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1. Executive Summary

This report is an assessment of the application submitted to Council under Section 8.2 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to review DA/2025/0741 determined on 17
February 2026 for tree removal of one (1) tree in the front setback at 3 Macquarie Terrace
Balmain.
The main issues that have arisen from the application include:

¢ No new information has been provided to substantiate the claim that the tree should

be removed
¢ Inadequate justification to support tree removal

2. Proposal

The proposal is for the removal of the Norfolk Pine located in the front setback at 3 Macquarie
Terrace Balmain.

3. Site Description

The subject site is located on the eastern side of Macquarie Terrace, between Gipps and
Rowntree Streets. The site consists of one allotment and is generally rectangular in shape
with a total area of approximately 371 sgm and is legally described as Lot 2 in DP 856173

The site has a frontage to Macquarie Terrace of approximately 13 metres.

The site supports double storey detached dwelling. The adjoining properties support double
storey detached and attached dwellings.

The property is located within a conservation area and in the vicinity of a heritage item,
Macquarie Terrace road reserve.

The following trees are located on the site and within the vicinity.

¢ Norfolk Pine tree is located within the front setback of the subject site, is visually
prominent from the public domain.
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Figure 5: A view of the tree from the street frontage looking east
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Figure 6: Zoning Map (subject site in red)

4. Background

Site history

The following summary outlines the relevant development history of the subject site and any
relevant applications on surrounding properties.

Subject Site

Application Proposal Date & Decision

DA/2025/0741 Removal of one tree, located within the front 17 February 2026
setback Refused

M/2016/89 Modification to approved alterations and additions 9 June 2016,
under D/2015/117. Changes include internal Approved
modifications to layout, and changes to external
windows/extent and location of glazing.

D/2015/117 Alterations and additions to existing brick cottagel| 11 August 2015,
including new two storey addition to rear. Approved
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T/2010/247 Remove 1 x conifer from the rear yard of the| 6 September 2010,
property Approved
T/2001/441 Removal of 1 x Hakea at the rear of the property. | 13 December 2001,
Approved

Surrounding properties

1 Macquarie Terrace, Balmain

Application

Proposal

Date & Decision

MOD/2022/0103

Section 4.55(2) Modification of Development
Consent DA/2021/0183 which approved alterations
and additions to existing dwelling, seeking various|
internal and external changes,
including additional demolition and reconstruction
to rear of building, revised laundry and water closet
location, and enlargement of internal void

6 July 2022, Approved

DA/2021/0183

Ground and first floor alterations and additions to
existing dwelling-house, and associated works, re-
roofing of front of house and new fencing works

19 May 2021,
Approved

D/2002/435

Part demolition, alterations and additions to ground
floor and first floor of existing two storey dwelling,
including a first-floor verandah, a new carport and
front fence.

9 October 2002,
Approved

5 Macquarie Terrace, Balmain

Application Proposal Date & Decision

DA/2025/0627 |Alterations and additions to an existing detached] 29 August 2025,
dwelling, including partial demolition of existing Approved
structures and tree removal

D/2013/520 Alterations to the existing dwelling including new| 7 January 2014,
windows to the front facade and side elevation, Approved
front fencing and internal layout changes.

D/2000/270 Construction of wrought iron front fence, inground spa| 22 June 2000,
and pergola at rear of premises. Approved

DA/663/1997  |Alterations and additions to exterior of dwelling 8 December 1997,

Approved

Application history

The following table outlines the relevant history of the subject application.

Date

Discussion

16 April 2025

Communication with the applicant’s architect regarding the application.
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5.

Section 8.2 Review

The application was lodged under Section 8.2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979 (EP&A Act 1979).

Requirement

| Proposal

8.2 Determinations and decisions subject to review

The following determinations or decisions of a
consent authority under Part 4 are subject to
review under this Division—

the determination of an application for
development consent by a council, by a local
planning panel, by a Sydney district or regional
planning panel or by any person acting as delegate
of the Minister (other than the Independent
Planning Commission or the Planning Secretary),
the determination of an application for the
modification of a development consent by a
council, by a local planning panel, by a Sydney
district or regional planning panel or by any person
acting as delegate of the Minister (other than the
Independent Planning Commission or the Planning
Secretary),

the decision of a council to reject and not determine
an application for development consent.

The subject application relates to the
review of a determination of an
application for development consent by
Council.

However, a determination or decision in
connection with an application relating to the
following is not subject to review under this
Division—

a complying development certificate,

designated development,

Crown development (referred to in Division 4.6).

The subject application does not relate
to any of the applications noted in
Clause 2.

a consent authority to review a determination or
decision made by the consent authority. The
consent authority is to review the determination or
decision if duly requested to do so under this
Division.

e A determination or decision reviewed under this | Noted.
Division is not subject to further review under this
Division.

8.3 Application for and conduct of review
e An applicant for development consent may request | Noted.

A determination or decision cannot be reviewed
under this Division—
after the period within which any appeal may be
made to the Court has expired if no appeal was
made, or
after the Court has disposed of an appeal against
the determination or decision.

