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may impact the validity of the conclusions. All care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data collected has been verified as far as possible: 
however, the author can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others. Information contained herein, covers only those trees that 
were surveyed, examined, and scheduled and reflects the condition of those trees at the time of inspection. This report is Not a warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, 
that problems or deficiencies of the subject trees may not arise in the future, but a professional opinion of the status and condition of the tree. Whilst all care has been taken to 
prepare this report, the author takes no responsibility for the continued vitality of the tree mentioned or for any damage that it may cause in the future. 
 

Address 669-683 Old South Head Road Vaucluse 2030 

Client Blare Management Pty Ltd 
Client Address Level 1, 19-23 Hollywood Avenue Bondi Junction NSW 2022 
Project Manager Daniel West 

Report Name ‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Vaucluse Seniors Living) 15th of December 2023’ 
Project Number SynerTree-2023-QU-0068 
Prepared by Mathew Phillips 
Version Number Preliminary 
Company Synertree Pty Ltd 
ABN 63 630 421 340 



 

‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Vaucluse Seniors Living) 15th of December 2023’ 2 
 

1 TABLE OF CONTENTS

1 TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................ 2 

2 SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT ................................................................................. 3 

3 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 4 
3.1 Instruction. .............................................................................................................. 4 
3.2 Purpose of this report. ............................................................................................ 4 
3.3 Scope of this report. ................................................................................................ 4 
3.4 Further explanations............................................................................................... 4 
3.5 Documents & information provided. ...................................................................... 4 
3.6 Qualifications & experience. ................................................................................... 4 
3.7 Site Plan. ................................................................................................................. 4 

4 THE LAYOUT DESIGN ............................................................................................ 5 
4.1 The TreeAZ method of tree assessment ................................................................. 5 
4.2 Site visit and collection of data ............................................................................... 5 

4.2.1 Site visit ........................................................................................................... 5 
4.2.2 Brief site description....................................................................................... 5 
4.2.3 Collection of basic data .................................................................................. 5 
4.2.4 Identification and location of the trees .......................................................... 5 
4.2.5 Advanced interpretation of data .................................................................... 5 

4.3 Plan updates: .......................................................................................................... 5 
4.4 The use of the information in layout design ........................................................... 5 

4.4.1 Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) ............................................................................. 5 
4.4.2 Structural Root Zone (SRZ) ............................................................................. 6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5 IMPACT ASSESSMENT ........................................................................................... 7 
5.1 Summary of the impact on trees ............................................................................ 7 
5.2 Detailed impact Assessment................................................................................... 7 

5.2.1 Category A trees to be removed. ................................................................... 7 
5.2.2 Category A trees that have potential to be transplanted and incorporated 
into the new proposed design........................................................................................ 7 
5.2.3 Category A trees that could potentially be adversely affected through TPZ 
disturbance. .................................................................................................................... 7 
5.2.4 Category Z trees to be removed. .................................................................... 7 
5.2.5 Category Z trees to be retained. .................................................................... 7 

5.3 Proposal to mitigate any impact. ........................................................................... 7 
5.3.1 Protection of retained trees. .......................................................................... 7 
5.3.2 New Planting .................................................................................................. 7 
5.3.3 Summary of the impact on local amenity. ..................................................... 7 

6 BIBLIOGRAPHY ..................................................................................................... 8 

7 APPENDIX 1: Qualifications and experience of Mathew Phillips ............................ 11 

8 APPENDIX 2: TreeAZ categories methodology ...................................................... 12 

9 APPENDIX 3: Tree schedule ................................................................................. 13 

10 APPENDIX 4: Tree Management Plan .................................................................. 17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Vaucluse Seniors Living) 15th of December 2023’ 3 
 

  
2 SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The proposed development over eight lots includes the demolition of dwellings, 
mixed business units and associated out buildings for a proposed mixed use 
development for seniors housing (involving independent living units) with a small 
component of retail floor space. I have inspected all trees that could be affected 
by the development and list their details in Appendix 3.  
 
