Significant Tree

ey ol

{Under General Local Law) \ il { I% \

Unless there are special circumstances requiring an agent, the applicant should be the owner or occupier of the property where the tree is located. If an agent is
applying please provide written consent from the owner of the land to act on their behalf

Application Form =

Applicant Details

First Name

I
Business Name
Postal Address
Suburb
Email Address

Home/Business Number w
Please note a non-refundable application fe le to Significant Tree applications. The application fee must be paid at the time of lodgement;

if this fee is not paid the application will not be assessed. The permit fee will be issued after the application has been assessed and the permit will be issued once
payment has been made.

Postcode

Property Details

Street No: 15

Street Name: Richmond Terrace

Number of trees: 1 Postcode: 3121
Suburb Richmond

Significant Tree Details

Identify trees to be lopped or removed and attach photos of the tree or trees, showing location and condition:

Botanical name of tree Location on property Origin (Native/Exotic?) Diameter of tree Prune of remove

Acer Negundo In property cnr Miller St exotic 583mm Prune
Remove

Prune
Remove

Prune
Remove

Prune
Remove

Prune
Remove

0000000 ®O

For more than 5 trees, please attach a separate list

Yarra Council PO Box 168 Richmond VIC 3121 T 9205 5555 F 8417 6666 TTY 133 677 then ask for 9205 5555

Interpreter Services 9280 1940 E info@yarracity.vic.gov.au W www.yarracity.vic.gov.au




Information

Give reasons for these trees to be removed or lopped.

Note: If structurual damage is a reason for the tree removal, all relevant evidence should be supplied with the application.

This may include photographs and a structural engineers report.

The Tree is in poor health, overly mature and in decrepit and declining condition. The attached arborist report describes
it as senescent and partially dead, with very poor form, structure and vigour.

The report also concludes that the tree has stress regrowth, twin leaders at 1.4Mtrs with a bark included bifurcation,
hollow and with weeds growing in it and holding water.

Further the arborits has observed that the tree is completely hollow & rotten. The tree has now effectively outgrown the
site - it is surrounded by hard landscape, with diminished growth potential and various services including power-line
influences and statutory set-backs on x3 Aspects. The canopy is dying-back, is no longer viable and completely
over-mature for the site.

Is the tree/vegetation either planted or grown as a result of direct seeding?

Direct seeding

Give details of planned replacement planting or reasons why none is required

We propose replacement of the tree with either a Magnolia Grandiflora or an Angophora costata to a height of 2m at
planting.

Signing this application authorises Council’s officer or contractor to enter the property. If access to neighbouring properties is
required (e.g. to assess alleged structural damage) please provide written authorisation from the neighbouring property owner

Name of property owner (please print)

Signature of property own

Date Q/Cf/m

The personal information requested on this form is being collected by Council so it may consider your application in accordance with
Council’s Local Laws. The personal information will be used solely by Council for these purposes or directly related purposes. Council may
disclose this information to other Council departments, and any other organisations that may be affected by the works. The applicant
understands that the personal information provided is for the above purpose and that he or she may apply to Council for access to or
amendment of the information. Requests for access or correction should be made to Council’s Privacy Officer on 9205 5555 or
info@yarracity.vic.gov.au

This application is only to prune or remove trees on private property. To occupy a road or footpath a
permit is required. Please contact Council on 9205 5555.

Yarra Council PO Box 168 Richmond VIC 3121 T 9205 5555 F 8417 6666 TTY 133 677 then ask for 9205 5555

Interpreter Services 9280 1940 E info@yarracity.vic.gov.au W www.yarracity.vic.gov.au




Commercial Municipal Domestic Arboriculture Powerlines Horticulture Design Teaching

Open Space Management
PO Box 752 North Melb® VIC. 3051
Mob:
Email
ABN: 788 215 988 35

24/3/2023

15 Richmond Terrace - Richmond. Yarra City Council.

REVIEW & Tree Assessment: *T1: Box Elder: Acer negundo.
Applicant: Kate Mitchell. Ph: 8595 9520 E: kate@mitchellfamilylaw.com.au

On Monday 6% March 2023 AM. I undertook a detailed Tree Assessment & Review of a Box Elder Tree
- T1. The tree is situated within the property on the fence-line at corner of Miller St. The owner was
present. Two previous reports by Treeincarnation & Tree Dimensions and a Council refusal have been
considered relative to this review and re-application; the tree was not thoroughly appraised before.

[ climbed the tree. Photos & measurements were taken; relative to a review of the Council refusal.

