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Abstract/ Summary

1.1 A new planning proposal development including open space, built form mi%d use
development is proposed including basement parking and both private and common
landscaped gardens.

1.2  This arboricultural assessment report package covers a total of seventeen (17) trees. The
retention and protection of two ( ) street trees, and the removal of fifteen (1") trees is
proposed

1.3  Onestreet tree is proposed to be removed and replaced due to a low retention rating and
opportunity for replacing T1(, a l1alse <obinia or low retention rating, with a suitable native
tree, to council@reAuirements.

1.4 The following table is a summary of the tree assessment. <efer to Table A in this report for
more detail.

NUMBER OF RETENTION PROPOSED FOR PROPOSED FOR REMOVAL

TREES VALUE RETENTION

3 High ) trees 3trees (T3, T4 and T1")

8 Medium trees (T17 and T1=) trees | ( trees (T1,T7,T=,T,, T11,

T13)

3 Low ) trees 3trees (T , T14, T1()

3 Very Low ) trees 3Trees (T",T1),T1 )

TOTALTREES 17 trees proposed to be 1" trees proposed to be
retained removed

1.5 Tree protection measures are recommended in Chapter ( of this report, particularly in
relation to the protection measures during the e%avation and establishment of the basement
and construction of the building, particularly to the western side of trees T1and T and
particularly around the lower ground level deck and the ground level and above building and
balconies that encroach into the tree protection zones (T5>@ for Tl1and T .

1.6 The arborist Table A (data sheets) and Chapter 6 in this report provides further information
and discussion around the proposed tree removal.

1.7 Table A outlines the trees@ondition and calculations. <efer to Table A1Tree Schedules

1.8 <eferalso to the arborist plans ArbB6( 1 and ArbB6( 2. within this report.




2 Introduction

2.1 .lke/ aege visually assessed and inspected the trees from ground levelon, - ay ) . The
Bisual Tree Assessment - ethod was used & ter - attheck).2p 11) * ig. A29

2.2  60il9 CeologydThe site+The e%sting site is a light industrial site with less than "D of the site as
deep soil. The site is predominantly hard paved space for car parking and a series of light
industrial buildings. Whilst the site is predominantly flat 9benched, there is a grade from east
to west towards / awthorne Canal to the west. There is a several metre level change at the
boundary towards 2ambert 5ark sports field to the north.

2.3 The predominant zone of vegetation is along the western boundary with ; avies 2ane which
can be seen in both aerial photos including the 1, 43 aerial in figure below.

Figure 1 Aerial photo showing the approximates site &haded in 5ellowQ Sou
- B e .

- w Wy & muugh— 3 L‘m I wt _

I—%.—‘ -~ 11"-‘ H [ i : ! o ;I

rcelSix - aps. Date accessed15th -

a52(22.
r .-

Figure 2 Aerial photo showing the approximates site &haded in 5ellow9 rom 1923 aerial imager5. The brush box trees along
Davies Lane 8vestern boundar59are visible int eh photo. The buildings have increased in ootprint along the northern
portion and the southwestern portion o the site. As well*the 1923 aerial appears to not have hard pave asphalt around the
trees along the western or southern (ones where trees are planted*as is the case in the present. SourcelSix - aps. Date
accessed15t - a5 2( 22.




3 Assessment Methodology

The following industry accepted, and recognised methodologies have been used to visually assess

the health and condition of the tree. <esults are shown in Table A.

SUMMARY OUTLINE OF TREE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES
Referto | Category of - ethodology 7ame 3 6ources
Assessment description
Ta()e A Bisual Tree Bisual Tree Assessment (BTA) Claus - attheck and /reloer 2( ( 6. And
Assessment Srocedure and strategy. <efer to | David Lonsdale# Tree Assessment
Ar(_6, 1 (BTA). On site Table A! Strateg5.
measurements
and calculations
Ta()eA 2andscape ; etermining 2andscape Developed romlEarthscape
Gignificance Gignificance <ating 4orticultural Services*December 2( 11
<ating
Ta()e A 6: 2. 6afe : seful 2ife . %ectancy Zrem5/arrell 1996 rom /S5) 3A
Srocedure
Ar(_6,1 | <etention Balue ; etermining <etention Balue Developed romlEarthscape
4orticultural Services*December
Ta()e A 2(11°
Ar(_6,1 Tree 5rotection >ones (T5>@) AS 29A( *. rotection o Trees on
Tree Srotection and 6tructural <oot >ones Development Sites.
Ta()e A >ones (6<>@
Ta()eA Tree <etention Analysing the implications for Earthscape 4orticultural Services*
Sriorities Sroposed ; evelopment December 2( 11
Australian Srotection of Trees on AS 2A9(-2((9
6tandards ; evelopment 6ites. ; etermining
A647,)E)), permissible tree protection
zones, encroachments,
protection, fencing, incursions,
terminology, and
recommendations
Australian Sruning of Amenity Trees AS 23A3-2((A
6tandards
A64373E )) 7

1. Table above outlines the - ethodologies used.

1 Claus - attheck and 4 elge / reloer. Bisual Tree Assessment and David Lonsdale# Tree Assessment 6trategy.
2 - odi ied roml1Couston*- ark and 4owden*- elanie*2( ( 1*Tree Retention, alues table*Footprint Dreen . t5.*Ltd.*

S5dne5*Australia.




Australian Standards and Data Collection Documents

3.1 The Australian 6tandard, AS 2A9( -2( ( 9 F. rotection o Trees on Development Sites has been
used as the guiding standard reference to provide recommendations of the assessed trees.

3.2  The Australian 6tandard, AS 23A3-2( ( AE runing o Amenit5 Trees#has also been referred to in
this assessment letter within the recommendations section.

Not Assessed:

3.3 A visual tree assessment inspection from ground only was conducted. 7 o invasive or
destructive testing was conducted. Any changes to the proposed works will need tree reE
assessment.

Re iewed:

3.4 The following documents have been reviewed and considered as part of this arboricultural
impact assessment and assisted in formulating this assessment including understanding the
tree definitions and e%empt species and parameters.

3.4.1 Inner West Councilts Development Fact Sheet - Trees on Development sites 2( 1) *
Development act sheet + Arborist reports, 2. 2( 1) and Technical <eports.

3.2.2 The Tree - anagement Development Control . lan or Inner West Council 2( 21.

3.2.3 Inner West Councilts 4 eritage Trees List*- arch 2( 2(. It is noted that there are no trees as
part of this assessment that are listed on the / eritage Trees 2ist.

