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1. Introduction

This report was commissioned by Clouston Associates in relation to 33 trees in close proximity 
to the proposed playground at Melaleuca Park and Eastern Lake, Jordan Springs. This report 
was prepared by Sally Arnold, the principal of Fiddlehead Landscape Design Pty Ltd.

This report is supplemental to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment Report prepared by 

Arboreport dated 23rd June 2015 (the Arborist Report).

Amendments have been made to the design of the proposed playground area since the 

Arborist Report was completed. The objectives ofthis report are to review the supplied plans 

to determine if there are any changes to the likely impact of the proposed development on 

the trees. This report does not review information relating to all the trees assessed in the 

Arborist Report but only those affected by amendments to the playground design as shown 

by the documents listed below.

This report does not replace the Arborist Report and provides supplementary information 

only. This report should be read in conjunction with the Arborist Report.

The following documents supplied by Clouston Associates were viewed in the preparation 
of this report:

. Landscape Plan Jordan Springs - Melaleuca Park and Eastern Lake, dwg no. JOR-0013, DA 

08, Issue C, dated 21.08.15, prepared by Clouston Associates; 
. Tree retention and tree removal plan, dwg no. JOR-0013 DA 14, Issue A, dated 16.06.15, 

prepared by Clouston Associates; 
. Landscape Plans, dwg nos. JOR-0013 DA 14, DA 15, DA 16, DA 17 and DA 18, Issue C, dated 

21.08.15, prepared by Clouston Associates; 
. Melaleuca Park - detailed Plan, dwg no. JOR-0013 DA 14, Issue C, dated 21.08.15, prepared 

by Clouston Associates; 
. Play Equipment Plan-OOl, dwg no. JOR.0013 LA BASE, dated 08.09.15, prepared by 

Clouston Associates; and 

. ArboriculturallmpactAssessment report, revision: Issued Development Application, dated 

23.06.15, prepared by Arboreport.

One site visit mas made on 17th August 2015 to view the trees and understand the site 

context. The weather was clear and sunny during the visit.

The recommendations made in this report are subject to approval by the relevant consent 

authority.

SUPPLEMENTARY ARBORICUlTURAllMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT. VILLAGE 5 PLAYGROUND 14 SEPTEMBER 2015 3

Version: 1, Version Date: 16/10/2015
Document Set ID: 6888274



Fiddlehead 
Landscape Design Ply LId

2. Assumptions

We have assumed that the contents ofthe Arborist Report (including but not limited to details 

of the health, condition, landscape significance, ecological value, retention value, impact of 

the proposed works, all plans and all measurements (such as stem diameter at breast height 

(DBH), stem diameter at base of stem (DGL), tree protection zone (TPZ) and structural root 

zone (SRZ)) are correct. These details have not been checked and have been relied upon in 

the preparation of this report.

No additional data in relation to the trees has been collected by us. No visual assessment 

of the trees has been carried out. A risk assessment in relation to the trees was not carried 

out. No excavation or investigation has been carried out to examine the soil or tree roots.

The impact asseSS’nent contained in this report is based upon the plans supplied by Clouston 

Associates. It has been assumed that tll" location, stems, tree protection zones and structural 

roots zones of all trees are accurately shawn on the plans. There appears to be slight variation 

in layout between the final CAD drawing and rendered plan supplied. We have assumed that 

the CAD drawing is correct and have used this plan when calculating incursions to the tree 

protecton zone and structural root zone of the trees.

The author cannot guarantee or be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by 
others relied on in the preparation of this report. No geotechnical, hydrological or construction 

information (other than that referred to below) has been supplied.

No e"~ress or implied representation, warranty or guarantee is made in relation to the health, 
cond.tion or stability of the trees included in this report, on the site or on neighbouring land. 

This report does not cover all the trees in close proximl:y to the proposed playground. This 

report provides recommendations in relation to tree management only and separate advice 

should be sought in relation to construction design and methodology.

