











Significant Tree
Application Form

{Under General Local Law)

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

Applicant Details

First Name Surname -
Business Name
Postal Address
Suburb Postcode -

Email Address

Home/Business Number

Please note a non-refundable application fee and a permit fee is applicable 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.

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 axotic 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)  Kathryn Mitchell

Signature of property own
Date

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




Commiercial Municipal Domestic Arboriculture Powerlines Horticulture Design Teaching

Open Space Management
PO Box 752 North Melb" VIC. 3051
Mob: 0402 084 502

Email: patrickaj@bigpond.com

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.

Tl 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-guidelines 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 faithfully

Andrew J Patrick
(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.
T1. Box Elder: Senescent 7.5 Asymmetry. | 450 & Very Very Decrepit old DECIDUOUS
Acer negindo 370. Poor. Exotic-tree. Vagrant planting
Averaged CAV = ) Possibly <50Yrs Old. Heavily
Cafisiiy 583_ 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. ::oryrt’ ;/3::5 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-baole and all
malhtenance structural & physiological
2 ; components of the tree is in
i3 reqw.red.. very, very poor & fully
Longevity is degraded condition & hollow.
severely 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 cn 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.

< Richm°n

i >
Tel’l'a‘_-e o Miller St

6/3/2023

T1: As viewed from the street.

6/3/2023

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

/313013

T1: Height at 1.5Mtrs. T1: Stem Measurement 450mm Diam.

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

6/3/2023

T1: Hollow Bole. Roften., 350mm Deep to below G

Bole Cavity ~Holléw & Rottan:

~

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

Shu | SRt Sarteon (v Soets 20w ateve prade

T1: Site-level. Detail above FP.

21 Fully Ratten & Decrinty

T1: Mucian mads LG A & Cors,

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

(‘u
e

D

B

"
w

A

>

N

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

TreeAZ

Consultant Council

TreeAZ is an intemztional mathod of assessing the importance of trees on
development sites. It is an evolution of the Safe Useful Life Expectancy

(SULE) method of g trees developed by Jeremy Barrell In the
1880s. Ris to help pi assign iate welght to trees
when g p g appli Its basic principles are

fo good tree managemant around the world and It can be applied

intemationally, with local modifications. For example, in the UK the

categorias are caled A, B, C and R to comply with 8S 5837, but the
behind the

This website pravides guidance on the use of TreeAZ for both consultants
and councils in the form of downloadable PDFs thet can be accessed
through the buttons below.

l‘g °J '\ ) Q,/

©Barrell Tree Consutiancy 2011. Barrell Tree Consultancy is a trading style of Barrell Ti LUimited. Regs! in England, pany ber 5135242
Websiie Disclaimer
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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 module - adjusted by Andrew Patrick

MATURE Gooa Form, Health
. Structure & Vigour

Schematls anly

PREDISPOSED

Mature Age. Clase
proxirrity construction,
Environmental changes.
Vulnerability to dedine,
Seneucally Pri-3eposec

Subject Tree/s:
Impacts of coristruction
\ Severed roots, Corrpattion,
\\Reflective light & radiant
heat-sink, Raduced w ater
& nutrient uptake due to
changes in soll chemistry,

Subjed Tree/s:
Spedmens are beyond
remedial & cultural
intervantionn Obvlously

dead or dying. Seresang.
Seyunt Colturs lnwvm?:m

FIGURE 28

Tree Mortality Spiral: Trees and Development:
A Technical Guide tp Preserveaton of Trees During
Land Development’ - Mathery & Clark: Ch 2. P22

NOTE: Tree T1 is old & evidently Predisposed & Injured Previcusly by Lopping, Genetic aberrations of Bark Included
Bifurcations, previous & ongoing limb-loss 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 Environmental 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.

The goal ; tteepre 1 is
assetstoﬁxesiteforyearstoco ne. Tr
served on construction sltes, th _,

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

HO332:

Vewrs Gty Councl - HO XX3  Acth e Uy Andrew i (Den Space Sewwanroent - My h A4
|

PR Wi g e % 'v-----m—-_ ;s

roxzy Rechrrind bl Pracnas No No Ne o " L o

T oronsons of doue
A0 vt g Ovartry,

—ttora, Aoy FTU

o C ol

Inesrperated plon

e croveorn of ouse
1 v Overt
Pareung perret

ercbons, Juy R

pemase St Frrvey Precrct ~o o N o - "o g
Incorporoted plam

HO 332: No Heritage Tree Controls over the Site.
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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 Excernt of AS 4970-2009. Detailed Descriptors.