3.2.2 - arrickville DC. 2( 11*/iodiversit5 and /iodiversit5- ap 2.13.

3.2.5 Inner West Council# Tree - inor Works list.




4 Tree Data.
<efer to the Table A Schedule on the following page for the tree condition description and tree data.

5rovided on the ne% pages in this report is the following schedule+

a. Table AlTree Schedule + A3 siCe*3 sheets.
Srovides tree reference number, detail on health and structure, 6: 2. rating,
landscape, and retention rating, 6<>@ T5>@ and relevant encroachment
percentages.

<efer also to the Recommendations 7 Discussion#chapter in this report.

5 Tree Assessment Plans:
b. Arborist. lans have been created on A1 siCed sheets at 12(( scalel

i. ArbB6(1a and ArbB6( 1b1Tree Retention . lans.
ii. ArbB6(2a and ArbB6( 2b1Tree Impact . lans.




Assessment date: 09.05.22

67-73 Lords Road, Leichhardt

Tree Assessment Table A ( alculations and Measurements)

Sheet No._1o( 3

OM (Over Mature)
M (Mature)
SM (Semi-Mature)

( uvenile)

Pr) osal to - etain

Pro) osal to remo3e
(with a) ) ro3al)

Pro) osal to trans) lant

calculation

Normal 70-90%
Slightly thin'g 60-70%
Thinning 40-60%

SP sparse <40%

M e%um(12-40 6ears)

S (Signi icant)

Priority retain

O hconspicuous /o5scure%
location

s hort(2-12 6ears)

VH (Very High)

M - moderate 4to5

M Mo%rate location9not
o5scuring

PF= A) rojected oliage co3er

T (1ransient < 2) H (High) =onsider retain
M (Moderate) L-low %
0, o,
H (Ha/ ar%us/Dea% L (Low] —onsider - emo3al
VL (Very Low)

(N ((nsigni icant)
Ex (Exem) t TP, )

T (Threatened S)

P Prominent position

HV Highly 4isiSle from
street/surroun%s

E (E%es) Periphery of site

WP Within Develoment Potential
OB Outsi% ' oun%ary

root 7one encroached as a
B o TPC/ =ano)y incursion
based on incursion as a B

o cano)y/ - e erarborist
re) ort or details/

Reference (m) (m) [AR#A (M) -e erto.))endix 4a and 4b -eertore)ort
S ' Estimated Trano Pro) ?sa| to2|Canopy spread %n) Diameter . ' ' ' . SR1 sr1 (m_ ) 2 TP1 2S, 0
d# pecies, Age Liameter 1/4m retain and above root Health and Str{ ct{ ral Condition e Landscape .Ratmg Retention Batmg sm? TP1 (m) P1 (m_ ) rea , a%us rea Encroach encroach
( ommon ) ame class Height (m) D' H ) rotect or N E S W crown 2) % ppendix - ) %ppendix 5) | Location | = a%us t
remo3e 9RCB) (m) / one men ment
4 ithin site along so( thern bo( ndary
Located within timber Oerbed5edged garden bed with
Lo) hostemon confertus with harfistan.d ?urrounds at 3ehicular e.ntry gatgs and east o
Sche((lera main building/, 3ergrown 3egetation within garden bed M
including a mature Sche lera/T1 has a single trunOto a) ) rox/
Pro) osal to 4m be ore cano) y starts/. ) ) ears rom branching T1 was cut o3er o3er
3 . .
- M 11 4/a4 re(xi(:he 5 5 3 4 4/% |down at 4m H and subse6uent ) runing due to multi) le trun0s| M-L H POE 5/2< <7/5< 267 22/44 allowable | allowable
a) ) ro3al) (such as in ) ollarding)/ Slight su) ) ression 5asymmetrical limit limit
cano) y growth rom Sche lera/T1 has a 3ertical s) litin a
Brush Box with Umbrella tree dominant trun0 on west (monitor si7e and any change to 3
s) lit)/ 8arden bed also contains a ) alm9cam) hor laurel
sa) ling9 iddle lea ig9Murraya and is crowded out/
Tri-dominant orm at 1/4m H/Low bricO retaining wall 4/55m
H to north o tree has 2 cracOs adjacent tree/Tree is D4/2m
Lo) hostemon con(ertus rom wall/=entral trun0 many years ago has ri) ) ed out5 ailed LtoM
Pro) osal to and decay is ) resent in that junction/3 main trunOs emanate o3er o3er
SM - remo3e rom beneath that ailure and tree ormis now o ano)en
2 a4/57 ) 4 4 4 4 4/ < StoM LtoM POE %<4 14%- < 3/2< 33k3 allowable | allowable
M 5 (with / habit/T2 a) ) ears stunted and is smaller in height com) ared ¢ f /2 4 limit limit
e to T3 and T49yet was li0ely ) lanted at the same time/. s) halt
Brush Box ) ieces at the root crown base on u) ) er le3el could indicate 5
tree had as) halt surrounding/=urrently is a garden bed south
o low bricOwall/
Lo) hostemon con(ertus | =o-dominant orm rom 2/5m H/T2 close to low bricO wall M to H
Aelozalie which is tilting away rom tree/=o0-dominant attachment o3er o3er
3 . .
3 M 13 44 r?vrcic:he 5 4 4/5 4 a4/ 2 occluded but 3isible in trun0 rom 4/5-2/5m on both sides M MtoH POE 7/ 1<5/34 324 32/4< allowable | allowable
a) ) ro3al) indicating ) ossible internal arrested crac0/. s) halt ) ieces limit limit
Brush Box also at base o tree/2/<m rom building to centre o tree/ 3
Lo) hostemon con(ertus Tl 1/5m rom building to centre o tree/Wall immediately to the MtoH o3er o3er
remo3e north a) ) ears to be mo3ing 5 building away rom tree/
5 M 13 4/5: ) 4 5 5 4 4/ . . . M MtoH POE 7/A< 157/4< 3/41 2</53 allowable | allowable
(with , ) ) ortunity on street 3erge adjacent or tree ) lanting limit limit
imi imi
Brush Box a) ) ro3al) 0) ) ortunity (under ) owerlines)/ 3
Centrally located within Site
Hibiscus s) . and , ibernum shrub Pro) osal to o3er o3er
Lo) ) ed at ram) height9T5 growing rom lower le3el/Poor
5 M 5/5 43 remose | x| 1k | 14 | 42 | 4B3 ) ) heightST5 growing / s L 314 44/72 2/4< 13/5% | allowable | allowable
(with orm9e) icormic shoots/ limi limi
Hibiscus with Vibernum shrub a)) ro3al) LDIE L
no tree at ) osition 6 (re(er
7 |sur-e. ) n/a/
Age Class . , . R . . Crown Density PFC S) L# Retention Rating [Site Location Measured in =. 1/
Diameter at ' reast Height) D' H is use%in 1P0 calculation. lia/-=Bi in SRZ LANDSCAP# RATING
ST (Senescent) ( ght) o ia/-=Bis usedin § Dense >90% | L ong(> 40 6ears) H- high 1to3 Encroachment based on

