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DETERMINING THE RETENTION VALUE OF TREES 
ON DEVELOPMENT SITES 

 
ANDREW MORTON 

 
ABSTRACT/SYNOPSIS 
 
The planning for any new development requires consideration of many different 
constraints, but by and large the preservation of trees on development sites is rarely 
considered from the initial planning stages. Trees are often viewed as potential problems 
to the development, rather than opportunities or assets. An arborist’s report is commonly 
completed as a requirement of the Planning Authority toward the end of the design phase, 
rather than guiding the site layout from the beginning of the project.  
 
It is generally recognized by the community and developers alike that good quality, well-
sited trees can make a significant contribution to the amenity of an individual property and 
the local area and make any new development more attractive and saleable. By 
understanding which trees are worth preserving and how much space is needed for their 
long-term survival during the initial design phase, it may be feasible to achieve a 
harmonious relationship between trees and buildings and thereby enhance any new 
development and sustain amenity within the local area. 
 
To date, the methodologies used to establish the retention value of trees on development 
sites have concentrated on their sustainability in the landscape (that is their health, 
condition and longevity) as the main determining factor. However, the environmental, 
amenity and heritage values of trees are also important factors and need to be considered 
in balance with the trees sustainability using a systematic, logical and defensible 
approach. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
There is always a compromise between retaining trees on a development site and the 
economic imperatives of land development. It is clear that the community values trees 
given their contribution to the amenity and visual character of the local area. Retaining 
trees on development sites is a fine balance between sustaining that amenity and the 
economic development of the land. Establishing priorities for the retention of trees is an 
important part of the planning process if amenity is to be sustained in the long term. 
Unfortunately the assessment of the values that trees contribute to our urban areas is 
highly subjective and difficult to quantify. 
 
Methodologies for establishing the retention values of trees on development sites is not a 
new concept. There has been an evolution of methodologies for establishing retention 
values since the introduction of BS 5837, but these have progressively moved away from 
the more subjective parts of the assessment. 
 
BS 5837:1991 
 
The British Standard (BS 5837:1991 – Guide for Trees in Relation to Construction) first 
published in 1980, provides guidance on preparing Pre-development Tree Surveys and 
establishing retention values for trees within development sites. BS 5837:1991 provides 
some basic categories and sub-categories that can be assigned to trees (refer Appendix 
2). These categories were an attempt to sort-out trees in terms of their desirability or 
suitability for retention within the context of a development site in order to provide some 
guidance for planning purposes.  
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The short-coming of this method is that it is fairly conceptual and offers no criteria for 
assessment of these values or any detailed method to assign a tree to a particular 
category. In essence though, it promotes the idea that retention values should be based 
on an assessment of the amenity values of a tree as well as their overall health, condition 
and longevity (sustainability). 
 
SULE 
 
In 1993, the British Standard approach was superseded by a methodology known as Safe 
Useful Life Expectancy (SULE) developed by Jeremy Barrell, a British arboriculturist. 
SULE was based loosely on the British Standard, but is more systematic and rigorous in 
its approach. SULE made an attempt to assimilate the health, condition and value of a 
tree, using remaining life expectancy (in consideration of safety issues) as a measure of its 
sustainability in the landscape. This system was promoted as best practice in pre-
development tree surveys and has been widely used throughout Britain, the United States 
and Australia. The concept behind SULE is that of sustained amenity, the longer a tree 
can contribute to amenity in a sustainable way (in consideration of safety and the 
proposed development), the higher the retention value. The methodology is summarized in 
Appendix 3. 
 
In spite of the objective of sustaining amenity though, there is little in this methodology that 
assists in determining the relative amenity value (or other value) of a tree or trees. The 
method focuses primarily on determining a tree’s sustainability in the landscape (i.e. how 
long a tree can be retained in the landscape in consideration of its health & structural 
integrity (safety). However, other factors such as the size and appropriateness of retaining 
the tree in light of the proposed development (usefulness) are also considered. 
 
Tree A-Z 
 
In 2000, Jeremy Barrell developed a new methodology known as Tree AZ. The emphasis 
of Tree AZ is negative selection. That is, all trees should be assumed to be worth 
preserving until such time as it can be demonstrated otherwise. Once the trees that aren’t 
worth preserving are identified (based on a predominantly arboricultural assessment), the 
trees that are worth preserving become the primary focus of the planning exercise. 
 
