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Summary 

This Arboriculture Assessment was undertaken by Annette Salkeld for the Upfield Corridor Coalition. 

The aim was to identify and assess the trees surrounding Moreland Station in Coburg that have the 

potential to be impacted by the Victorian Government’s Level Crossing Removal Project. 

A total of 56 trees were identified and described and individually assessed for their arboriculture 

values. Small and recently planted trees, woody shrubs and self-seeded saplings were not assessed as 

these have limited arboricultural value 

The overall population of the Moreland Reserve trees is generally healthy and sound. 50 out of 56 

(94%) assessed trees are of Medium (19) to High (31) arboriculture rating. With appropriate 

arboricultural management, these trees would be expected to thrive in their context contribute to the 

landscape in the medium to long term.  

Six trees on the eastern side of the reserve are likely plantings dated from the original community 

plantings from 1911, with two trees on the western side likely planted in the 1930s or before. These 

trees are a priority to retain during the level crossing removal process. 

The thirty-one trees rated as having a high arboriculture value and should be a priority for retention 

through the level crossing removal process, including amendment to construction and building designs 

to accommodate. 

The nineteen trees rated as having a medium arboriculture value should be retained wherever 

possible through the level crossing removal process, including amendment to construction and 

building designs to accommodate where possible. 

Forty-four of the High and Medium rated trees are Australian, Victorian Native or indigenous to the 

area and were observed to provide a good food source and nesting sites for native bird populations. 

Their retention is important to support local biodiversity. 

Trees with a Low arboriculture may still be worth retaining but may not warrant amending 

development plans. Trees rated as having no arboriculture value should not be considered for 

retention and could be removed and replaced. 

24 of the assessed trees have been identified by the community as having high community value. They 

are all included in the High or Medium rated trees. 

High and medium rated trees represent a significant financial value to Moreland City Council and the 

community. When applying Melbourne City Council’s tree valuation formula, a single tree with a 60cm 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) would have an amenity value of approximately $32,000. The 

population of high rated trees is estimated to represent nearly $1 million of value to the Moreland 

community.  

Any retained trees should be appropriately protected during construction with fencing placed 

according to Tree protection Zone requirements as per the as per the Australian Standards AS 4970-

2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites. 
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1. Introduction 
 

This Arboriculture Assessment was undertaken for the 

Upfield Corridor Coalition.  

The aim of the assessment was to record the details and 

assess the arboriculture value of the trees in the parkland 

surrounding Moreland Station, Coburg. This area will be 

impacted by the building of a raised railway line starting 

south of Moreland Station to north of Bell Street in Coburg, 

which is being built as part of the Victorian Government’s 

Level Crossing Removal Project.  

Information from this assessment will inform the Upfield 

Corridor Coalition in their engagement on the design and 

delivery of this major infrastructure project. 

The assessment recorded the dimensions of individual trees, 

their health and structure of the trees, and based on this 

information, and the context of the study site, an 

arboriculture assessment of each tree. The data has been 

analysed to provide information on the numbers and ratings 

of the tree population of the study site. 

The tree study area is the parkland surrounding the Moreland 

Station in Coburg. The site is bound by Moreland road to the 

south, Station Street to the west, Cameron Street to the east 

and a childcare facility and commercial premises to the north. 

The western side of the study area contains the Gandolfo 

Gardens. The study site is shown in Figure 1. 

A total of 56 trees were assessed. 

 

2. Methodology 
 

2.1 Basic tree data for mature trees, including species name and X-Y coordinates were provided by 

Moreland City Council. Some additional smaller trees were included in this study that had not 

been collected by the Council. A basic vegetation assessment by the Upfield Corridor Coalition, 

using Council’s tree data, rated trees as to their significance to the community. This data 

includes these significance ratings as an indication of community values placed on the trees. 

2.2 Relevant documents were reviewed including the Moreland Planning Scheme, the Victorian 

Heritage Register, the City of Moreland Heritage Review and the Heritage Impact Statement 

prepared for the Level Crossing Removal Authority. 