Tree e-aluation Table b. : ElIOe

Haele Thor-aldson, onsultinl Arborist and Landsca) e Architect 0210 256 202




Assessment date: 09.05.22

67-73 Lords Road, Leichhardt

Tree Assessment Table A ( alculations and Measurements)

Sheet No._2 of 3

Reference (m] (m] [AR#A (M) Refer to Appendix 4a and 4, Refer to report-
Estimated Truno (roposa. to2|€anopy spread %n) Diameter s SR1 2 TP1 2S. 0
Mo SpeCIes, Age 1iameter 14m retain and above root Health and Str( ct( ral Condition 9Mppendix Landscape .Ratlng Retention Batmg Slte. TP1 (m) 1 (m_ ) rea , a%us SR1 (m- ) Encroach | encroach
( ommon ) ame class Height (m) . protect or N E S w crown % ppendix - ) 9%ppendix.) | Location| a%us . rea/one
& D' H remo/e 9RCB) ’ (m) ment ment
3 ithin site along #astern Bo( ndary4
Very .arge specimen?.ocated in aspha.t with considera, .e
Lo( hostemon confertus ifti M
(roposa. to .ifting of pa/ement and root crown , ase taper to surround- ofer ofer
remo/e Bui.ding 81m immediate.y to the south- Some deadwood- (7E7
5 15 3-43 . 4 7 7 4 1-6 . H 5-56 311-65 3-57 43-13 a..owa, .e | a..owa, .e
(with 9entra. trun0 appears to ha/e extensi/e decay from 6m H W( imit imit
BB with a tri:dominant junction and centra. trun0 .i0e.y to fai. ' ’
Brush Box .ea/ing an open ha, it to tree- 6
Lo( hostemon confertus ( '°p°5";' Lo uch .ifting of aspha.t and exposed roots at root crown M (767 ofer o/er
rem
8 16 3-74 Twi:he 6 4 5 4 3-46 , ase- (art of an a/enue from T7:15- ( ro/ides ha, itat and H W( 4-44 647-73 3-11 33-31 a..owa, .e | a..o0wa, .e
Brush Box appro/a.) shade yet amenity is diminishing- 6 .imit .imit
Lof hostemon confertus . Spanish moss (Ti..andsia usneoides) growing fexten5|/e.y o.n M
(roposa. to tree-T5 is sma..er and more compact than adjacent trees in (767 ofer ofer
7 16 3-46 rjwiiﬁe 6 6 6 4 34 the a/enue (T7:T15)- There are sti.. cracOs in the aspha.t and MtoH W( 5-34 75-43 3-31 64-53 a.owa, .e | a..o0wa, .e
appro/a.) undu.ations <.ifting of the pa/ement around the root crown imit .imit
Brush Box , ase- Tree genera..y appears s.ight.y stunted- &
Lo( hostemon confertus | TEes. & ( oor specimen with much deadwood and /isua. assessment ofer ofer
suggests tree is in dec.ine- Some epicormic shoots arisin
-9 ST 7 337 remo/e | o | 5 | 6 | 3 | 353 g8 , picor & VL E7W( | 444 61-53 6-53 63-15 | a.owa, e | a.owa, .
(with from root crown , ase- ( ossi, .e cause2either drought stress imit imit
Brush Box appro/a.) prior to recent wet seasons or toxins in soi.- ) ’
Lo( hostemon confertus “;’::ZZm Net, a.. hoop insta..ed on western side of trun0- ( a/ement o/er ofer
-- 14 3-7 (with 4 7 6 6 3-53 .ifting and exposed roots within the aspha.t- Some stunting H E7W( 4-43 661-67 3-61 36-37 a..0wa, .e | a..owa, .e
Brush Box appro/a.) apparent- imit .imit
Lifting of surrounding aspha.t pa/ement- ( oor and stunted
Lo( hostemon confertus (roposa. to form- =o.iage is sparse- Structure appears unsound due to e e
, 13 355 remo/e 6 5 4 4 374 /isi, .e trunO decay on , oth south and north sides at approx- VL E7W( 663 13645 656 6676 a.owa. e | a.owa. e
(with 3-7:1-6m high on southern side and 3-4 : 1-4m high on b imit, ’ b imit, '
Brush Box appro/a.) northern side7, efore the centra. trun0, ifurcates to a co: ' ’
dominant form-
ost trees T7:15 ha/e off white myce.ia. presence on, ar0
Lo( hostemon confertus (Iroposasto (pro, a, .y due to the .ong period of wet weather)-T13 M ofer ofer
remo/e .ocated in aspha.t- inima. pa/ement .ifting- Some stunting
-6 14 3-61 . 4 6 5 6-5 3-45 . . StoM MtoH E7W( 7-36 164-33 3-15 31-63 a..owa, .e | a..owa, .e
(with and o/era.. /isua. appearance of not, eing /ery ro, ust-T13 imit imit
Brush Box BB .ocated in one of the .ower zones of the car par0 area- 6t04 ' ’
=o.iage co/erage is .ess than typica. for species-
Lo( hostemon confertus (roposa. to . : : L ofer ofer
Lifting of surrounding pa/ement (aspha.t) and interna. deca
-4 15 366 remo/e | 4| 7 | 4| 6 | 375 & ounding pa/ (aspha.t) y L E7W( | 7-56 157-36 6-53 6736 | a.owa, e | a.owa, .
Brush Box (with /isi, .e on SW and north sides of tree- Fiw imit imit
appro/a.) . .
tri:dominant form at 6-6m- 3 x .arge occ.uded, ranch stu, s
Lo( hostemon confertus at approx- 1m high and appearance suggests tree was H
(roposa. to pre/ious.y coppiced<cu to 1m high- Tree has a .arge root E7W( 7 ofer ofer
. 15 1-15 rjwi:'/]e 6 4 5 5 11 crown , ase and diameter at 1-4m and appears more ro, ust MtoH ( 13-43 554-64 3-44 37-67 a..owa, .e | a..owa, .e
appro/a.) compared to T7:15- =o.iage size is .arger and more dense imit .imit
Brush Box compared to T7:15-T15 is adjacent to a, ui.ding to the 6
north-
Age Class . , . - . . . . . Crown Density PFC S) L# Retention Rating [Site Location easured in 9A1-
Diameter at ' reast Height) D' H is use%in 1P0 calculation2 lia-R9B d RZ LANDSCAP# RATNG
ST (Senescent) ( oht) ° ° calz:T;tigr? Dense >90% L ong(> 40 7 ears) MG = hign 1103 | conspicuous dbscurets Encroachment, ased on
OM (Over Mature) e G R Normal 70-90% M e%um(95-40 7 ears) s (significant) ( riority retain location ;’0;"': :"Cmac'jed asa
M (Mature) ! Slightly thin'g 60-70% s hort(5-95 7ears) |VH (Very High) __ |[M-moderate  4to5 fortin ossibod
SM (Semi-Mature) (roposa. to remo/e Thinning 40-60% T (1ransient < 5) H (High) 9onsider retain M Mo%erate location, not o6scuring ,of canopy- Refer ar, orist
( uvenile) (with appro/a.) SP sparse <40% H (Ha/ ar%usDea%) ( oderate) L -low 6  |P Prominent position report for detai.s-
L (Low) 9onsider Remo/a.

