
 
DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Application No. DAREV/2019/1 
Address Strata Scheme, 15 King Street, BALMAIN NSW 2041 
Proposal Review of Determination of D/2018/563 which was refused 

seeking consent for removal of tree in southern corner of 
site. 

Date of Receipt 23 January 2019 
Applicant Verdun Walsh Strata Management  
Owner The Owners of Strata Plan No 21630  
Number of Submissions 8 submissions (2 objections and 6 letters of support) 
Reason for determination 
at Planning Panel 

Confirm original determination by way of refusal 

Main Issues Landscape Amenity; Tree Removal 
Recommendation Refusal  
Attachment A Building Report & Arboricultural Tree Assessment 
Attachment B Draft conditions of consent (if not refused) 

 
NOTE: Both objectors and 5 supporters are from the subject site. 

 



1. Executive Summary 
 
This report is an assessment of the application submitted to Council for a review of 
D/2018/563 (refused on 22 November 2018) in accordance with Section 8.2 of the 
Enviromental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. The application seeks a change of 
determination to the previous refusal of an application for removal of one tree in the southern 
corner of the site at 15 King Street Balmain 
 
The application was notified to surrounding properties and eight (8) submissions were 
received, being 3 objections and 5 letters in support. 
 
The main issues that have arisen from the application include:  
 
• Insufficient information to justify tree removal 
• Loss of landscape amenity 

 
The proposal is inconsistent with the requirements of Section C1.14 Tree Management 
under Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013.  
 
Given the proposal does not adequately justify the removal of a tree of high landscape 
amenity value and excellent health and condition, the application is not supported and is 
recommended for refusal.  
 
2. Proposal 
 
The application seeks a review of D/2018/563 for removal of one tree in the southern corner 
of the site, which was determined by way of refusal on 22 November 2018.  
 
The proposal remains unchanged from the original development and involves the removal of 
the following tree: 
 

• 1 x Platanus x acerifolia (London Plane) located in the southern corner of the site 
adjacent to external access stairs and driveway off King Street. The tree has an 
estimated height of 16m and spread of 12m.  

 
In addition to the Arboricultural Tree Assessment prepared by Bradshaw Tree Services, 
dated 8 October 2018, the current application has been accompanied with a Structural 
Engineering and Building Report prepared by Hamilton & Co Building Diagnostics Pty Ltd, 
dated 10 January 2019, identifying existing damage caused by tree root pressure. 
 
The location of the subject tree to be removed is indicated in the aerial photo below. 
 



 
Figure 1: Location of subject tree at 15 King Street. 
 
3. Site Description 
 
The site is approximately 941sqm in area and has a frontage of approximately 23m to King 
Street. The site is located on the north-eastern side of the street.  
 
The site presently accommodates a four storey residential flat building.  The adjoining 
properties consist of one and two storey dwellings. 
 
The site is located within the distinctive neighbourhood of Birchgrove. 
 
The subject site is not a heritage item or in the vicinity of a heritage item, but is located within 
the Iron Cove Heritage Conservation Area. 
 
4. Background 
 
4(a) Site history 
 
The following table outlines the development history of the subject site.  
 

Date Application No Application Details Outcome 
22/11/2018 D/2018/563 Removal of tree in southern corner of 

site. 
Refused 

19/4/2011 T/2011/101 Removal of 1 x Planatus spp from the 
common property 

Refused 

 
Surrounding History 
 
Not applicable. 
 
4(b) Application history 
 
The following table outlines the relevant history of the subject application.  
Date Discussion / Letter/ Additional Information  
9/4/2019 Council sent a letter requesting withdrawal of the application within 14 

days given tree removal was not supported. 



5. Section 8.2 Review 
 
Section 8.2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979 allows an applicant to 
request Council to review the determination of an application. The review is to be carried out 
in accordance with the requirements discussed in the following.  
 
A review of a determination cannot be carried out on a complying development certificate, or 
a determination in respect of designated development, or a determination made by the 
council under section 4.33 in respect of an application by the Crown. 
The subject application was not complying development, designated development or an 
application made by the Crown.  
 