Forty-two (42) high category trees and thirteen (13) low category trees will be 
lost because of this proposal. Ten (10) high category palm trees have potential 
to be transplanted within the site. The proposed changes may adversely affect a 
further six (6) high category trees and one (1) low category tree if appropriate 
protective measures are not taken. However, if adequate precautions to protect 
the retained trees are specified and implemented through an arboricultural Tree 
Protection Plan (TMP01) then the development proposal will have no adverse 
impact on the contribution of retained trees to local amenity or character.   
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3 INTRODUCTION 
 
3.1 Instruction. 
This Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) has been prepared for Blare 
Management Pty Ltd (The Client) in relation to the proposed development at 699, 
671, 673, 675, 677, 679, 681 & 683 Old South Head Road Vaucluse. This report 
investigates the impact of the proposed development on trees in proximity to the 
site and provides the following information to guide their appropriate management 
throughout the development process: 
 
▪ A schedule of the relevant trees to include basic data and a condition 

assessment that are likely to be affected by the proposed works (Appendix 3). 
▪ An appraisal of the impact of the proposal on trees. 
▪ A preliminary Tree Management Plan (TMP01) setting out appropriate 

protective measures and management for trees to be retained (Appendix 4). 
 

3.2 Purpose of this report. 
This report analyses the impact of the development proposal on trees with 
additional guidance on their appropriate management including protective 
measures. Its primary purpose is for the consent authority to review the tree 
information in support of the planning submission and for its use as a basis for 
issuing a planning consent or engaging in further discussions towards that end. 
Within this planning process it will be available for inspection by people other than 
tree experts, so the information is presented to be helpful to those without a 
detailed knowledge of the subject. 
 
3.3 Scope of this report.  
This report is only concerned with the seventy-two (72) prescribed trees located 
within or adjoining the study site. It takes no account of other trees, shrubs or 
groundcovers within the site unless stated otherwise. It includes a preliminary 
TMP01 based on the site visit and the documents/drawings provided, listed in 
Section 3.5 below. 
 
3.4 Further explanations. 
To make this report easier to use, its emphasis is on keeping the main text concise 
with minimal background explanations. Where appropriate, further explanations 
and information are included as appendices.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
3.5 Documents & information provided. 
The TMP01 within Appendix 4 is derived from the site survey by Survplan (Sheets 
1-9) dated 17/11/2023. 
 
▪ Site survey by Survplan (Sheets 1-9) dated 17th November 2023. 
▪ DA Architectural Set by Batessmart Rev A dated 15th December 2023. 
▪ DA Landscape Set by Nathan Burkett Landscape Architecture dated 12th 

December 2023. 
 
3.6 Qualifications & experience. 
This report is based on site observations and provided information. All conclusions 
have been reached considering the experience and qualifications of the onsite 
assessor as outlined within Appendix 1. 
 
3.7 Site Plan. 
 

 
Figure 1 (maps.six.nsw.gov.au) 
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4 THE LAYOUT DESIGN
 
4.1 The TreeAZ method of tree assessment. 
The TreeAZ method of assessing trees is a method of tree assessment that 
determines the retention value of trees in the planning process. Simplistically, trees 
assessed as potentially important are categorised as ‘A’ and those assessed as 
less important are categorised as ‘Z’ Further explanation of TreeAZ can be found 
in Appendix 2 and at www.treeaz.com. 
 
In the context of a new development, all the ‘Z’ trees are discounted as a material 
constraint in layout design. All the ‘A’ trees are potentially important, and they 
dictate the design constraints. This simple categorisation of trees is suitable for 
use by the architect to optimise the retention of the best trees in the context of 
other material considerations.  
 
4.2 Site visit and collection of data.  
4.2.1 Site visit 
I conducted an accompanied site visit on the 8th of November 2023. All my 
observations were made from ground level, and I estimated all dimensions unless 
otherwise indicated. Aerial inspections, root or soil analysis, exploratory root 
trenching and internal diagnostic testing were not undertaken as part of this 
assessment and access to the subject trees was unrestricted within the study site 
and restricted within adjoining private lots. 
 