¥ I tection of Trees on Development Sit 4970 - 200

* Barrell SULE: NAAA Workshop Svdney 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 - Homewaood Consulting.

* Council Arborists of Victoria (CAV) - Tree Protection Calculator
* Yarra City Council Response & Refusal to Remave tree - 23/1/2020
*Tree Inspection by Tree Dimensions (Matt Sauvarin) 14/1/2020

* Treeincarnation (Nick Peardon) Tree Report: October 2019,

¥ Trees for South Eastern Australia - Simpfendorfer 1975
* Ornamental Flowering Trees in Australia - Rowel! 1994
* Urban Landscape Management - Hitchmough 1994

* Correspondence from -Varioug.

* Yarra City Council: General Local Law.

* TREES Yarra City Council: Webarchive:

file:///Users/aipatrick/Desktop/1 5%20Richmond%20Terrace/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

Appeadix 3
Safe Useful Life Expectancy Categories (Updated 04/01)

This reference sheet should be included as supplementary mformation with all reparts where a SULE
assessment is an clement.  Additionally, it can be copied and cavered with a laminated plastic protective
sheet and used as a Gield sheet to help with data collection.

Safe Useful Life Expectancy Categories (Uipdated 01/04/01)

1: Long SULE: Trees that appcared 1o be retainable at the time of assesyment for more than 40 years
with an acceptable level of risk.
= sound trees located in positions that can accormmodate fure growth,
(b) Trees thal could be made suitable for retention m the lang term by remedial tree care.
(c) Trees of special significance for historical, commemorative or rity reasons that would
warrant cxtraordinary cfforts to secure their long term retestion,

2 Medium SULE: Trees that sppeared to be retainable at the time of assessment for 1540 years with

an acceptable level of risk.

(a) Trecs that may unly live between |5 mnd 40 more years.

(b) Trees that could live for more thin 40 years bul may be removed for safcty or nuisance
Teasons.

(¢) Trees that could bive for more than 40 years bul may bo removed to prevent interference with
more suitable individuals or to provide space for new planting.

(d) Trees that could be made suitable for retention m the medium term by remedial tree care.

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

scceptable lovel of rink.

(2) Trees that may only hive between 5 and 15 mote years.

(b) Trees that could live for more than 15 years bt omy be removed for safity or nuisunce
reasons.

() Trees that could bive for more than 15 years but may be removed o prevent interfereace with
mare suitable individials or to provide space for new planting.

(d) Trees that require substamial romedial tree care and are only suitable for retention in the short
teom,

4  Remaove: Trees tnt should be removed within the next § years.

(a) Dead, dying, suppressed or declining troes becausa of disesse or imhospitable conditions.

() Dangerous trecs because of instability of rocent loss of edjacent trees.

(c) Dangerous trees becanse of structural defects including cavities, decay, included bark. wounds
or poar farm.

(d) Dameged trees that are clearly oot safe to retain.

(e) Trecs that could live for more than § years but may be removed to prevent interforence with
mare suitable individuals or to provide space for new planting.

() Trees that arc damaging or may cause damage (o existing structures withic $ years,

(8) Troes that will became dangerous after removal of other trees for the reasons given in (a) w (.

(b) Trees m calegories (a) to (g) that bave & high wildlife habitat value and, with spproprisic
treatment, coukd be retsined subject to regular review,

5:  Small, young or regutarly pruned: Trees that can be refiably moved or replaced.
(a) Smail trees loss than Sm in beight.
(b) Young trees less than 15 years ald but over Sm in height
{c) Formml bedges and trecs ntended for regular pruning to artificially centrol growth,

With geemission as part of AS 4870-2009 Bibliography: Andeaw Patrick - Open Space Nanagemant

TUHA Jodemy Harrddl A1l rhghts resrrved

wi'm harcelircecars.coauk
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REVIEW: T

BARRELL TREE

ree Condition Report.

