo feeds almost entirely on the seeds of Buloke (Allocasuarina
luehmannii) and two Stringybark eucalypts; Desert Stringybark (Eucalyptus arenacea) and Brown
Stringybark (Eucalyptus baxteri). Red-tailed Black Cockatoos primarily feed on stringybark seed for
most of the year other than in summer and early autumn when Buloke produces fruit and large
numbers of cockatoos move into areas of Buloke to feed. Most of the stringybark feeding areas are
located on public land whilst that of Buloke and breeding habitat is on private land.

The Red-tailed Black Cockatoo requires very large, old hollow-bearing eucalypts for nesting,
preferring dead trees but also using live trees where dead trees have been cleared. Studies have
found that over 80% of known nest sites are located in dead trees (Hill & Burnard 2001). River Red
Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) is the most common tree used for nesting although nests have also
been found in Brown Stringybark (E. baxteri), Desert Stringybark (E. arenacea) Manna Gum (E.
viminalis), Yellow Gum (E. leucoxylon) and Pink Gum (E. fasciculosa). Hollows used for nesting are
typically very large with an entrance diameter of at least 18cm and are primarily found in spouts
rather than hollows in trunks.



Figure 1. Current normal range and habitats critical for survival of the South-eastern Red-tailed Black
Cockatoo

Source: National Recovery Plan for the South-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus
banksii graptogyne. Department of the Environment and Water Resources, Australian Government.



Assessment of potential habitat of the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus banksii
graptogyne

A site assessment of all 34 scattered trees initially considered proposed for removal, consisting of 33
Black Box (Eucalyptus largiflorens) and one Buloke tree (Allocasuarina luehmannii), was undertaken
on 7 March 2016 to confirm the number and species of trees proposed for removal and to examine
whether any of these trees contained hollows which may provide suitable nest sites for the
endangered South-eastern Red-tailed Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus banksii graptogyne as was
required by the ESO2.

The location of each tree proposed for removal was recorded using a Global Positioning System
(GPS) and later mapped using ArcMap GIS (Figure 2). Each tree was inspected to determine their
condition (live or dead), whether any hollows were present and whether any may provide suitable
nest sites for the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo. The diameter at breast height (DBH) was measured and
photos were taken of each of the 34 trees (Appendix 1).

Of the 33 Black Box trees, 26 contained hollows and five trees were dead. None of the hollows were
of sufficient size to provide suitable nesting sites for the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo. The Buloke tree
proposed for removal was relatively small in comparison to other Buloke trees on the property and
was in extremely poor condition with only one lower branch bearing live foliage. This tree was not
considered to be an important food source for Red-tailed Black Cockatoos nor was it likely to
contribute to the pollination of other Buloke being located 30 m from the nearest Buloke and over
60 m to the next closest Buloke tree. This assessment determined that none of the scattered trees
proposed for removal provided suitable habitat for the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo.

No nests of Red-tailed Black Cockatoo have ever been recorded in Black Box trees. In addition, most
Black Box trees proposed for removal are alive and do not contain hollows of adequate size to
accommodate Red-tailed Black Cockatoos and therefore are extremely unlikely to be used by Red-
tailed Black Cockatoos for nesting.

Extent of vegetation proposed for removal and strategies to minimise impacts to biodiversity

In preparation for the original permit application submitted in August 2014, the Landowners
assessed the spatial distribution and distances between scattered trees on the property and
identified 34 trees that they considered would require removal to improve access for agricultural
machinery over the property. Where a choice between trees was available, those that were the
largest and healthiest trees were retained where possible to minimise loss of habitat for arboreal
animals and aesthetic values of the property. Furthermore, by only removing those trees which
impeded access for agricultural machinery, the vast majority of scattered trees on the property were
to be retained.

As part of further efforts to avoid and minimise impacts to biodiversity, both in the extent of
vegetation removal and in seeking to avoid impacts to trees with highest biodiversity value, an
ecological significance assessment of the 34 scattered trees proposed for removal was undertaken
On 2 May 2016 to qualify their biodiversity value, particularly in regard to providing habitat for not
only the Red-tailed Black Cockatoo, but other arboreal vertebrates. This site assessment was
accompanied by Senior Biodiversity Officer, Ms Pauline Rudolph, from the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, Ms Gillian Bradshaw, Manager of Planning and
Environment at the West Wimmera Shire Council, and Landowners William and Stephen Rich to



facilitate on-site discussions of potential options to further minimise impacts to biodiversity,
particularly in regard to avoiding impacts to trees considered to be of high biodiversity value,
without compromising significantly on the proposed improvements to access for farm machinery
and increased agricultural productivity.