The original DA was determined on 17
February 2026. Pursuant to Section
8.10(1)(b)(i) of the EP&A Act 1979, an
appeal may be made to the Court 6
months after the date of determination.
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The subject review was lodged on 23
February 2026 and has been reported
to the Inner West Local Planning Panel
for determination

¢ In requesting a review, the applicant may amend
the proposed development the subject of the
original application for development consent or for
modification of development consent. The consent
authority may review the matter having regard to
the amended development, but only if it is satisfied
that it is substantially the same development.

The applicant has not made
amendments to the subject application.

e The review of a determination or decision made by
a delegate of a council is to be conducted-

- by the council (unless the determination or
decision may be made only by a local planning
panel or delegate of the council), or

- by another delegate of the council who is not
subordinate to the delegate who made the
determination or decision.

The original DA was determined under
Council Officer delegation. The current
application is to be determined by the
Local Planning Panel.

e The review of a determination or decision made by

The application is to go before the

a delegate of the Minister (other than the
Independent Planning Commission) is to be
conducted by the Independent Planning
Commission or by another delegate of the Minister
who is not subordinate to the delegate who made
the determination or decision.

a local planning panel is also to be conducted by | Local Planning Panel for
the panel. determination.
e The review of a determination or decision made by | NA.
a council is to be conducted by the council and not
by a delegate of the council.
e The review of a determination or decision made by | NA.
a Sydney district or regional planning panel is also
to be conducted by the panel.
e The review of a determination or decision made by | NA.
the Independent Planning Commission is also to
be conducted by the Commission.
e The review of a determination or decision made by | NA.

8.4 Outcome of review

After conducting its review of a determination or decision,
the consent authority may confirm or change the
determination or decision.

It is recommended that the decision
regarding the development remain the
same, and that the proposal be
refused.

An application for removal of one tree, located within the front setback was refused by Council
under delegated authority being Development Application No. DA/2025/0741 on 17 February

2026 for the following reasons:
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1. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the State Environmental Planning Policy Biodiversity and Conservation, pursuant
to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,
including:

1. Section 2.1(a) & (b) - Aims of the Plan, in that the proposal is not considered to
protect the biodiversity values and preservation of trees.

2. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

1. Section 1.2 (2)(h) and 1.2 (2)(i) - Aims of Plan, in that the proposal is not
considered prevent adverse environmental impacts on the local character of
the Inner West, including cumulative impacts;

2. Section 2.3 - Zone Objectives and Land Use Table, as the proposed tree
removal does not maintain the character of built and natural features in the
surrounding area; and

3. Section 5.10(b) - Heritage Conservation, in that the proposal does not preserve
the environmental significance of the HCA and its setting.

3. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(iii)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

1. Part C1.12 - Landscaping, and Controls C3 and C4, where the proposal does
not retain and protect a tree that contributes to the character and quality of the
area, and does not provide for the retention of existing canopy trees; and

2. Pat C1.14 - Tree Management, asinadequate information and
justification has been provided to support removal of the tree in accordance
with Objective O4 and O5 as well as Control C8.

4. The proposed development will result in adverse built environment impacts in the
locality pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979.

5. The proposal has not demonstrated it is in the public interest pursuant to Section
4.15(1)(e) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

The subject proposal remains unchanged from that previously refused under DA/2025/0754.
Consequently, the issues identified in the original Development Application continue to apply
and remain unresolved under this Review Application. An assessment of this is provided
below.

6. 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 (EP&A Act 1979).

A. Environmental Planning Instruments

The application has been assessed and the following provides a summary of the relevant
Environmental Planning Instruments.
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State Environmental Planning Policies (SEPPs)

. SEPP (Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021

Chapter 2 Vegetation in non-rural areas

The Biodiversity and Conservation SEPP requires consideration for the protection and/or
removal of vegetation and gives effect to the local tree preservation provisions of Part C1.14
- Tree Management of the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP 2013).

The application seeks the removal of 1x Norfolk Island Pine tree from within the front setback
of the subject site. An Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AlA), prepared by Joe Floyd and
dated 1 December 2024 accompanied the application.

An assessment of the proposal against the abovementioned provisions has identified the
following:

¢ No new information has been provided to substantiate the claim that the tree should be
removed therefore, comments provided under the original application remain valid and
are to stand.

Original comments are provided below:

A site inspection was conducted on 22 September 2025 by Council staff, and an assessment
of the proposal and submitted AIA against the abovementioned provisions has been carried
out, and the following is noted:

e The tree was found to be of fair to good health and making a significant contribution to
the surrounding landscape at time of inspection.

o The observations put forward in the Arboricultural Assessment Report by Joe Floyd,
date 1 December 2024 are noted and generally agreed.

e Most of the damage such as displaced paving, footpaths and garden edging are not
considered to be valid reasons to remove a tree. It is considered that these items could
be reasonably repaired in conjunction with tree retention. Furthermore, in accordance
with S3.1(C9) of Council's Tree Management Controls, removal of trees for the above
reasons is not considered.

o With regard to the displaced section of the timber verandah, it is agreed that it is likely
that this has been caused due to root expansion. Whilst it is noted (a statement from
the original builder was provided) that a previous attempt was made to rebuild the deck
around the tree and to accommodate future growth, it is likely that insufficient space
was allowed (and was possibly on advice from a previous arborist). Other than tree
removal, no other solution was offered. It should be noted that there appeared to be
no identifiable damage to the front brick wall of the dwelling.

e Given the high significance and retention value of the tree (as documented by the
arborist), it is considered reasonable that there would be discussion around how the
verandah would/could be repaired. In addition, were the decking to be removed, an
investigation and discussion could be provided by the arborist on whether root pruning
was feasible. It is then suggested that the builder could devise a reconstruction
methodology.