Figure 1 - Study site 



2.3 All other data collection was undertaken in situ. Species and locations were ground-truthed 

and amended as required. 

2.4 Full details of the arboriculture descriptors and terminology are provided in Appendix Two. 

2.5 For the purpose of this assessment, the definition of a tree is a woody perennial plant greater 

than 3m in height with one or relatively few main stems1.  

2.6 This assessment was confined to the larger, mature or semi-mature trees in the reserve. Small 

and recently planted trees, self-seeded plants, woody shrubs and street trees on the nature 

strip along the eastern edge of the site have not been included. 

2.7 Site inspection was undertaken by Annette Salkeld during August 2019. The trees were 

inspected from the ground. The trees were not climbed, no samples of the trees or soil were 

taken and no investigation of the root plate below ground was undertaken. 

2.8 Observations were made of the study site and surrounding area, including an assessment of 

habitat usage of local fauna. 

2.9 Observations were made of the assessed trees to confirm species data, and assess age class, 

structure and health. Height was measured using an electronic height metre, canopy size 

length and width (N-S x E-W) was paced out and diameter at breast height (DBH) measured at 

1.4m2, as per the Australian Standards AS 4970-2009 Protection of Trees on Development 

Sites, using measurement tape. The DBH of multi stemmed trees is given as a single number 

based on the formula provided in the above standards. 

2.10 Assessment details of individual trees are provided in a table in Annex 1. Each tree was 

identified with a unique number, based on the numbering provided in the assessment by the 

Upfield Corridor Coalition to maintain consistency. Trees that were not previously assessed 

were assigned a number following the numerical sequence. 

2.11 Overall Arboriculture Rating is determined following an assessment of the tree’s health, 

structure, utility and amenity value in relation to its species, setting and context.  

2.12 The assessment did not include any risk assessment. 

 

3. Site Context and Observations 
 

3.1 The study site is the parkland surrounding the Moreland Station (Moreland Station Reserve), 

along the Upfield Train Line in Coburg in the Moreland City Council Municipality. Moreland 

Station is located between largely residential housing to the east, west and north, and a tram 

depot and industrial area to the south. The site is divided into east and western parcels by the 

railway line.  

                                                           
1 As per the Australian Standards AS 4970-2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites 
2 As per the Australian Standards AS 4970-2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites. 



3.2 The suburb currently has 18.6sq m of open space per person, placing the area in the in the 

bottom 30% for open space in the in the municipality3. 

3.3 The parkland surrounding the station was reserved as part of the development of the railway 

line and station in the early 20th century. Original tree plantings and garden layout were 

implemented by the local community from 1911. While the original design and plantings have 

been highly modified over time, there are several trees that remain from this early era4. 

3.4 The Gandolfo Gardens are to the west of the railway line. These gardens were developed and 

named in the 1950s after Salvatore Gandolfo, the first Italian mayor of the City of Coburg (now 

incorporated into Moreland City Council). They contain a significant number of mature trees 

forming a dense canopy in the southern section that were largely planted between the 1950s 

and 1970s, although some date from earlier periods5. The eastern parkland adjacent to 

Moreland Station contains scattered mature trees, including some of the original tree 

plantings, and a children’s playground.  

3.5 There is no discernible planting pattern, although in general the tree plantings are denser in 

the southern side of the parkland. The understory of the parkland is grass, with two small 

garden beds in the south-west corner 

3.6 The south-eastern corner is primarily covered by a car park. A network of footpaths cross the 

park, providing pedestrian access to the train platforms. The Upfield Bike Path runs through 

the eastern side of the reserve. 

3.7 The area was observed to provide habitat to local native bird species. Significant numbers of 

Rainbow Lorikeets, Wattle Birds and Magpies were observed actively feeding in the mature 

native trees, with numerous nests sited n the larger native and indigenous tree species. 

3.8 Heritage controls are in place for the reserve. The Moreland Planning Scheme Heritage 

Overlay HO115 includes Gandolfo Gardens, with tree controls applied. The eastern side of the 

reserve is included in both the Moreland Planning Scheme Heritage Overlay HO180 and the 

Victorian Heritage Register H953. While the reserve lands are included, tree controls are not 

specific. Further application to the Victorian Heritage Register for tree controls across the site 

have been recently submitted and are pending. 