Many annotated photos are supplied here-with to describe the tree. The applicant seeks again to
remove the tree within close proximity to proposed works due to its obviously decrepit and declining
condition. The overly mature, senescent and partially dead tree has been previously pruned & has
stress-regrowth, with very poor form, health, structure & vigour. The 7.5Mtr High Acer negundo has
multiple-stems at height, twin leaders at 1.4Mtrs with a bark included bifurcation, hollow and with
weeds growing in it. Further the tree is completely hollow & rotten as are all the main first & second
order stems are sunburned, rotten & hollow, some holding water and grass-weed growth with multiple
re-active regrowth from the ageing & environmental stresses and recent heavy (on-going) statutory
power-line clearances. The x2 measured stem diameters (445 & 370mm) at 1.5Mtrs above-grade is a
cumulative 583mm diameter which describes an Indicative *TPZ of 7.0 Mtrs Radius and an *SRZ of
2.6Mtrs Radius; the tree has now effectively outgrown the site; its retention was not part of the
current planning application upon the site. This is obviously untenable and futile as the site is fully
restrictive because the tree is surrounded by hard landscape, with diminished growth potential and
various services including power-line influences and statutory set-backs on x3 Aspects, and all main
first and second order-stems are completely hollow & rotten, holding both water and various small
weeds growing within these cavities, see screw-driver penetrations, T1 has now outgrown the site;
some of these stems are now completely dead. The tree is completely hollow both in its bole at GL and
also universally throughout the canopy; the canopy is dying-back. Excessive ongoing & perennial
pruning has contributed to its demise; the tree is no longer viable and fully over-mature for the site.

T1 is deemed to be a Significant-tree in Yarra City due to the trunk-diameter being 400mm> @1.5
T1 has a SULE: Safe Useful Life Expectancy of less than 2-3 Years. *Remove: Category 4abcd+f.
Further as per AS 4970 -2009 the Tree AZ AS/NZ Rating is Z2- Z12 Cumulatively = ZZ Remove.

CONCLUSION: Remove this tree via a new Local Law Application as per Yarra City Council Protocols.
*Replanting is fully relevant within the Council Decision-quidelines and effective for a new perpetuity.

Submit this report to support a further application for removal of the tree by review, as the previous
reports dating back to October 2019 and refusal are variously incorrect and conditions have changed.

Yours faithfull

(Adv Cert Hort. Dip Hort/Arb. WTA Cert 4)
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TREE CONDITION REPORT: Tree Data Table: Trunks measured at 1.5Mtr above grade in Yarra City.

now becoming
a public & civil
liability due to
its very poor
degraded
condition.

No. Species Age Height | Canopy | DBH | Condition | Comments:
mtrs | Diam mtrs mm *SULE & *TPZ / *SRZ.
T1i. Box Elder: Senescent 7.5 Asymmetry. 450 & Very Very Decrepit old DECIDUOUS
Acer negindo 370. Poor. Exotic-tree. Vagrant planting
Averaged ) Possibly <50Yrs Old. Heavily
Canopy C';;g‘ Trending Pruned regularly over the
Hazardous. years to comply with the HV
Diameter & LV Electricity Mains
= 7.5Mtrs Statutory Clearances. The
645mm tree is highly problematical.
or @ GL. ;/:;:é ;835 This report is now requisite
3.75Mtrs <36 Months. to fulfil the Yarra City Tree
Policy Guidelines and Local
Radius. Ongoing Law Permit Re- Application.
statutory The trunk-bole and all
maintenance structural & physiological
is required. components of the tree is in
Longevity is STy, vary poo?& fully
degraded condition & hollow.
sgvgrely Canopy Die-back is obvious.
limited. Setbacks from various
infrastructure is absolutely
minimal and the greater
This tree is proportion of this tree is

within the public domain.
The paling-fences are
compromised as are water
services. The tree is typically
suckering profusely and
generally considered to be in
senescence with various
dead & rotten stems. The
tree is now not viable of
retention. There is a HO332
overlay upon the site, but
does not include trees. T1 is
not listed on the 'Significant-
tree Register’ but is referred
to as a ‘Significant Tree’ in
Yarra Council, Retention of
this tree is now untenable
and removal is deemed to
be fully appropriate.

Replace this tree.

A Council Permit is required.
REMOVE this tree ASAP.
*SULE is REMOVE: 4abcdf.
*Tree AZ: 22-212 = ZZ
*TPZ=7.0 R/ *SRZ=2.6 R

Planning Zoning is NRZ1.
Overlay is DCPO1 & HO/332.

Note: Category Retention Ratings: Refer Barrell SULE: NAAA Workshop Sydney 2001. Bibliography excerpt of AS 4970-2009.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

T1: Past SULE. Very Poor: Form. Health. Structure & Vigour.

< RichmOn

Terrace < Miller St >

6/3/2023

T1: As viewed from the street.

< fichmond Tefraca >

6/3/2023

T1: View from Miller St. T1: Twin Leader & 1% / 2™ Order Stems.

REVIEW TREE ASSESSMENT: No.15 Richmond Terrace. Richmond — March 2023 3



REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

€/3/2022

T1: Stem Measurement 450mm Diam.