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

self-e

Figure 1: 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 1o be a brief field reference and are not intended to be

xplanatory.  They must be read in conjunction with the most current explanations published at

WWW.(re¢az, com.au.

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

exem Treez that are unsuitable for for Jocal ; Tussons i ximity and

Young or insignificant small trees, i.e. below the loal size threshold for lse Eoteeuon. ele

Too close to a building, ie. exempt from legal p b of proximity, cte

Species that cannot be protecied for other reasons, i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, out of character in a setting of
acknowledged importance, eic

Dead, dying, diseased or declining

High risk of death or Milure: Trecs that are fkely 1 be ranoved within 11 year bécamse of stute health fssues of severe structnl Lalure

Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure cannot be satisfactorily reduced by
reasonable remedial care, i.c. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance, overgrown and
vulnerable to edverse weather conditions. etc

Instability, i.e. poor anchorage, increased exposure, etc

Exemwe. severe andmmlenble inconvenience tnthe extent lhn a court or (ribuml would be Iikely © au:horue
rem i.e. domin is, i ce, et¢

Excessive, severe and intolerable damage to property to the extent that a court or tribunal would be likely to
authorise tree removal, i.e. severe structural damage to surfacing and buildings, etc

Good jent: Trees that are | 10 be removed within 10 of the free population

z9

Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure can be temporarily reduced by reasonable
remedial care, i.c. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance. vulnerable to adverse weather
T

zZ1o

Poor coadnm or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. dominated by adjacent trees or
bui architectural rnmewuk, efc

yAL]
zi2

NOT!

the b

R would fit ie. relieve ical i nce. ing. etc
Ui ive to retain, i.e. severe defects requiring hi of mai etc

E: Z trees with a high nsk of death-failure (Z4. Z5 & Z6) or causing severe inconvenience (427 & Z8) at the time of

assessment and need an urgent risk assessment can be designated os ZZ. ZZ trees are likely to be unsuitable for retention and at

ttom of the gorisation hi hy. In although Z trees arc oot worthy of influencing new designs, urgent

removal is not essential and they could be retained in the shon term, if appropriate.

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

Al | No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care
A2 | Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to adjacent trees
A3 Special significance for historical, cultural, commemorative or rarity rcasons that would warrant
extraordinary efforts to retain for more than 10 years
Ad Trees that may be worthy of legal protection for ecological reasons (Advisory requiring specialist
assessment)
NOTE: Category AT trees that are aiready large and exceptional. or have the g ial 1o become so with minimal mai e
can be designated as AA at the di ion of the - Alhough all A and AA trees are sufficiently important to be matedal
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 designed by Barrell Tree Consnltsncy (mwn.barrelitreccare.couk) and s rep d with their p

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.

~ TreeAZ Categories Field Sheet (Version 10.04-ANZ)

CAUTION: TrecAZ asscssments must be carried out by a competent person qualified and cxperienced in arboriculture.
The following category descriptions are designed to be a bricf ficld reference and arc not intended to be sclf-explanatory.
They must be read in conjunction with the most current explanations published at www TreeAZ.com.
Category Z: Unimportant trees not worthy of being a material constraint
Local policy esrmptions: Trecs that are unsuitable Jor legal protection Joc Jocal policy reasons inchuling size, proximity and species
Young or insignificant small trees, i.c. below the local size threshold for legal prolection, eic
Too close to abuilding, i.e. exempt from legal p ion b of proximity, etc
Species that cannot be protected for other reasons, i:e. scheduled noxious weeds, out of character in a seiting of
scknowledged importance, etc
TTigh risk of death or failere: Trees that are likely 1o be remoted within 10 years because of acute health issues or severe structural Failure
Dead, dymg. discased or declining
Sevene damage and/or str | defects where a high nsk of [uilure cannot be satisfictonily reduced by bl
remedial care, i.¢. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance, overgrown and vulrerable to adverse
weather condilions etc
Instability. i ¢ poar anch i d L ele
Escessive ouisamer: Ym that are lnluh W be removed within 10 ycars hecause of unacccplable impact on penple
27 Exeessive, severe and mtolerable inconvenicnee to the extent that 4 locally recognized court or tribunal would be likely to
suthorize removal, e, dommance, debris, imterference, ete
78 Excessive, severe and intolerable damage to property to the extent that a locally recognized court or tribunal would be
likely to authorize removal, i.¢. severe structural damage to surfacing and buildings, etc
Good masagemeal: Trees that are likely to he removal within 10 yean trough responsibk of the tree populati
79 chacdlmlgemd/ormmnnldel’cdswhemahlghnskofﬁnlmunbcmlxrdmedbymmblcmmdm
care, i.c. cavities, decay, included bark, wounds, excessive imbalance, vulnerable (o adverse weather counditions, ctc
Z10 Poor condition or location with a low p ial for y or impr L, 1.¢. dominated by adj trees or buildi
poor architcetural framework, ete
Z11  Removal would benefit betier ;djwem trees, i.e relieve physlcul interference, suppression, etc
2 Unacceplably expensive to relain. ie. severe def quining ive levels of mai elc

