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SUMMARY: 
 
This report has been initiated by the completion of an Arborist Assessment on behalf of the 
Concerned Inverell Ratepayers Association regarding Plane Tree Management in the Inverell Town 
Centre. Council is being asked to consider what action it wishes to take in response to the 
assessment. 
 
COMMENTARY: 
 
Introduction 
 
The Concerned Inverell Ratepayers Association (CIRA) commissioned New Leaf Arboriculture 
(NLA) to undertake a Plane Tree Arboricultural Assessment on their behalf. The Assessment was 
tabled at the Ordinary Meeting of Council on 23 March, 2016. 
 
A full copy of the NLA Assessment was subsequently circulated to all Councillors by email on the 
25 March, 2016 for their consideration. 
 
The NLA Assessment has now been reviewed by Council staff and consultant Arborist, Mark 
Hartley. 
 
A key component of the NLA Assessment is the recommended retention of the Plane Trees in the 
town centre given their assessed useful life expectancy. The report identifies, from an arboricultural 
perspective, a number of measures that should be implemented to sustainably manage the existing 
Plane trees. 
 
This report provides commentary on the key aspects of the NLA Assessment and considers the 
impact of implementing the measures recommended by NLA. 
 
Information Limitation 
 
In Section 3.1 of the NLA report they acknowledge the limitations of their assessment based on the 
information they have been provided. They also include a disclaimer around the accuracy of 
information they have been provided by others. 
 
Unfortunately, at no stage has any representative of NLA made contact with Council regarding the 
assessment they were undertaking. Council, as the tree asset manager, holds a range of 
information that would likely have been beneficial to someone undertaking such an assessment. 
 
Council considered a substantial report in August, 2015 regarding future management of Plane 
Trees in the town centre. A copy of this report has been included as Appendix 1 (D10-D50) as it is 
relevant to a number of recommendations contained in the NLA assessment. It is unknown if the 
NLA Arborist reviewed this report as it is not listed as a reference document in Section 3.4 of their 
assessment. 
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The Site and Tree Selection 
 
Section 1.4 of the NLA Assessment describes and provides a map of the study area. It is 
interesting to note the study area included six (6) Plane trees planted in the centre median in Evans 
Street that Council has clearly indicated on numerous occasions there is no proposal to remove. 
On the other hand, the section of Byron Street between Campbell and Otho Streets was excluded 
from the assessment. At the time the field work was undertaken for the NLA assessment this 
section of Byron Street contained six (6) Plane Trees planted in concrete pipes that were not 
assessed. It is unsure if this was a conscious decision or not as no rationale was provided for the 
site selection. 
 
A “representative” sample of 26 trees in the study area was selected by NLA for the purpose of a 
Visual Tree Assessment. This included 8 trees that have not been inappropriately planted in a 
concrete pipe and are situated outside of the core CBD. These trees have not been identified by 
Council for removal. 
Urban Forest Approach 
 
Section 2.1 of the NLA report talks about best practice tree management and the urban forest 
approach. There would appear to be some common ground between Council and NLA in regards 
to this aspect. In particular, recognising the importance of trees in the urban environment, planning 
for future tree management, succession planting and strategic planning. 
 
Since June 2014, when Council adopted the concepts contained in the Town Centre Renewal Plan 
(TCRP) to guide the future development of the town centre, a total of 26 Plane Trees have been 
removed. This included 15 Plane Trees under high voltage power lines in Campbell and Rivers 
Street and 11 inappropriately planted Plane Trees in Byron and Otho Streets. During this same 
period, Council has planted in excess of 200 advanced trees in the town centre. Council is currently 
investigating further tree planting opportunities in the town centre and this is consistent with the 
recommendation contained in the TCRP to plant in appropriate locations and with appropriate 
planting techniques, as many trees as possible. Such a large scale planting of advanced trees in 
the urban area had not been previously undertaken by Council for many years. 
 
Council recognises the importance of strategic planning to guide decision making on urban trees. 
The completion of several Arborist Reports and the TCRP has provided the basis for longer term 
planning around the town centre. Council has also committed to preparing a broader Tree 
Management Plan for the Inverell Township. 
 
Strategic Land Use Planning 
 
The author of the NLA assessment has sought to link clauses from Council’s Local Environmental 
Plan (LEP) to the management of Plane trees in the town centre. Council’s Manager Development 
Services has provided commentary in relation to this below: 
 

Section 2.3 of the Plane Tree Aboricultural Assessment relates to Tree Management 
Controls and specifically references Clause 5.9 – Preservation of Trees or Vegetation 
contained within the Inverell Local Environmental Plan 2012. 
 