A determination cannot be reviewed after the time limit for making of an appeal under 
Section 8.7 expires, being 6 months from the original determination. 
The subject application was determined on 22 November 2018. The request for review was 
received by Council on 23 January 2019 (and must therefore be determined by 22 May 
2019). 
   
The prescribed fee must be paid in connection with a request for a review. 
The applicant has paid the applicable fee in connection with the request for a review.  
 
In requesting a review, the applicant may make amendments to the development described 
in the original application, provided that Council is satisfied that the development, as 
amended, is substantially the same as the development described in the original application.  
The proposal remains unchanged from the original application and as such, this test is 
satisfied. 
 
The review of determination has been notified in accordance with the regulations, if the 
regulations so require, or a development control plan, if the council has made a development 
control plan that requires the notification or advertising of requests for the review of its 
determinations.  
The application was advertised for a period of 14 days. The advertising period was between 
5 February 2019 to 19 February 2019. 
 
Consideration of any submissions made concerning the request for review within any period 
prescribed by the regulations or provided by the development control plan.  
Refer to discussion under Section 7 of this Report. 
 
As a consequence of a review, Council may confirm or change the determination. 
After reviewing the determination of the application, it is recommended that the IWLPP 
confirm the original determination of the application which was by way of refusal.  
 
The review must not be made by the person who determined the original but is to be made 
by another delegate of the council who is not subordinate to the delegate who made the 
determination. If the original determination was made by the Council then the review is also 
to be considered by the Council.  
The review of the application is reported to the IWLPP meeting on 7 May 2019 in 
accordance with the above requirement.  
 
6. Reasons for Refusal 
 
The original Development Application was refused on 22 November 2018. The reasons for 
refusal and discussion on how the proposal addresses these reasons are as follows. 
 
1. The proposal does not satisfy the following Clauses of the State Environmental Planning Policy 

(Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) 2017 pursuant to Section  4.15(1)(a)(i) of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

i) Clause 3(a) – Aims of policy 



ii) Clause 3(b) – Aims of policy 
 
Comment: It is considered that the proposal will not result in any adverse impacts to 
biodiversity values but is inconsistent with the aim of the Policy under Clause 3(b) to 
preserve the amenity of non-rural areas of the State though the preservation of trees. It is 
noted that a permit under Part 3 of the Policy cannot be issued for the clearing of vegetation 
that is or forms part of a heritage item or that is within a heritage conservation area. An 
appropriate application for development consent relating to the subject tree removal has 
been made.  
 
2. The proposal does not satisfy the following Clauses of the Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 

2013 pursuant to Section  4.15(1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 
i) Clause 1.2 – Aims of plan 
ii) Objectives of Zone R1 General Residential 

 
Comment: Refer to discussion under Section 7(a)(i) of this Report. As the proposal does not 
provide adequate justification to support removal of the tree, it fails to be consistent with the 
aims of Plan under Clauses 1(b), (c), and (t) and the objectives of the zone. 
 
3. The proposal does not satisfy the following Parts of the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 

2013, pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 
i) Part C – Section 1 – C1.0 – General Provisions 
ii) Part C – Section 1 – C1.12 – Landscaping 
iii) Part C – Section 1 – C1.14 – Tree Management 
iv) Part C – Section 1 – C2.2.2.6 Birchgrove Distinctive Neighbourhood 

 
Comment: Refer to discussion under Section 7(a)(iii) of this Report. As the proposal does 
not provide adequate justification to support removal of a tree of excellent health and 
landscape amenity value, it fails to be consistent with Sections C1.0, C.1.12, C1.14 and 
C.2.2.2.6 of the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013. 
 
4. The proposal will result in adverse built environment impacts pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
 
Comment: Refer to discussion under Section 7 of this Report. 
 
5. The proposal is not considered suitable for the site pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(c) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
 
Comment: Refer to discussion under Section 7 of this Report. 
 