In this method, safety is considered to have absolute priority in decisions regarding tree 
retention. As such, the contribution to amenity that a tree provides is overruled by safety 
considerations, that is, amenity value is a secondary consideration. In simple terms it 
translates that a tree with a high amenity value, if structurally defective and hazardous or 
diseased with a short remaining life expectancy should not be assigned a high retention 
value. In theory this is a logical assumption. 
 
Barrell acknowledges that nuisance and other negative values (of trees) are also of 
importance and must be taken into consideration when assigning retention values. He also 
acknowledges that a tree’s environmental values (such as a tree’s wildlife habitat value) 
also need to be considered, but the methodology does not attempt to establish these 
relative values. Barrell also recognizes that under the British planning framework, 
preserving amenity is the main focus of local planning instruments in relation to tree 
preservation. 
 
The aim of both systems (SULE & Tree AZ) is to convert what amounts to a fairly complex 
arboricultural assessment into a few broad categories that are easily understood by 
planners and can be considered together with other constraints to determine the best 
layout and design of the site. Ultimately this is the main aim of establishing tree retention 
values. 
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Essentially these categories can be defined as follows: 
 
• Trees that are important to preserve (most suitable),  
• Trees that are desirable to preserve (suitable),  
• Trees that are undesirable for preservation (not particularly suitable); and 
• Trees that should be removed (unsuitable).  

 
 
SRIV 
 
The Institute of Australian Consulting Arboriculturists (IACA)© has also developed a 
methodology called the Sustainable Retention Value Index (SRIV)©. This method mainly 
concentrates on the viability of the tree within the development site (i.e. it’s sustainability in 
the landscape) without consideration of its landscape or amenity value. SRIV© 
acknowledges that arboricultural elements can be assessed fairly objectively by trained 
personnel, but assessing amenity values is highly subjective and fraught with difficulty, 
therefore it is ignored. In this method, trees that are normally considered of low retention 
value (such as dead trees and noxious weeds) are excluded from the assessment since 
the requirement to remove these trees would generally be a foregone conclusion. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
All of these methodologies focus primarily on the sustainability of the tree in the landscape 
as a way of determining its value for retention, thus a tree that is in good health and 
condition with a long remaining life expectancy is considered the best candidate for 
retention on a development site. Decisions about sustainability rely predominantly on a 
detailed arboricultural assessment. These assessments can be relatively objectively 
assessed by a trained arboriculturist with good knowledge and experience in evaluating 
biological and biomechanical indicators (Refer to Appendix 2).  
 
The difficult part to assess consistently and objectively is a tree’s amenity, heritage and 
environmental values. There is no doubt that the criteria developed in the past to assess 
these factors is highly subjective and provides inconsistent results, even when trained 
professionals undertake the assessment. However, this doesn’t mean that these factors 
are unimportant and should be ignored. Despite the inherent difficulties, some measure of 
the relative value of a tree or trees in consideration of these factors is necessary. No 
method currently provides a systematic way of measuring and balancing both sides of the 
equation to arrive at an informed decision on tree retention value. 
 
A trees amenity, environmental and heritage values are the main reason that the 
community supports tree preservation initiatives. That support is reflected in relevant 
legislation to protect those values at a local, state and federal level. Like the British 
planning system, Tree Preservation Orders in NSW are primarily designed to preserve 
amenity, not the inherent values that trees contribute to environmental quality. Most TPO’s 
in NSW are derived from the Model Provisions of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&AAct), which permit a local planning authority to make a Tree 
Preservation Order for the purpose of “preserving or enhancing amenity”. It is the trees 
contribution to the amenity, landscape quality and visual character of an area that is 
important from a planning perspective.  
 
Since methodologies for establishing retention values are undertaken primarily within a 
planning context, amenity value must be given due consideration. Likewise heritage 
conservation and environmental protection are important planning issues and constraints 
to any new development.  
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Section 79C of the EP& A Act lists the general matters for consideration in evaluating a 
development application. Aside from the local environmental planning instruments 
(generally embodied in a Local Environment Plan), Development Control Plans and other 
regulations, the Planning Authority must consider “the likely impacts of that development, 
including environmental impacts on both the natural and built environments, and social 
and economic impacts in the locality”. Therefore, in order to assess the potential impact of 
a development proposal, the relative contribution that individual trees and groups of trees 
make to amenity and the natural and built environment must be evaluated and considered. 
 