( roposa. to transp.ant

(=9 = projected fo.iage co/er

VL (Very Low)
%l (%significant)

Ex (Exempt T() )

T (Threatened S)

HV Highly 5isi6le from
streetdurroun%s

E (E%es) Periphery of site

WP Within Develoment Potential
OB Outsi% ' oun%ary

Tree e) aluation Table by: El, e - ae. e Thor) aldson, onsultin. Arborist and Landsca( e Architect 0400 456 404




Assessment date: 09.05.22
67-73 Lords Road, Leichhardt

Tree Assessment Table A ( alculations and Measurements) Sheet No._30'3

Reference (m) (m) |AREA (M) Re er to 7ppendix 4a and 4b Re er to report¢
Estimated - runk . roposal toA Canopy spread (m5 Diameter SHLE SRZ SRZ (mz) 1 TPZ 1875
1d2 SpeCIeS, Age 5iameter 16im retain and a- ove root Health and Structural Condition (Appendi7 Landscape .Ratmg Retention !!atlng Sm? Ton(m) —_— (m2) 9rea 7 a%us 9rea Encroac| encroach
Common Name class Height (m) ) , protect or N E S W crown 55 (Appendi7) 5 (Appendi7 (5 | Location | 7 a%us h t
’ remoOe (RC65 (m) -one men ment
Outside site - oundary on Lords Road street verge adjacent site
Robinia ( seudoacacia Located in street Oerge under po( er lines6- 16 has been L
: ropose:)l ® pruned hea0ily (limbs o approximately 100mm diameter) at oQer oOer
)6 % 86 0618 Mo 1 3 | 36 | 4 | 36 | 085 | approximately 1§ -=m high ( ith epicormic branches ( ith | StoM L /B | 586 10463 =6 =0@= |allo( able| allo( able
(( ith
approgal) thorns present on branches6/ Oerall tree orm is poor6- ree limit limit
Robinia - Black locust currently displaying/holding many seed pods6 6
Tristanio( sis laurina )Luscious) Retain Ne( ly planted tree in Oerge and staked61up moth o
)7 J 36 0®3 and 06 | 06 | 06 | 06 0®5 caterpillar (Oenomous) and their pupae ( ere presentand | Mtol Y /B 086 061l 0®4 =9 8 09 09
Water Gum . rotect bro( sing on the leaOes6 (
Tristanio( sis laurina )Luscious) . . ) M
Retain Ne( ly planted tree in Oerge and staked6Dorati'era
)8 J 36 0®3 and 06 | 06 | 066 | 06 0®5 vulnerans (% ottled cup moth caterpillar - Oenomous) and | MtolL M /B 086 061 0®4 =98 09 09
. rotect their pupae ( ere present and bro( sing on the leaOes6 (
Water Gum
i SH#LE Retenti i i i % din 1756
Age Class () iameter at' reast, eight) ) ' , is use%in TP5 calculation6 | 5ia6R1B is used in SRZ Crown Density PFC LA%DSCAPE RATI%G _e enton Rating site Location peasurec i
ST (Senescent) calculation Dense >90% L ong(> 40 1 ears) H - high 1to3 O hconspicuous .00scure% Encroachment based on
OM (Over Mature) rposal to Retain Normal 70-90% M e%um(15-40 1 ears)|s (Signi icant) . riority retain location ;°°t &’“Z i"c“’ad_‘ed asa
M (Mature) ' Slightly thin'g 60-70% short(5-15 1ears) |VH (Very High) _ |M-moderate  4to5 boed o iy T
SM (Semi-Mature) . roposal to remoQe Thinning 40-60% T (Transient < 5) H (High) lonsider retain M MoS%erate location4not 00scuring|, canopy6 Re er arborist
( uvenile) (( ith approQal) SP sparse <40% H(, a-ar%us.) ea% % (% oderate) L-low 6 P Prominent position report or detailsé
’ ) L (Lo( ) lonsider RemooQal . -
. roposal to transplant HV, ighly / isiOle from
. 21 3 procted oliage coOer VL (Very Lo( ) street.surroun%
IN (Insigni icant) E (E%es) Periphery of site
Ex (Exempt-. /)
- (- hreatened S) WP ( ithin ) eveloment Potential
OB Outsi% ' oun%ary

Tree evaluation Table b, : - I. e HaeOe Thorvaldson, onsultin0 Arborist and Landsca( e Architect 0120 156 101
















6 Impact, Discussion and Recommendations

6.1 This arboricultural assessment report package covers a total of seventeen (17) trees. The
retention and protection of two ( ) street trees, and the removal of fifteen (1") trees is
proposed.

6.2 Asshown inthe . %cutive 6ummary, Chapter 1 above, the following table shows the proposed
tree removal. <efer to Table A in this report for more detail.