6. The proposal is not considered to be in the public interest pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(e) of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
 

Comment: Refer to discussion under Section 7 of this Report. 
 
7. Section 4.15 Assessment 
 
The following is a summary of the assessment of the application in accordance with Section 
4.15 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.  
 
7(a) Environmental Planning Instruments 
 
The application has been assessed against the relevant Environmental Planning Instruments 
listed below: 
 
• State Environmental Planning Policy (Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) 2017  
• State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018  
• Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 
• Leichhardt Local Environmental Plan 2013 



The following provides further discussion of the relevant issues:  
 
7(a)(i) State Environmental Planning Policy (Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) 2017 
 
A permit under Part 3 of the Policy cannot be issued for the clearing of vegetation that is or 
forms part of a heritage item or that is within a heritage conservation area. An appropriate 
application for development consent relating to the subject tree removal has been made.  
 
7(a)(ii) State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 
 
The subject site is not located within the coastal zone and as such, these provisions are not 
applicable. 
 
7(a)(iii) Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 
 
The subject site is not within the Foreshores and Waterways Area. 
 
7(a)(iv) Leichhardt Local Environment Plan 2013 (LLEP 2013) 
 
The application was assessed against the following relevant clauses of the Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013: 
 
• Clause 1.2 – Aims of the Plan 
• Clause 2.3 – Zone objectives and Land Use Table 
• Clause 5.10 – Heritage Conservation 

 
The following provides further discussion of the relevant issues: 
 
Clause 1.2 Aims of Plan 
 
As the proposal does not provide adequate justification to support the removal of the tree, it 
fails to be consistent with following aims of the LLEP 2013: 

(b) to minimise land use conflict and the negative impact of urban development on the 
natural, social, economic, physical and historical environment,  
(c) to identify, protect, conserve and enhance the environmental and cultural heritage 
of Leichhardt, 
(t) to ensure that development responds to, conserves, protects and enhances the 
natural environment, including terrestrial, aquatic and riparian habitats, bushland, 
biodiversity, wildlife habitat corridors and ecologically sensitive land 

 
Clause 2.3 – Zone objectives and Land Use Table 
 
As the proposal does not provide adequate justification to support the removal of the tree, it 
fails to be consistent with following objectives of the R1 General Residential zone: 

• To provide housing that is compatible with the character, style, orientation and pattern  
of surrounding buildings, streetscapes, works and landscaped areas. 

• To provide landscaped areas for the use and enjoyment of existing and future  
residents. 

Clause 5.10 Heritage Conservation 
 
The subject site is located within the Iron Cove conservation area. 
 
The statement of significance for the Iron Cove conservation area states: 
 

• One of a number of conservation areas which collectively illustrate the nature of 
Sydney’s early suburbs and Leichhardt’s suburban growth particularly between 1871 
and 1891, with pockets of infill up to the end of the 1930s (ie prior to World War II). 
The earliest developments here predate Leichhardt’s main suburban growth with 



marine villas and cottages from the 1840s to modest-scale housing from 1870s 
through to the 1930s, and industry. It is significant for its surviving development from 
these periods.  

• One of a number of conservation areas that collectively illustrate the nature of 
Sydney’s early suburbs and Leichhardt’s suburban growth particularly between 1871 
and 1891, with pockets of infill up to the end of the 1930s (ie prior to World War II). 
This area is important for illustrating development particularly from 1870s–1910s, and 
this forms the major element of its identity, with later pockets of infill prior to World 
War II (ie pre-1939). 

• Through the route of its main access roads, demonstrates the subdivision sections, 
closely related to the landform, drawn up by Surveyor Langley for the sale of 
Gilchrist’s Balmain grant after 1852. 

• Illustrates through its irregular small street layout, and varied allotment width and 
length (within a limited range), the many different groups of speculators and 
subdividers involved in the development of the area. 

• Through the materials of its outer masonry walls, demonstrates the rapid advances in 
brick making in the Sydney area over the period 1870s–1910s. 