8 B ) NARR

&

NOTE: Z trees with a high risk of death/failure (Z4, Z5 & Z6) or causing scevere inconveni (27 & 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. In 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.

Category A: Important trees suitable for retention for more than 10 years and worthy of being a
material constraint
Al No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care
A2 Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to adjacent Tees
A3

Speuisl sigmaficance for historical, cultural ive o ranty re: s that would warrant extraordinary cfforts o
retaan for more than 10 years
A4 ‘Trees that may be worthy of legal p ion [or ecological (Advisory requiring specialist ussessment)

NOTE: Catcgory Al trees that arc alrcady large and cxceptional, or have the potential fo become so with minimal
maintenance. 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 piven the most
weight in any sclection process.

TreeAZ s designed by Barrell Tree Consultancy (www.barrelltreecare.co.nk) and is reproduced with their permission

Further cxplanations to assist catcgorization
Any existing statulory definitions of (rees thet are o small to be legally protected should be applied and treex less than those heights or
diamctcrs will be Z1. If there are none, thea if the trec has been planted for less thaa S years itis Z1. (fitis less than Sm in beight, it will
71 be Z1 unless it is significant, i.e. clearly mature, but small trees are not Z1. If it is greater than 10m in height it is not Z1 unlesy it was
planted in the Last S years. Applying Z1 (o trees betwevn 5 -10m is a matter of judgment; the most obvious test being that the tree could by
aasily and rcliably moved or replaced. Tdeally. the replacement tree should not be fess than 20% of the replaced trec's trunk. height and
spread dimensions.
o) Any existimg statutory rules thal prevent protection of trees within a fixed distance of a structure will allow a (ree (o be subcalegorized as
/2.

3 Any cxisting statutory rules or guidance that prevent protection of trees for reasons other than size and proximity dictate 73, i.c. invasive
or alicn species. 1 none exist, then Z3 canoot be applied.
Thas subcategory is for trews that arc unlikely to recover from a serious health problem. The condition must be termunal with no obvious
74 potential o recover, ie. severe crown dichack related to excavation damage or ot decay. to the extent that the qmaunl branch
{ramework is compromised. ‘Trees (hat are likely to recover or improve should not be placed ia this subcalegory, Le. revs sullering from a
foliar problem that has little umpact on the branch framework and varics from Y€4r (o year.
Scwn. means so bad (hat there is no realistic chance of the tree achicving its full potential and there is a high of failure risk. In many
z5 casey, lhe sk of fdure can be reduced by dramalic reduction m tree size, but this has severe heallh, maint cosl and
implications, so is unlikely (o be a sustainable management option. A common cxample is a sevarcly unbalanced tree within a group lhﬂl
will be panticularly vulnerable in adverse weather conditions and the adjacent (rees mean there is no hope of remedial wocks resulting in an

Tree AZ Detailed Descriptors.