NUMBER OF RETENTION PROPOSED FOR PROPOSED FOR REMOVAL
TREES VALUE RETENTION
3 High ) trees 3trees (T3, T4 and T1")
8 Medium trees (T17 and T1=) trees | ( trees (T1,T7,T=,T,, T11,
T13)
3 Low ) trees 3trees (T , T14, T1()
3 Very Low ) trees 3Trees (T",T1),T1 )
TOTALTREES 17 trees proposed to be 1" trees proposed to be
retained removed
6.3 : nder the Inner West Council# DC. *Tree - anagement*2( 2( *. art 5.2 i*where trees are

located within m of a dwelling house or garage, unless protected under 6ection 4, removal
with replacement may be sought through council. The trees proposed for removal that have
been identified as falling under this di-ta. ce criteria are+

T Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T3 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T4 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T / ibiscus and Biburnum shrub
T7 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
6.4 : nderthe Inner West Council# DC. *Tree - anagement*2(2( *. art 5.2 iv*the structural

integrity of the trees have been assessed for visible signs of decay or deterioration and the
likelihood of the species towards branch failure9limb fall. The trees proposed for removal that
have been identified as falling under this -tructura)i. tegrity co. ditio. criteria are+

T1) Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%

T1 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%

T14 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%




6.5 Aswell, the / ealth of the trees has been assessed under. art 5.2 v @nner West Council# DC. *
Tree - anagement*2( 2( 9in relation to longevity of the species within its current location,
particularly in relation to compaction of soil in hard paved car parking areas. The trees
proposed for removal that have been identified as falling under or partly under this hea)th
-u-ce0Oti( i)ity a. d comOromi-ed )o. gelity co. ditio. criteria are+

T1 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T= Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T, Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T11 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T13 Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%
T1" Lophostemon con ertus (Grush Go%

6.6 The predominant tree species within the site is Grush Go% Cenerally, across the site, it
appears there have been gradual changes around the trees during their life including the
asphalting of the carpark 9driveway (re er to Figure 2 showing the 1923 aerial photo showing
what appears to be an unsealed car park Cone). In Figure 2, (a 1, 43 aerial photo) compared
with Figure 1 (a current day aerial photo) an increase in the building footprint is apparent as
well which reduces the available soil volume to adkicent trees.

6.7 Other visible changes observed on site that are suspected of having occurred around the trees
that may have impacted the trees@ealth, structural integrity, condition and safe useful
lifespan include+

Vi-i( )e cha. ge- that are -u-0ected of hali. g occurred Pote. tia)imOact to Tree(-3
arou. d the tree-

changing of levels such as footpath and low walls nearTland T

upgrades to buildings including level changes and walls around T1 through to T7

and T1" loading dock

dumping of waste9rubbish and material and the parking of around T7 through to T1"
cars
lopping 9topping of trees during life of tree identified in T1 and T1"

penetrating the trunks of trees for signage or a netball hoop T11, T13, T14, and T1"




6.8

6.9

In relation to the Grush Go%trees on site, these trees are likely between =) El) ) years old and
have likely reached their full, mature size within the conte% of their surroundings. The stand
of Grush Go% particularly trees T ET4 and another stand T7ET1" will likely be sharing root
systems. This means that if only several of each stand of trees were removed, the remaining
trees may be supported for a period of time until the root system of the cut down tree dies
off, which is inevitable with its removal. lurther, the cut down tree will have a large open cut
(wound) which is an open site of pathogen entry, which may in turn result in infecting the
remaining tree(s). &e er to Figures Ato 9 and 1A-26*Chapter ) belowQ

Shared root s5stems are where trees o the same or like species® and in near
proximits to each other*and where the soil Cones connect*tree roots rom
di erent trees can gra t or use together or be phbsicall5 connected through
mb5corrhi@® &5mbiotic ungiQ These ph5sical connections act as pathwa5s to
trans er and swap in ormation*nutrients*carbon*sugars*carbon dioxide and
ox5gen*and water®.

lurther, removing several and not all of the stand of trees will also result in an e%osed side or
sides of the remaining trees which were previously protected (from wind and solar e%posure)
by the removed tree. The dramatic change is conditions can often cause instability from the
e%osed side and sudden solar e%osure, both of which can add to the impacts to the
remaining tree(s). Therefore, the proposal does not propose retaining one or a few of each of
the stand of trees.

6.10 The planning proposal includes for replacement trees. . art 5.2*C11 8nner West Councilt DC. *

Tree - anagement*2( 2( 9calls for a + replacement tree ratio, amounting to a minimum of
thirty (3) ) new replacement trees, of which Rree container siCe and mature tree height will be
determined b5 Council# The urban design landscape proposal plan by 61G Architecture which is
underlaid to the arborist impact plans ArbB6( 2a and 6( 2b proposes a total of ( 3 trees. Of this
(3 trees+1" trees along the western boundary, = trees in the central spine, 1 trees along the
northern boundary, and =trees along the eastern setback zone are proposed.

(.1).1 1or any new proposed trees, it is recommended that adeAuate soil volume and composition

is provided suitable for the tree species, design size, and longevity of the tree that is
proposed. As a starting point, the Soi) Vo)ume Simu)ator’ is recommended to be utilized by
the protéct landscape architects and urban design team to assist with the suitable soil to
tree design.

4 And sometimes different species

" 6ymbiotic fungi that grow alongside and between tree roots

{ Science*; Ol+1) .11 ( %cience.aad( 1== Trees share vital goodies through a secret underground network J
7 ew 6cientist

7 Jeake 6and / aege ., ) 1=, 6oils for 2andscape ; evelopment, C6l<O 5ublishing and 6oils E. Ike / aege
https#9www.elkeh.com.au%soils9




6.11

The proposed removal of T1(, a Robinia pseudoacacia (lalse <obinia) located within the street
verge of 2ords <oad whilst not hinging or contingent on this planning proposal, is proposed as
it is seen as an opportunity for replacement to a more suitable, and native tree planting along
the street verge of 2ords <oad. This would be considered a more beneficial outcome for both
parties (council and adkcent site owner).

(.11.1 T1( is listed in the Inner West Council DC. *Tree - anagement*2( 2( *on the e%mpt species

T1( has been heavily pruned (branch diameters of 1) ) mm) and the epicormic branch
regrowth displays thorns 9spikes, and the 6: 2. ~ has been rated as short ("ELl" years) and the
retention rating and landscape rating are both set as “low L consider removalMThe tree is
located under overhead power lines. &e er to Figure 2*Chapter ) belowQ

T17 and T1= are both newly planted Tristaniopsis laurina (Water Cum). These Hivenile street
verge plantings are proposed for retention and protection with tree protection fencing during
construction. It should be noted that the presence of Dorati era vulnerans (- ottled cup moth
caterpillar L venomous and native) and their pupae were present and browsing on the leaves.
5rovided the trees receive good water, soil nutrition and suitable protection including
protection of the soil during any development, it is believed that the trees will be able to
naturally overcome the cup moth caterpillar outbreak as they grow and mature. &e er to

It is recommended that no stormwater or other services trenches be located within the T5> of

<efer to Chapter 7 below for the T5> lence and T5> signage specification, and outline of what
activities are allowable within and what activities9works are possible within the T5> fencing,

In addition, it is assumed and recommended that no stockpiling, machinery, or storing of
materials or other building works or construction footprint occur within the T5> fenced zone

It is recommended that for construction certificate phase, a detailed Tree 5rotection 5lan
(T55) methodology and specification is developed be submitted for approval together with a

list.