• Through its now rare weatherboard buildings it continues to demonstrate the nature 
of that major construction material in the fabric of early Sydney suburbs. 

 
While the subject tree makes a positive contribution to the streetscape, it does not form part 
of the heritage significance of the conservation area. Therefore, it is considered that tree 
removal will not result in any adverse heritage impacts.  
 
7(b) Draft Environmental Planning Instruments 
 
Draft State Environmental Planning Policy (Environment) 2018 
 
The NSW government has been working towards developing a new State Environmental 
Planning Policy (SEPP) for the protection and management of our natural environment. The 
Explanation of Intended Effect (EIE) for the Environment SEPP was on exhibition from 31 
October 2017 until 31 January 2018. The EIE outlines changes to occur, implementation 
details, and the intended outcome. It considers the existing SEPPs proposed to be repealed 
and explains why certain provisions will be transferred directly to the new SEPP, amended 
and transferred, or repealed due to overlaps with other areas of the NSW planning system. 
 
This consolidated SEPP proposes to simplify the planning rules for a number of water 
catchments, waterways, urban bushland and Willandra Lakes World Heritage Property. 
Changes proposed include consolidating seven existing SEPPs including Sydney Regional 
Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005. The proposed development would 
be consistent with the intended requirements within the Draft Environment SEPP. 
 
7(c) Development Control Plans 
 
The application has been assessed against the relevant Development Control Plans listed 
below: 
 
 Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 

 
The application has been assessed and the following provides a summary of the relevant 
provisions of Leichhardt Development Control Plan (LDCP) 2013.  
 
Part Compliance 
Part A: Introductions   
Section 3 – Notification of Applications Yes  
  
Part B: Connections   



B1.1 Connections – Objectives  Yes 
  
Part C  
C1.0 General Provisions No – See discussion 
C1.4 Heritage Conservation Areas and Heritage Items Yes 
C1.12 Landscaping No – See discussion 
C1.14 Tree Management No – See discussion 
  
Part C: Place – Section 2 Urban Character  
Suburb Profile  
C2.2.2.6 Birchgrove Distinctive Neighbourhood, Birchgrove No – See discussion 
 
The following provides discussion of the relevant issues: 
 
C1.0 – General Provisions 
 
The proposal is not consistent with the general provisions given it results in a loss of 
landscape amenity and canopy cover. Refer to further discussion below. 
 
C1.12 – Landscaping 
 
The objectives of C1.12 Residential Development are: 
 
O1 Development includes on-site landscaped open space that: 

a. enhances the visual setting of buildings; 
b. contributes to the distinct landscape character within the neighbourhoods and 

preserves, retains and encourages vegetation and wildlife that is indigenous to the 
municipality and Sydney; 

c. preserves or retains natural features such as rock outcrops that contribute to the 
landscape of the area; 

d. conserves water resources by reducing the need for irrigation; 
e. maximises vegetation to regulate and increase rainwater infiltration, thereby increasing 

nutrient recycling and reducing surface runoff; 
f. is compatible with the heritage significance of the place; 
g. contributes to the amenity of the residents and visitors; 
h. where involving new plantings, benefit the building’s energy efficiency; 
i. protects and retains existing trees on the subject and surrounding sites, including the 

street verge; and 
j. is designed to encourage the retention and enhancement of green corridors. 

 
Removal of the tree is not supported as it is considered to result in the loss of landscape 
amenity and canopy cover that will detract from the visual appeal of the neighbourhood.  
 
C1.14 – Tree Management 
 
The proposed tree removal is not consistent with the Tree Management Controls under 
C1.14.7 which provides the criteria under which the removal of a prescribed tree is to be 
assessed: 
 
a.  the tree is located where the prevailing environmental conditions are unsuitable; 
b.  the tree is in a state of irreversible decline or is dead; 
c.  the tree poses a threat to human life or property; 
d.  the tree is causing significant damage to public infrastructure which cannot be 

remediated by any other reasonable and practical means; 
e.  the replacement of damaged or failed sewer pipes or storm water lines cannot 

reasonably be undertaken with the retention of the tree; 
f.  the tree is not deemed to be a tree of landscape significance; and 



g.  replacement planting can better achieve the objectives of this section of the 
Development Control Plan within a reasonable time. 