3. Arboriculturallmpact Assessment

3.1 Amendments to the proposed development 
The amended proposed development is shown on the plans provided by Clouston Associates 

listed in section 1. Changes to the playground design consist of:

. changes to the overall playground footprint (size and shape); 

. changes to the location ofthe concrete paths to the east and west of the playground; and 

. changes to the size and shape of the rubber and mulch softfall surface treatments; and 

. changes to the type and location of the features and play equipment to be installed.
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3.2 Proposed construction methodology 
The documents provided, and advice from Clouston Associates, specify the proposed 
construction methodology to be as follows:

Surfaces: 

. Concrete path - minimum excavation depth 12Smm, concrete laid on a compacted 

subgrade 
. Rubber softfall - minimum excavation depth 200mm, rubber laid on a concrete, asphalt 

or compacted stone base 

. Wood chip mulch softfall - minimum excavation depth 300-400mm 

. Sand pit - 600mm excavation depth, sand laid on top of geotextile, no compaction

Play equipment: 
. Carved native critter - large sandstone carving that sits on the ground, no excavation 

. Pulgi - isolated steel bars into the ground, no excavation or footings 

. Weir and water pump - excavation for isolated footings 800mm x SOOmm x SOOmm 

. Steppers (with native insects) of varying heights - timber, minimum excavation 300mm, 
maximum excavation 600mm, possibly a trench excavation and a strip footing given the 

steppers are placed close together in lines, compacted subgrade 
. Gathering circle with mushroom seats - minimum excavation 300mm 

. Frog and frogs eggs - bolted to a concrete surface, minimum excavation depth lS0mm, 

concrete laid on a compacted subgrade 
. Heron climbing structures - minimum excavation depth 1200mm, width lS00mm for 

footings 
. In-ground trampoline - maximum excavation depth 7S0mm for footing 
. Double swing - maximum depth 800mm for footings 
. Timber climbing maze - minimum excavation 120mm for footings 
. Balancing logs - large timber logs fixed with isolated bolts, no excavation or footings

Miscellaneous 

. Seating - bolted to a concrete base, minimum excavation 200mm, concrete laid on 

compacted subgrade 
. Bins - fixed to a concrete base, minimum excavation 200mm, concrete laid on compacted 

subgrade 
. Bicycle racks - no information provided

3.3 Impact of the proposed development on the trees 

All of the trees in close proximity to the proposed playground are native comprising mainly 

Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum), Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) and Eucalyptus crebra 

(Narrow-leaved lronbark). All of the trees have environmental value, are part of the urban 

forest canopy within the Penrith local government area and are protected under the Penrith 

City Council tree management controls.
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The trees are shown on the Tree Location Plan attached as Annexure 1. The tree landscape 

significance (as calculated in the Arborist Report) of the trees are shown on the same plan. 
The plan is based on plans provided by Clouston Associates listed in section 1. It has been 

assumed that the plans accurately show the location of the trees, tree protection zones, 
structural root zones and amendments to the proposed playground design.

Trees vary in their tolerance to impacts of construction activity such as root damage. In 

addition, factors including tree species, tolerance of root disturbance, tree stability and lean, 
the age, vigour and size of the tree, topography, soil characteristics and soil volume all need 

to be considered when determining acceptable levels of encroachment into a tree protection 

zone. In general, young, healthy, vigorous trees are more resilient to environmental change 
and root loss than older trees which have less energy reserves. In addition, mature trees 

may have already been affected by construction in the past.

The following factors have been considered in assessing the impact of the proposed 

development on the trees:

. Tree Protection Zone (TPZ); 

. Structural Root Zone (SRZ); 

. Incursions to the root zone (TPZ and SRZ). and 

. The distance from the stem to the closest point of proposed construction works.

This report provides an assessment of changes in the impact on the trees due to changes in the 

layout of the playground. No over-excavation has been allowed for in the Arborist Report and, 
for consistency, is not provided for in the calculations made in the preparation of this report.

An incursion into a tree protection zone of more than 10% is considered to be major 

in accordance with AS 4970 - 2009 Protection of Trees on development sites. However 

arboricultural experience indicates that an incursion of 10-15% may be considered to be a 

low to moderate level of impact depending on the age of the tree and provided the tree is 

in good health and vigour.

The nature of the proposed works is a critical factor in assessing the impact on a tree. Most 

tree roots grow in the top 300mm of the soil with the majority often in the top 150mm and 

surface leaf litter. Because of this trees are often adversely affected by compaction during 
construction works which can decrease oxygen levels, moisture penetration and gaseous 

exchange necessary for root growth, slow or stop root growth and limit the rooting area. 

Trees are also adversely affected by loss of roots. The various excavation works detailed 

under 3.2 Proposed construction methodology are likely to damage or sever roots reducing 
the trees’ root systems.
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Loss of major roots within the structural root zone of the tree and/or loss of root system on 

one side of a tree may destablise the tree.