Each of the 34 scattered trees initiallyconsidered for removal was assessed as to their perceived
biodiversity value considering their size, health and condition, number of hollows, signs of current or
previous occupancy of hollows and the potential suitability of hollows to provide nest sites for native
arboreal vertebrates. Trees were ranked as either High, Moderate or Low biodiversity value or as a
combination of these such as Low — Moderate.

Trees of High biodiversity value were defined as those with:
e hollows showing signs of current or previous use,
Trees of Moderate biodiversity value were defined as those with:

e at least two hollows that may provide potential nest sites for native arboreal vertebrate
species, particularly those that contained a range of hollows of varying dimensions;

Trees of Low biodiversity value were defined as those with:

e no hollows;
e |ess than two hollows that may provide potential nest sites for native arboreal vertebrate
species.

An aluminium ladder was used to gain access to and inspect inside some of the lower hollows for
signs of current or previous use although many hollows were above the height of the ladder and
could not be closely inspected. Signs of hollow use included either the presence of an animal,
nesting material or scats, evidence of maintenance around the entrance such as scratch or chew
marks, scratch marks on the lower trunk from possums or gliders climbing the tree, or scats from
arboreal mammals under the canopy of the tree.

The results of this assessment are detailed in Table 2. From the original 34 trees proposed for
removal, efforts to avoid impacts to trees of highest biodiversity value has reduced the extent of
vegetation removal to 25 scattered trees (Figure 2). Six of the 34 trees were considered ‘High’
biodiversity value as they contained hollows with evidence of current or previous use. All these trees
shall be retained and excluded from the permit application. Five of the nine trees that were
assessed as Moderate biodiversity value shall also be retained. Retention of the other four trees of
Moderate biodiversity value would significantly impede the overall objective of improving access for
farm machinery. All 21 trees considered to be of ‘Low’ or ‘Low — Moderate’ biodiversity value are
proposed for removal.

Two alternative trees of lower biodiversity value (tree #7 and 35) were selected to replace two of
much higher biodiversity value (tree #7 and 19). Whilst the removal of tree 7a and 35 in place of tree
7 and 19 was not the preferred option in the Landowners attempts to improve access across the
property, the Landowners were willing to compromise in order to retain trees of higher biodiversity
value and minimise the impact.



Table 2. Biodiversity assessment of scattered trees proposed for removal

No. hollows
Tree # with No. hollows Proposed
DBH No. of evidence of | suitable for | Biodiversity | for removal
Species (cm) | Live/Dead | hollows | previoususe | use value (Yes/No) Notes

) . Two small shallow hollows
1 Eucalyptus largiflorens 67 Live 2 0 0 Low Yes unlikely to be used

. . Hollow spur 15cm diameter,
2 Eucalyptus largiflorens 56 Live 1 0 1 Low-Mod Yes . .

potential nest site

3 Eucalyptus largiflorens 59 Dead 0 0 0 Low Yes

6 Eucalyptus largiflorens

Live

Small hollows in spurs unlikely to
be used

Honey bees
7a Eucalyptus largiflorens 66 Live 1 presentin 0 Low Yes New tree removed instead of #7
one hollow
8 Eucalyptus largiflorens a7 Dead 0 0 0 Low Yes
9 Eucalyptus largiflorens 104 Live 5 0 3 Moderate Yes
Honey bees
10 Eucalyptus largiflorens 74 Live 6 present in 3 Moderate Yes
one hollow
11 Eucalyptus largiflorens 75 Live 2 0 2 Moderate Yes
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Eucalyptus largiflorens

Live

Moderate

Yes

One large hollow 35cm diameter
entrance

Honey bees
15 Eucalyptus largiflorens 105 Live presentin Low-Mod Yes
one hollow
16 Eucalyptus largiflorens 42 Live 0 Low Yes
17 Eucalyptus largiflorens 60 Live 0 Low Yes
18 Eucalyptus largiflorens 98 Live 0 Low Yes Broken trunk