Further to the above, following the receipt and review of the Structural Report on Tree Root
Damage prepared by Rob McGowan dated 5 November 2025,the following is noted:
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e The assumptions made associated with possible tree roots causing heave to the
underside of the decking and therefore impacting the veranda posts and beams and
causing displacement to brickwork at the front of the dwelling is obvious from site
inspection and the submitted photos.

e There has been no destructive opening of the building elements such as the timber floor
of the veranda to test the assumption that there is a tree root in this location.

e The dwelling elements can be rectified and further investigation undertaken in conjunction
with the arborist to investigate whether there can be root trimming or removal of building
elements from over the tree roots to retain the tree as it is seen as a desirable element in
the streetscape and a contributory tree.

Given the above, it is recommended that removal of the tree is refused for the following
reasons:

The tree contributes positively to the local environment and canopy cover
e Insufficient information or no evidence has been provided to prove the tree poses a risk to
human life or property
o The proposed development does not comply with the State Environmental Planning Policy
(Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021, specifically:
o Section 2.1 (a), protecting biodiversity values of trees and vegetation in non-rural
areas.
o Section 2.1 (b), preserving the amenity of non-rural areas through tree and
vegetation preservation.
o The tree's removal is inconsistent with Council’s Tree Management objectives under Part
C1.14 of the LDCP 2013:
o 0O4: To manage the urban landscape so trees significantly contribute to its quality,
character, and amenity.
o 0b: To maintain and enhance the amenity of the Inner West Local Government
Area by preserving appropriate trees and vegetation.
e [nadequate justification has been provided to support removal of a high value tree under
Control C8 of Part C1.14 of the LDCP 2013 i.e. due to danger / safety risk, property
damage, condition of the tree or other Arboricultural criteria.

Overall, the proposal is considered unacceptable with regard to the Biodiversity and
Conservation SEPP and Part C1.14 - Tree Management of the LDCP 2013 and as such the
removal of this tree is not supported.

Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022

The application was assessed against the following relevant sections of the Inner West Local
Environmental Plan 2022 (IWLEP 2022).

Part 1 — Preliminary

Section Proposed Complies
Section 1.2 The proposal does not satisfy the section as follows: No
Aims of Plan e The proposal does not conserve and maintain the

natural, built and cultural heritage of Inner West,

and

e The proposal does not prevent adverse social,
economic and environmental impacts on the local
character of Inner West.

PAGE 162



Inner West Local Planning Panel

ITEM 3

Section Proposed Complies
e The proposal does not prevent adverse social,
economic and environmental impacts, including
cumulative impacts.
Part 2 — Permitted or prohibited development
Section Proposed Complies
Section 2.3 e The application proposes tree removal. Tree No
Zone objectives and removal is ancillary to a dwelling house on the
Land Use Table subject site. Dwelling houses are permissible with
consent in the R1 General Residential zone.
e The proposal is not consistent with the relevant
Objectives of the zone, as it does not maintain
significant natural features in the area.
Part 4 — Principal development standards
No change to principal development standards as part of this application
Part 5 — Miscellaneous provisions
Section Proposed Complies
Section 5.10 The subject site is located within the Iron Cove Heritage No
Heritage conservation Conservation Area (HCA). The site is not heritage listed,
and there is no environmental heritage in the vicinity that
will be adversely affected by the proposal.
The Norfolk Pine tree is located with the front setback of
the subject site, is visually prominent from the public
domain, and therefore, contributes to the urban
landscape of the area and the overall aesthetic
significance of the HCA. Given this, the proposal does
not preserve the environmental significance of the HCA
and its setting contrary to the objectives of Section
5.10(b) of the LEP. Therefore, removal of tree is not
supported.
Part 6 — Additional local provisions
Section Proposed Complies
Section 6.1 e The site is identified as containing Class 5 acid Yes

Acid sulfate soils

sulfate soils. The proposal is considered to
adequately satisfy this section as the application
does not propose any works that would result in any
significant adverse impacts to the watertable.
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B. Development Control Plans

Summary

The application has been assessed and the following provides a summary of the relevant
provisions of Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP 2013)

LDCP 2013

Complies

Part A: Introductions

Section 3 — Notification of Applications

Not applicable

Part C

C1.12 Landscaping

No — see discussion

C1.14 Tree Management

No — see discussion

Part C: Place — Section 2 Urban Character

C2.2.2.6 Birchgrove Distinctive Neighbourhood Yes

Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013

The application was assessed against the following relevant parts of the Leichhardt
Development Control Plan 2013 (LDCP 2013).