The impact of the amended development upon the trees close to the proposed playground 
is as follows:

Tree 7 - A less than 1% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously none) due to a change 
in the route of the concrete path to the west of the playground. This is considered to be a 

minor encroachment under AS 4970 - 2009. The Arborist Report states that the tree is in 

good health and good condition, has medium landscape significance, medium amenity value 

and high ecological value. Based on this information the tree should be retained.

Tree 8 - A 47.6% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 39.1%) and 35% incursion 

to the structural root zone by the concrete path because of the change in location. Although 
the Arborist Report states that the tree is in fair health it is unlikely to survive this significant 
level of incursion and will need to be removed.

Tree 16 - Zero incursion (previously 1%) due to a change to the route of the rubber softfall 

path. The Arborist Report states that the tree is in average health and average condition, with 

medium to high landscape significance, medium to high visual value and medium ecological 
value. Based on the information the tree should be retained.

Tree 24 - A 10.6% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 36.3%) from the rubber 

softfall around the trampolines. Despite the moderate level of incursion the Arborist Report 
records that the tree is fairto average health and has bottle butt. The tree should be removed.

Tree 25 - A reduction in the incursion to the tree protection zone from 34.2% to 7.4%. Although 
this is considered a minor incursion under AS 4970 - 2009, the Arborist Report notes that 

the tree is in average health only with large branch dieback and poor form. This tree should 

be removed.

Tree 26 - The proposed changes slightly reduce the incursion to the tree protection zone of 

this tree from 28.3% to 24.9% due to excavation for both rubber and mulch softfall. This is 

still a high impact and the tree may not survive. The proposed works also encroach into the 

structural rootzone by 10%. The Arborist Report records that the tree is in poor to fair health 

only with visible structural defects. The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 27 - An increase in the incursion to the tree protection zone from 9.6% to 30.9% due 

to excavation for the rubber softfall path. This is a significant impact and the tree is unlikely 
to survive. There is also a 24.2% incursion in the structural root zone of this tree which 

may destablise the tree. The Arborist Report states that the tree is in poor health and poor
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structural condition and has low significance and low amenity value. The tree will need to 

be removed.

Tree 28 - An increase in the incursion to the tree protection zone from 20.1% previously to 

25.9% and an 18.3% incursion to the structural root zone of the tree caused by excavation 

for the rubber softfall path. This is a high level of incursion and the tree may not survive. The 

tree may be destablised and will need to be removed.

Tree 29 - A 3% incursion to the tree protection zone ofthe tree (previously no incursion). This 

is considered to be minor under AS 4970 - 2009 however it was noted in the Arborist Report 

that the tree is suppressed, in poor health, fair structural condition with a small high crown, 

epicormic growth, low significance and low amenity value. The tree should be removed.

Tree 36 - A 2% incursion to the tree protection zone of this tree (previously no incursion) by 
the construction of the western concrete path. However the Arborist Report states that the 

tree is in fair health and poor to fair condition with significant structural defects and poor 
form. The tree should be removed.

Tree 38 - The tree now lays within the footprint of the circular area of concrete paving under 

the frog (100% incursion to both the tree protection zone and structural root zone, previously 

38.6%). This tree will need to be removed.

Tree 39 - A 100% incursion to the tree protection zone due to the steppers with native 

insects which will go through the centre of the stem, the other elements comprising a 25.9% 

incursion (previously 35.7%). The Arborist Report states that the tree is in poor health and 

fair condition with visible structural defects, deadwood to 60mm in diameter, low landscape 

significance and low amenity value. The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 40 - No change. The tree protection zone of the tree is within the mulch and rubber 

softfall areas (a 100% incursion to the tree protection zone and structural root zone of the 

tree, as with the previous playground layout). The Arborist Report states that the tree is in 

poor to fair health and has low landscape significance and low amenity value. This tree will 

need to be removed.

Tree 46 - The tree lays within the footprint of the rubber and mulch softfall areas close to the 

swings (a 100% incursion to both the tree protection zone and structural root zone ofthe tree, 

previously a 37.6% incursion to the tree protection zone). The Arborist Report notes that 

the tree is in poor health and average condition with minor structural defects and extensive 

epicormic growth. The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 47 - No change. The softfall path runs through the centre of the tree protection zone. 