  

                                                           
3 Moreland City Council 2017, A Park Close Park Close to Home: A Framework to Fill Open Space Gaps 
Background Report.   
4 Allom Lovell & Associates 1999, City or Moreland Heritage Review. 
5 GJM 2019, Heritage Impact Statement: Moreland Station Reserve. 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 2- Gandolfo Gardens looking north 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 3 - C. citriodora looking east Figure 4 – E. cladocalyx western reserve 
looking north 



4. Findings 
 

4.1 56 individual trees were assessed for this study encompassing areas contained in the east and 

west side of the Upfield railway line. Their locations are provided in the maps below, broken 

into the northern, middle and southern sections of the reserve. Tree number identifiers are 

included. 

 

 

 

Figure 5 - Northern Section Moreland Reserve 



 

Figure 6- Middle Section Moreland Reserve 

 

Figure 7 - Southern Section - Moreland Reserve 



Arboriculture Values 

 

Table 1 - Arboricultural Value Summary 

Value Number of Trees 

High  31 

Medium 19 

Low 5 

None 1 

 

4.2 Table 1 details the number of trees ascribed each arboriculture value.  

4.3 31 of the trees are of high arboriculture value. These are healthy large trees and should 

provide a positive contribution to the context in which they grow for the long term. This 

includes tree numbers 5, 7, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 

37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 50, 51, 53, 54. 

4.4 19 of the trees are of a medium arboriculture value. Medium arboriculture rating depicts trees 

that have good structure and heath, possibly minor defects that can be managed, and should 

provide a positive contribution to the context in which they grow for the medium to long term. 

This includes tree numbers 6, 8, 10, 13, 18, 19, 26, 27, 32, 33, 39, 45, 48, 49, 52, 54, 100.  

4.5 5 trees are rated low arboriculture value. These trees have some value and are expected to 

live in the medium term but may require greater arboricultural care. Where retained they will 

provide a contribution to the landscape however development plans should not necessarily be 

amended to accommodate.  

4.6 One tree has been given no arboricultural value – it is failing and should be removed with or 

without development. 

4.7 High and medium rated trees, as individuals and a population, provide a high level of amenity 

to this area in a context of limited open space. They should be retained where ever possible, 

with development modified plans to accommodate their retention.  

4.8 High and medium rated trees represent a significant financial value to Moreland City Council 

and the community. When applying Melbourne City Council’s tree valuation formula, a single 

tree of 60cm Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) with a high arboricultural rating would have an 

amenity value of approximately $32,000. The population of high rated trees (average DBH of 

66cm) is estimated to be nearly $1 million to the Moreland community. 

4.9 Trees with a Low arboricultural value may be retained but may need a greater level of 

intervention to ensure their longer-term viability. In this context many of the low rated trees 

are planted close to, or under the canopy area of the high rated trees so their removal would 

not be warranted where those trees are retained. 

4.10 Tree numbers 21, 35, 42, 50, 51 and 53 (eastern side – large Sugar Gums, English Elm and 

Canary Island Palms) are likely dated from the original community plantings from 1911, with 



tree numbers 37, 40 (western side – Brachychitons near pedestrian overpass) visible from 

aerial photographs from 1945 so likely planted in the 1930s. These trees are a priority to retain 

during the level crossing removal process. 

4.11 The trees in this reserve provide a significant habitat site within a densely urban area for 

native bird populations, which should be considered in the longer-term planning of the 

reserve. 

 

Age Classifications 

 

Table 2 - Age Classifications Summary 

Age Class Number of Trees 

Young n/a 

Semi Mature 11 

Maturing 43 

Over Mature 2 

 

4.12 Table 2 details the number of trees ascribed each age classification. 

4.13 43 of trees are in the maturing category. While ‘maturing’ can represent a wide age group, 

many of these trees, particularly in the Gandolfo Gardens, are 50+ years, planted following the 

park renewal process of the 1950s- 1960s.  