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



REVIEW: Tree Condition Report.:

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

| improvement.  Topped trees do not Ly fit 110 ths sul Y. although these is an obvious lemplation.  Specics pruac 0
Z5 | decay. such us willow and poplar, often have severe decay at the prigin nl igorous re-growth, creating a high sk of filire in adverse
"' | weather conditions. Z3 is clearly appropriate for them. However, this needs to be a careful judgment because topping in itself does aot
i necessanly condemn 2 tree to this subcategory. Some trees, such as plane, oak and lime, arc particularly good at coping with this
i treatment and ollen are able (o mature with a low risk of (ailure. 10 remediul works will allow the tree to be refained with no signilicant
| i adverse impact on amenity, heéallh or maintenance costs, then it dves not fit here.

| Trees can hecome poorly anchored hecause of soil erosion through climauc lactors, 1e. waler or wind, wear from (raflic - pedestnan or
vehicular, changing soil conditions - increasing wetness, sudden and severe physical stress (rom storms and root damage such as decay or |

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

¥/ wbcmcgmmnm of Z6 may bhe premature.  Howewer, if excessive remedial work s required, it is likely that 76 is a detensible

gory. Alterations to tree exp to the wind occurs because of changes in the shelter provided by adjacent objects such as

huﬂdmgs or trees. This ofien applies (o groups ol trees where one large dominant individual will be lost bevause of poor health or a
stnuctural problem. which then drumatically exposes the remaining Irees. |
* Establishing (hresholds of acceptable levels of inconvenience: In ils broadest sense, ience is the intarf with the |
authorized use of lend. In relation to trees, it can be in the form of roots disrupting Iamkqxng and hard surfacing, parts of trees
physically preventing lund use, tree debris such as leaves and fruit [alling and tree crowns causing excessive shade. The prinaples lor
establishing what are ptable levels of i are the same HTespective of the cause, [n a community context, it is generally
accepted thal trees provide 3 significant benelit 1 society and it is reasonable for mdividualy w olerate some level of inconvenience from
their presence Elowever, Lhe previse location or value of these thresholds is not always obvious and is ollen a subjectve mlcrptc(amn

rather than a definitive point.  There will always have lu ht 3 balancing of the heneﬁl to the communily weighed against the inc e
sulTered by lhe individual  What is an plabl or ble level of' i i is ollen a malter of Judgm:nl lur each
specific b d by experi and common sense.  This, in turn, should be guided by court, tibunal and planni |

Z7  that have made informed judgments on these issues, |
+ Common cxamples: Very large trees near existing occupied buildings can dominate to the extent that the disbenetit from the anxiety of
the ncaupmts uulv.ug\; the benelit of the iree. Regular and severe staining caused by Jallen debris (o a swimming pool surround may be

the stark in <ol cmmndmymvrcsum‘\ha\:s lhcmslmnmgonnpmhor&w-:wrface may be
more aoccpublc. In contrast, falling lcaves blocking gutters causing them to be clcaned once a year is not that much of 2 local
inconvenience in the context ol the wider benelits thal trees impart.
¢ Making the decision: Assessing mconv e 1s almost entirely a subjective jud (. based on expen and undcr bing of what
is pereeived as being ble and ble for a normal person.  As with all these judgments, a simple test is to imaginc a court
hearing where ajudgc has to decide if the levels of inconvenience arce intolarable. 1F they are, then the tree is 7.7; if they are not that bad,
then the ree belongs in another subestegory
Where more serious damage oceurs Lo property from root action, then court/iribunal judgments on lisbility help to focus on what level of
damage is deemed foleruble by society. The most common example is direct damage from roots. trunks and branches (o siniclures and
surfacing. Repairs to walls may require such extensive excavation and cutting of roots that the tree cannot be retained. Hlowever, the use

78 of innovative techniques may reduce root damage, but stll produce a viable b lary, allowing the tree to be retained.  Root damage to
surfacing is often a sustainable reason for removal if rectifying the damage will significantly adversely affect the wee. I contrast, the
potential for roots to deform surfacing would be a less refigble basis for allocation to this sub y b itis so unpredictable, Asa

general rule, there would need to be good evidence lor ongoing damage, with little scope for “remedial works, before a tree could be

reliably allocated to this subcategory:
Ttus 15 » Sumdar subcategory (o Z3, but where the delect 15 nol so sevare thit remedial works have to be extensive and immediate. Quile |
often, there are less severe detects that are so bad there is no realistic potential for the trec to mqvmv; but it could be retained in the short