By way of background, the Inverell Local Environmental Plan 2012 was prepared in 
accordance with the Standard Instrument (Local Environmental Plans) Order 2006 and 
Standard Instrument—Principal Local Environmental Plan, which  applied to all Local 
Government Areas throughout New South Wales. Clause 5.9 was compulsory for all 
standard instrument local environmental plans, including Inverell’s. However, as stated in 
Clause 5.9 (2) it only applies where a Council has a specific Development Control Plan 
relating to the preservation of trees or vegetation.  

 
(2)     This clause applies to species or kinds of trees or other vegetation that are 

prescribed for the purposes of this clause by a development control plan made by 
the Council. 
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Whilst certain chapters of the Inverell Development Control Plan 2013 may refer to “mature 
trees” and “significant trees”, these terms are in reference to Chapter 2 - Subdivision and 
has no relevance for the purpose of Clause 5.9 of the Inverell Local Environmental Plan 
2012.  Therefore, Clause 5.9 of the Inverell Local Environmental Plan 2012 does not apply 
to the preservation of trees on any land within the Inverell Local Government Area, 
including the Plane trees within the town centre. 
 
Furthermore, where Clause 5.9 of the Inverell Local Environmental Plan 2012 does not 
apply, the provisions of Clause 5.9AA become a relevant consideration, refer subclause 
(2). 

 
            5.9AA   Trees or vegetation not prescribed by development control plan 
 

(1)    This clause applies to any tree or other vegetation that is not of a species or kind 
prescribed for the purposes of clause 5.9 by a development control plan made by the 
Council. 

 
(2)    The ringbarking, cutting down, topping, lopping, removal, injuring or destruction of any 

tree or other vegetation to which this clause applies is permitted without 
development consent. 

 
Clause 5.9AA is very clear that development consent is not required for the removal of 
trees that are not prescribed by a development control plan made by Council.   
 
On this basis, and considering the discussion above, Section 2.3 of the Plane Tree 
Aboricultural Assessment is erroneous and not relevant to the assessment of the Plane 
trees in Inverell’s town centre.  During the preparation of the report, the consultant had the 
opportunity to take advantage of Council’s free town planning advice service, which would 
have provided assistance in the correct interpretation of planning controls relating to tree 
management. 

 
Infrastructure Interactions 
 
In section 4 and 5 of the NLA assessment the Arborist makes a number of comments regarding the 
interaction of the Plane trees with surrounding civil infrastructure and how this should be managed 
into the future. Council’s Manager Civil Engineering was asked to comment on this matter and 
provided the following response: 
 

I have read the Plane Tree Arboricultural Assessment by Jacki Brown, as provided by 
CIRA, and would make the following comments: 

 
 Section 4.6 Infrastructure Interactions – “Minor infrastructure interactions….small 

cracks in kerb and guttering, slight lifting of pavers”. 
 
I would not consider it reasonable to class the damage caused by the plane tree roots to 
kerb and gutter, garden beds and paving as minor or small.  Average displacement of kerb 
by the plane trees, in effected areas is estimated at 50mm, including cracks of this 
dimension. Some garden beds were cracked, lifted and displaced by up to 125mm. 
Displacement of pavers is an ongoing significant concern with one work crew completing at 
least one full days work each fortnight to make safe footpaths that have trip hazards that 
are caused by plane tree roots. While this ongoing maintenance work does limit the 
amount of defects that are evident at any time, you don’t need to look far to see significant 
damage. Paving and garden edging adjacent to the pedestrian crossing near the Australian 
Café is a prime example. Pavers in the area are displaced by some 75mm to 85mm, work 
has previously been undertaken in this area to re-level the pavers and the roots have yet 
again caused damage. To consider this infrastructure interaction as slight lifting is 
significantly understating the issue. 
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 Section 4.11 Proposed Streetscape Design – “The median does not appear to be 
designed as a WSUD feature ie the road camber sloping towards the centre…” 

 
The proposal of inverting the road camber would be extraordinarily expensive to 
implement, involving complete restructure of the pavement, kerb and drainage levels. 
Ongoing maintenance of such a design would also be significantly increased. The benefits 
suggested from such a drastic design change would be considerably less than the cost to 
implement. 
 