4.14 This maturity and size of these trees represent a considerable factor in the amenity of the 

higher trees. 

4.15 While there are numerous recently planted trees within the park, these were not assessed, 

therefore no young trees are in the sample. 

 

Health 

 

Table 3 - Health Status Summary 

Health Status Number of Trees 

Excellent 2 

Good 23 

Fair 27 

Poor 3 

Very Poor 1 

Failed 0 

 

4.16 Table 3 details the number of trees ascribed each health status.  



4.17 52 assessed trees within the study site are of fair health or above. This reflects the active 

management of the trees in designated open space by the Council. They represent a range of 

species. 

4.18 While trees of fair health status display some factors impacting on the health of the trees, they 

are still growing well for their species and with some arboricultural care would be expected to 

regain a good health status.  

4.19 A number of trees with fair or poor health status suffer from competition as they have been 

planted closely to other, stronger trees, and may not to reach their full potential regardless of 

treatment, however they are still valuable trees. These trees are from a range of species. 

Structure 

 

Table 4 - Structure Summary 

Structure Number 

Good 10 

Fair 33 

Poor 12 

Very Poor 1 

Failed  

 

4.20 Table 4 details the number of trees ascribed each structural category.   

4.21 43 assessed trees have fair or good structure, reflecting the management of the trees by the 

Council over time.  

4.22 The 12 trees with poor structure have either suffered from competition from being closely 

spaced to other trees or were not formatively pruned when planted. They include a broad 

range of species. 75% of these trees still maintain a moderate arboriculture rating. 

 

Species Diversity 

 

Table 5 - Species Diversity Summary 

Species Common Name Family Number 

Allocasuarina littoralis Black Sheoak Casuarinaceae 2 

Brachychiton populneus Kurrajong Malvaceae 2 

Callistemon viminalis Weeping Bottlebrush Myrtaceae 3 

Corymbia citriodora Lemon Scented Gum Myrtaceae 2 

Eucalyptus ficifolia Red Flowering Gum Myrtaceae 1 

Eucalyptus cladocalyx Sugar Gum Myrtaceae 3 

Eucalyptus camaldulensis River Red Gum Myrtaceae 9 

Eucalyptus leptophyll Narrow-leaved Red Mallee Myrtaceae 2 

Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Myrtaceae 8 



Eucalyptus nicholii Narrow Leaved Peppermint Myrtaceae 1 

Eucalyptus sideroxylon Red Iron Bark Myrtaceae 11 

Hymenosporum flavum  Native Frangipani Pittosporaceae 3 

Melaleuca lanceolata Moonah Myrtaceae 1 

Melaleuca stypheliodes Prickly Paperbark Myrtaceae 1 

Phoenix canariensis  Canary Island Palm Arecaceae 3 

Pittosporum undulatum Sweet Pittosporum Pittosporaceae 1 

Schinus molle  Peppercorn Tree Anacardiaceae 5 

Ulmus procera  English Elm Ulmaceae 1 

 

4.23 Table 5 details the number and range of tree species in the study site.  

4.24 The tree population in the parkland area contains eighteen species. Those most represented 

are the indigenous species of Eucalyptus camaldulensis, Eucalyptus leucoxylon and the 

Victorian Native Eucalyptus sideroxylon. 

4.25 There is some trend in the performance of trees relevant to their species. Hymenosporum 

flavum and Eucalyptus leucoxylon specimens have overall lower performance in this setting. 

Eucalyptus camaldulensis and Eucalyptus sideroxylon have generally performed well. 

4.26 Good practice is to promote tree population diversity to reduce risk from disease or pests. 

Nearly 65% are from the Myrtaceae family. Future plantings should look to diversify the plant 

families represented to reduce the risk of pest and disease. 

 

Community Value 

 

Table 6 - Community Value Summary 

Priority Number 

High 24 

Medium 12 

Other 8 

Not rated 12 

 

4.27 Table 6 details the number of trees ascribed to each community value. 

4.28 44 trees have a community rating. Eleven trees were not rated as they had not been included 

in the original list provided by Moreland City Council. 