(.11.
6.12

Figure 5 and 6*Chapter ) belowQ
6.13

trees to be retained
6.14

under prokéct consulting arborist supervision.
6.15

(refer to plan Arb_() ).
6.16

schedule of prokect arborist inspectionSsign off points.
6.17

It is not envisaged for this prokect that any pruning works will be needed, however, should the
need for pruning of branches arise, contact the prokct consulting arborist for direction and
advice. Cenerally, pruning is only to be done by an A0 1 2evel 3 in arboriculture, under the
supervision of the prokct consulting arborist (who is to be A0 1 2evel " in arboriculture).

= 6: 2. +6afe : seful 2ife .. %ectancy (refer Chapter 3 and Table A)




7 Tree Protection Zone , encing and TPZ signage.

7.1 I -ta)) comO)ia. t Tree Protectio.
Fe. ci. g+5rior to any construction and as
soon as possible in the site set up phase,
Tree 5rotection >one fencing (T5>
fencing) and T5> signage is to be installed
in the locations determined by the
protéct consulting arborist following ; A
approval.

7.2  The protéct consulting arborist is to
confirm the locations of the T5> fencing
on the arborist plan+ArbB6( 2. T5>
fencing is to protect the retained trees
and their necessary soil zone by
restricting the construction footprint that
may unduly compact, damage, or disturb
the tree soil zone and the tree root
growing zone of trees.

7.3 Inaddition, site set up and arborist sign
off is recommended to ensure fencing is
compliant and for the prokéct arborist to
discuss relevant ongoing tree protection
and future inspections that may be
reAuired during the construction phase.

7.4  TyOe of Fe. ce+Tree or trunk protection
fences (T5>1) are to comply with A6
29A(-2( ( 9 and are recommended to be
a minimum 148 m high. This can be
achieved with a 1.= m high (ATF3or chai.
)i. 5 fe. ce with . 0. @e. etra( )e footi. g-4 gl
E4&temOorary -ite or ele. tfe. ci. g Figure 3. Example o tree protection encing and signage..
with 0)a-tic or co. crete Oad footi. g
Oad- (that do . ot Oe. etrate the grou. d). The fencing panels are to be bolt cleated together
so they cannot be easily9readily lifted out of place without the use of a wrench or other tools.




7.5 .rectsignage on all visible sides of the T5> fencing and in clear to read te% size. lor this
protéct use 4 signs evenly spaced and facing outwards across the T5> fencing. T5> 6ignage is
to state the following+

ULEEL LR UL LT DE TR LR LRI
Tree . rotection Fone. Do not move this -
ence. Tree Protection Zone.
Do not store or dispose o materials or

park vehicles inside the enced Cone.
Do not move this fence.

Do not enter without prior written
approval b5 the proéct consulting

arborist1( 21( 256 2( 2 Do not store materials or park

vehicles inside the fenced zone.

7.6 Aprintable A or A3 sized sheet of the tree
protection signage (example right) is
provided at the end of this report which can
be laminated for use.

Do not enter without prior
written approval by the project
consulting arborist.

0410456 404 o

7.7 The site manager9builder is to ensure that all el alkak som i

people and contractors on site know . ot to
e. terinside the tree protection fencing zone,
. ot to -hift the fence, . ot to -tore any
materials inside the T5>, and . ot to damageZcutZcru-h7or -eler a. y fo)iage, ( ra. che- or tree
root- (roots over 4) mm diameter) regardless if roots or tree parts are within the T5> or not.
6hould access into the T5> fenced zone be reAuired, contact the protéct consulting arborist
prior and obtain written permission. lailure to do so, will result in nonEcompliance.

PRI RN E s R RN

7.8 7 o_cutting, shaving, or removing of any tree parts may occur, including tree root- 84, mm, any
trunk, branches, or foliage without the prior written consent of the prokct arborist.

7.9 6hould tree root- 84, mm be e%osed or uncovered, contact the prokct arborist for
instructions (which may include root protection measures, root severance, tree removal, or
other by the protéct consulting arborist only). The protéct consulting arborist is to advise on
recommendations and implications at time of site inspection and make a record of the site
visit which will be provided to the certifier and client.




8 Site Photos.
All site photos were takenon, - ay )  by. lke, consulting arborist during the site assessment.

Figure 5. . hoto showing The Dorati era vulnerans 8 ottled cup moth caterpillar + venomous and native9on T1Aand T1) *
new Tristaniopsis laurina 8VMater Dum96ivenile street trees.




Figure 6. . hoto showing The cup moth on T1A and T1) *new Tristaniopsis laurina 8Nater Dum9@ivenile street trees. T16 is
in the background. Gverhead powerlines @st visible above these trees.

Figure A . hoto rom Lords Rd towards T3 and T2 &outh western cornerQ Davies lane is also visible in the photo
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Figure 9. T1*/ rush box with Sche lera growing close to it &hoto on the le t9 . hoto on the right shows T1 has previousl5
been loppedHopped at approximatel5 2m high with the new branches growing rom one node.




Figure 1(. . hoto T2 behind entr5 ence and T3 closer to building

. ..'.

Figure 11. . hoto T2., iew looking south. Crack in brick wall. 4 ard pave sur ace where tableHthairs are placed.

Arboricultural Development Impact Assessment. Elke Landscape Architect and Consulting Arborist AQF 5.
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Figure 12.. hoto T3. Wall to the north o T3. Lords Rd ootpath in background on right. T2 in background.
= S : O I",'i_t B L A Rty y

Figure 13. . hoto T3 + co-dominant orm
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Figure 12. .

Figure 15. . hoto T2. /rick wall displacement visible in photo.
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Figure 1A Trees A&ight + near white van9through to T15 8ar le t9
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Figure 1). Trees A-15 all within asphalt. - uch displacement o the hard pave around the root crown base*rubbish dumped
and cars parking.

