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•

2017 Chelsea is about to lose the last remnant coastal bush to multi-unit dwellings, unless Kingston
Council step in to purchase the site (17 Kangaroo Road & 19 Tarella Road Chelsea, complex EVC 3
Damp Sands Herb-rich Woodland and EVC 48 Heathy Woodland, KP-861/2016).

The clearing of these pockets or patches means a loss of biodiversity, habitat and connectivity, for small
native fauna and insects for pollination. I am aware that rural Victoria has similarly lost pockets and
patches of native vegetation to changed land use or harvesting.
The offset principle, whilst better than none, merely justifies removal of native vegetation in the path of
some development, although revegetation of an area due to offset requirements can be valuable. All
the same, offsets are a poor substitute for original, emergent, or even planted local native vegetation.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
The document text needs to be more legible as it is faint and hard to read. Greater use of plain English
would assist understanding as the terminology is somewhat hard to interpret or hold-in-mind for a
layperson, although the glossary is helpful.
Sadly, the Draft Assessment Guidelines appear to ‘sensibly protect sensitive vegetation’ only a little
better than its predecessor, at least scattered trees are collectively recognised. Should the Draft
Assessment Guidelines regrettably remain weak, then the Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act, also weak,
must be much more robust in protection of remnant native vegetation.
Otherwise, due to personal circumstances, I have struggled to read and interpret the Draft Assessment
Guidelines. In the absence of my specific comments, I fully support the submission by Environmental
Justice Australia, for which I apologise to LFE at DELWP and EJA for piggy-backing their submission but it
is articulated far better than I am presently able to.
What benefit is ‘progress’ if our natural landscapes disappear? My sincere wish is for Victorian
bureaucrats and planners to find a way to ‘plan with nature’ by appropriately siting necessary
development and infrastructure to retain as much as possible of our unique natural landscapes, large or
small, into the future, and for regulations to assist that.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Assessment Guidelines. I hope my brief
comments are useful.
Yours faithfully