4.29 Overall the community has placed a high value on 24 of the 44 trees ascribed a community 

value. This reflects the site being a well utilised local park with large trees providing a dense 

canopy. 

4.30 Sixteen of the high valued trees are either locally indigenous or Victorian native species. Only 

one of the exotic species has been given a high value by the community. 

https://www.google.com.au/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=13&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwirqbHYtq_kAhULeCsKHWa-CO0Qs2YoADAMegQIAhAJ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fen.wikipedia.org%2Fwiki%2FArecaceae&usg=AOvVaw1eufGh6Mb9FrCj9_V9DMgr


 

5. Conclusion 
 

5.1 56 trees were present within the Moreland Station Reserve (east and west) 

5.2 The overall population of the Moreland Reserve trees is generally of a good to high standard. 

38 out of 56 (68%) of trees are of Medium (19) to High (31) arboriculture rating. With 

appropriate arboricultural management, these trees would be expected to thrive in their 

context contribute to the landscape in the medium to long term.  

5.3 Tree numbers 21, 35, 42, 50, 51 and 59 (eastern side) are likely plantings dated from the 

original community plantings from 1911, with tree numbers 37, 40 (western side) visible from 

aerial photographs from 1945 so likely planted in the 1930s. These trees are a priority to retain 

during the level crossing removal process. 

5.4 High arboriculture value has been ascribed to tree numbers 5, 7, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 

23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 50, 51, 53 and 54. These trees 

are important to the local landscape and should be retained wherever possible through the 

level crossing removal process, with consideration given to amending construction and 

building designs to accommodate where possible. 

5.5 Many of the above trees are Victorian Native or indigenous to the area and were observed to 

provide a good food source and nesting sites for native bird populations. Their retention is 

important to support local biodiversity. 

5.6 24 of trees have been identified by the community as having high community value. 18 of 

these are included in above listing for arboriculture rating. 

5.7 Any retained trees should be appropriately protected during construction with fencing placed 

according to Tree protection Zone requirements as per the as per the Australian Standards AS 

4970-2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites. 

 



Appendix One – Detailed Tree Assessment 
 

Tree 
ID 

Name Common Name Type Height 
(m) 

Caopy 
Size (m 
x m) 

DBH 
(cm) 

TPZ 
(cm)  

Structure Health Arboriculture 
Rating 

Community 
Priority 

5 
Melaleuca 
stypheliodes Prickly Paperbark 

Australian 
Native 10.5 8x10 130 

     
1,560  Fair Good High High 

6 
Hymenosporum 
flavum Native Frangipani 

Australian 
Native 8 6 x 7 37 

        
444  Fair Good Moderate   

7 Corymbia citriodora 
Lemon Scented 
Gum 

Australian 
Native 19 12x15 59 

        
708  Fair Good High High 

8 Corymbia maculata Sugar Gum 
Australian 
Native 12 10 x 9 40 

        
480  Fair Good Moderate   

10 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved 
Black Peppermint 

Australian 
Native 15 8x9 67 

        
804  Poor Fair Moderate Other 

11 Allocasuarina littoralis Black Sheoak Indigenous 15 11 x 10 65 
        
780  Fair Good High High 

12 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis River Red Gum Indigenous 15 12x10 85 

     
1,020  Fair Good High High 

13 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 9 8x9 36 

        
432  Fair Poor Moderate High 

14 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 15 11x10 55 

        
660  Fair Fair High   

15 Melaleuca lanceolata Moonah 
Victorian 
Native 7.5 8x7 60 

        
720  

Very 
Poor 

Very 
Poor None   

16 Corymbia citriodora 
Lemon Scented 
Gum 

Australian 
Native 14 10x15 48 

        
576  Fair Fair High High 



17 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis  River Red Gum 

Victorian 
Native 19 14x9 52 

        
624  Fair Good High High 

18 
Hymenosporum 
flavum Native Frangipani 

Australian 
Native 7 4x3 16 

        
192  Poor Fair Moderate Other 

19 
Hymenosporum 
flavum Native Frangipani 

Australian 
Native 9 4x5 21 

        
252  Fair Good Moderate Other 

20 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 16 11x10 74 

        
888  Fair Excellent High High 

21 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Palm 
Exotic 
palm 15 6x6 84 