Part C — Section 1 — General Provisions

02 - To consider the safety of the community, private
property, and public infrastructure assets.

O3 - To protect trees within and adjacent to development sites
and to ensure that all new development provides an
opportunity for existing and new trees to grow.

04 - To manage the urban landscape so trees continue to
make a significant contribution to its quality, character and
amenity.

O5 - To maintain and enhance the amenity of the Inner West
Local Government Area through the preservation of
appropriate trees and vegetation.

O6 - Ensure private property owners’ plant new trees and
replace trees in order to meet Council’s tree canopy targets

Control Assessment Complies
C1.12 e The proposal, to remove a Norfolk Pine tree which is in good No
Landscaping health, contributes to the local landscape, and has amenity
and ecological value to the site and locality, is contrary to the
following relevant controls of this part of the DCP:
e (3 - Trees that contribute to the character and quality of the
area are retained and protected
e (4 - Provide for the retention of existing and/or planting of
additional canopy trees.
C1.14 Tree The Objectives of this part relevant to the proposal are as follows: No
Management
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Control Assessment Complies

Consideration of the proposal under the assessment criteria of
Control C8 of this part of the DCP has confirmed that inadequate
support or justification to remove the tree has been provided i.e.
due to danger / safety risk, property damage, condition of the tree
or other Arboricultural criteria.

e The applicant has not provided any new information that
adequately justified proposed tree removal which is
inconsistent with the objectives and controls prescribed
above. Also see discussions above under Part 2A. SEPP
(Biodiversity and Conservation) 2021 for further details

Part C — Section 2 — Urban Character

Control Assessment Complies
C2.226 e The proposal raises no issues that will be contrary to the Yes
Birchgrove provisions and objectives of this part of the DCP.

Distinctive

Neighbourhood

C. The Likely Impacts
These matters have been considered as part of the assessment of the development

application. It is considered that the proposed development will have significant adverse
environmental, social or economic impacts upon the locality.

D. The Suitability of the Site for the Development

The proposal is of a nature in keeping with the overall function of the site. The premises are
in a residential surrounding and amongst similar uses to that proposed.

E. Submissions

No submissions were received as the application was not required to be notified under
Council’'s Communithy Engagement Strategy 2025-29.

F. 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.

This has not been achieved in this instance.
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7. Referrals

The following internal referrals were made, and their comments have been considered as part
of the above assessment:

e Urban Forest; and
¢ Building Certification.

Comment:
Building Certification.

The details submitted do not change the outcome of the original submissions and
referral.

There is evident damage from the tree however the damage to the front veranda can
be repaired. The tree roots have impacted the external skin of brickwork however the
significance of the tree and its retention outweigh, in this case, the damage to the
dwelling.

There may be other options to be explored to bridge the roots where impact is being
occasioned to the dwelling.

8. Conclusion

The proposal does not comply with the aims, objectives and design parameters contained in
Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022 and Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013.

The development would result in significant impacts on the amenity of the streetscape and is
not considered to be in the public interest.

The application is considered unsupportable and in view of the circumstances, the original
determination of refusal of Determination No. DA/2025/0741 be CONFIRMED for the reasons
outlined in the notice of determination.

9. Recommendation

A. That the Inner West Local Planning Panel exercising the functions of the Council as
the consent authority, pursuant to s8.2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979, refuse Application No. REV/2026/0001 for tree removal of one (1) tree in the
front setback at 3 Macquarie Terrace BALMAIN for the following reasons:
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Attachment A — Reasons for refusal

1. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the State Environmental Planning Policy Biodiversity and Conservation, pursuant
to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,
including:

1. Section 2.1(a) & (b) - Aims of the Plan, in that the proposal is not considered to
protect the biodiversity values and preservation of trees.

2. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Inner West Local Environmental Plan 2022, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(i)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

1. Section 1.2 (2)(h) and 1.2 (2)(i) - Aims of Plan, in that the proposal is not
considered prevent adverse environmental impacts on the local character of
the Inner West, including cumulative impacts;

2. Section 2.3 - Zone Objectives and Land Use Table, as the proposed tree
removal does not maintain the character of built and natural features in the
surrounding area; and

3. Section 5.10(b) - Heritage Conservation, in that the proposal does not preserve
the environmental significance of the HCA and its setting.

3. The proposed development is inconsistent with, and has not demonstrated compliance
with the Leichhardt Development Control Plan 2013, pursuant to Section 4.15 (1)(a)(iii)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, including:

1. Part C1.12 - Landscaping, and Controls C3 and C4, where the proposal does
not retain and protect a tree that contributes to the character and quality of the
area, and does not provide for the retention of existing canopy trees; and

2. Pat C1.14 - Tree Management, asinadequate information and
justification has been provided to support removal of the tree in accordance
with Objective O4 and O5 as well as Control C8.

4. The proposed development will result in adverse built environment impacts in the
locality pursuant to Section 4.15(1)(b) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1979.