4.2.2 Brief site description 
The study site is within the suburb of Vaucluse. The site is bounded by residential 
properties to the north and east, by Oceanview Avenue to the south and by Old 
South Head Road to the west. The vegetation of the site consists of indigenous 
trees and native and exotic species.  
 
4.2.3 Collection of basic data  
I have inspected each tree and have collected information on genus, species, 
diameter at base (DAB), diameter at breast height (DBH), structural root zone 
(SRZ), tree protection zone (TPZ), height, vigour, condition, age class, estimated 
life expectancy (ELE) and potential for contribution to amenity in a development 
context. I have recorded this information in the tree schedule included in Appendix 
3. Methodology for these assessments is also outlined within Appendix 3. Each 
tree was then allocated to one of four categories (‘AA,’ ‘A,’ ‘Z’ or ‘ZZ’), as outlined 
within Section 4.1 and Appendix 2, which reflected its suitability as a material 
constraint on development.  
 
 
 
 

 
4.2.4 Identification and location of the trees 
Identification to species level was based on broad taxonomical features present 
and visible at ground level. I have illustrated the locations of the trees on the Tree 
Management Plan (Plan TMP01) included as Appendix 4. This plan is for 
illustrative purposes only and should not be used for directly scaling 
measurements. TPZ’s should be measured as a radius using the tree schedule 
included within Appendix 3. 
 
4.2.5 Advanced interpretation of data 
The Australian Standard Protection of trees on development sites (AS4970-2009), 
recommends that the trunk diameter measurement for each tree be used to 
calculate the tree protection zone (TPZ), which can then be interpreted to identify 
the design constraints and once a layout has been consented, the exclusion zone 
is to be protected by fencing or ground protection. 

 
4.3 Plan updates. 
The following trees (Trees 40,42,46,49,50,55,56,60,61,62,63,65,66,67,68,70,71 & 
72 were not surveyed. I have illustrated their approximate locations on the TMP01 
in Appendix 4, however these positions have not been accurately surveyed. I do 
not consider that this has affected the conclusions of this report but if their 
locations are considered important, they should be accurately surveyed.  
 
4.4 The use of the information in layout design. 
The information listed in Appendix 3 can be used to provide guidance to the 
constraints of the design based on the locations of all the ‘A’ trees. All the ‘Z’ trees 
can be discounted because they were not considered worthy of being a material 
constraint.  
 
4.4.1 Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) 
As described within AS-4970, the TPZ is a combination of the root area and crown 
area requiring protection. The TPZ is an area isolated from construction 
disturbance, so that the tree remains viable. In some cases, it may be possible to 
encroach into or make variations to the theoretical TPZ. TPZ’s are calculated by 
multiplying the diameter at breast height by twelve. This result is a setback 
distance radially from the trunk. 
 

▪ The TPZ should not be less than 2m nor greater than 15m (Except where 
crown protection is required). 

▪ The TPZ incorporates the structural root zone (SRZ).  
▪ The TPZ of palms, other monocots, cycads, and tree ferns should be not 

less than 1m outside the crown projection. 
 

http://www.treeaz.com/
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4.4.1.1 A Minor Encroachment  
If the proposed encroachment is less than 10% of the area of the TPZ and 
is outside the SRZ, detailed root investigations should not be required. The area 
lost to this encroachment should be compensated for elsewhere and contiguous 
with the TPZ. Variations must be made by the project arborist considering 
relevant factors listed below. 
4.4.1.2 A Major Encroachment  
This is greater than 10% of the TPZ or inside the SRZ. In this situation the Project 
Arborist must demonstrate that the tree would remain viable. This may require root 
investigation by non-destructive methods or the use of sensitive construction 
methods., the project Arborist should consider the following: 
 

▪ Location and distribution of the roots to be determined through non-
destructive investigation methods (pneumatic, hydraulic, hand digging or 
ground penetrating radar). Note: regardless of the method, roots must not 
be cut, bruised, or frayed during the process. It is imperative that the 
exposed roots are kept moist, covered with hessian and the excavation 
back filled as soon as possible. 