 
A site inspection was undertaken on 15 March 2019 by Council Officers independent of the 
original Development Application. 
 
The following observations were recorded and Arboricultural advice was provided below. 
 

• The following documents have been reviewed:  
 

o Arboricultural Tree Assessment prepared by Bradshaw Tree Services, 8th  
October 2018 

o Expert Report prepared by Hamilton & Co, 10th January 2019. 
o Notice of Determination D/2018/563, Refusal, 22 November 2019. 

 
• Arboricultural assessment finds that the subject Platanus x acerifolia (London Plane) 

tree has excellent health and condition. 
 

• The applicant’s arborist finds that the tree is causing property damage that will 
continue to be projected into the future as the tree matures. He has recommended 
whole tree removal.  

 
• Property damage of concern includes; 

o uplifting of the concrete driveway at the front entrance which may constitute a 
trip hazard and a safety issue and identified as Damage category 3 or 4 in 
accordance  with Table 2C, AS 2870 Residential Slabs and Footings  

o surface cracking of concrete within close proximity to the tree, creating areas 
of surface water ponding 

o damage to the concrete staircase and skirting tiles resulting in compromised 
structural fabric of the staircase  

o development of cracking to the external southern brickwork wall below the 
stairway 

o damage to underground plumbing/sewerage services, and 
o damage to neighbouring 13 King Street pathways. 

 
It is acknowledged that there is some damage to the driveway entrance, structures 
and infrastructure that may be caused in part by the tree’s roots. However, whilst 
there is no question that the tree roots are contributing, it appears likely that the 
concrete surfaces and plumbing infrastructure are quite old and would require 
maintenance/repairs, over time, regardless of the trees proximity. 

 
• An alternative to tree removal has not been considered by the expert arborist or 

building assessor. Tree roots have not been exposed and considered for pruning or 
removal when repairs/reinstatement of the driveway is being undertaken. Also the 
concrete, paved stairs and small garden edge could be restored without the need to 
remove the tree. 
 

• The conflict between roots and pipes does not justify the removal of the Plane Tree. 
When a pipe cracks it is inevitable that fine roots will penetrate the pipe and will then 
proliferate causing the crack to worsen and the pipe to become blocked.  Removing a 
single tree will rarely solve the problem.  Roots from other trees will also penetrate 
pipes once they are cracked.   

 
Repairs to aged infrastructure can be undertaken without requiring the removal of a 
large, health tree. Investigation of the root system, by careful removal of cracked 
concrete, under arborist supervision, when repairs are being undertaken will identify 
roots suitable for pruning or removal to allow reinstatement of the new driveway. 

 



Advisory Note: Any future tree removal applications should include root mapping and 
exploration giving consideration to site remediation without removing the tree. 

 
The above tree is considered to have high landscape value and does not meet the criteria 
for removal of a prescribed tree in accordance with Section C1.14.7 of Council’s Tree 
Management Controls.  
 
In this regard, whilst it is acknowledged that some structural damage may be partly 
attributable to the tree, it is considered that inadequate justification has been provided to 
support the proposed tree removal given: 

• Contrary to Control C14 of Section C1.14.7, the Report prepared by Hamilton & Co 
Building Diagnostics does not examine feasible alternatives for the remediation of the 
impacts without the removal of the tree.  

• Control C19 of Section C1.14.10 requires the results and an explanation of any 
diagnostic testing undertaken in support of an application. 

 
In light of the above and based on the information submitted, tree removal is not supported 
in this instance as removal will be inconsistent with Council’s Tree Management Controls as 
prescribed in Section C1.14 of LDCP 2013. 
 