5. The proposal has not demonstrated it is in the public interest pursuant to Section
4.15(1)(e) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.
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Attachment B — Arborist Report

GREEN TREE

CONSULTANCY

Arboricultural Assessment Report

Site Details: Client: Author:

Lot 2 /DP 856173 Philipa Honner Green Tree Consultancy

3 Macquarie Terrace, 3 Macquarie Terrace, Joe Floyd | AQF LvI-5 Consulting Arborist
Balmain NSW 2041 Balmain NSW 2041

W: www.GrenTreeConsultancy.com.au
E: Joe@GreenTreeConsultancy.com.au
M: 0416 697 550

Date: 1%t December 2024
Version: 1.0
Reference: Q214-25_V1.0

Document Set ID: 41576395
Version: 1, Version Date: 23/02/2026
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GREEN TREE

CONSULTANCY

1 Contents

2.1 BACKGROUND ..
2.2 SCOPE

3.2 LIMITATIONS ....

5.1 TREE LOCATION
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53 TREE SCHEDULE
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7.2 CONCLUSION.....

8 REFERENCES....
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GREEN TREE ‘|/

CONSULTANCY

2 Introduction

2.1 Background

211  Green Tree Consultancy (GTC) have been engaged by Philipa Honner to prepare an Arboricultural Assessment
Report (ARA) for a single Araucaria heterophylla (Norfolk Island Pine) tree.

212  The tree is located within Lot 2 / DP 856173 of 3 Macquarie Terrace Balmain NSW 2041 within the Inner West
Council (IWC or Council) Local Government Area (LGA).

213  The tree falls under the planning and legislative controls documented in section 2.2.9.

214  Asthe property is located in an area mapped as a local heritage conservation area under the Inner West Local
Environmental Plan (LEP) the site and tree are subject to additional planning controls.

2.2 Scope

221  The client requested an arboricultural assessment to provide an overview of the health and condition, with a
focus on the assessment of potential risks associated with both tree failure and tree root impacts to the
surrounding structure(s).

222 In the interest of transparency, it is noted that the client made it known to GTC at the time of engagement
that their intention was to submit an application for tree removal with Council.

223  The client was informed that regardless of our engagement by the client, GTC have an obligation to report
independently without bias. Therefore, GTC's objective was to complete an arboricultural assessment of the
tree and alleged property damage only.

224  Final determination of tree removal/retention outcome will be determined by Council.

225  The scope was to undertake an arboricultural inspection of the tree inclusive of a tree risk assessment in line
with a Level 2 assessment based off the Tree Risk Assessment Qualification (TRAQ) framework.

226  The assessment included the collection of applicable tree data and assessment processes as outlined below:

* Species identification (botanical & common name)

+ Tree dimensions (height, crown spread, DBH, DAB)

¢ Tree health and structural condition rating

s Retention Value Assessment (STARS)

* Calculation of the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) and Structural Root Zone (SRZ)
+ Level 2 tree risk assessment (TRAQ methodology)

227  This report aims to document the process, findings, and outcomes of the arboricultural assessment and
provide tree management recommendations for the subject tree(s) as required.

228 The report has been prepared in accordance with applicable legislation, planning instruments, and Australian
Standards.

229  The following documents have been utilised in the preparation of this report:

= Inner West (Leichhardt) Development Control Plan (DCP) 2013
= Inner West Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2022
= State Environmental Planning Policy 2021 (SEPP) Biodiversity & Conservation; Chapter 2- Vegetation
in non-rural areas
» Australian Standard AS4970-2009 ‘Protection of trees on development sites’ (AS4970) - (Standards
Australia, 2009)
»  Australian Standard AS4373-2007 ‘Pruning of amenity trees’ (AS4373) - (Standards Australia, 2007)
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3 Methodology

311  Assessment of the tree(s) was completed on 1* November 2024 by Joe Floyd of Green Tree Consultancy
(GTC).

312  The assessment utilised elements from framework of the Visual Tree Assessment procedure (VTA) as
prescribed by Mattheck & Breloer (Claus Mattheck, 1994).

313  Tree(s) within the survey area were geo-located and data collected using a hand-held data collector utilising
TRIMBLE TerraFlex software. The device is fitted with an external DA2 aerial capable of 1cm accuracy (when
used in optimal conditions).

314  Tree Protection Zones (TPZ) and Structural Root Zones (SRZ) were calculated in accordance with Australian
Standard AS4970-2009: Protection of Trees on Development Sites (Standards Australia, 2009).

315  Tree Retention Values were determined using the Institute of Australian Consulting Arboriculturists (IACA)
‘Significance of a Tree, Assessment Rating System’ (STARS) (IACA©, 2010).

316 Tree mapping has been compiled utilising a combination of: QGIS, CAD, Bluebeam and Metro/Near Maps
programs.

317 Further detail regarding Arboricultural assessment considerations can be found in: Appendix 1 within this
report.

318  Atreerisk assessment was completed utilising the framework of the TRAQ methodology. For full details
regarding the TRAQ methodology applied to this assessment, please refer to: Error! Reference source not
found. within this report.