▪ The potential loss of root mass resulting from the encroachment: number 
and size of roots, 

▪ Tree species and tolerance to root disturbance, 
▪ Age, vigour, and size of the tree, 
▪ Lean and stability of the tree. Note: Roots on the tension side are likely to 

be most important for supporting the tree and are likely to extend for a 
greater distance. 

▪ Soil characteristics and volume, topography, and drainage, 
▪ The presence of existing or past structures or obstacles affecting root 

growth, 
▪ Design factors. Tree sensitive construction measures such as pier and 

beam, suspended slabs, cantilevered building sections, screw piles and 
contiguous piling can minimize the impact of encroachment. 

▪ When siting a structure near to a tree, the future growth of the tree, both 
above and below ground should be considered. Precautions should be 
taken at the planning and design stage to minimize potential conflict 
between trees and new structures. When the root zone is reactive clay, 
techniques such as localized pier and beam (bridged), screw pile 
footings or root and soil moisture control barriers may be appropriate to 
minimize effects on structures. 

▪ Collaboration may be required between the project arborist and the 
geotechnical or structural engineer. 

 
 
 

4.4.1.3 Encroachment into the tree protection zone. 
 
Encroachment into the tree protection zone is sometimes unavoidable. An 
example of a TPZ encroachment by area is shown below, to assist in reducing the 
impact of such incursions. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.4.2 Structural Root Zone (SRZ) 
As described within AS-4970, the SRZ is a radial distance from the centre of a 
tree’s trunk, where it is likely that structural, woody roots would be encountered. 
The distance is calculated on the trunk buttress at ground level. The SRZ may also 
be influenced by natural or built structures, such as rocks and footings. The SRZ 
only needs to be calculated when a major encroachment (>10%) into a TPZ is 
proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TPZ from formula 

SRZ 

Stem 

Encroachment:  
up to 10%  
TPZ area 

TPZ with 10%  
compensation for  

encroachment 
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5 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
5.1 Summary of the impact on trees 
I have assessed the impact of the proposal on trees by the extent of disturbance in 
TPZs and the encroachment of structures into the SRZ. All trees that may be 
affected by the development proposal are listed below in Table 1. 
 

Impact Reason Important trees Unimportant trees 
AA A Z ZZ 

Trees to be 
removed 

Installation 
of billboard, 
footings, 
and line of 
site 

 1,2-13,15-24, 
26,41,43,46, 
48,49,50,54,55, 
58,60,61,62,64, 
65,66,67,73,75. 
 

25,27,28,29, 
30,31,32,33-
39,40,59,63, 
74. 

 

Retained 
trees that 
may be 
affected 
through TPZ 
disturbance 
 

Installation 
of footings 
 

 14,44,47,57,76, 
77. 

45.  

Trees to be 
transplanted 
Within 
landscape 
plan. 
 

High 
retention 
value. 

 42,51,52,53,56, 
68,69,70,71,72. 

  

Table 1 

5.2 Detailed impact Assessment 
 
5.2.1 Category A trees to be removed. 
The proposed development will necessitate the removal of forty-two (42) high 
category trees (Trees 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23, 
24,26,41,43,46,48,49,50,54,55,58,60,61,62,64,65,66,67,73 & 75. These trees will 
be directly impacted by the proposed works. These trees are considered important 
trees and display good vigour (health) and condition. In order to compensate for 
the loss of amenity, a comprehensive landscaping plan is proposed. 
 
5.2.2 Category A trees that have potential to be transplanted and incorporated 

into the new proposed design.  
Ten (10) category A trees (Palms 42,51,52,53,56,68,69,70,71, & 72) these trees 
are considered important trees and display good vigour (health) and condition and 
are suitable for transplanting.  

5.2.3 Category A trees that could potentially be adversely affected through TPZ 
disturbance. 

Six (6) category A trees (Trees 14,44,47,57,76 & 77) These trees are considered 
important trees and display good vigour (health) and condition. They could be 
successfully retained without any adverse effects if appropriate protective 
measures are properly specified and controlled through a detailed arboricultural 
Tree Protection Plan.  
 