T1: General Descriptions of tree position & features.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

i o e DT
W o 0 &no e o

6/3/2023

T1: Bole Cavity. T1: Bole Cavity to below GL.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

e & Sh e Bx1%rw (rvw Momds 40w #Bon

> s

T1: General Descriptions of Rotten Limbs at Height. There are no repeat photos here!
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

T1:Main Fork Union Bark Included Bifurcation

T1: Main Fork Union. T1: Site View & Poor Form. Electrical Pruning.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

Confirmation of validity of Barrell Tree AZ as an internationally recognised tree / risk assessment

Consultant Council

TreeAZ

TreeAZ is an intemational method of assesasing the importance of trees on
development sites. It s an evolution of the Safa Useful Life Expectancy

(SULE) of g treas developed by Jerery Barrell in the
1980s. N Is to help p assign appropriate weight to trees
when ing ph g appli Its basic principles are

Ip good tree managamant around the world and it can be applied
internationally, with local modifications. For example, in the UK the
calegorias are called A, B, C and R to comply with BS 5837, but the
principles behind the method remained unchanged.

This website pravides guidance on the use of TreeAZ for bolh consultants
and counails in the form of downloadabla POFs that can be accassed
through the buttons below.

©GBarmeil Tree Consuitancy 2011. Barvell Tree Consultancy is a trading style of Barrell T¢
Website Disctaumer

number 5135242
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

The Tree Mortality Spiral as a Module for Interpreting Arboricultural Ageism and Predictive Decline in Trees:

TREE MORTALITY SPIRAL as a concept madule - adjusted by Andrew Patrick

Gooa Form, Health
)Stmcturn & Vigour

SShemalic anly

PREDISPOSED
Mature Age. Clase
proxirmity construction.
Environmental changes,
Vulnerability to dedine,
Senabical'y Pra-mmpoased

Subject Tree/s:
\\ INJURED Impacts of coristruction
\.Severed roots, Compaction,
\\Reflective light & radiant
heat-sink, Reduced w ater
& nutriert uptake due to
changes In soll chemistry,

Subject Tree/s:
Specimens are bayond
vemedial & cultural
intervantion: Obviously
dead or dying Seresann.
Beyuntt Coltura lntzrvmgon

FIGURE 28

Tree Mortality Spiral: Trees and Development:
A Technical Guide to Preserveation of Trees During
Land Development’ - Matheny & Clark: Ch 2. P22

NOTE: Tree T1 is old & evidently Predisposed & Injured Previously by Lopping, Genetic aberrations of Bark Included
Bifurcations, previous & ongoing limb-ioss in a confined space. Typical short-lived species-type and the high possibility
that this tree is in-fact a vagrant weed-tree. A Designated Weed-tree in Darebin & Boroondara and other Municipalities
and listed as a highly invasive species by Kate Blood: Environmental Weeds for Sth East Australia and Arthur Rylah
Institute Advisory List of Environmenta! Trees - 2018. The Tree is now Senescing & fully beyond cultural intervention;
past its respective SULE for the site and offering canopy coverage for approx.’ only 5 Months of the year - deciduous.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

Evaluating Suitability for Preservation: This decrepit failing Acer negundo is now not suitable for retention.

fully selected témakemthawwwm“’
struen xmpacts adapt to a new en Vi

AS 4970-2009: Matheny & Clark: Trees & Development: Chapter 6 - P69

HO332:

YarvaClty Camll - MO X0 Achmand by Andrew Patride (pen Space Munagesnen - March X073 x
el i T e W 8

EETE

DR pearparotet shue
Fexrnen

HO 332: No Heritage Tree Controls over the Site.

REVIEW TREE ASSESSMENT: No.15 Richmond Terrace. Richmond — March 2023 10



REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

REFERENCES:

* Trees & Development: A Technical Guide to Preservation of Trees During Land Development - Matheny & Clark. 1998

* Arboriculture: Integrated Management of Landscape Trees, Shrubs & Vines. Harris. Matheny & Clark. 3™ Edition 1999

* Abiotic Disorders of Landscape Plants: A Diagnostic Guide. Costello. Perry. Matheny. Henry & Geisel - 2003

* LandVic Property Report 25/3/2023 Indicates Zoning NRZ1. Overlays DCPO1 & HO/332 affect the site.

* The Body Language of Trees a Handbook for Failure Analysis - Matheck & Breloer, 5™ Edition 1995

* BARRELL TREE AZ: AS/NZ 2007: Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009. Detailed Descriptors.

* Australian Standard for the Protection of Trees on Development Sites AS 4970 — 2009

* Barrell SULE: NAAA Workshop Sydney 2001. Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009

* YARRA City Council: Tree Removal Guidelines — 199. P1-5. As attached.

* Australian Standard for the Pruning of Amenity Trees - AS 4373 2007

* Yarra City Council: Significant Tree Study - Homewood Consulting.

* Council Arborists of Victoria (CAV) - Tree Protection Calculator

* Yarra City Council Response & Refusal to Remove tree - 23/1/2020

x nspection by Tree Dimensions 4/1/2020
. Treeingarnation_lree Report: October 2019.