3.2 Limitations

321  This report has been compiled based only on the observations made at the time of the site assessment from
the information relevant to the condition of the trees at the time they were assessed.

322  All observations were made from ground-level within the subject site and from public property where access
was reasonably available.

323  Theinspection resulted in a limited visual inspection due to surrounding trees, accessible viewpoints, and the
position of sun high above tree resulted in limited unobstructed viewing points.

324  No sub-surface root investigation, soil analysis, or internal diagnostic testing has been completed.

325  Unless specified otherwise, all dimensions have been estimated.

326  The inspection time frame for the subject tree(s) was based on an assumed twenty-four {24) month(s)
reinspection schedule, this timeframe applies to, and is a key consideration when determining the LoF rating.

327  Alevel 2 risk assessment in line with the TRAQ framework was completed for the subject tree only — (See -
Error! Reference source not found.)

328  Significant weather events, tree failure(s), or notable changes to tree health and condition may warrant
additional inspection being required prior to the above noted reinspection timeframe.
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4 The Site

411  The subject site is legally classified as Lot 2 / DP 856173 of 3 Macquarie Terrace, Balmain NSW 2041.
412  Thesiteis listed as zone: R1 — General Residential (Environment, ePlanning Spatial Viewer, 2024).

413 At the time of writing this report, the site was subject to a local heritage listing in the form of the “Iron Cove

Heritage Conservation Area” listed under the LEP as Item #C26 (Environment, ePlanning Spatial Viewer,
2024).

414 At the time of writing this report, the site was not mapped on the Biodiversity Values Map (BVM) -
(Environment, Biodiversity Values Map, 2024).

7
3 Macquarie Terrace Balmain 2041 <

LovSection/Plan no: 2/-/DPBS6173

Council: INNER WEST COUNCIL

=
€ Layers B Legends
ePlanning Layers - Mapservice 12 =
Principal Planning Layers I

Heritage
Heritage Map
Aboriginal Object

Aboriginal Place of Heritage
Significance

~

Conservation Area - Aboriginal
Conservation Area - Archaeological
Consarvation Area - General
[IT] Conservation Area- Landscape
[[]] Heritage Conservation Area

Jem - Aboriginal

[ rem- Archaeclogicat 7 ¢ A
B e - General \ / 7 VK

Figure 1 - Showing the approximate site boundary (blue dashed line) with zoning & heritage overlay(s) - Image: (Environment, ePlanning Spatial
Viewer, 2024)
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5 The Tree

5.1 Tree Location

T R GREEN TREE

CONSULTANCY

Figure 2 - Showing the indicative tree location & canopy spread in relation to the subject site — Imagery: (MetroMaps (Australia), 2024)
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5.2 Tree Imagery - Overview

Figure 3 - Photo of the tree Figure 4 - Photo of the site entrance (tree located in raised bed to th
5.3 Tree Schedule
E|IE| T ., STARS Assessment

S " = b £ 3

z L £ B = £ g Site Observations

g 2 2 E| 3| & g 3 o w | g

= & 2| & | & = < & & = &3

Araucaria heterophylla * - Bamaghginfaseure ¢ ‘RigosedRoots Medium
770 M . i i inni High High
(Norfolk Island Pine) 21 Good ature  Good Minor dieback/ thinning of upper o ‘suspected Root Damage ig! (15-40) ig!
canopy

Table 1 - Tree Schedule ~ Showing tree data and primary observations made at the time of assessment
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5.4 Risk Assessment Schedule
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=4 5 H
= ] '3 = a
= - g = E
o - = w 3 - =
2 T 3 s ] g =
@ 5 g 2 5
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@ - @ 2 7] 2 o0 = T = a > =
2 E = K ® 2 © 2 = = ] E 3
5 F IS o = = - o = = o & =
1 24-months Root plate NA « Property — High Value/Significance NA NA Constant Improbable High Severe  LOW Low

Risk Mitigation Actions

1) Risk mitigation actions to reduce the potential of failure are not applicable at this stage outside of reassessment within 24-months from the date of this report.

2) Should the tree be subject to significant weather events, change of appearance, health or structure, then an earlier risk assessment may be required
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6 Discussion
Imagery taken at the time of the site assessment has been included in the next section (Section: 6.5) of the
report for ease of reference and context purposes.

6.1 History

611  The client informed GTC that prior to their purchase of the property in 2013, they engaged a Consulting
Arborist to undertake an assessment of the tree as part of their pre-purchase research to understand the
potential implications of the tree within the property.

612  The client was unable to provide a copy of the report and indicated this was due to them being provided a
paper copy only. The report apparently detailed the tree to be in good health with no notable concerns
regarding impacts to the property.

6.13 In 2016 the client undertook major renovations to the property. During this time several roots were reported
to have been exposed below and around the property following the removal of existing structures and the
internal floors.

614  Tree roots were retained and accommodated by constructing all new structure(s) around the roots including
a void around the roots to allow room for future root expansion.

615  GTC have been provided with a copy of a letter from the builder confirming the above. However, due to the
lapsed timeframe, no photos showing the completed works at the time of renovations were available.