5.2.4 Category Z trees to be removed. 
The proposed development will necessitate the removal of thirteen (13) low 
category trees (Trees 25,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,39,40,59,63 & 74). None of these 
trees are considered important or worthy of special measures to ensure their 
preservation.  
 
5.2.5 Category Z trees to be retained. 
One (1) low category tree (Tree 45) could be successfully retained without any 
adverse effects if appropriate protective measures are properly specified and 
controlled through a detailed arboricultural Tree Protection Plan. 
 
5.3 Proposal to mitigate any impact. 
 

5.3.1 Protection of retained trees. 
The successful retention of trees within the site depends on the quality of tree 
protection and the administrative procedures to ensure protective measures 
remain in place throughout the development. This is best achieved through a 
detailed arboricultural Tree Protection Plan, that can be specifically referred to 
within a planning permit. A preliminary arboricultural Tree Protection Plan (TMP01) 
is Setout within Appendix 4. 
 
5.3.2 New Planting 
In the context of the loss of trees, an offset strategy should be imposed within the 
conditions of consent. The new trees should have the potential to reach a 
significant height without excessive inconvenience and be sustainable into the long 
term, significantly improving the potential of the site to contribute to local amenity 
and character. 
 

5.3.3 Summary of the impact on local amenity. 
The proposed changes may adversely affect trees proposed for retention, 
however, provided adequate precautions to protect the retained trees are specified 
and implemented as set out in the arboricultural TMP01 included in this report, the 
development proposal is not expected to adversely affect the contribution of the 
retained trees to the local amenity.  
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7 APPENDIX 1: Qualifications and experience of Mathew Phillips 
 

Contact Details info@synertree.com.au– Level 4, 406/1-3 Dunning Avenue Rosebery NSW 2018 – P: 0433085573 
 

1. Qualifications: 
▪ Certificate III in Horticulture (Arboriculture)       @ Canberra Institute of Technology 2002-2004 
▪ Diploma of Arboriculture (AHC50516)       @ TAFE NSW 30 August 2018-2019 
▪ Quantified Tree Risk Assessment (QTRA), Registered licensee No. 6067              @ Richmond College NSW 22nd & 23rd August 2019 
▪ Quantified Tree Risk Assessment (QTRA) Advanced User Training  @ Richmond College NSW 18th March 2020 

Registered licensee No. 6067 
 
 

2. Practical experience:  
I have been involved within the Arboricultural industry for more than 10 years, initially studying and being employed as a cl imbing Arborist where I 
developed practical skills and expertise recognised within the industry. With career development and further study in the field I progressed to a 
consulting Arborist trained in Quantified Tree Risk Assessment and consulting on development projects including state significant developments. As 
the Director and senior consultant for SynerTree Pty Ltd, I have consulted on hundreds of Arboricultural projects. 
 

3. Continuing professional development: 
 

▪ Member of Arboriculture Australia 2023. 
▪ Where shade hits the pavement May 2023. 
▪ Arboriculture Australia National Conference 28th-30th May 2023. 
▪ 24th National Street Tree Symposium 7th-8th September 2023. 
▪ ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualification (TRAQ) Nov 2023. 
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8 APPENDIX 2: TreeAZ categories methodology 
 

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

Local policy exemptions: Trees that are unsuitable for legal protection for local policy reasons including size, proximity, and species.  
Z1 Young or insignificant small trees, i.e., below the local size threshold for legal protection, etc  
Z2 Too close to a building, i.e., exempt from legal protection because of proximity, 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 failure: Trees that are likely to be removed within 10 years because of acute health issues or severe structural failure.  
Z4 Dead, dying, diseased or declining 
Z5 Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure cannot be satisfactorily reduced by 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 anchorage, increased exposure, etc  

Excessive nuisance: Trees that are likely to be removed within 10 years because of unacceptable impact on people.  
Z7 Excessive, severe, and intolerable inconvenience to the extent that a locally recognized court or tribunal would be likely to authorize removal, i.e., dominance, 

debris, interference, etc  
Z8 Excessive, severe, and intolerable damage to property to the extent that a locally recognized court or tribunal would be likely to authorize removal, i.e., severe 

structural damage to surfacing and buildings, etc. 
Good management: Trees that are likely to be removed within 10 years through responsible management of the tree population.  