* Trees for South Eastern Australia - Simpfendorfer 1975

* Ornamental Flowering Trees in Australia - Rowell 1994

* Urban Landscape Management - Hitchmough 1994

* Yarra City Council: General Local Law.

* TREES Yarra City Council: Webarchive:

m;m.esktopll S5%20Richmond%2Z0Terrace/Trees%20%7C%20Yarra%20City%20Council.webarchive
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

BARRELL S.U.L.E: NAAA Workshop Sydney 2001. Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009

SULE: Its use and status into the new millennium

5

Appendix 3
Safe Usefnl Life Expectancy Categories (Updlted 04/01)
Thus reference sheet should be meluded as ymfmnmwnhalltqmmwhuclsuw

assessment s an clemnent.  Additiosally, it can I::copledmdcovued with a laminated plastic protective
sheet and used as a ficld sheet 10 help with dam collection,

Safe Useful Life Expectancy Categaries (Updated 01/04/01)

Long SULE: Trees that appearcd (o be reminable at the time of assessmen! for more than 40 years

with an acceptable level of risk.

(®) Structurally sound trees located in positions that can accommodate future growth.

(b) Trecs thal could be made suitable for retention m the long term by remedial tree care.

(c) Trees of special significance for histovical, commemorative or mxity reasons that would
warrant cxtraordinary efforts 10 secure their long term retention.

Medium SULE: Trees that appearcd (o be retainabie at the time of assessment for 15-40 years with
an acceptable level of nisk.

(2) Trees that may only live between 15 and 40 more years.

(b) Trees that could live for more than 40 years but mmy be removed for safcty or nuisance

Teasons.

(c) Trees that could kive for mare then 40 years but may be dtop interfe with
mnresmnbl:mdmdmkurmpovidupwefwn:wphnm&

(d) Trees that could be made suitable for in the mediwom term by dial tree care.

Short SULE: Trees that appeared to be retamable at the time of assessment for 5-15 years with an

acceptable level of risk.

(a) Trees that may only live between 5 and |5 more years.

(L) Trees that could live for more then 15 years bt may be removed for safety or nuisance
reasons.

(e) Trees that could live for more than 15 years but may bo removed to prevent interference with
mare suittble individuals or to provide space for new planting.

(d) Trees that require substantial remedinl tree care and are oaly suitable for retention in the short
erm.

Bemove: Trees that should be removed within the next 5 years.

(a) Dead, dying, suppressed ot declining trecs becauso of disease or inbospitable conditions.

(®) Dengerous trees because of inviability or recent Ioss of ediacent trees.

(¢} Dangerous trees because of structural defects including cavitics, decay, included berk, wounds
or poor farm.

(d) Damaged trees that are clearly not safe to retain.

(¢) Trees that could tive for more than 5 years but may be removed to prevent intarfirence with
mare suitshie individuals or o provide space for new planting.

() Trecs that arc demaging or may cause damage o existing strictunes within § years.

(@) Trees that will became dangerous after removal of other trees far the reasons given in (a) to (f).

(h) Trees in catcgpories (a) o (g) that have 3 high wildlife habitat value and, with appropriste
treatment, could be retained subject to regular review.

Small, young or regufarly pruned: Trees tmt can be reliably moved or replaced.

(a) Small trecs loss than Sm in height.

(®) Young trees less than 15 years ald but over Sm in height.

(c) Formml hedges end trecs intended for reguiar pruning (o artificially control growth.

With permission as part af AS 4970-2009 Bibliography; Andrew Patrick - Open Space Management

TIHS Jevemy Harredl AN rlghts svserved

wawbarreiltroecars.conk

TreeAZ

REVIEW TREE ASSESSMENT: No.15 Richmond Terrace. Richmond —March 2023
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

BARRELL TREE AZ: AS/NZ 2007: Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009. Detailed Descriptors.

Figure I: TREE - AZ Categories (Version 7.05ANZ)

CAUTION: TREE-AZ assessments must be carried out by a competent person qualified and experienced in
arboriculture, the following category descriptions are designed to be a brief field reference and are not intended to be
self-explanatory.  They must be read in conjunction with the most current explanations published at
WWW ITeeaz com.au.

Category Z: Unimportant trees not worthy of being a material constraint

Local oxem, Trees that are unditahle for ion for focsl ' inel sise, proi and species
Z1 | Young or insignificant small i.e. below the local size threshold for tion. etc
Z2 | Too close to a building, i.¢. exempt from Igglprmecﬁonbmuscofp imity. etc
z3 Species that cannot be protected for other reasons. i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, out of character in a setting of
acknowledged importance, etc
High risk of death or fnilure: Teees that ure fely i be ranovel sithin 10 yenr becuise of soise Neallh issues o7 severe strichn il
Z4 | Dead. dying. diseased or declining
Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure can m]besausfutmlymduudby
Z5 | reasonable remedial care, i.e. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds. excessive imbalance, overgrown and
vulnerable to adverse weather conditions, etc
Z6 | Instability. i.e. poor unchoruge, increased exposure. etc
T removed within 10 years because of il oa
7 Excessive, severe and intolerable inconvenience to the extent that a court or tribunal would be likely to authorise
tree removal, i.e. dominance, debris, interference, etc
Excessive, severe and mblenbiedamagetopmpeny to the extent that a court or tribunal would be likely to

authorise treé removal, i.e. severe structural damage to surfacing and buildings. ete