Dead canopy, one live branch
20 Allocasuarina luehmannii 45 Live 0 Low Yes with low potential to pollinate
other Buloke trees. Nearest
Buloke 31m, next 61m
21 Eucalyptus largiflorens 61 Dead 0 Low Yes
. . small under-developed hollows
22 Eucalyptus largiflorens 54 Live 0 Low Yes unlikely to be used
. . small under-developed hollows
23 Eucalyptus largiflorens 46 Live 0 Low Yes unlikely to be used

25 Eucalyptus largiflorens 60 Live 0 Low Yes
26 Eucalyptus largiflorens 70 Live 0 Low Yes

. . small under-developed hollow
27 Eucalyptus largiflorens 126 Live 0 Low Yes unlikely to be used
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30 Eucalyptus largiflorens 86 Live Low-Mod Yes
31 Eucalyptus largiflorens 85 Live Low Yes
32 Eucalyptus largiflorens 73 Live Low-Mod Yes small under-developed hollows

unlikely to be used

35 Eucalyptus largiflorens 80 Live Low Yes Tree removed instead of #19
Total trees proposed for removal: 25
Total trees retained from original application: 11

Two additiional trees (#7a & #35) proposed for removal to replace trees of higher biodiversity value (#7 & #19)

*Trees highlighted in green shall be retained.



Figure 2. Scattered trees proposed for removal and those to be retained from the original proposal 10
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Risk-based Pathway of proposal

The risk-based pathway for the removal of 25 scattered trees on the property was determined as
‘Moderate’ due to being situated within Location Risk A and the extent of vegetation removal being
greater than 15 scattered trees. The details of the risk-based pathway are provided in the
Biodiversity Assessment Report (Appendix 2).

Extent and Condition of native vegetation proposed for removal and offset requirements

The Biodiversity Impact and Offset Requirements report provided by DELWP is provided in Appendix
3. The Strategic Biodiversity Score of the vegetation to be removed was calculated as 0.620.

This will require an offset with a minimum of 0.327 general Biodiversity Equivalence Units. The offset
site must have a minimum Strategic Biodiversity Score of 0.496 and must be within the Wimmera
CMA or West Wimmera Shire Council.

Impact on habitat for rare or threatened species

Habitat for rare and threatened species that is mapped by DELWP as occurring on the site is listed in
the Biodiversity Impact and Offset Requirements report (Appendix 3). None of these species habitats
require a specific offset according to the specific-general offset test.

Offset strategy

The Landowners propose to provide a first party offset of remnant vegetation on their property at
1295 Ozenkadnook-Mortat Road Dopewora. The offset site consists of a remnant patch of 4.583 ha
containing mostly Plains Woodland and small areas of Red Gum Swamp. Plains Woodland is an
endangered Ecological Vegetation Class (EVC) whilst Red Gum Swamp is vulnerable in the Wimmera
Bioregion. The location of the offset site and EVC’s present are shown in Figure 3.

An Offset Site report provided by DELWP determined that this site has two Biodiversity Class Areas
(BCA) with a total of 0.461 general biodiversity equivalence units and 0.502 specific units of habitat
for Common Beard-heath. The Strategic Biodiversity Score of BCA 1 is 0.399 and that of BCA 2 is
0.559. The Offset Site Report is provided in Appendix 4. As the site is within the Wimmera CMA and
West Wimmera Shire Council, this site complies with the minimum offset requirements for the
proposed vegetation removal of 0.327 general biodiversity equivalence units and a Strategic
Biodiversity Score of 0.496.



Figure 3. Ecological Vegetation Classes within the proposed offset site.
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Conclusion

This report demonstrates the proposal meets the requirements of Clauses 42.01 and 52.17 of the
West Wimmera Planning Scheme, specifically by:

e Minimising the removal of native vegetation necessary to accommodate cropping by
preserving trees of highest biodiversity significance;

e Not removing any trees that may provide potential nesting hollows or feeding sites for the
Red-tailed Black Cockatoo;

e Providing a suitable vegetation offset to compensate for the removal of scattered trees and
provide a net biodiversity benefit.