     
1,008  Good Fair High Medium 

22 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis River Red Gum Indigenous 22 13x14 72 

        
864  Good Good High High 

23 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis River Red Gum Indigenous 22 5x8 46 

        
552  Fair Good High High 

24 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis River Red Gum Indigenous 23 11x15 55 

        
660  Fair Good High High 

25 Allocasuarina littoralis Black Sheoak Indigenous 17 10x10 62 
        
744  Fair Good High HIgh 

26 Corymbia ficifolia Red Flowering Gum 
Australian 
Native 6 8x8 35 

        
420  Good  Poor  Moderate Medium 

27 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 12 7x8 42 

        
504  Poor Fair Moderate Medium 

28 
Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis River Red Gum Indigenous 15 9x11 67 

        
804  Good Good High High 

29 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 15 8x11 59 

        
708  Fair Good High High 

30 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 13 10x8 60 

        
720  Fair Fair High High 



31 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Red Gum Indigenous 17 11x9 72 
        
864  Good Good High   

32 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 8 6x8 28 
        
336  Fair Fair Moderate Other 

33 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 10 6x8 42 

        
504  Fair Fair Moderate Medium 

34 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 17 9x8 73 

        
876  Good Excellent High High 

35 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Palm 
Exotic 
palm 16 6x6 71 