Good ent: Trees that are likely to be removed within 10 vears | 1] of'the tree
Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure can be temporarily reduced by reasonable
Z9 | remedial care, i.e. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance. vulnerable to adverse weather
condi ete
Z10 Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. dominated by adjacent trees or
buildings, poor architectural fi ork, etc
Z11 | Removal would benefit better adj ie. relieve physical interf shading. ete

ter adjacent trees. ie. relicve physical interference. shading.ete |
L Z12 | Unaccepiably expensive to retain, i.¢. severe defects requiring high levels of maintenance, ec ‘

NOTE: Z trees with a high risk of death/failure (Z4. Z5 & Z6) or ing severe i i (Z7 & Z8) at the time of
assessment and need an urgent risk assessment can be designated as 27, Z'[ueesarehk/clywbemnmblerormmuoumdu
the bottom of the categorisation hicrsrchy, In contrast. although Z wees are not worthy of influencing new designs, urgem
removal is not essential and they could be retained in the short term, if appropriate.

Category A: Important trees suitable for retention for more than 10 years and worthy of
being a material constraint
No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

Al
A2 | Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work ta adjacent trees
A3

Special significance for historical, cultural, commemorative or rarity reasons that would warrant

extraordinary efforts 1o retain for more than 10 years
Trees that may be worthy of legal protection for ecological reasons (Advisory requiring specialist
assessment

Ad

NOTE: Catcgory Al trees that arc already large and exceptional, or have the p 10 become so with
can be designated as AA at the discretion of the assessor. Although all A und AA trees are sufficiently important to be m.mnal
constraints, AA trees are at the top of the categorisation hicrarchy and should be given the highest weight in any selection
process.

TREE-AZ is desigaed by Barrell Tree Consaltancy (ww barrelltreecareco.ub) sad b reproduced with their
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.

BARRELL TREE AZ: AS/NZ 2007: Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009. Detailed Descriptors.

TreeAZ Categories Field Sheet (Version 10.04-ANZ)

B N N OARR
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CAUTION: TrecAZ assessments must be carricd out by a competent person qualified and experienced in arboriculture.
The following category descriptions are designed to be a bricf ficld reference and arc not intended to be sclf-cxplanatory.
They must be read in conjunction with the most current explanations published at www, TrecAZ.com.

Category Z: Unimportant trees not worthy of being a material constraint
Local policy exemptions: Trees (hat are unsuitable for legal protcction tor local policy reasons mdnd.mg size, proximity and specicy
Young or insignificant small trees, i.e. below the local size threshold for legal p etc
Too close to abuilding, ie. exempt from legal protection because of proximity, etc
Species that cannoi be profected for other reasons, i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, out of character in a setting of
acknowledged importunce, cte
[igh risk of death or failtire: Trees Uit are Jikely 10 be removed within 10 years because of acule heulth issves or severe structural failure
Deand, dving, discased or declining
Severe damage and‘or structural defects where o high nsk of fmlure cangot be satisfactonly reduced by reasonable
remedial care, 1.6, cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalunce, overgrown and vulnerable to adverse
weather conditions, elc
Instability, i e. poor anchorage. increased exposurc, ete
Excessdve suissnce: Troes that are likely 1 be remened within 10 years bocatse of unaccepinble impact on people
Excessive, severe and intolerable inconyenience to the extent that a locally recognized court or tribunal would be likely to
authorize removal, 1.¢. dominance, debris, interference, cte
Excessive, severe and intolerable damage to property to the exteat that a locally recognized court or tribunal would be
likely to authorize removal, i.c. mmdhmsemmﬁncmgmdlmldmgs. ctc
Good management: Trees thal are likely ko be removed within [0 year through nep of the tree populati
S damage and/or al dele whcmnhghrmknfﬁﬂurcmkmmmdmﬁbymnﬂﬂcn:met.lhl
care, i.¢ cavitics, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance, vilnerable to adverse weather conditions, ele
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.c. dominated by adjacenl trees or buildings,
poor architectural framework, etc
Removal would benefit better adjacent trees, i.e. relieve physical interference, suppression, etc
Unacceptably expensive to retain, i.c. severe defects requiring excessive levels of maintenance, ete

NOTE: Z trees with a high nisk of death/failure (Z4, Z5 & Z6) or causing severe inconvenience (Z7 & Z8) at the time of
assessment and need an urgent risk assessment can be designated as ZZ. ZZ trees are likely to be unsuitable for retention
and at the bottom of the categorization hicrarchy. [n contrast, although Z trees arc not worthy of influencing new designs,
urgent removal is not essential and they could be retained in the short term, if appropriate.