Appendices

Appendix 1. Photographs of scattered trees proposed for removal. Photo date: 7 March 2016
Tree 1. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 2. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 3. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 6. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 7a. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 8. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 9. Eucalyptus largiflorens

20



Tree 10. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 11. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 13. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 15. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 16. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 17. Eucalyptus largiflorens

26



Tree 18. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 20. Allocasuarina luehmannii
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Tree 21. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 22. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 23. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 25. Eucalyptus largiflorens

32



Tree 26. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 27. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 30. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 31. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 32. Eucalyptus largiflorens
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Tree 35. Eucalyptus largiflorens

38
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Biodiversity assessment report

N\

Biodiversity information for applications for permits to remove native vegetation
under clause 52.16 or 52.17 of the Victoria Planning Provisions

Date of issue: 02 June 2016
Time of issue: 10:20:31

Property address FARMERS STREET KANIVA 3419

Summary of marked native vegetation

Risk-based pathway Moderate

Total extent 25 trees
Scattered trees 25 trees

Location risk A

See Appendix 1 for risk-based pathway details

Offset requirements

If a permit is granted to remove the marked native vegetation the permit condition will include the requirement to obtain a native
vegetation offset.

The biodiversity assessment tool does not currently calculate offset requirements for moderate and high risk-based pathway
applications. Please contact DELWP to determine the offset requirements for your proposal.

Next steps

This proposal to remove native vegetation must meet the application requirements of the moderate risk-based pathway and it will
be assessed in the moderate risk-based pathway.

If you wish to remove the marked native vegetation you are required to apply for a permit from your local council.

The Biodiversity assessment report should be submitted with your application for a permit to remove native vegetation you plan to
remove, lop or destroy.

The Biodiversity assessment report provides the following information that is required to be provided with your application for a
permit to remove native vegetation:

* The location of the site where native vegetation is to be removed.

* The area of the patch of native vegetation and/or the number of any scattered trees to be removed.

* Maps or plans containing information set out in the Permitted clearing of native vegetation - Biodiversity assessment
guidelines.

* The risk-based pathway of the application for a permit to remove native vegetation.

Additional information is required when submitting an application for a permit to remove native vegetation. Refer to the Permitted
clearing of native vegetation - Biodiversity assessment guidelines for a full list of application requirements.

Biodiversity assessment report Page 1
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Maps of marked native vegetation
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Biodiversity assessment report

See Appendix 2 for biodiversity information maps

© The State of Victoria Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 2015 Obtaining this publication does not guarantee that an application will meet
This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except in the requirements of clauses 52.16 or 52.17 of the Victoria Planning
accordance with the provisions of the Copyright Act 1968. Provisions or that a permit to remove native vegetation will be granted.
Authorised by the Victorian Government, 8 Nicholson Street, East Melbourne. Notwithstanding anything else contained in this publication, you must

ensure that you comply with all relevant laws, legislation, awards or orders
and that you obtain and comply with all permits, approvals and the like that
affect, are applicable or are necessary to undertake any action to remove,

lop or destroy or otherwise deal with any native vegetation or that apply to

matters within the scope of clauses 52.16 or 52.17 of the Victoria Planning
Provisions.

For more information contact the DELWP Customer Service Centre 136 186

Disclaimer

This publication may be of assistance to you but the State of Victoria and its
employees do not guarantee that the publication is without flaw of any kind or is
wholly appropriate for your particular purposes and therefore disclaims all liability for
any error, loss or other consequence which may arise from you relying on any
information in this publication.

www.delwp.vic.gov.au
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Appendix 1 - Risk-based pathway details

Risk-based pathway Moderate

Total extent 25 trees
Scattered trees 25 trees

Location risk A

Why is the risk-based pathway moderate?

The following table explains how the risk-based pathway is determined:

Extent Location A Location B |

< 15 scattered trees Low Moderate High

> 15 scattered trees Moderate | High High

The marked native vegetation is located entirely within Location A and has a total extent of greater than or equal to 15 scattered
trees.

At this location, native vegetation removal of this size may have a significant impact on the habitat of one or more rare or
threatened species. As a result, an application for the removal of this native vegetation must meet the requirements of, and will be
assessed in, the moderate risk-based pathway.

For further information on location risk please see Native vegetation location risk map factsheet. For information on the
determination of the risk-based pathway see Permitted clearing of native vegetation — Biodiversity assessment guidelines.
Have you received a planning permit to remove native vegetation in the last five years?

If you have undertaken any permitted clearing on your property within the last five years, the extent of this past clearing must be
included in the total extent of your current permit application. The risk-based pathway for your application requirements and

assessment pathway is determined using the combined extent of permitted clearing within the last five years and proposed
clearing.

Biodiversity assessment report Page 4
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Appendix 2 - Biodiversity information maps

Marked native vegetation and the Native vegetation location risk map
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Appendix 4. Offset Site report
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