Z9 Severe damage and/or structural defects where a high risk of failure can be temporarily reduced by reasonable remedial care, i.e., cavities, decay, included bark, 
wounds, excessive imbalance, vulnerable to adverse weather conditions, etc. 

Z10 Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e., dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc.  
Z11 Removal would benefit better adjacent trees, i.e., relieve physical interference, suppression, etc.  
Z12 Unacceptably expensive to retain, i.e., severe defects requiring excessive levels of maintenance, etc.  

 
NOTE: Z trees with a high risk 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 hierarchy. In contrast, although Z trees are 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. 
 

A1 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 reasons that would warrant extraordinary efforts to retain for more than 10 years  
A4 Trees that may be worthy of legal protection for ecological reasons (Advisory requiring specialist assessment)  

 
NOTE: Category A1 trees that are already large and exceptional or have the potential to become so with minimal maintenance, can be designated as AA at the discretion 
of the assessor. Although all A and AA trees are 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 selection process.  

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

http://www.barrelltreecare.co.uk/


 

‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Vaucluse Seniors Living) 15th of December 2023’ 13 
 

9 APPENDIX 3: Tree schedule 
 
NOTE: Colour annotation is AA & A category trees with green background; Z & ZZ category trees with blue background;              trees to be removed in red text. 
 

ID Qty
Genus Species

(Common Name)
Stem DIA
at Buttress

Trunk DIA 
(DBH)

Canopy 
(N,S,E,W)

Height
(m)

Condition Vigour E.L.E
Age
Class

SRZ TPZ Tree AZ Category Arborist Notes Development Outcome 

1 1 Callistemon viminalis 
(Weeping Bottlebrush)

0.4 0.4 2,4,3,3 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.3 4.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge adjacent No.683 with various infrastructure 
within TPZ and SRZ, including path, curb, power pole, pit and driveway.
-The crown has undergone modifications over its lifespan to ensure 
clearance with the power pole and network infrastructure. 

Proposed Removal

2-13 12 Cupressocyparis leylandii (Leightons Green) 0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree group  Inspected.
-Hedge of 12.

Proposed Removal

14 1 Persea americana 
(Avocado)

0.4 0.4 5,5,5,5 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.3 4.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree group  Inspected.
-Within adjoining Ltd - No.685

Retain and Protect

15-24 10 Cupressocyparis leylandii (Leightons Green) 0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree group  Inspected.
-Hedge of 10, trees 23 and 24 'lopped'.

Proposed Removal

25 1 Callistemon viminalis 
(Weeping Bottlebrush)

0.3 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 POOR LOW <1-15 MATURE 2.0 2.4 Z4  
Dead, dying, diseased or declining

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge adjacent No.681 with various infrastructure 
within TPZ and SRZ, including path, curb, pit and driveway.
-Western dominant FOB has declined, dead leaf and twigs still 
retained. Eastern FOB has living portions, however is encroached by 
vine. 

Remove and Replace
(Replacement species should have 

potential to reach height of 15-20m 
and crown spread 10-15m)

26 1 Callistemon viminalis 
(Weeping Bottlebrush)

0.4 0.4 4,4,4,4 5-10 FAIR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.3 4.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

27 1 Persea americana 
(Avocado)

0.17 0.17 1,1,1,1 <5 DEAD DEAD OVER
MATURE

1.6 2.0 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Expired

Proposed Removal

28 1 Persea americana 
(Avocado)

0.17 0.17 1,1,1,1 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-'Lopped'

Proposed Removal

29 1 Persea americana 
(Avocado)

0.17 0.17 1,1,1,1 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-'Lopped'

Proposed Removal

30 1 Persea americana 
(Avocado)

0.17 0.17 1.5,1.5,1.5,1.5 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-'Lopped'

Proposed Removal

31 1 Olea europaea var Europaea 
(Common Olive)