Al
A2
Al

Ad

Category A: Important trees suitable for retention for more than 10 years and worthy of being a

material constraint

No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care
Mmor de(‘ecls that could hc addressed by remedial care md/ot work to adjacent trees
5 i fi for hustoncal, culwral, ive or ranty that would warrant extraordinary efforts 1o

rctun for o more than 10 years
Trees thal may be worthy of legal prolection [or ecological reasons (Advisory requning specialist assessment)

NOTE: Category Al trees that arc alrcady large and exceptional, or have the potential to become so with minimal
maintcnance, can be designated as AA at the discretion of the assessor.  Although all A and AA trees arc sufficiently
important to be material constraints, AA trees are at the top of the categorization hierarchy and should be given the most
weight in any sclection process.

TreeAZ is desigaed by Barrell Tree Consultancy (www.barrelltreecare.co.uk) amd is reproduced with thelr permission

Further explanations to assist categorization

Al

Any cxisting statutory definitions of trees that are wo small to be legally protected should be spplied and (rees less than thuse heights or
diameters will be Z1. If thare arc noac, then if the tree has beco planted for less than S years itis Z1. If it is less than Sm in height, it will
be Z1 unless it is significant, i.e. clearly mature, but small rees are not Z1. I it is greater than 10m in height it is not Z1 unless it was
planted in the last § years. Applying Z1 to trees between 5- 10m is a matter of judgment; (he most obvious test being that the tree could be
casily and reliably moved or replaced. Tdeally. the replacement tree should not be less than 20% of the replaced tree's trunk. height and

spread dimensions.
Any existing statutory rules (hat prevent proteetion of trees within a fixed distance of a structure will allow a tree to be subcategorized as
72,

Any cxisting statutory rulcs or guidance that prevent peotection of trees for reasons other than size and proximity dictate 73, i.c. invasive
or alien species. 1f none exist, then Z3 canoat be applied.

“This subcategory is for trees that arc unlikely to recover from a scrious health probl ‘the dition must be inal with no obvious
potential © reeover, ic. severe crown dichack related to cxcavation damage or root decay, to the extent that the structural branch
frmmework is compromised. Trees Lhal are likely (o recover o improve should not be placed in this subcategory, ie. wees suffering from a
foliar problem that has little unpact on the branch framework and varies from year to vear

5

chcrcnmwhaddmlmtvsmruhmcchmmohb\.mulucwngm fullpolcnmlandthcmsnhsyt of failure risk. In many
casex, the risk of Gilure can be reduced by ds i I m tree size, but lhis has scvere health, cosl and ity
implicauons, so is unlikely (o be a sustainable management option. A common cxample iy a severcly unbalanced tree within a group that

will be particularly vulnerable in adverse weather conditions and the adiacent Irees mean (here is nu hope of remedial wocks resulting in an

Tree AZ Detailed Descriptors.
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REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.:

BARRELL TREE AZ: AS/NZ 2007: Bibliography Excerpt of AS 4970-2009. Detailed Descriptors.

woprovement.  Topped trees do not sutomatically fit 1nto this subcategory. although there 15 an obvious emptation. Spectes prone (o

25 deeay, such as willow and puplar, often have severe deeay at the origin of vigorous re-growth, creating a high ask of filure i advense

“~ weather conditions. 73 is clearly appropriate for them, However, this needs to be a careful judgment because topping m itself does not

necessanily condemn a tree to this subcalegory.  Some trees, such as planc. oak and lime. are particularly good at coping with this

treatment and oflen are able W mature with a low nsk of tailure. I remediul works will allow the wree to be retained with no significunt
advarse mipact on ity héalth or costs then it does pot fit hene

Trees can become pourly anchored because of soil erosion through climatic factors, e water or wind, wear from raflic - pedestnan or

vehicular, changing soil conditions - increasing wetness, sudden and severe physical steess from storms and root damage such as decay or

severance reducing root strength.  In some case, ie. storm induced instability, there may be a realistic chance of recovery and a |

¥/ 3 chgnnnunn of Z6 may be promaturc.  However. if excessive remuedial work s required, it is likely that Z6 is a defensible |

gory.  Allcrations o tree cxp to the wind occurs because of changes in the shelter provided by adjacent objects such as

| h\uldmgs of rees.  This ollen applies (0 groups ol trees where one large dominant individual will be lost because of poor health or a

struetural problem, which then dn lly exposes the g frees

' Establishing (hresholds of puable levels of inc i In ils broadest sense, inc icnce is the interlerance with the
authorized use of land. In relation to trees, it can he in the form of roots disrupting I:mdscupmg and hard surfacing, parts ol (rees
physically preventing land use, tree debris such as leaves and fruit lalling and tree crowns causing exesssive shade.  The principles lor
establishing what are acceptable levels ol inconvenience are the same irrespective of the cause. In a community context, it is generally
accepled that trees provide a significant benelit W society and it is neassonable Tor individuals 1o tolerate some fevel of inconvenience (rom
their presence.  EHowever, the precise location or value of these thresholds is not always obvious and is olten a subjective interpretation
rather than a delinitive point. There will always have to be a balancing of the benelit to the « ity weighed against the inc e
suffered by the individual: What is an acceplable, tolerable or reasonable level ol inconvenience is ollcn a malter of judgment lor each
specific siuation. tempered by experience and common sense.  This, n um. should be guided by court, tabunal and planning decisions

Z7  that have made informed judgments on these issues.