To ensure a balanced decision on tree retention, these values also need to be weighed up 
and considered together with a tree’s sustainability in the landscape. A measure of 
sustainability is important, since it is an estimate of the relative length of time that that 
amenity and other values can be provided. The heritage value of an artifact or building 
diminishes or increases according to its rarity and condition. So too, a tree’s environmental 
value diminishes with reduced longevity. The amenity value of a tree diminishes if it will 
only be maintained over a short time frame. Therefore the sustainability of a tree in the 
landscape is an important part of the equation and has a clear relationship with those 
values. 
 
The amenity, heritage and environmental values of a tree should not be confused with the 
inherent values that most or all trees provide, such as carbon sequestration and 
improvement in air quality. Rather, these values relate to individual trees and groups of 
trees in particular situations. These values can be positive and negative. They vary 
according to the species and size of the tree and its position in the landscape. Whilst it 
may be difficult to assign categories and values to categories, the opposite ends of the 
spectrum can be readily understood and in some instances are currently defined by 
relevant state or federal legislation or local planning instruments. 
 
Again, assessing the values of trees in this fashion is not new. There have been numerous 
attempts to develop methodologies that assess these types of values in order to arrive at 
some type of monetary valuation for a variety of purposes. In a similar way, monetary 
valuation methods are primarily designed to provide a relative value, and then assign a 
dollar value to that. But most give unreliable and inconsistent results, simply because the 
criteria for assessment are very subjective and open to interpretation. In addition, trees are 
not commodities that can be bought and sold, so the values given can never be tested in 
an open market situation. 
 
One of the better known and utilized valuation methods in Australia is the Thyer Method, 
developed by Peter Thyer. This method considers the overall size of the tree and relates 
its size factor to a relative measure of the trees environmental, heritage and aesthetic 
values. Whilst there are some measures of sustainability (health, vigour, suitability & life 
expectancy) built in to the formula, they are not considered independently. The 
independent assessment is a significant issue, since it is the sustainability in the 
landscape that increases or diminishes these values to some extent, therefore it needs to 
be considered first. For example, tree can be significant (for heritage, environmental or 
amenity reasons) regardless of its health, condition and longevity (or its size!). At first 
glance this may appear to contradict my previous discussion. However, I am not 
suggesting that a tree that is significant necessarily has a high retention value. A high 
retention value would depend on two parts of the equation being satisfied. That is, is must 
be both sustainable in the landscape for a reasonable time frame and be significant in the 
landscape to have a high retention value. That is why sustainability and landscape 
significance need to be assessed independently then weighed up to provide a meaningful 
retention value.  
 
 
 
 



 

     

5 

ASSESSING ENVIRONMENTAL, HERITAGE & AMENITY VALUES 
 
The subjective nature of the criteria could be sharpened somewhat if there was a closer 
reference between the assessment criteria and our current legislative and planning 
framework, since these embody at least some of the definitions. This is a useful reference 
for two reasons. Firstly, this framework in essence reflects community standards, 
expectations and values; and secondly, the reason for the evaluation (of retention values) 
is to assist in the planning process and determine the extent of impact (i.e. potential loss of 
amenity and other values). Even though there may still be some grey areas, the opposite 
ends of the spectrum are easily understood. 
 
For example, consider the environmental value of a tree. How can the environmental value 
an individual tree be defined? Using the existing legislative framework in NSW, at one end 
of the spectrum we have Threatened and Vulnerable Species and at the other end we 
have Noxious Weeds. Both of these are defined under State and Federal Legislation, (i.e. 
The Threatened Species Conservation Act (TSCAct) and the Noxious Weeds Act) 
therefore they can be assessed objectively. Logically, a species that is listed as a 
Threatened Species under the TSCAct is considered of high value, and a species listed as 
a Noxious Weed (within the relevant Local Government Area) is considered of very low 
value. The attached tables (Appendix 4) provide some suggested criteria that could be 
used to rank the importance of a tree or trees in the context of these values. 
 
In between these two ends of the spectrum, we have trees that may be listed or 
recognized as environmental weeds or nuisance species (but not necessarily Noxious); 
trees that are protected under local Tree Preservation Orders; and trees that are locally-
indigenous to the area, but are not threatened species. These categories can be assessed 
fairly objectively by reference to the local planning codes and instruments and schedules 
and definitions in state or federal legislation.  
 