Figure 19. Trees A-15 all within asphalt. - uch displacement o the hard pave around the root crown base*rubbish dumped
and cars parking.
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Figure 2(. Trees T11 with netball hoop drilled into the tree &t red arrow9
oo O hes Y A

Figure 21. Tree T9. Slight stunting to tree. Rubbish dumped at base. Davies Lane in background. Tillandsia growing on limbs.
Fungal mbhcelia present on trunk. , ertical split in trunk &e er next photo9




Figure 22. Tree T9. Slight stunting to tree. Rubbish dumped at base. Davies Lane in background. Tillandsia growing on limbs.
Fungal mb5celia present on trunk. , ertical split in trunk.

Figure 23. Tree T13 with two signs nailed into trunk and hard pave up to base o T13*T12*and T15 in background. . hoto on
right is T1( in ver5 poor orm




Figure 25. Tree 12 with deca5 on trunk and sign and asphalt up to base o tree and car parking either side.

Arboricultural Development Impact Assessment. Elke Landscape Architect and Consulting Arborist AQF 5.
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Figure 26. Tree 15 with several large limb scars at 1m above asphalt. It is suspected that this tree was lopped Hopped at
this height and the remaining trunks regrew. There is a lack o root crown base taper at the collar where asphalt has been

laid ot the trunk* indicating higher ground level than was existing.

Arboricultural Development Impact Assessment. Elke Landscape Architect and Consulting Arborist AQF 5.

250 33




9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

1/

Discussion and Conclusion

The planning proposal includes for ( 3 new trees. As discussed in Chapter (.1), this is over the
calculated 4 replacement ratio amounting to a minimum of 3) trees. | believe this is an
acceptable approach.

The proposed and recommended removal (with replacement) of both stands of trees T B4 and
T7ET1" is described in chapters (.=to ( ., . providing rationale against isolating singular trees.

The proposal and recommendation for tree removal, is predominantly regarding the trees
health and structural conditions, growing conditions, and pro%mity to built structures as
described in chapters (.3 to (.7 and under. art 5.2 o the Inner West Councilts DC. *Tree

- anagement*2( 2( .

In my professional opinion, the tree removals with replacement trees proposed, provides
opportunity to improve on the sites@apacity to contribute and improve the local landscape
Aualities, Creenway vegetation buffer and zone, improve vegetation longevity, canopy cover,
and landscape integration as a transition zone site between single residential development
and Creenway corridor link by implementing a design proposal with new large native trees in
suitable soil volume and growing conditions as recommended in chapter (.1) .1 and more in
line with current9modern tree planting and suitable urban landscape soil volume practices.

Reerences

Australian Standard AS29A( -2( ( 9*. rotection o trees on Development Sites. Standards
Australia.

Australian Standard AS 23A3 + 1996*. runing o Amenit5 Trees*Standards Australia.

Australian Standard AS 2252 + 2( ( 3*Composts*soil conditioners and mulches.
/arrell*3erem5*1996*. re-development Tree Assessment*S: LE Categories and Sub-Categories*
. roceedings o the International Con erence on Trees and / uilding Sites &hicago9International
Societ5 o arboriculture*lllinois*: SA.
Jarrell*3*2((9*Dra t or. ractical Tree AF version 9.( 2 A70 F*/ arrel Tree Consultanc5*/ridge
4ouse*Ringwood /422 1EI

Craul*. .3 19) 5. A description o urban soils and their desired characteristics*3ournal o
Arboriculture 118119B3( -339.

Draper and Richards*2( ( 9*Dictionar5 or - anaging Trees in : rban Environments*CSIRG

. ublishing.

Leake S and 4 aege E*2( 12*Soils or Landscape Development*Selection*Speci ication and
, alidation*CSIRG . ublishing.

International Societ5 o Arboriculture*2( ( 9*The Landscape /elow Dround Ill*. roceedings or a
Third International Workshop on Tree Rood Development in : rban soils*ISA*Champaign*Illinois*
: SA.

- attheck C. and /reloer 4.*2( ( 1*The /od5 Language o Trees - A handbook or ailure anal5sis
+ Sixth impression &( ( 19The Stationer5 G ice*London*: .J. Fig 12( *. age 196.

- attheck C.*and /reloer 4.*2( 1( *The /od5 Language o Trees + A 4andbook or Failure
Anal5sis + 11t impression*The Stationer5 G ice 8TS( 9*London : J




11

Rele ant Appendices

Appendil 1: 2andscape Signidcance Rating
<efer to ne% page. As well this rating takes into consideration the conte% and relationship of the

tree to its surrounds and contribution to the streetscapeSsite surrounds and character of the site.

Appendil é: ISA Tree Ris3 Assessment

- ethodology+I6A (International 6ociety of Arboriculture, )13) ./ azard potential (<isk rating

matri%
Likelihood of Failure and Impact : 0. -eque. ce- of Fai)ure
7 egligible - inor bignificant 6evere
, er5likel5 Low - oderate | 4igh Extreme
Likel5 Low - oderate | 4igh 4igh
Somewhat likel5 Low Low - oderate | - oderate
: nlikel5 Low Low Low Low

Appendil 2: Sate 4seQul 2ike S1pectancy

<efer to ne% page.

The following worksheet template shows the categories for 6: 2. as derived from the attached

appendices.
2ife e%oectancy (2. ) 6afe 2ife . %pectancy 2. 6afe : seful 2ife lin | 6: 2.
. %ectancy al Categ
6:
Ag | Avera | 2ifesp | 2ife 2. struct | 2. 62 | e%e | Interfere | 6pace ) ory
e ge an e%ecta | modifi | ure modifi nse nce for )
of | 2ifesp | modifi | ncy ed by ed by planti
tre | an ed by health locati ng
e local on
factor
s
1 3 4 " ( 7 = |, 1) 11 1

KThe S: LE categories and classi ications are subéctive and based on the knowledge*experience and expertise

o the assessor.