        
852  Good Fair High Medium 

36 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 15 8x7 63 

        
756  Fair Fair High High 

37 
Brachychiton 
populneus Kurrajong 

Victorian 
Native 10 10x10 62 

        
744  Good Good High High 

38 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 18 9x8 65 

        
780  Fair Good High High 

39 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 13.5 11x12 38 
        
456  Fair Fair Moderate Other 

40 
Brachychiton 
populneus Kurrajong 

Australian 
Native 10 10x9 64 

        
768  Fair Good High High 

41 Callistemon viminalis 
Weeping 
Bottlebrush 

Australian 
Native 7 7x6 30 

        
360  Fair Good High Medium 

42 Eucalyptus cladocalyx Sugar Gum 
Australian 
Native 21 16x18 116 

     
1,392  Fair Good High High 

43 
Eucalyptus 
sideroxylon  Red Iron Bark 

Victorian 
Native 18 11x8 60 

        
720  Fair Good High High 

44 Schinus molle Peppercorn Tree 
Exotic 
Evergreen 10 7x12 57 

        
684  Poor Fair High Medium 



45 Schinus molle Peppercorn Tree 
Exotic 
Evergreen 10 8x8 77 

        
924  Fair Fair Moderate Medium 

46 Schinus molle Peppercorn Tree 
Exotic 
Evergreen 8 9x17 1330 

   
15,960  Fair Fair High Medium 

47 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 6 5x6 32 
        
384  Poor Fair Low Other 

48 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 6 8x7 45 
        
540  Fair Fair Moderate Other 

49 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 6 13x7 28 
        
336  Poor Fair Moderate Other 

50 Eucalyptus cladocalyx Sugar Gum 
Australian 
Native 22 25x18 136 

     
1,632  Good Good High High 

51 Phoenix canariensis Canary Island Palm 
Exotic 
palm 14 7x7 83 

        
996  Good Fair High Medium 

52 Schinus molle Peppercorn Tree 
Exotic 
Evergreen 7.5 6x8 40 

        
480  Poor Fair Moderate Medium 

53 Ulmus procera English Elm 
Exotic 
Deciduous 17 18x20 93 

     
1,116  Fair Fair High High 

54 Schinus molle Peppercorn Tree 
Exotic 
Evergreen 11.5 26x17 66 

        
792  Poor Fair Moderate Medium 

96 
Pittosporum 
undulatum Sweet Pittosporum 

Australian 
Native 7.5 8x5 28 

        
336  Poor Fair Low   

97 Eucalyptus leptophyll 
Narrow-leaved Red 
Mallee Indigenous 8 4x3 18 

        
216  Fair Fair Low   

98 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 7.5 5x7 25 
        
300  Poor Poor Low   

99 Callistemon viminalis 
Weeping 
Bottlebrush 

Australian 
Native 6 6 x 7 30 

        
360  Poor Fair Low   



100 Callistemon viminalis 
Weeping 
Bottlebrush 

Australian 
Native 7 4 x 4 51 

        
612  Fair Fair Moderate   

101 Eucalyptus leptophyll 
Narrow-leaved Red 
Mallee 

Victorian 
Native 8 7x5 22 

        
264  Fair Fair Moderate   

103 Eucalyptus leucoxylon Yellow Gum Indigenous 6 6x5 24 
        
288  Poor Good Moderate   

 

 



Appendix Two – Arboriculture Descriptors and Methods 
This section describes the terminology and methods used in this Arboricultural Assessment. Unless 

otherwise stated, they are based on the methods described by Hitchmouth (1994), Mattheck an 

Breloer (1994). They represent current industry standards and practice.  

The arboriculture assessment has been structured into three sections, which are –  

• Description and Identification – basic data to identify individual trees and locations  

• Tree Classification – size, age and type 

• Arboriculture Values – health, structure and arboriculture rating.  

 

Description and Identification 

Identifier Description 

Number Each tree has a unique identification number that aligns with the 
mapping and GPS coordinates 

Species Identifies the species using the international taxonomic classification 
system of binomial nomenclature 

Common name Provides the common name as occurs in current Australian 
horticultural literature. Note that more than one common name can 
exist for one species, and a common name can be shared by a number 
of species. 

Location General area where the tree is located 

Latitude and Longitude Specific location of the tree to 5 points 

 

Tree Classification 

Age Class 

This describes the physiological stage of the tree’s life cycle 

Stage Description 

Young Young sapling and/or recently planted 

Semi-mature Younger tree rapidly growing, yet to reach it’s full size 

Maturing Tree approaching, or has reached its expected size in the local context. 
Reduced growth. 

Over-mature Tree is senescent and in decline 

 

Size 

Measurement Description 

Height Measurement of the individual tree height in metres, from ground 
level to the highest part in the crown, using a digital height meter. 
Where access is limited, height may be estimated. 

Canopy Size Measurement of the width from two axis (north/south, east/west), 
expressed as width m x width m. Measurements generally paced at 
ground level. 

DBH Diameter at Breast Height – The diameter of the individual tree trunk 



measured at 1.4 metres from ground level, as per the Australian 
Standards AS 4970-2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites. 
Trees with multiple leaders or different trunk shapes measured asper 
AS 4970-2009. 

TPZ Tree Protection Zone - The distance of DBH x 12 measured from the 
middle of the tree trunk, as per the Australian Standards AS 4970-
2009. This area contains the primary structural roots and should be 
protected during any development or disturbance. 

 

Tree Type 

Describes the general type of species and its geographical origin. Some indigenous species may be 

protected under the Victorian Planning Scheme. 

Tree Type Description 

Indigenous Occurs naturally in the area or regions 

Victorian Native Occurs naturally in some parts of Victoria (not exclusively) but not 
indigenous to the area 

Australian Native Occurs naturally in some parts Australia but not Victoria 

Exotic deciduous Occurs naturally outside of Australia and typically sheds its leaves 
during winter 

Exotic evergreen Occurs naturally outside of Australia and typically retains its leaves all 
year 

Exotic conifer Occurs naturally outside of Australia and is classified as a gymnosperm 

Exotic Palm Woody monocotyledon 

Other Other descriptions as indicated 

 

Arboriculture Values 

Structure 

The structure of a tree relates to the ‘mechanical’ aspects to determine its shape and form relative 

to the species and the stability of the tree in its location at a given point in time. Using visual 

assessment methods, this inspection process focuses on identifying the structure and potential 

defects in four zones of the tree – Lower stem and root plate, the main trunk, the primary branch 

support, and the outer crown and woody roots. The inspection is visual only and does not provide a 

risk assessment. Further investigation or testing can be undertaken if significant defects are 

identified.  

