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UNDERWOOD AVENUE BUSHLAND 
Grievance 

MS SUE WALKER (Nedlands) [9.15 am]:  My grievance is to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage.  
The Friends of Underwood Avenue Bushland wrote a letter to the minister on 11 October.  The Underwood 
Avenue bushland is not in my electorate, but on the border between my electorate and the electorate of the 
Leader of the Opposition; however, it impacts on land in my electorate - Kings Park and Shenton Park bushland.  
I will read the letter because the Friends of Underwood Avenue Bushland are concerned about a response by the 
minister on the welfare of frogs and other matters, which they wish me to raise in the House.  The letter to the 
minister of 11 October this year said -  

Thank you for your letter of 26th September (your ref 5292) in which you suggested that we need not 
concern ourselves about the welfare of frogs in Underwood Avenue Bushland because frogs are 
abundant in the area. 

I would like to draw your attention to an address given to Nedlands City Council earlier this year by Dr 
Patrick Berry (WA Museum) -  

The minister is probably aware that Dr Patrick Berry was the Director of Natural Science at the Museum and is 
now the Director of Science and Culture.  The letter continues by saying that Dr Berry summarised -  

. . . the Museum’s findings relating to the role of Underwood Avenue Bushland and Shenton Bushland 
as a corridor for fauna linking Bold Park and Kings Park - 

The letter asked the minister to look at the table he had prepared, which was contained in the letter.  The letter 
continued -  

In his presentation, Dr Berry outlined some principles of island biogeography underpinning our 
understanding of the importance of corridors in maintaining biodiversity of remnant bushland areas: 

He outlined seven points -  

1. A newly isolated reserve/island will temporarily hold more species than its equilibrium 
number.  Species numbers will decline until equilibrium is reached 

2. The larger the area of a reserve/island, the slower the extinction rate 

3. The larger the area of a reserve/island, the greater the biodiversity (number of species) at 
equilibrium 

4. The more remote or isolated the reserve/island, the lower the biodiversity 

5. A group of reserves/islands that are tenuously connected to, or clustered near each other will 
support more species (corridor effect) 

6. A round island/reserve will support more species than an elongated one . . .  

7. Different animals have different minimum requirements - generally, larger species require a 
larger area 

His conclusions with regard to local bushlands were as follows - 

•  Underwood Avenue Bushland and Shenton Bushland are ecologically still a functional unit and 
have virtually identical fauna 

•  Both these islands are probably an important link between Bold Park and Kings Park (particularly 
for birds) and their persistence is likely to effect biodiversity and genetic viability of animal 
populations in both in the longer term.   

He noted -  

Kings Park is probably still losing biodiversity.  Ten bird species recorded there by Serventy in 1936 are 
now extinct in the Park. 

•  The proposal to retain 8.5 ha of Underwood Avenue Bushland could not be expected 
to sustain the current . . . biodiversity of this bushland in the longer term. 

I repeat principle 5 -  

A group of reserves/islands that are tenuously connected to, or clustered near each other will support 
more species . . .  
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In accordance with that principle, he said that -  

In accordance with principle 5 above, the combined Underwood Avenue Bushland and Shenton 
Bushland is likely to be important as a dispersal corridor for frogs that breed at PerryLakes and Bold 
Park.  It was never suggested that Underwood Avenue Bushland had conservation value for water-
breeding frogs.   

Appearently contrary to the advice provided by the Department of Environmental Protection, we 
understand that it is the Museum view that, while there is currently no direct evidence for the movement 
of Gould’s Monitor between Kings Park, Shenton Bushland, Underwood Avenue Bushland and Bold 
Park, this is highly likely to occur, given that Gould’s Monitor is a large, mobile species . . . There is 
equally no direct evidence to support the view that the populations are isolated.   

The table provided to the minister shows that there are 53 - and 11 extinct - species of birds in the area of Kings 
Park, 42 in the Shenton Park and Underwood Avenue bushland, 61 in Bold Park, and 16 in a typical Nedlands 
garden in the area.  There are 25 species of reptiles in Kings Park, 17 in the Shenton Park university bushland, 33 
in Bold Park and three in a typical Nedlands garden, and there are four frog species in Kings Park, four in the 
Shenton Park bushland, three in Bold Park and one in a typical Nedlands garden.  