 Section 5.1 Best Practice Management of Existing Trees – Practical – “ upgrades 

should be designed to provide larger spaces around trees (eg minimum, of 4mx4m) 
 
Providing a minimum opening around each plane tree of 4mx4m would significantly reduce 
the number of car parking spaces available in the CBD. For most trees planted in the 
pavement, two (2) car parking spaces would be lost and for most trees in a kerb return 
blister, one (1) car parking space would be lost. Also, each pedestrian crossing location 
would need to be completely re-designed and upgraded to accommodate such an opening 
around the trees. 
It is also mentioned in the report that additional openings have been provided around the 
newly planted chanticleer pears and that this could be done around existing plane trees. 
Our experience in maintaining and removing the plane trees has shown that it is simply not 
possible to provide greater open areas around the existing plane trees due to the masses 
of roots that cascade over the concrete pipe they are planted in creating a thick mass of 
root. Providing the additional opening for the pears was only possible once the roots were 
removed. 
 
Section 5.1 also notes that the trees would benefit from vertical mulching of the soil; this 
would not be possible given the masses of roots that exist around the base of the trees, 
over the concrete pipes. Section 5.1 also notes traffic management requirements to reduce 
future tree damage. All of these measures would further reduce the number of car parking 
spaces in the CBD. 
 
 Section 6.9 Tree Removal – “Tree removal should only be considered…..where the 

tree presents an unacceptable risk of injury or major property damage…” 
 
This section of the report highlights an issue in which there is agreement between Council 
and the NLA as this is essentially the reason that the trees have been removed. The tree 
removal to date has been focused on the trees that have caused the most significant 
infrastructure damage, posed the greatest risk to personal safety and hence created the 
largest maintenance burden. 
 
The Supervisor Urban Maintenance has reported to me that since the first removal of Plane 
trees in September 2015, the reactive CBD maintenance work required of his work crews 
has significantly decreased. This has allowed for better utilisation of staff time and more 
proactive planned maintenance in other areas that would otherwise be neglected. 
 
The report makes comment regarding previous incorrect pruning practice and gives 
recommendations regarding engaging suitably qualified personnel to undertake tree 
maintenance. Council does receive a significant number of complaints from building 
owners and business operators regarding the need for Plane trees to be trimmed. These 
complaints are taken seriously as they relate to property damage, including flooding 
caused by leaves and debris from the trees. In recent times, appropriately qualified 
contractors have been engaged at considerable cost to Council to undertake these 
maintenance works, including the works at the Henderson Street roundabout mentioned in 
the report. 

 
Mark Hartley Comment 
 
Consulting Arborist Mark Hartley was requested to review the NLA Assessment and to provide 
Council with expert comment. Mr Hartley’s report has been included as Appendix 2 (D51-D65). 
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Key aspects of the Hartley report have been detailed below: 
 
 Acknowledgement that there is a general consistency in the observations contained in the NLA 

report and previous Tree Reports prepared by the Arborist Network for Council. 
 Highlights the failure of the NLA Assessment to consider a number of relevant matters that 

would likely have impacted upon their key recommendations. 
 Provides clarification around the use of the Useful Life Expectancy system and acknowledges 

the substantially shorter lifespan of the Inverell town centre Plane trees compared to others in 
an urban setting. 

 Provides additional information regarding amenity tree valuation and the arbitrary nature of the 
system. Also cautions against some of the extrapolations NLA have made in regards to the 
Thyer valuation system. Despite the arbitrary nature of tree valuation, there is an agreement 
that trees do provide amenity and that amenity is of value. 

 A cost benefit analysis is completed on the basis of implementing the NLA recommendations for 
the 26 trees they sampled. This concluded the cost of deferring the removal of the trees would 
be in the order of $270,000. 

 Despite the uniqueness (trees planted in pipes) of Inverell’s situation, it was indicated that we 
are not alone in the consideration of removing Plane Trees from the urban environment with 
several other examples referenced. 

 Reconfirms the removal of the Plane trees to be regrettably the most appropriate option. 
 