6.2 The Tree

621  The subject tree is a mature Araucaria heterophylla (Norfolk Island Pine) tree located in the front garden of
the property within a raised brick retaining bed.

622  The outside of the tree trunk is situated approximately 2m from the front veranda, and 3.9m from the brick
exterior wall of the dwelling.

623  The tree is in good health and structural condition with no major defects observed.

624  Minor thinning and potential tip dieback was observed within the upper canopy.

625  Extensive surface roots were observed within the area around the tree and protruding through light
structures such as footpaths. This indicates that the tree is potentially situated in an area with a limited soil
volume, and or within soils subject to significant compaction causing the expansion of roots associated with
secondary thickening inclined to expand upwards.

6.3 Property Damage

631  There were a multitude of examples observed during the site inspection of property damage and
displacement surrounding the tree.

632  These have been documented in the following section 6.5: Site Imagery

6.4 Structural Engineer

641  GTC sought to provide a professional opinion as to the likely cause and significance of the observed property
damage where believed to be the result of tree root growth.

642 However, it is important to note that GTC are Consulting Arborists and not Structural Engineers.

643  Therefore, it may be necessary to engage a Structural Engineer to provide further insight relating to the
observations and comments contained within this report.
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6.5 Site Imagery

e 5— A view of the tree from the street frontage looking Figure 6 — A view of the upper Figure 7 — A view of the trees location in the front yard
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damaging the footpath
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Figure 11 - Close up of @ 60mm root protruding through the
footpath

Figure 12— A view of the entry path from the street to the Figure 13 - Demonstrating the prevalence of tree roots and
property noting major displacement of non-structural e

ments | associated displacement of light structures in the front garden of
the property
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Figure 14 - A close up image demonstrating the

evalence of
tree roots and associated displacement of light structures in the

Figure 15— Another close up image demonstrating the
front garden of the property

prevalence of tree roots and associated displacement of light

Figure 16 — A close up image of damage to the retaining wall
structures in the front garden of the property
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17 - A close up image of damage to t

taining wall pre mm from the outsid
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Figure 20— Showing the displacement of the front veranda
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Figure 23 - Showing small cracks in the frontage of the exterior | Figure 24— A view of the veranda deck from the location of the | Figure 25— Showing damage to the veranda

brick wall - estimated to be superficial, but structural engineer | damage shown in figures 20 & 21 above
required to clarify
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6.6 Exploratory Excavation

661  Detailed root investigation works fell outside the scope of GTC's engagement and were determined to be
impracticable due to site constraints associated with the extent of built form occupying the majority of the
area surrounding the tree.

662 However, following the initial tree inspection, exploratory excavation was completed in the narrow section of
gravel pathway between the tree trunk and the dwelling.

663  The aim was to ascertain whether or not tree root(s) were present in the area adjacent to the damaged
veranda thought to be associated with root growth.

664  Subsequently, this would provide an insight as to whether or not other areas observed to demonstrate similar
displacement and damage to property are likely to be associated with tree roots.

665 Excavation works were completed by GTC using hand tools only in accordance with AS4970-2009

666  Imagery of exploratory excavation works have been included in section 6.7 below:
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6.7 Exploratory Excavation Imagery

Figure 26 — The soil probe show he anticipated location ofa | Figure 27— Sh @ 170mm diameter tree root just belt Figure 28— Showing ¢ ved
tree root in vicinity of property dar surfac wing expl ry excavation works property domage
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7 Summary

7.1 Results

711  The property is located within a heritage conservation area as detailed within the Inner West Local
Environmental Plan.

712  The tree is therefore subject to additional planning controls and protections associated with the heritage
conservation area listing.

713  Assessment of the tree was completed on 1% November 2024 by Joe Floyd of Green Tree Consultancy (GTC).

714  The tree is located within the front garden of the property within <2m from the property’s veranda and 3.9m
from the exterior brick wall.

715  The tree was determined to be of good health and structural condition with no major defects sighted.

716  The tree was determined to be of high significance and retention value in accordance with the STARS
methodology.

717 The tree was subject to a level 2 TRAQ assessment that resulted in the tree determined to be low risk.

718  Assessment of the conflict between the tree and the surrounding built form resulted in the observation of
multiple examples of property damage to structures in the immediate vicinity of the tree.

719  Multiple areas of displacement to the surrounding structures and ground were observed.

7110 A small area of the site between the tree and the dwelling that demonstrated displacement and adjacent

property damage was subject to exploratory excavation, revealing large (179mm) diameter significant tree
root growing beneath the veranda toward the interior of the building.

7.2 Conclusion

721

722

723

724

725
726

727

728

Due to the significance of the tree within a heritage conservation area, considerable measures would be
expected to be implemented to allow for tree retention beyond what may typically be considered for a
similar specimen in an alternate location.

However, GTC notes that the client has previously taken substantial measures to accommodate the retention
of the tree and tree roots. Notably in the form of a pre-purchase tree assessment, and the implementation of
beneficial construction practices during renovations to accommodate the existing tree roots and allow for
future root growth.