+ Common cxamples: Very large (rees near existing occupied buildings can dominate to the exient that the disbencfit from the anxicty of
the occupants atweighs the benefit of the tree. Regular and severe \Lumng caused by fallen debris (o a swimming poul surround may be
unacceptable because the stark contrast in colours creates a dirty iny vhereas the same staining on a pmh or dnive surface may be
more acceptable.  In contrast, falling leaves blocking gutters causmg thern to be cleaned once a year 18 oot that much of a local
inconvenivnce in (he context of the wider benefits That trees impart.

+ Making the decision: Assexsing inconvenience is almost entirely u subjective judgment. based on experience and understanding ol what
is pereeived as being ble and unre ble for a normal persan. As with all these judgmenls, a simple test is to imagine a court
hearing where a judge has to decide if the levels of inc ¢ are intlerable. If they arc, then the tree is 77; it they are not that bad,
| then the tree belongs in another subcategory.
| Where more senaus damage oceurs (o property ffom root action, then court tribunal judgments on lubility help o Tocus on what Tevel of |

damage is deemed (olerable by soctety. The most ¢ ple 15 direct damage [rom rools. (ruaks and branches to structures and
surfacing. Repairs to walls may require such extensive excavation and cutting of roots that the tree cannot be retained. However, the use
of innovative techniques may reduce root d: but sull produce a viable bound flowing (he tree to be retained. Root damage to

surfacing I1s oRlen a sustainable reason for removal if mcmymg the damage will sig v adversely affect the tree. In contrast, the
| potential for roots to deform surfacing would be a less reliable basis for allocation to this subcatcgory becau.sc it is so unpredictable. As a
| general rule, there would need to be pood evidence (or ongoing damage, with litle scope for remedial works. before a tree could be

reliably all 110 thus sub y

This is a similar subcategory (o Z5, but where the delect is nol so severe that remedial works have (o be extensive and immediate. Quile

often, there arc less severe detiects that are so bad Ihere is no realistic potential for the trec to imprave, but it could be retained in the short

term with some significant remedial works. This would only be seen as a b 10 conti q:plying the same |
Z9 | prnciple would not be cost-effective compared to rcplar.cm:nt Atypical qamplc wnuld b a tree with a large and progressive cavity lhnl
will cleady prevent it ever improving its condition or contribution to amenity. Hi batantial thinning and reduction would aliow it

to be retamed in the short term to allow other replacement trees to develop to bulter its inevitable loss. The benefit of retaiming it in lbe
short term might outweigh the vost of doing the works as a one-oll, but oot on a regular basis.
Tt is common to find trees that are obviously not good envugh tor long term retention because they look unhealthy or are so unbalanced or \
s0 tall and thin or that they will pever miprove. However, the problems are not so sevare that there 1s a high nsk of death or failure, and
they cannot be discounted Tor that reason.  [his subcategory is for those rees and relies on the principle of sustained amenity (o justify the |
Z10  allocation. Trees with no potental to improve are taking up space where new trees could be growing. which would be enhancing lhe
desirable objective ol an uncven age class structure. e replacements would ubvno\bl) be small rees and hoe would then fall into the \
ral swcaegory As set oul in the Z| explanations, the precise location on the sile is pot ofien (hat cilical, so these trees would not
ES v be considered worthy ofbeing » material constrainl.

‘ This npplu.\ to frecs in groups whese onc individual is destructively mlcm.nng with mo(hcr '!‘hcjudgmcm of which is the better tree is
nhvmusly subjective and would be informed by which trec had the bestp I for i tion. An obvious example is one troe
growing up through another and directly rubbing causing dai Re g both wuuld pmbably rv.s'ult in the lo“ of each, wbu:as

Z11 | removing one may allow the other to achicve its ful potential. Another cumplc would be onc tree shad g the hi
development ol a neighbour 1o the extent thal both trees would be prematurely removed if lefl alone. Tbe mmva! of one tree may be
Justified il itallowed (he remaining (ree (o reach its full potential. IMboth trees could be retained as a group and achieve their [ull polential,

then they should not be ncluded in this subcategory.
This is a matter of judgment and may vary widely. It primanily applics to existing frees that are not suited to their location, but there is
resistance (o their replacement. As a general ptinuplc all trees will incur some management costs and these woukd pormally not be a4 valid
reason for removal. Flowever, as those costs increase, their accepmblhtydccrascs 0a pomt where it will be more cost-effective 1o planl a

Z12  new tree more suited to the location rather than incur the burden of repeated and costs indefinitely. Typical ples i
topped (rees with excessive decay, pol.l:mkd trees to reduce subsid nsk, trees b h power lines and trees close to buildings. roads
and paths. All these examples will require high levels of maintenunce hat may not be financially acceptable unless the benefits that anise

| (rom retaining the trees are particulary high.