Urban Canopy 
 
Sections 4.11 and 5.5 of the NLA report attempts to model the level of canopy cover provided from 
the streetscape design contained in the TCRP. Unfortunately, this attempt has been erroneous and 
misleading. It would appear that NLA have looked at one appendix (Exhibit 3) contained in the 
TCRP and formed the view that if an existing tree was not shown on the plan than it is proposed to 
be removed. The intent of Exhibit 3 in the TCRP was to show what the typical at grade centre 
median and associated new planting would look like. Council has been very clear to state that there 
is no proposal to remove any of the existing Chinese Pistachio edge plantings. This is supported by 
the TCRP which states that the Chinese Pistachio “should not be replaced unless they are clearly 
showing poor health and detracting rather than contributing to the streetscape”. Furthermore, the 
staged removal of Plane Trees in the CBD includes replacement planting with a minimum of one 
Chinese Pistachio or Ornamental Pear. This also does not appear to have been fully factored into 
the canopy coverage modelling. Whilst there was no methodology provided to support the canopy 
coverage modelling contained in the NLA report, it would appear to be predicated on a lack of 
understanding of adopted plan and replacement strategy. Again, discussions with Council could 
have avoided such a situation arising. 
 
Significant concern has been raised by some parties in respect of the loss of urban canopy from 
ultimately replacing the inappropriately planted Plane trees in the CBD with alternate edge 
plantings. Whilst the community is familiar with the mature Chinese Pistachios that exist on the 
street edges, the use of ornamental pears will provide a new addition to the tree palette in the town 
centre. The Pyrus calleryanna, Chanticleer Pear that has been planted in the CBD will reach a 
mature height of 10 to 12 metres (about the same height as a three (3) storey building) and canopy 
width of approximately six (6) metres. NATSPEC Specifying Trees author and respected advanced 
tree grower, Mr Ross Clark, has advised Council that the modern Chanticleer Pear cultivar have a 
life expectancy of 40 to 50 years in the urban environment. Council recently received a letter from a 
local resident raising concern about a possible objectionable odour during the three (3) week 
flowering period of the Chanticleer Pear. The resident cited American web sites relating generally 
to the Callery pear species. This matter had been previously discussed with specialist tree 
suppliers and Arborists, none of which were aware of any examples in Australia where Chanticleer 
Pears had created an unreasonable odour impact. This included situations where they have been 
planted in much greater densities in urban environments than would be envisaged for the Inverell 
CBD. Discussions with other Councils that have utilised Chanticleer Pears for urban street 
plantings have also not identified any concerns regarding odour problems. Used extensively as a 
street tree in Australia, the moderately growing Chanticleer Pear is not expected to create an 
unreasonable maintenance burden for Council.  
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Further information regarding the Chanticleer Pear is included in Appendix 3 (D66-D67). This 
includes a recent photograph of Chanticleer Pears that were planted in the main street of 
Coonabarabran in 2005.  
 
Whilst the Chinese Pistachios and Ornamental Pears are suitable edge plantings, it is not 
suggested they will provide an adequate urban canopy on their own. The TCRP provided for the 
construction of an at grade centre median containing the larger (up to 30 metres in height) Pin Oak 
trees to supplement the edge plantings. Council secured access to some early defoliant form 
“Freefall” Pin Oak cultivars in August 2014, which are being grown on to super advanced plantings. 
Pin Oak trees are used extensively for street tree plantings in various locations in Australia. 
Engineers Australia, the peak representative body for the engineering profession, along with the 
National Arboretum Canberra consider the “Freefall” Pin Oak to be an excellent street tree (see 
Appendix 4, D68). 
 
It is acknowledged if Council did not proceed with an at grade centre median it would be necessary 
to look at further tree plantings that could be combined with the nominated edge species to result in 
a desirous urban canopy. 
 
Expanding Tree Surrounds 
 
A key recommendation contained in the NLA assessment (Section 5.1) is to prioritise the 
expansion of the openings around existing Plane Trees. It is suggested these openings should be a 
minimum of 4 x 4 metres. Further, where trees are planted in the parking lanes the tree openings 
should contain garden beds with shrubs and grasses to “discourage carparking too close to the 
trees”. The idea of providing a garden bed treatment around the existing trees is not new and was 
given consideration in the August 2015 report to Council (see Appendix 1, D10 – D50). 
 
The use of structural cells in combination with semi permeable paving can provide at grade tree 
planting beds that minimise impact on vehicle movement and parking. This technology was 
discussed in the TCRP and would be utilised for the construction of the at grade centre median. 
Given the nature of the root structure of the existing trees in concrete pipes, Mark Hartley has 
confirmed (page 5 of Hartley report) it is entirely unsuitable to retrofit the likes of structural cells and 
root trenches around these trees. Therefore implementing the “practical” measures identified in 
section 5.1 of the NLA report would have a significant impact on carparking spaces in the CBD.  
 