C2.2.2.6 Birchgrove Distinctive Neighbourhood, Balmain 
 
The Desired Future Character controls do not specifically relate to trees on private property. 
However, the existing character statement states that “most trees in the area are mature 
exotic trees located on private land” and as such, it is considered that the removal of the 
subject tree would be inconsistent with the character of the neighbourhood.  
 
Therefore, as noted previously, removal of the tree is not supported as it is considered to 
result in the loss of landscape amenity and canopy cover that will detract from the visual 
appeal of the neighbourhood.  
 
 
 
7(d) Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 
 
The application has been assessed against the relevant clauses of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. The application fully complies with the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.  
 
7(e) The likely environmental both natural and built environment, social and 

economic impacts in the locality 
 
The assessment of the application demonstrates that the proposal will have an adverse 
impact on the locality in terms of loss of landscape amenity. 
 
7(f) The suitability of the site for the development 
 
The site is zoned R1 General Residential. It is considered that the proposal will have an 
adverse impact on landscape amenity and the streetscape and therefore it is considered that 
the site is unsuitable to accommodate the proposed development.  

 
7(g) Any submissions made in accordance with the Act or the regulations 

 
The application was notified for a period of 14 days. The notification period was from 5 
February 2019 to 19 February 2019. 
 



8 submissions (2 objections and 6 letters in support) were received during the advertising 
period. 
 
The following issues raised in submissions have been discussed in this report: 
 

• Loss of landscape amenity value and canopy cover; and 
• Structural damage, l and trip hazard caused by the tree. 

7(h) The public interest 
 

The public interest is best served by the consistent application of the requirements of the 
relevant Environmental Planning Instruments, and by Council ensuring that any adverse 
effects on the surrounding area and the environment are appropriately managed.   
 
The proposal is contrary to the public interest given the broader streetscape and 
environmental benefits associated with the retention of a mature, healthy canopy tree.  
 
8. Referrals 
 
8(a) Internal 
 
The application was referred to the following internal sections/officers and issues raised in 
those referrals have been discussed in section 5 above. 
 

- Landscape: Tree removal not supported due to inadequate justification and loss of 
landscape amenity. 

 
8(a) External 
 
The application was not referred to any external bodies. 
 
 
9. Section 7.11 Contributions 
 
Section 7.11 contributions are not payable for the proposal.  
 
10. Conclusion 
 
This application has been assessed under Section 8.2 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act, 1979 and is considered to be unsatisfactory. Therefore the application is 
recommended for refusal for the reasons listed below.  
 
11. Recommendation 
 
That the Inner West Local Planning Panel exercising the functions of the Council as the 
consent authority, pursuant to s4.16 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979, confirms the original determination, being the refusal of Development Application No. 
D/2018/563 for removal of tree in southern corner of the site at 15 King Street Balmain, for 
the following reasons:  
 
1. The proposal does not satisfy the following Clauses of the State Environmental Planning 

Policy (Vegetation in Non-Rural Areas) 2017 pursuant to Section  4.15(1)(a)(i) of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

i) Clause 3(b) – Aims of policy 
 



2. The proposal does not satisfy the following Clauses of the Leichhardt Local 
Environmental Plan 2013 pursuant to Section  4.15(1)(a)(i) of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979: 

i) Clause 1.2 – Aims of plan 
ii) Objectives of Zone R1 General Residential 

 
3. The proposal does not satisfy the following Parts of the Leichhardt Development Control 

Plan 2013, pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979: 

i) Part C – Section 1 – C1.0 – General Provisions 
ii) Part C – Section 1 – C1.12 – Landscaping 
iii) Part C – Section 1 – C1.14 – Tree Management 
iv) Part C – Section 1 – C2.2.2.6 Birchgrove Distinctive Neighbourhood 

 
4. The proposal will result in adverse built environment impacts pursuant to Section 

4.15(1)(b) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
 

5. The proposal is not considered suitable for the site pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(c) of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 
 

6. The proposal is not considered to be in the public interest pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(e) 
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

 



 

 
Attachment A – Building Report & Arboricultural Tree Assessment 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 

 
Attachment B – Recommended conditions of consent 
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