0.3 0.3 2,2,2,2 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.0 3.6 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

32 1 Olea europaea var Europaea 
(Common Olive)

0.3 0.3 2,2,2,2 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.0 3.6 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

33-39 7 Opuntia species 
(Prickly Pear Cactus)

0.3 0.3 2,2,2,2 <5 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.0 3.6 Z3   
Species that cannot be protected for other reasons, i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, 

out of character in a setting of acknowledged importance, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-General Biosecurity Duty 

Proposed Removal

40 1 Ficus benjimina
 (Weeping Fig)

0.3 0.3 3,3,3,3 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.0 3.6 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.
-Growing out of paved area, restricted loaction, against dwelling wall. 

Proposed Removal

41 1 Liquidamber styraciflua 
(Liquidamber/Sweet Gum)

0.4 0.3 5,5,5,5 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.3 3.6 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

42 1 Howeia forsteriana 
(Kentia palm)

0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

43 1 Ficus rubiginosa f.rubiginosa
 (Port Jackson Rusty Fig)

0.6 0.6 5,5,5,5 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.7 7.2 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Inspection restricted due to debri.

Proposed Removal

44 1 Phoenix canariensis
 (Canary Island Date Palm)

0.6 0.6 4,4,4,4 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.7 7.2 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Inspection restricted within adjoining Lot No.2Oceanview Ave.

Retain and Protect

45 1 Araucaria heterophylla
 (Norfolk Island Pine)

0.6 0.6 4,4,4,4 15-20 POOR LOW 15>40 MATURE 2.7 7.2 Z10
Poor condition or location with a low potential for recovery or improvement, i.e. 

dominated by adjacent trees or buildings, poor architectural framework, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Inspection restricted within adjoining Lot No.2Oceanview Ave.
-Codominant, compression fork at ground level. Bark inclusion with 
high probability of failure into the future. 

Retain and Protect

 
 
 



 

‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Vaucluse Seniors Living) 15th of December 2023’ 14 
 

ID Qty
Genus Species

(Common Name)
Stem DIA
at Buttress

Trunk DIA 
(DBH)

Canopy 
(N,S,E,W)

Height
(m)

Condition Vigour E.L.E
Age
Class

SRZ TPZ Tree AZ Category Arborist Notes Development Outcome 

46 1 Ravenala madagascariensis
(Travellers Palm)

0.5 0.5 3,3,3,3 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.5 6.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

47 1 Callistemon viminalis 
(Weeping Bottlebrush)

0.2 0.2 1.5,1.5,1.5,1.5 <5 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.5 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge adjacent No.675 with various infrastructure 
within TPZ and SRZ, including path, curb.

Retain and Protect

48 1 Olea europaea var Europaea 
(Common Olive)

0.4 0.4 4,4,4,4 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.5 4.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Restricted growing environment. 

Proposed Removal

49 1 Eucalyptus species 
(Gum Tree)

0.4 0.4 3,3,3,3 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.5 4.8 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed
-Restricted growing environment. 

Proposed Removal

50 1 Jacaranda mimosifolia
 (Jacaranda)

0.2 0.2 3,3,3,3 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed
-Restricted growing environment. 

Proposed Removal

51 1 Archontophoenix cunninghamiana 
(Bangalow Palm) 

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

52 1 Archontophoenix cunninghamiana 
(Bangalow Palm) 

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

53 1 Archontophoenix cunninghamiana 
(Bangalow Palm) 

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

54 1 Percea americana 
(Avocado)

0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 <5 GOOD LOW 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

55 1 Leptospermum petersonii 
(Lemon-Scented Tea-Tree)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

56 1 Howeia forsteriana 
(Kentia palm)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

57 1 Banksia integrifolia 
(Coast Banksia)

0.6 0.5 4,6,5,6 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.7 6.0 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge adjacent No.673 with various infrastructure 
within TPZ and SRZ, including path, curb, power pole to the north and 
network infrastructure and service wires.
-Minor displacement of curb, history of FOB removal eastern side of 
trunk. Co-domiant at 1.5m forming one dominant leader to the north. 