Trees that do not require any specific remedial works above those that would be required for normal

Trees with minor defects fikely to recover rom dial works (o be retanabie tn the Tong term, i.c. pollards with Litde decay

‘Spedial’ means |, rare or uncommon, i.e. a tree of some historical/cultural significance, etc.

Trees can be valuable ecological habitat that may be prodected by legislation, which may be a matenial constraint on the Lype und timing ol

A4 | changes that can occur on a sitc  If an ecological assessment has not been carried out by the time of the survey, and the arborist suspects

there may be hahitat issues. the troe should be identified as A4, and ialist assessment should be s L

4=
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TREE DESCRIPTORS & TERMINOLOGY - OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT

AGE:

Young
Semi-mature
Mature
Senescent

FORM:
Good
Fair
Poor

HEALTH:
Good

Fair

Poor

Dead

STRUCTURE:

Good

Fair

Poor

Hazardous

VIGOUR:

Juvenile tree recently planted. Last 1- 5 Yrs

Tree still growing within the current environment

Specimen has reached expected size in current situation.

Tree is over mature and in decline or past its respective SULE for the site.

Canopy full and symmetrical.
Minor asymmetry or suppression; considered typical for species in situation.
Canopy suppressed, major asymmetry. Stump re-growth.

Crown full, with good density. Foliage entire with good colour with minimal or
no pathogen damage. Good growth indicators, e.g. extension growth. No or
minimal canopy dieback. Good wound-wood development.

Tree is exhibiting one or more of the following symptoms;

Tree has <30% dead wood, or can have minor canopy dieback, Foliage
generally with good colour, some discolouration may be present, minor
pathogen damage present. Typical growth indicators, e, g. extension growth,
leaf size, canopy density for species in location may be slightly abnormal.
Tree has >30% dead wood. Canopy Dieback present. Discoloured or distorted
leaves and or excessive Epicormic Regrowth. Pathogen is present and or stress
symptoms that could lead to or are leading to decline of tree.

Tree is dead.

Good branch attachment and or no minor structural defects. Trunk and scaffold
branches sound or only minor damage. Good trunk and scaffold branch taper.
No branch over extension. No damage to structural roots and or good
buttressing present. No obvious root pests or diseases.

Some minor structural defects and or minor damage to trunk. Bark missing.
Cavities could be present. Minimal or no damage to structural-roots.

Typical structure for species in the situation.

Major structural defects and or trunk damaged and or missing bark.

Large cavities, and or girdling or damaged roots that are problematical.

Tree poses immediate hazard potential that should be rectified as soon as
possible.

Good, Fair or Poor. This describes the ability of a tree to promote extension
growth and wound-callus effectively; this is directly related to the annual
progress of tree growth, including root systems, which are dependent on
in-situ and environmental conditions.

GENERAL CONDITION:

Describes a tree or group of trees in a broad term of convenient précis that
considers all of these Tree Descriptors as mentioned in Documents.
Tree Data Tables & Photos.

SAFE USEFUL LIFE EXPECTANCY (SULE): As per AS 4970-2009

Safe Useful Life Expectancy (SULE) means that in a planning context the length
of time a tree can be maintained as a useful amenity and not a liability is by far
the most important long-term consideration. SULE is contingent on a number of
obvious management assumptions and the fundamental principles of public
safety and usefulness in the landscape. Trees are a renewable resource.
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Arboricultural Consultancy Assumptions and Limiting Conditions - OSM

10.

11.

12.

. Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct. Any titles

and ownerships to any property are assumed to be good. No responsibility is
assumed for matters legal in character.

It is assumed that any property/project is not in violation of any applicable codes,
ordinances, statutes or other government regulations.

Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has
been verified in so far as possible, however; the consultant can neither guarantee nor
be responsible for the accuracy of the information provided by others.

The consultant shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of
this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment
of an additional fee for such services.

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use
for any purpose by anyone but the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior
written consent of the consultant.

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report, nor any copy thereof, shall be

used for any purpose by anyone but the person to whom it is addressed, without the
written consent of the consultant; not shall it be conveyed by anyone, including the

client, to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media,
without the written consent of the consultant.

This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the consultant
and the consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of the specified
value, a stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any
finding to be reported.

Sketches diagrams, graphs and photographs in this report, being intended as visual
aids, are not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or
architectural reports or surveys.

Unless expressed otherwise: Information contained in this report covers only those
items that were examined and reflect the condition of those items during the
inspection.

The inspection is limited to visual examination accessible components without
dissection, excavation or probing unless otherwise indicated within the report.

There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied that the problems or
deficiencies of the plants property in question may not arise in the future.
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Regards

Sent from my iPhone
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