In Byron Street (between Campbell and Wood Streets) and Otho Street (between Rivers and Byron 
Streets) there are 48 Plane Trees. Of these trees, there are 20 that are situated within the sealed 
roadway and currently have no dedicated opening. To provide the recommended garden opening 
around these trees would in most instances delete two (2) existing parking spaces per tree. There 
are another 20 trees that are located in crossing or corner blisters in close proximity to kerb returns. 
To provide the necessary opening around those trees would in most instances delete one (1) 
existing car space. The remaining 8 trees are already in raised beds of varying configurations that 
have the capacity to be enlarged without necessarily impacting on existing parking spaces. These 
8 trees are not contained within concrete pipes. An on ground assessment in the area discussed 
indicated more than 50 parking spaces would be lost if the measures suggested by NLA were 
implemented. This included five (5) disabled parking spaces. 
 
Whilst providing a large garden opening around the trees is perceived by some as a panacea to the 
infrastructure damage issues faced by Council, this is simply not the case. Hartley (pages 6 & 7) 
indicated there would be some reduction in damage for a few years by increasing the size of 
openings. However, as the trees age, “the roots will continue to grow under adjacent hard surfaces 
resulting in the same need to undertake repair works”. 
 
The paragraph below has been reproduced from the August 2015 report to Council (Appendix 1) as 
it relates to Council’s first hand experience with continued root growth outside the perimeter of a 
tree bed: 
 
“An example worth considering closer to home, is the mature Plane Trees in planting beds at the 
front of the Council Administration Office in Otho Street. These trees are estimated to be in excess 
of 50 years of age and contained in planter beds approximately 3 metres by 2 metres. A significant 
concrete root barrier was also installed approximately 12 years ago between the tree beds and the 
kerb.  
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Despite this treatment, the tree roots have breached the barrier and have created ongoing issues 
with lifting pavers. It has been necessary to repair the pavers at least five (5) times around the one 
(1) tree in the last three (3) years. A number of Councillors witnessed the most recent repairs with 
large roots needing to be pruned some 9 metres away from the tree. These older trees in this 
section of Otho Street do not have the added complexity of being contained within a concrete pipe 
with spill over roots.” 
 
Tree Valuation and Cost Benefit Considerations 
 
Despite assertions to the contrary, Council has never indicated the Plane trees in the town centre 
had no value. The August 2015 report (Appendix 1) included a copy of the tree valuation exercise 
completed by CIRA for the information of Council. A section of the report was also dedicated to 
cost benefit considerations. In this section some of the maintenance costs associated with the trees 
were compared against what experts considered to be the gross annual benefit provided by a 
mature tree in an urban environment. Whilst this exercise clearly indicated the maintenance costs 
as exceeding the annual benefit per tree, it did not draw any conclusion in relation to tree valuation. 
 The report also contained advice from Council’s Director Corporate & Economic Services 
indicating that tree asset values cannot be included in Council’s Asset Register or Financial 
Statements. Whilst this clarified accounting standards relating to trees, it again made no suggestion 
of the trees as having no value. 
 
The cost benefit analysis undertaken by Mark Hartley (Appendix 2) conservatively estimates the 
cost of deferring the removal of the plane trees until they approach the end of their arbitrary useful 
life at $270,000. This analysis was undertaken on the 26 trees sampled as part of the NLA 
assessment. The sample included 8 trees that are outside the core CBD, are not in concrete pipes 
and in some instances already contained in enlarged openings. Hence, this had the effect of 
reducing the overall costs associated with the sample. 
 
If the analysis was applied to all Plane trees contained within Otho Street (between Rivers & Byron 
Streets) and Byron Street (between Campbell and Wood Streets) the deferment cost would be in 
excess of $500,000. 
 
It should be noted that Mark Hartley has used the developer contribution figure of $3,035 per space 
from Council’s Developer Contributions Plan to apportion a cost to the loss of a parking space in 
the CBD. In reality, the cost of replacing a parking space is in excess of double that figure when 
land purchase and construction costs are taken into consideration. 
 
Arborist Qualifications and Experience 
 
Arboricultural Consultant Jacki Brown who prepared the Plane Tree Assessment on behalf NLA 
has only listed her educational qualifications and memberships and has provided no information in 
regards to her relevant experience. A publicly available LinkedIn professional profile of Jacki Brown 
has been included as Appendix 5 (D69-D76). This provides additional information in regards to Ms 
Brown’s skills and experience. 
 