term with some significant remedial works. This would oaly be seen as a Llemp 2 o applymg the same
| 29 | principle would not be cost-cftective compared to repl A typical p) \vould be a tree with a larg and progressive cavity that
vnll cleardy preventit ever improving 1s condition or coatribution Lo ity. He wbstantial thinming and reducton would allow it

lnbemtzmcdmllnshoﬂlnmmallnw other replacement trees to develop mbuﬂ'ansme\mﬂ»h loss. 'Ihchanﬁlofmammg it in the
ing the works as a onc-o(l. bl it on a lar basis.
htsoomnmloﬁndueulhalmob\-mmlynotgowimmd\rmlqmglennrumlmnbazmthcyloukuﬂmlthyormmmbalancedot
so (all and thin or that they will never imp! ., the probl arc not 5o severe (hat there is a high risk of death or failure, and
* they cannot be discounted for that reason. nusslduh'goryisk)rl}mscm und relies on the principle of sustained amenity to justily the
Z10 _ allocation. Trees with no potential to improve are taking up space where new trees could be growing, which would be enhancing the
| desirable objective of an uncven age class structure.  The replacements would obviously be small trees and these would then fall into (he |
;leubcaegnry As set out in the Z] explanations, the precise location on the site is not often that critical. so these trees would not |
| genarally be considerced worthy of being a material constraint.
'I’hnsapphcstotrcmnympswbmmcmdnv-dmllsdmmxuvdymmmngmmmodmr 'l'hcjudglmn(ofvdncblsd'schdlumcu
| obviously subjective and would be informed by which tree had the best p [ for i ple is onc tree
. growing up through another and directly mbbing causing damage. Rctmmngbod\\\wldpmbdﬂymﬂtmthelo%ofadi v'bcrm
Z11  removing one may allow the other to achicve its full potential. Another example would be onc tree shading and p ng the hi
dndopn:nloranugbbmrlommlhmho(hlmmuldbeprmleymnowdufleﬂalme. (‘bemmvalormclmnmhe
- jusittiedf itall 1 the ining tree lo reach its full potential I both trees could be retained as 3 group and achieve thar [ull potential,
 then th ihouldnntbclndudndmlhu'
Thn is a mafter ofjndwmlnndnuyvarywddy ll primarily apphes to exisiing trees that are not suited [o theis location, but there 15
¢ Lo their repl. As a g p , all trees will incur some management costs and these would normally not be a valid
reason for removal. However, aslhosccoﬂsmmsc.lhqupubduvdcamloapomxwhﬂellmﬂbcmm-cﬂ'ocuvctoplama
Z12  new tree more suiled (o the location rather than mcurllwh.ltdenol‘rq)aledmdcxoesslvccoﬂ.s lefinitely. Typical |
loppalu&swxlhacmvedemy,pollmd:dheamruhm ibsid nsk, trees b powuhnnandueesdmembuddmgmds
and paths  All these examples will require high levels of maintenance that may not be financially acceptable unless the benefits that anse
[rom retaining the (rees are particularly high.
A1 lrees that do pot require any specific remedial works above those that would be required for normal maintenance,
A2 | Trees wath minor defects likely to recover from remedial works to be retainable in the loag term, i.c. poilards with little decay.
A3 | ‘Special’ means I, rare or i.. a tree of some histonical/cultural significance, ete.
Trees can be valuable ecological habitat that may be protecied by legislation, which may be a matenal constraint on the lype and timing of
i A4 | changes that can occur on a site- If an ccological assessment has not been carried out by the time of the survey, and the arborist suspects
there may be habitat issues. the tree should be identified as Ad. and specialist assessment should be sought
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Regards,

Sent from my iPhone
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To :- Yarra City Council

15 Richmond Terrace Richmond — removal of tree

lam thresident of -r‘/\CL‘-MMﬂT‘é’{(a(’ej Richmond

I support the application for a permit to remove the box elder tree at 15 Richmond Terrace
Richmond