Seating, bins and the trampolines are also located within the tree protection zone. The tree
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was located within the play area in the previous layout. The Arborist Report states that tree 

is in fair health, fair-average condition and has low landscape significance and low amenity 
value. The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 48 - An incursion of 32.4% (previously 20.5%) to the tree protection zone and an incursion 

of 35.8% to the structural root zone caused by the circular mulch softfall area under the heron 

climbing structures. This is a significant impact and the tree is unlikely to survive. The high 
incursion to the structural root zone may cause the whole tree to fail. The Arborist Report 

states that the tree is in poor health and fair structural condition with minor structural defects 

and poor form. The tree has low landscape significance and low amenity value. The tree will 

need to be removed.

Tree 49 - A 3% (previously 0%) incursion to the tree protection zone of the tree due to the 

frog, part of the frogs eggs and circular area of concrete under the frog and frogs eggs, and 

mulch softfall close the heron climbing structure. This is considered to be a minor incursion 

under AS 4970 - 2009. According to the Arborist Report the tree is in average health and 

average condition and has medium landscape significance, amenity value and ecological 
value. Based upon this information the tree should be retained.

Tree 50 - A less than 1% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 9.6%) due to the 

rubber softfall path. This is considered to be a minor incursion under AS 4970 - 2009 and 

the tree should survive the construction works. However the Arborist Report nominated this 

tree for removal because it was considered to be in average health, poor to fair condition 

with significant structural defects visible including pronounced ribbing between co-dominant 

stems at 5 metres. This tree should be removed.

Tree 51 - A 1.5% incursion to the tree protection zone due to the channels cut for the weir 

(previously no incursion). The Arborist Report states that the tree is in average health and 

average condition with medium landscape significance, amenity value and ecological value. 

Based on this information, the tree should be retained.

Tree 52 - A 100% incursion to the tree protection zone of the tree (previously 16.3%). The 

stem of the tree is within the concrete footpath to the west of the playground. The Arborist 

Report states that the tree is in average to good health but poor condition with significant 
structural defects visible. The tree has low landscape significance and low visual amenity. 
The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 57 - No incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 12.1%) due to the change in 

location of the concrete path to the west of the playground. The Arborist Report states that 

the tree is in average health, average condition and has low to medium landscape significance, 
low to medium amenity value and high ecological value. Based on this information the tree 

should be retained.
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Tree 58 - A 37.1% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 17.3%) and a 29.6% 

incursion to the structural root zone of the tree due to the sandpit and rubber softfall path. 
The Arborist Report states that the tree is in good health and good condition and has high 

ecological value. The incursion to the tree protection zone is significant and the tree is unlikely 

to survive. The high incursion to the structural root zone could destablise that tree. The tree 

will need to be removed.

Tree 62 - A 100% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously none) and structural root 

zone of the tree because the stem of the tree is within the mulch softfall surrounding the 

double swing. The tree will need to be removed. The Arborist Report states that the tree is 

in fair to average health and condition, has a low to medium landscape significance, low to 

medium amenity value and has a medium ecological value.

Tree 63 - A 100% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 3.7%) and the structural 

root zone of the tree because the stem of the tree is within the layout of the rubber softfall 

path. The tree will need to be removed. The Arborist Report notes that the tree is in poor 
health and average condition with low landscape significance, low amenity value but high 

ecological value.

Tree 64 - A 7.8% incursion to the tree protection zone of the tree (previously 10.3%). Under 

AS 4970 - 2009 this is considered to be a minor incursion and the tree is considered to be 

sustainable. However the Arborist Report nominated this tree for removal because it is stated 

to be in poor health, poor to fair condition with extremely low vigour and 100% epicormic 

growth. The tree has a low landscape value and low visual amenity. Irrespective of the 

amendments to the proposed development, this tree should be removed.

Tree 65 - No incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 32.7%). Despite the high 

incursion, the Arborist Report nominated this tree for retention. The tree is noted as being 
in average health and condition, with a medium landscape significance, medium amenity 
value and medium ecological value. Based upon this information, the tree should be retained.

Tree 67 - A 47% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 18%) and a 45% incursion 

to the structural root zone due to the amended route of the concrete path to the west of the 

playground. The path is located immediately to the east of the stem of the tree. The tree will 

not survive such a severe incursion and will need to be removed. The Arborist Report states 

that this tree is in average health and poor condition with significant structural defects. The 

tree has a low landscape value and low amenity value.