+ http://www.isa-arbor.com/education/onlineresources/basictreeriskassessmentform.aspx




Sule Categones and Sub-Categones

F

ETLE- : : = ; : Small Youne or
Laomg Adpdiom STLE- Short SULE- Bemoye- enlany cligpedt
Trees that appeared @ Trees that appeared Trees that appeared @
be reinmable of the ime | be eminable at the one - | be mamable at the fme | Trees that zhould be Trees that com be
of 2ssesament formore | of assessment for 1310 | of assessment for 540 15 | removed within the n=xt - | relisbly transplarded o
than 40 years widh and 4 years with and wears with and 3 years replaced
accepmble level of risk accepmmbie level of sk mble’mﬂofnst
s Tees ; 2 Dead dyine, suprezsed
Tr=es that may only live | Tress tat may ooly ee _
located m positions that o Tetaricn 15 i1 40 B Ttrion & il 15 or declining wees Small frees Jess tham 5
CAn AcCommndars firume throngh disease ar metes in haight
ek s TRRETE inhaspible condifiens
Towwss ihat cold be Trees tharmay e for | Trees that may Ive for
it for more thap 40 years e | mose than 15 years, e | Danserous mees throush | Young mees less than 15
fion in the lang would need 1o be wnLld nead 1o be inetabiliry o7 recent Josss | years ald ar over 3
tem by fial Caze removed for safety ar removed for safefy ar of adprent frees meires m heishd
TIiSANCS FENS0NS IISANG S TERSS
Tp&jﬁnfq:e?;l Trees that may lve for | Trees that may ve far
Tortorinal mare than 4 years, i | more than 15 years, et | Danesous mees through T hat e Tk
; should be removed o should be removed to sructural defects "
b - e PIEVENT IferferECe [EvER! Mterfarence including cavities, SPEmkmiy g
warmant excraordinary L | itk more sumakle tiecay, inchndad bark, erawih
ts i Fhsir indiriduals or to provide | indoaduals ar to provids | wounds or poor formm
mmiim. space for new plaming space for new planting
Tirees that require
Trees that could ba i il Cae
made sxtable for and are only suimble far Damagped trees that are
Tet=ntion in the medimm i e et tlzarly nod safe m re@in
term by remedial Care v m

Tre=s that may live for
mie than 5 vears, Tt
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Appendil 3. Retention Rating
Tree retention priority. <efer to 5lan

6: 2.

2ong / igh <etention
N4) yrs

- edium
1II m)
years

6hort "EL"
yrs

Transient
O'years

; ead or
/ azardous

<eference modified from+. arthscape and Couston, - ark and / owden,
- elanie, ))1, Tree <etention Balues table, lootprint Creen 5ty. 2td.,
6ydney Australia

Appendil 4a. AS4.7/. De elopment o0Trees on Protection Sites:
Tree 5rotection >one (T5>)
The tree protection zone (T5>) is the principal means of protecting trees on development sites. The

T5> is a combination of the root area and crown area reAuiring protection. It is an area isolated from
construction disturbance, so that the tree remains viable. The T5> incorporates the structural root
zone (6<>)

; etermining the T5>
The radius of the T5> is calculated for each tree by multiplyingits; G/ X 1 .

T5>P; G/ X 1 where; G/ Ptrunk diameter measured at 1.4 m above ground
<adius is measured from the centre of the stem at ground level.

A T5> should not be less than m nor greater than 1" m (e%ept where crown protection is
reAuired). Clause 3.3 covers variations to the T5>. The T5> of palms, other monocots, cycads and
tree ferns should not be less than 1 m outside the crown protéction.
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6tructural <oot >one (6<>)
The 6<>is the area reAuired for tree stability. A larger area is reAuired to maintain a viable tree.

The 6<> only needs to be calculated when matbr encroachment into a T5> is proposed.

There are many factors that affect the size of the 6<> (e.g., tree height, crown area, soil type, soil
moisture). The 6<> may also be influenced by natural or built structures, such as rocks and footings.
An indicative 6<> radius can be determined from the trunk diameter measured immediately above
the root buttress using the following formula or ligure 1.

<oot investigation may provide more information on the e%ent of these roots.

6<>radiusP(; X "))).4 X ).(4where; Ptrunk diameter,in m, measured above the root

buttress
B0
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The nurvn gan oo capressac by tho following foemola:
Aape = (D0a 501047 = 0064
WOTTS:

I Bapz 15 the snioulated stroctusal oot zone rodias 5102 radios),

I3 15 the stem dinmmeter meanured immediately above mool bullress

3 The Rygp for rees less than 0015 m dinmeter @3 1.3 mo

4 The Ry, formolnand graph do rot apply to palms, other monocots, cvcads and ree fems

5 Thiz decs not spply to tress with an esyvmmetrical cos plate

FIGURE 1 STRUCTURAL ROOT ZONE CALCULATION
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7 OT. +The 6<> for trees with trunk diameters less than ) .1" m will be 1." m (see ligure).




Appendil 4b AS 4. 7/. De elopment o0Trees on Protection Sites: Acceptable
Incursions

AR a9 1]

APPENDIX D[
ENCROACHMENT INTO TREE PROTECTION ZONE
{ Informat rve)

Engronchment into the tree protection zone (TPZ) is sometimes unavoidable. Figure [0
provides examples of TPEZ encroachment by aren. (0 assist in reducing the impact of snch

Ill"IIII— Encroachrment up fo
10%: TPZ aa

MOTE: e than 1% TPE area and sustids SR Any los of TFE 7 =ied] fiw eliewhee

FIGURE D1 EXAMPLES OF MINOR ENCROACHMEMT INTO TRZ

& Standards Ausizalin warw_elandasds amg.au




Appendil 5: Tree Retention Priorities
The following table describes the implications of the <etention Balues on site layout and design.

<efer to 5lan +Tree <etention Balues for direct correlations to table below.

A0Oe. dix 5
Tree <etention 5riorities

<etention .

Balue <ecommended Action
R These trees are considered worthy of preservationSas such careful consideration,
should be given to their retention as a priority.
R 5roposed site design and placement of buildings and infrastructure should consider
the Tree 5rotection >ones as discussed in the following section to

Q ighQ minimise any adverse impact.
R In addition to Tree 5rotection >ones, the e%ent of the canopy (canopy drip line)
should also be considered, particularly in relation to high rise developments.
6ignificant pruning of the trees to accommodate the building envelope or temporary
scaffolding is generally not acceptable.
R The retention of these trees is desirable.
R These trees should be retained as part of any proposed development if possibleS
however, they trees are considered less critical for retention.

Q oderateQ . . .
R If these trees must be removed, replacement planting should be considered in
accordance with Council@Tree <eplacement 5olicy to compensate for loss of
amenity.
R These trees are not considered to worthy of any special measures to ensure their
preservation, due to current health, condition or suitability. They do not have any
special ecological, heritage or amenity value, or these values are substantially

@owQ diminished due to their 6: 2..
R These trees should not be considered as a constraint to the future development of
the site.
R These trees are considered potentially hazardous or very poor specimens or may
be environmental or no%ous weeds.

MBery 2o0wQ .
R The removal of these trees is therefore recommended regardless of the
implications of any proposed development.

SourcelDerived romlEarthscape 4orticultural Services*December 2( 11

Appendil 7: Tree Protection , encing signhage
The following page provides an A or A3 printable T5> sign that can be laminated for use on the tree

protection fencing.




tpz fence sign
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