Name . | \(J
-YLAQ\AWJ Texace, Lickwmor

Address

0l /052023

Date

Hi Jae,

f\fokcﬁlas @W % O(e(aﬁ
Rru V@L\/’W”f) %g’ =

&g()o/’( fle hee vemovnld
ardk fropoed @ acking
Aass. g




To :- Yarra City Council

15 Richmond Terrace Richmond — removal of tree

| am the owner/resident of -Z\C\ANOLD_TCG_, Richmond

| support the application for a permit to remove the box elder tree at 15 Richmond Terrace
Richmond

Name

R\ Cumond TUERNCE | Ri chwwoND

Address
Nfowlrs

Date



To :- Yarra City Council

15 Richmond Terrace Richmond - removal of tree

I support the application for a permit to remove the box elder tree at 15 Richmond Terrace
Richmond

Rich neon b A
Date é/#/"e.g Ki‘/HmO(\D)

6lu /22
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Below: Virginia Creeper Hanging

15 Richmond Terrace, Richmond
Concept Design Stage |12 April 2023

451412 746 604
ben@benscotioomau
wwwhenecottoomau

NORTHERN REAR GARDEN

REFERENCE IMAGES

Magnolia Teddy Bear hedge
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15 Richmond Terrace, Richmond
Concept Design Stage |12 April 2023

+61 412746 604
ben@benscotioom au

Ben Scott

GARDEN DESIGN  wwwbenscotteom au

NORTHERN REAR GARDEN

PLANTING PALETTE

Top: Asiatic Jasmine Ground Cover

Star Jasmine on mesh fence

Top: Liriope Evergreen Giant

Below: Espaliered camellia

Below: Raosemary ground cover

07|13



NOILVAIT3 TYNOLLOIS NY3ILSIM
N3IQHYO 4v3d NY3IHLNOS

€20z |udy 21| afejg ubisaq 1daouoy pewenioISTA  NOISIA \NIQUYD
i oo i 0
PuUOWIYaTY '89BLIA| PUOWIYINY G} o zis e, HOOS UG



£1160 SJIEYD 1M - Jie| suaned Buipunouns eisAoz

SIOVINI IONITHI43IY
NIAYYO ¥V3¥ NY3IHLNOS

£202 |udy z1| abeig ubisaqg 1daouc)
PUOWYIY ‘BB PUDWYDIY G|

NOISAG \duv)

HOOS uag




eLloL

234) UowF] eloydobuy

T N

31137vd ONILNYd
S3FYL

£202 |udy 21| aBe1s uBisaq 1daouog rruoTuRmerae  NOISIO NAQUYD
puoWYoNY ‘93BLIB] PUOWILOY G| waszirise OIS USY



gLl

An| uojsog mofeg eaBulisep :mojag soyuezoBiuy :mojeg wia4 snBeledsy sIaf :mojeg
siyselad euep|oy doj Jejiue], eipuewodof wnpag :doj. eyBeqiny :doy

£20z |udy 21| abeig ubisaq 3daouo)
puowiyory '39eu3] puowyaly Gi

siuuayual eue|nbi :moeg
wnipodoiyuy :doj

31137Vd ONILLNY1d
SYIAWIND B SanNdHS

nrwoTRoceqem  NNS ) NIAHYD

T mmans HOISUIG



grlzt @

X234 400d

mojaq adeio)s
/ ea1e doppuaq Y2y Wwpos
.. SPNsal,
j|| @ eiquoydn3 yym 30d
i | At quin|d H$2qoY Welp wwoos
Hb ]
| i)
| (RS
- e, 141
53Mp S123}ILIY 1BJal ‘Bpelisnieq Ssej)——
Mmojaq Alewasoy J8A0D punold pue 333 ,
aAI|O Yim jod quinjd 113GOY Welp wwng /
Sphsald,
[0eLR) eiqioydn3
punozle jjem yimrod

apensnieq quinid Haqoy
Yy wi welp uwpos

NY1d Ld3ONOD
N3Qdv9 4004

£202 judy Z1| 3Bejg ubisag 1daouoy | rrwemieomeTes  NOISIANIAUVD

puowiyary 'aoela) puouyory gi V08 ObL 2 15+ .—.wew uog



15 Richmond Terrace, Richmond
Concept Design Stage |12 April 2023

|

+61412 745 604
ben@benscoti.comau

Ben Scott
GARDEN DESIGN  wwaberscomtcomau

ROOF GARDEN

REFERENCE IMAGES

Euphorbia ‘Firesticks'