I put to the minister the questions that concern the Friends of Underwood Avenue Bushland.  Is the minister 
prepared to take on board the principles of biodiversity as outlined in the letter of the Friends of Underwood 
Avenue Bushland, which underlines the importance of the Underwood Avenue bushland corridor in maintaining 
the health of Kings Park and Bold Park?  Is the minister prepared to commission a study to investigate the 
significance of this corridor before she approves any proposal to destroy it, and is she prepared to give an 
undertaking to refuse any proposal that threatens the biodiversity and long-term health and viability of Kings 
Park?   

I would also like to know whether anyone at either the Department of Environmental Protection or the 
Environmental Protection Authority is independently investigating the significance of this corridor.  If so, who is 
that person and what prior connection does he have with the bushland?   

DR EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment and Heritage) [9.21 am]:  I thank the member for her 
grievance.  We should start with a history lesson.  This is not a proposal of our Government but of the previous 
Government.  We are trying to amend that disgraceful legacy.  On the one hand, we have a plan put in place by 
the previous Government which was modified over time, and, on the other, we have a government trading 
enterprise which initiated legal action against this plan in 1999.  Although the member made some interesting 
and valid comments about frogs and other biodiversity, the issue is not as simple as she thinks.  I am flattered 
that she believes this Government is capable of resolving all the mistakes made by her Government when it was 
in power.   

The Underwood Avenue bushland is a piece of regionally significant bushland.  It was recognised in Perth’s 
Bushplan in 1998 and designated as Bushplan site 119, Karrakatta complex north and south.  It is significant 
because of its geology and resulting vegetation.   

The member made comments about its linkage and wetlands value.  The previous Government released the 
Bushplan document in 1998.  Work on that plan was subsequently undertaken, and Perth’s Bush Forever was 
released on Boxing Day of 2000.  The Bush Forever document recognised the zoning of the former Bushplan site 
119 as urban, and it was therefore said to be the site of a negotiated planning solution, whereby 8.5 hectares of 
the 32-hectare site would be reserved, and the rest developed.  I have some difficulty with that proposal, 
although it is good that at least 8.5 hectares will be preserved.  The member for Nedlands would like a greater 
area reserved, and that was the community sentiment expressed around that time.  However, the previous 
Government did not pick up on that sentiment, and it proceeded with the negotiating planning solution. 

The difficulty is that down the road from the bushland is a wastewater treatment plant, which is needed.  
Members might be interested to learn that in 1897, 174 people in Perth died from typhoid.  We need wastewater 
treatment plants to make sure that we tackle such problems and properly deal with the waste that is generated. 

Ms Sue Walker:  It has nothing to do with what I asked.   

Dr EDWARDS:  It has everything to do with what the former Government did.  The member should listen.  
When the Subiaco wastewater treatment plant was first set up, it had a buffer that was over a kilometre wide.  
Over time, various issues came about, and the wastewater treatment plant was expanded to cater for increased 
urban development, which also encroached on the buffer.  One of the difficulties with the previous 
Government’s solution is that it preserves bushland at one end and also proposes development within the odour 
buffer.  I make these comments because everyone will appreciate that we need wastewater treatment plants.  
Everyone contributes to the work of wastewater treatment plants.  This situation demonstrates a weakness in the 
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planning process, as the previous Government was able to put up a proposal for housing within the odour buffer 
of that wastewater treatment plant.   

On 30 December 1999, the University of Western Australia issued a writ against the Water Corporation in the 
Supreme Court.  The Water Corporation is defending this action and it may be the subject of mediation 
beginning on 6 November 2001.  I cannot say much more about the proposed development or the site until that is 
resolved.  

The proposal has been referred to the Environmental Protection Authority, and it has done much work with the 
biodiversity and odour issues.  The EPA has ensured that a number of studies have been carried out.  I will 
ensure that the EPA is made aware of the Western Australian Museum study, although I am certain it has already 
made contact with the Museum, because some of the original Bush Forever documentation came from the 
Museum, and there is no doubt that it plays a valuable role in this area.  

Ms Sue Walker:  Who is looking after the EPA study?    

Dr EDWARDS:  If the member gives me notice of that question, I will get back to her.  I do not know the name 
of the individual officer involved.  The Environmental Protection Authority is looking at the issue, and I 
understand that it is about to conclude its deliberations.  More information will then be made available.   

I was fascinated in what the member had to say about gardens in Nedlands.  That must have been an interesting 
dissertation from Dr Patrick Berry.  However, the Government has been left with a problem that is difficult to 
resolve.  
 