As Council would be aware, Mark Hartley is an internationally respected highly experienced AQF 
Level 8 Arborist. Details of Mark’s qualifications and experience were included in a previous Tree 
Report to Council. An abbreviated curriculum vitae is included in a letter from Mark Hartley also 
contained in Appendix 5. This enables anyone reading this report to draw their own conclusions 
with respect to the credentials of the two (2) consultants. 
 
Regrettably, some CIRA members have chosen to question the integrity of Mark Hartley. In the 
letter referred to in Appendix 5, Mark clearly establishes his consulting relationship with Council. 
Council has never at any stage utilised the services of Mark Hartley or any company he may be 
affiliated with to do anything but provide professional tree management advice. Mark also clarifies 
his membership of professional bodies and associated ethical standards. It is hoped the comments 
provided by Mark Hartley will put an end to any naïve conspiracy theories regarding his 
professional relationship with Council. 
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Conclusion 
 
Significant consideration has been given to the contents of the NLA Plane Tree Assessment 
commissioned by CIRA. This included an expert arboricultural evaluation by Mark Hartley. 
 
Key recommendations from the NLA assessment include the retention of the Plane trees within the 
CBD until they approach the end of their assessed useful life and to expand the existing openings 
around these trees. It is considered this would come at a long term cost of over $500,000 and 
result in the loss of over 50 car parking spaces in the town centre. The NLA assessment made no 
attempt to determine the cost or impact of their recommendations. Apart from recommending an 
Arborist be present when tree roots are cut, NLA also gave no consideration to how some of their 
recommendations would be implemented given the compromised root structure of those trees 
planted in concrete pipes. 
 
Despite the costs and impact, it is likely a case will continue to be made to retain the current trees. 
This is discussed in the Hartley review of the NLA assessment and the relevant paragraph 
reproduced below: 
There is some merit in deferring the removal of the tree. Not only does it give the immediate benefit 
of retaining the trees, it defers the problems to a future generation.  At that point in time, having 
expended considerably on improving the condition and maintaining the trees, the future generation 
will be left with greater cost associated with the removal of bigger trees, and the loss of even more 
tree canopy. At that juncture in time, the community will be again addressing the same issues and 
the current generation will have left no durable tree legacy to the future generations. 
 
Council has a governance responsibility to consider a wide range of factors associated with the 
management of Plane trees in the town centre. This includes arboricultural assessment, risk 
management and public safety, financial impacts, community sentiment, sustainability, amenity and 
the environment. 
 
The above considerations regarding Plane trees are not unique to Inverell, with numerous other 
Councils facing similar situations. Mark Hartley cited several examples in his report. Appendix 6 
(D77-D90) also contains a range of other examples from larger cities such as Melbourne and 
Newcastle and regional NSW locations including Goulburn, Wagga Wagga and Bathurst. A 
common thread in these examples is the unsuitable nature of the Plane tree in certain locations, 
the vigorous root system, damage to property and infrastructure and the need for a suitable 
replacement planting. Whilst Melbourne has been cited to Council as an example on how to 
manage Plane trees, it is interesting to note their policy decision to massively reduce their number 
of Plane trees in the inner city from 75% coverage back to 5% coverage. What does seem unique 
to Inverell however, is the additional challenges faced by trees having being planted in concrete 
pipes. 
 
Whilst there appears to be a consensus amongst all parties as to the important role an urban 
canopy plays in the town centre there is a diversity of views as to how that should be sustainably 
provided. 
 
This is echoed by Mark Hartley in his latest report where he states “There is not, and never will be, 
a perfect management plan for these trees. Regardless of the actions taken, one party or another 
will be justified, at least from their perspective, in complaining about the action taken. 
  
RELATIONSHIP TO STRATEGIC PLAN, DELIVERY PLAN AND OPERATIONAL PLAN: 
 
Strategy: S.05 Attractive and vibrant town centres, local centres and community meeting places 
are provided. 
 
Term Achievement: S.05.01 Local centres, community facilities and prominent meeting places are 
increasingly valued and recognised by the community as a focus of their village and feature of the 
Shire. 
 
Operational Objective: S.05.01.01 Engage the Shire's communities in identifying and creating 
community places that are valued and used. 
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Nil. 
 
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICERS COMMENT: 
 
Nil. 
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Nil. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

A matter for Council. 
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