Tree 68 - A 6.1% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously none) due to the amended 

route of the concrete path to the west of the playground. Under AS 4970 - 2009 this is 

considered to be a minor incursion and the tree is considered to be sustainable. Howeverthe
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Arborist Report nominated this tree for removal because it is stated to be in fair to average 

health, poor condition with significant structural defects visible. The tree has a low landscape 
value and low visual amenity. Irrespective ofthe amendments to the proposed development, 
based information contained in the Arborist Report, this tree should be removed.

Tree 70 - No incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 31%) due to changes in the 

location of the concrete path to the west of the playground. The Arborist Report states that 

this tree is in poorto fair health and average structural condition. The tree has low landscape 

significance and low visual amenity but high ecological value. Based on the information in 

the Arborist Report this tree should be retained.

Tree 71- No incursion to the tree protection zone ofthis tree (previously 9.7% and nominated 

for retention). The Arborist Report states that this tree is in fair health, average condition, 
has a low to medium landscape significance, low to medium amenity value and medium 

ecological value. This tree should be retained.

Tree 72 - A 13.7% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously none) and a very minor 

(less than 1%) incursion to the structural root zone of the tree due to the construction of the 

sandpit. This is considered to be a major encroachment under AS 4970 - 2009. The Arborist 

Report states that the tree is in poor to fair health, fair condition with 15-20% deadwood in 

the crown, has a low landscape significance and low amenity value. Trees in fairto poor health 

which are impacted by such disturbance will generally decline over a period of years following 
the disturbance (development works). As trees decline, dieback and deadwood increase in 

the canopy with increased risk of falling branches. The tree will need to be removed.

Tree 78 - A 13.8% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously none). The site inspection 
revealed that this tree has already been removed.

Tree 79 - A 100% incursion to the tree protection zone (previously 13.8%) and structural root 

zone because the stem of the tree is located within the footpath of the rubber softfall path. 
The Arborist Report notes that the tree is in poor health and average condition, has a low 

landscape significance and low amenity value. This tree will need to be removed.
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4. Conclusions

Of the 33 trees assessed, eight have been identified for retention and protection and 24 trees 

will be will require removal. One tree (Tree 78) has already been removed.

Of the 24 trees identified for removal due to the proposed development, five of these have 

a low to medium tree landscape significance and the remainder have a low tree landscape 

significance. The trees are set out in Table 2 under section 5 Recommendations below.

5. Recommendations

Both this report and the Arborist Report must be read when considering the trees on the site.

This report covers only the 33 trees impacted by changes to the playground design shown 

by the documents provided by Clouston Associates listed in section 1. The Arborist Report 

covers 81 trees on the site. The comments set out in the Arborist Report relating to the 48 

trees not included in this report remain unchanged.

The Arborist Report specifies hold points and tree protection measures. These apply to all 

81 trees on the site and are unaffected by this report. All trees being retained should be 

protected during the construction works.

As a consequence ofthe amendments to the proposed design eight trees should be retained, 
and 17 trees will need to be removed. In addition, seven trees should be removed irrespective 

of changes to the design. These trees are identified in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: Trees to be retained

Tree No. Tree genus (species) Tree Landscape
Significance

7 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow.leaved Ironbark) Medium

16 Corymbio maculata (Spotted Gum) Medium.high

49 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Medium

51 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Medium

57 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Ironbark) Low-medium

65 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Medium

70 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Ironbark) Low

71 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low-medium
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All tree removals should be carried out by an arborist with a minimum qualification of 

Certificate 2 in Arboriculture and should be undertaken in compliance with the WorkCover 

Code of Practice Amenity Tree Industry 1998. Stump grinding should not be carried out within 

the tree protection zone of any tree being retained.

Table 2: Trees to be removed

Tree No. Tree genus (species) Tree Landscape
Significance

8 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low-medium

24 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low

25 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low-medium

26 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

27 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

28 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

29 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

36 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

38 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low-medium

39 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

40 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low

46 Eucalyptus parramattensis (Parramatta Red Gum) Low

47 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

48 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

50 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low

52 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low

58 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low-medium

62 Corymbia maculata (Spotted Gum) Low-medium

63 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

64 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

67 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

68 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low

72 Eucalyptus punctata (Grey Gum) Low

79 Eucalyptus crebra (Narrow-leaved Iron bark) Low
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