Despite the clients attempts to accommodate the retention of the tree and tree roots, the tree has grown
substantially and in GTC’s professional opinion, the majority of the property damage observed during the site
inspection is likely to be associated with the presence of, and impact from the root system.

Intervention is evidently required to minimise further impacts to the surrounding structures and allow proper
function of the property and built form.

Root pruning to remove some of the large tree roots growing toward the property may be considered.

However, considering the proximity to structures and number of roots anticipated, this may not be a
practicable or long term solution given the client has already committed significant resources to tree
retention.

Council will need to review the tree and associated property conflict to determine what is considered to be
reasonable in the context of the trees significance in relation to what is deemed to be reasonable tree
management for tree/property owner considering the measures and costing already assumed to date.

The client will need to submit a Development Application (DA) under “demolition” to Council for assessment
of tree removal due to the location of the tree within a heritage conservation area.
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9 Disclaimer

Green Tree Consultancy are independent Consulting Arborists, all information within this document has been
compiled impartially without bias.

The information contained within this report is to be used solely for the purposes that were specified at the time
of engagement.

All attempts have been made to ensure the legitimacy of any information which has been gathered in the process
of compiling this report, however, Green Tree Consultancy cannot be held liable for inaccurate or misguiding
information which has been provided by others.

Any tree inspections or assessments which have been carried out for the purposes of this report are valid only at
the time of inspection and are based on what could reasonably be seen or diagnosed from during the inspection.

This assessment is a snapshot of what could be reasonably seen or determined from a basic visual inspection.

Unless otherwise stated, all inspections utilised the processes of the Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) procedure in
the form of a basic VTA, in addition to the application of industry best practice and learnt knowledge.

No internal diagnostic testing or below ground investigation has been carried out unless otherwise stated.

Trees are a dynamic living organism and as such they have a finite lifespan the end of which cannot always be
predicted or understood, even apparently healthy trees can die suddenly or fall without warning. As such there is
no warranty or guarantee provided, or implied, regarding the future risks associated with any tree.

Unless specifically stated within the scope and methodology sections of this report, this report does not
constitute a detailed Arboricultural Hazard & Risk Assessment if relating to construction and development related
report types.

Assessment of tree health and condition has been included to guide assessment of tree retention aspects
only and is based on a basic visual assessment using elements of the VTA method. Tree defects may be
discussed briefly within this report; however, this report does not satisfy the requirements of a detailed
Arboricultural Risk Assessment report.

It is noted that upon acceptance and completion of any development, that there may be trees that impose a
risk of impacting a target that was not previously present prior to the development.

It is up to the client and the tree owner/manager to determine the risk threshold that they are willing to
accept and undertake a suitably detailed Arboricultural risk assessment that identifies potential tree risk(s)
and provides tree management recommendations in line with this threshold.

Please feel free to contact GTC if you have any questions regarding this report.
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10 Appendix 1: Tree Assessment Methodology

10.1 Visual Tree Assessment (VTA)

1011 The VTA system is based on the theory of tree biology and physiology, as well as tree architecture and
structure. This method is used by arborists to identify visible signs on trees that indicate the health, condition
and potential problems. This system is based around methods discussed in 'The Body Language of Trees’.
(Claus Mattheck, 1994)

10.2 Health & Vigour Assessment

1021 The health and vigour of a tree is assessed by observing the tree to determine how it is performing.

1022  Certain indicators provide information to the assessor which guides the assessment, each indicator must be
assessed with objectivity considering all available information.

1023  For example, abnormally small leaves, chlorosis (yellowing), sparse crown, wilting, and die-back can be signs
of ill-health or decline but may also be related to a temporary imbalance due to drought or pest infestations.

1024  Epicormic growth can be a sign of stress and low energy reserves but can also be related to increased light
levels through the removal or pruning of adjacent trees.

1025 Extension growth can be a good indicator of vigour, but this can vary greatly between species and under
differing climatic conditions.

1026 Following assessment, each tree will be allocated a tree health rating from the below range:

Very Good | Good | Fair | Poor | Very Poor | Dead

10.3 Structural Assessment

1031 For the purpose of this report, elements of the VTA system will be used, along with industry standards,
arboricultural literature, and other relevant studies that provide an insight into potential hazards in trees.

1032 The VTA system is generally used as a means to identify hazardous trees; however, it is important to realise
that for a tree to be hazardous there must be a target; a hazard poses no risk if there is no exposure to the
hazard.

1033 A trees structural condition and integrity can be influenced by many aspects, it is important to consider all
aspects holistically when undertaking a structural assessment, as one aspect can often affect another.

1034  The structural assessment must consider items such as the trees form and architecture, tree health, species
characteristics, the presence of pests, disease and pathogens, structural defects, and the influence of loading
upon the tree and tree parts.

1035 Proper assessment of tree structure requires the assessor to utilise and apply their experience, knowledge
and training to systematically assess the whole tree in order to achieve a well-reasoned and justified
conclusion of the trees structural integrity.

1036 Following assessment, each tree will be allocated a structural condition rating from the below range:

Very Good | Good | Fair | Poor | Very Poor | Failed
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