Category Description 

Good The tree has a well defined and balanced crown. Branch unions appear 
to be strong and limbs are well defined. There are no defects evident in 
the trunk, branches or root plate. The tree is a good example of the 
species. Probability of significant failure is highly unlikely. 

Fair The tree has some minor problems in the structure of the crown, 
although limbs show definition. The crown may be slightly out of 
balance and some branch unions or branches may show signs of minor 
faults. The trunk may be on a slight lean, or the trunk or root plate may 
show slight defects. Probability of significant failure is low. 



Poor The tree may have a poorly structured crown, which may be unbalanced 
of exhibit large gaps. Major limbs may not be well defined. Branches 
may be rubbing or crossing over. Branch unions may be faulty at the 
point of attachment. The tree may have suffered major root damage. 
Probability of failure is moderate. 

Very Poor The tree has a poorly structured crown, which is unbalances with large 
gaps. Major limbs not well defined. Branch unions may be faulty at the 
point of attachment. A section of the tree has failed or in danger of 
failing. Active failure may be present or probably in the immediate 
future. 

Failed A significant section or whole tree has failed. 

 

Tree Health 

The health of the tree is based on a visual assessment of the growth, vigour and pest or disease 

attack. These attributes indicate how well the tree is growing at a given point in time. 

Category Description 

Excellent The tree demonstrates excellent or exceptional growth, extension and 
vigour. The tree has a full canopy with healthy foliage. Pest and disease 
is absent or minimal. 

Good The tree demonstrates good growth, extension and vigour that is 
typical of its species. The tree has a full canopy with healthy foliage. 
Minor signs of pest and disease may be apparent. 

Fair The tree is in a reasonable condition and growing well for the species. 
Some deadwood may be present in the crown. The tree has an 
adequate canopy for its species and context, and possible signs of 
animal grazing, pests or disease in the foliage. 

Poor The tree is not growing to its full capacity, the extension/growth of 
lateral branches is minimal. Large amounts of deadwood may be 
present. The canopy maybe thinning or sparse. Significant pest or 
disease may be evident. Symptoms of stress may indicate tree decline. 

Very Poor The tree appears to be in a state of decline. It is not growing to its full 
capacity. Significant amounts of deadwood may be present and the 
canopy may be sparse. Pest and disease may be causing severe decline 
of the tree. 

Dead The tree is completely dead.  

 

 

Arboricultural Rating 

This is an overall assessment of a combination of factors, including a tree’s health, structure, utility 

and amenity value in its setting. Whilst this does not provide a recommendation for action related to 

a tree, the assessment indicates each tree’s value and amenity to its surroundings. 

Category Description 

High A tree of high quality in good to fair condition. Is generally of a 
prominent arboriculture feature of the surrounding urban form and 



provides high level of amenity. 
 
With appropriate management, the tree has the potential to 
contribute to the landscape for the medium to long term. Their 
retention is highly desirable 

Moderate A tree of good quality, in fair or better condition. It provides good 
amenity in its context. 
 
Tree may have a condition and/or structural problem that will respond 
to arboricultural treatment or is of little consequence in the context. 
 
With appropriate management, the tree has the potential to 
contribute to the landscape for the medium to long term. Their 
retention is desirable. 

Low The tree is of low quality and/or has little amenity value. The tree may 
be in poor health/have poor structure. 
 
The tree may not be significant for its size and/or young. The trees may 
be easily replaced (at a cost). 
 
The tree or species may be considered inappropriate for the specific 
location and likely to be problematic if retained, or would require 
significant modification works. 
 
Retention should be considered if it does not require a 
disproportionate expenditure of resources for a tree in its condition 
and/or location. 

None The tree has a severe structural defect and/or health problem that 
cannot be sustained with arboriculture treatments. The loss of the tree 
would be expected in the short term. 
 
The tree could present a high risk; further detailed risk assessment 
may be required. 
 
The tree has a detrimental impact on the environment, e.g. it is a 
woody weed with the potential to spread into natural 
areas/waterways. 
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