Retain and Protect

58 1 Callistemon viminalis 
(Weeping Bottlebrush)

0.2 0.2 1.5,1.5,1.5,1.5 <5 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

59 1 Eucalyptus cinerea 
(Argle Apple)

0.4 0.4 4,4,4,4 10-15 POOR LOW <1-15 OVER
MATURE

2.5 4.8 Z4  
Dead, dying, diseased or declining

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Declining, limited live crown.

Proposed Removal

60 1 Tecoma stans 
(Yellow Bell)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 FAIR LOW 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

61 1 Melaleuca armillaris 
(Honey Bracelet Myrtle)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 FAIR LOW 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

62 1 Melaleuca armillaris 
(Honey Bracelet Myrtle)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 FAIR LOW 15>40 MATURE 1.7 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

63 1 Olea europaea var Africana
 (African Olive)

0.2 0.2 3,3,3,3 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 Z3   
Species that cannot be protected for other reasons, i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, 

out of character in a setting of acknowledged importance, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Growing behind shed, against fence. 

Proposed Removal

64 1 Eriobotrya japonica
 (Loquat)

0.2 0.2 3,3,3,3 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

65 1 Cupressus sempervirens 
(Mediterranean Cypress/Pensil Pine)

0.17 0.17 .5,.5,.5,.5 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal
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66 Percea americana 
(Avocado)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD LOW 15>40 MATURE #REF! 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

67 1 Cupressus sempervirens 
(Mediterranean Cypress/Pensil Pine)

0.17 0.17 .5,.5,.5,.5 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE #REF! 2.0 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.

Proposed Removal

68 1 Xanthorrhoea preissii
(Balga)

0.4 0.4 .5,.5,.5,.5 <3 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE #REF! 4.8 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Not surveyed.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

69 1 Banksia integrifolia 
(Coast Banksia)

0.6 0.6 5,5,5,5 10-15 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 2.7 7.2 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge adjacent No.671 with various infrastructure 
within TPZ and SRZ, including path and multi-layer curb.
-Restricted growing location between curb and path is evident by 
displacement of curb, these structures are  restricting future growth. 

Proposed to be Transplanted

70 1 Howeia forsteriana 
(Kentia palm)

0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

71 1 Howeia forsteriana 
(Kentia palm)

0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

72 1 Howeia forsteriana 
(Kentia palm)

0.17 0.17 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.6 2.0 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed to be Transplanted

73 1 Plumeria Spp. & cvs 
(Fangipani)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A1
 No significant defects and could be retained with minimal remedial care

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Transplant.

Proposed Removal

74 1 Schefflera actinophylla 
(Qld Umbrella Tree)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 5-10 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 Z3   
Species that cannot be protected for other reasons, i.e. scheduled noxious weeds, 

out of character in a setting of acknowledged importance, etc

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

75 1 Cordyline spp.
 (Cordyline)

0.2 0.2 2,2,2,2 3-5 GOOD GOOD 15>40 MATURE 1.7 2.4 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected. Proposed Removal

76 1 Cupaniopsis anacardioides 
(Tuckeroo)

0.15 0.15 2,2,2,2 <5 GOOD GOOD 15>40 SEMI
MATURE

1.5 1.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge on Oceanview Ave, adjacent No.669A Old 
South Head Rd. Young specimen requires retention and protection. 

Retain and Protect

77 1 Cupaniopsis anacardioides 
(Tuckeroo)

0.15 0.15 1.5,1.5,1.5,1.5 <5 POOR GOOD 15>40 SEMI
MATURE

1.5 1.8 A2  
Minor defects that could be addressed by remedial care and/or work to 

adjacent trees

08/11/2023 Mathew Phillips: Tree Inspected.
-Specimen within the domain, under the management of Municipality 
of Waverley.
-Situated within the verge on Oceanview Ave, adjacent No.669A Old 
South Head Rd. Young specimen requires retention and protection. 
-Mechanical wounds or failures to FOB architecture. 

Retain and Protect
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