Kyoto Pot by Robert Plumb

Olive Tree in Concrete Pot

Tait - trace table
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i is nothovar. . ; . Environmental | Typically o Highly . .
w\w.o_m anw:u%aia nOBIOW. Weeping Willow Salicaceae woed m_mﬂa&a Early stage of invasion fvasiie Moderate | Restricted 3241 Very high
ol sepulrals rOINOVEr | Wegping Wilow Salicaceae Ereronmertal | Typcall | Eaystageotinasion | (Y | Moderate | Restricted 321 | Very high
Salix babylonica Weseping Willow Salicaceae m”,hosam_._ﬁ M%M&L«z Nx_%maw.uwmwmng_ for ___._,_,mm_w_ﬂ & Moderate | Restricted 3241 Very high
Salix matsudana Tortuosa’ | Tortured Willow Salicaceae wnuraasmam_ Mmﬂﬂmow\i Early stage of invasion ﬂ”\m%%‘ o Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Salix nigra Black Willow Salicaceae st Mﬁu___._ﬂ._.nur wﬁw%%%%_ ol i # Moderate | Restricted 21 | Very high
Salix purpurea Purple Osier Salicaceae mwuﬁo:ao:s_ M_mﬂ_wm_h«: Early stage of invasion nﬁw& Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Salvinia molesta Salvinia Salviniaceae m”,\oﬂoaags_ M.mﬂ_ﬁ_«._ Early stage of invasion ﬂ_wm_uw,é Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Schoenoplectus mucronatus | Rice-marsh Bulrush Cyperaceae mwwﬂossoam_ M%.__w_o_nks Early stage of invasion R.wmmm_ﬁi< Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Sorbus aucupana Rowan Rosaceae w.o_Mﬁo:agﬁ “._ww_mu%a Early stage of invasion Rﬂmﬂ% Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high

. : Environmental | Typically sy Highly : :
Tribolium uniolae Haas Grass Poaceae e significant Early stage of invasion o Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Triglochin scilloides Awl-leaved Lilaea Juncaginaceae mﬂwﬁosaoam_ “._mﬂwmﬁ«z Emﬁ.:m“w_%ﬂmm%%m_ for ﬂ_%m:m—«,\ e Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high

: . ; Environmental | Typically Extensive potential for Moderately . :
Viola odorata Common Violet Violaceae Pty fireocds Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high

weed significant further spread invasive

Wachendorfia thyrsifiora | Red Root Haemodoraceae | EnVfonmental M_%__wkd” Eary stage of invasion | 19 Moderate | Restricted 321 | Veryhigh
Xanthium strumarium Nocgoora Burr Asteraceae mww_mogs:i H_mvawmw‘a Nx%”wwww“%au for Hﬂwﬂ " Moderate | Restricted 321 Very high
Zantedeschia aethiopica | White Arum-ily Araceae Simomect wﬁﬂ«: mﬂﬂw%ﬁgﬁ B [l Moderale | Restricted 321 | Veryhigh
Acacia acuminata Jam Tree Fabaceae MMMHSBSE mmm_.%nwﬁi Early stage of invasion Rﬂmmﬂ% Slow Extensive 313 Very high
Acer negundo Box Elder Sapindaceae meﬁozasnﬁ M_mﬂ_mmha Nﬁ;ﬂww\wamu oqa. Vial for wﬂ%ﬁ& Rapid Extensive 313 Very high
Mh\nonmuﬁnﬁmsssﬁ Broombush Sheoak Casuarinaceae m”“ﬁo:a%i “._W..u.zoawﬁz Early stage of invasion Rm%ﬂme Slow Extensive 31.3 Very high
Arbutus unedo Strawberry Tree Ericaceae muuﬁgaoza_ M%__mw.m_.«: Mﬁ%mqn%mw%:zm_ for wd.%mo._ﬂgﬁ Moderate | Extensive 31.3 Very high
Callitris oblonga subp. Tasmanian Cypress- Environmental | Typically Somewhat :
oblonga pine Cupressaceae woad significant Early stage of invasion invasive Slow Extensive 313 Very high
Advisory list of environmental weeds in Victoria 27