Likewise, consider heritage values. At one end of the spectrum we have a tree that is 
listed as a heritage item under the relevant Local Environment Plan with a local, state or 
national level of significance. At the other end we have a tree with no known heritage 
significance or association. In between, there may be trees that are listed on Significant 
Tree Registers, but have no legislative protection or trees whilst not listed, have strong 
association with a particular heritage item or building, or are representative of a particular 
era or style of landscape design within that landscape. 
 
Amenity value is a little different to evaluate, since there is no legislative framework to 
provide any reference for assessment. However, aspects of amenity, such as a tree’s 
aesthetic value, can still be measured fairly objectively if there are some criteria and 
framework for assessment. I would argue that the amenity value of a tree is a combination 
of its overall size, position in the landscape, form and habit, foliage density and overall 
contribution to amenity. These aspects can be given weightings to provide relative values 
(refer to Appendix 4).  
 
DETERMINING A LANDSCAPE SIGNIFICANCE RATING 
 
Most previous monetary valuation methodologies use some form of relatively complex 
mathematical equation or scoring system. Whilst this may be necessary for monetary 
valuation, in my view it is unnecessary for assigning retention values. Ultimately all that is 
necessary is for a considered evaluation of the trees amenity and other values and to 
place trees into one of four broad categories to aid in the planning process and guide the 
layout of the site. As such, a fairly simple system based on the rankings shown in the 
previous tables (Appendix 4) can be used to assign a landscape significance rating to 
each tree (refer to Appendix 5).  
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DETERMINING TREE RETENTION VALUE 
 
Weighing up sustainability and landscape significance to arrive at a retention value is the 
next step in the process. We have seen that these two elements must be assessed 
independently, since they have a relation ship with one another. The health, condition and 
longevity of an item (in this instance a tree) increases or diminishes depending on its level 
of intactness, quality and potential longevity. 
 
To do this systematically, Footprint Green (a Sydney based arboricultural and 
environmental consultancy firm) have developed a simple but effective table. The version 
following is modified from the original, but the intent is the same (refer to Figure 2). 
 
FIGURE 2 – TREE RETENTION VALUES – ASSESSMENT METHO DOLOGY 

 Landscape Significance Rating 

Estimated Life 

Expectancy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Greater than 40 Years High Retention Value    

15 to 40 Years   Moderate   

5 to 15 years     Low Ret. Value   

Less than 5 Years       Very Low Retention Value 

Dead or Hazardous        

 
Ref:- Modified from  
Couston, Mark & Howden, Melanie (2001) Tree Retention Values Table  Footprint Green Pty Ltd, Sydney 
Australia 

 
In effect what this table shows is that a tree that has high environmental, heritage and/or 
amenity value (high landscape significance) and is sustainable in the landscape in the 
long-term should be considered of high retention value. A tree which has low landscape 
significance should be considered of low retention value, regardless of its sustainability. A 
tree which has a high landscape significance rating, but is dead or potentially hazardous 
(and beyond remedial treatment), has a low retention value, since its health and condition 
diminishes its value. 
 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Existing methodologies developed since the 1980’s to assess the retention values of trees 
on development sites do not adequately address the amenity, heritage and environmental 
values that trees contribute to a local area. Most of these systems rely purely on a 
measure of sustainability in the landscape to derive a retention value. Amenity, heritage 
and environmental values are largely ignored, since they are subjective in nature and 
difficult to assess consistently and objectively. Not withstanding this, it is these values that 
are the main focus of local tree preservation initiates, not the inherent values that most or 
all trees provide. It is the potential impact or loss of these values that local Planning 
Authorities must assess as part of any development proposal. 
 
This is not to say that sustainability is irrelevant. It is certainly a significant part of the 
evaluation, since it is the sustainability of the tree that increases or diminishes these 
values. The health, condition and longevity of a tree or trees can be assessed in a 
relatively objective manner by a trained arboriculturist.  
 
The subjective nature of most of the criteria for assessment to date could be improved by 
reference to Federal & State Legislation and Local Planning instruments, since it is those 
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things that both reflect community standards and expectations and form the framework for 
the assessment of development proposals. Whilst there may be some grey areas, the 
opposite ends of the spectrum can be readily understood. An attempt to rank these is 
shown in the attached tables (Appendix 4). 
 
Once there is some measure of a tree’s overall importance or significance in the 
landscape (i.e. its contribution to environmental, amenity and heritage values), these two 
factors can be weighed up using a simple table which then categorises the tree or trees 
according to its suitability or desirability for retention. The end result is a methodical and 
systematic approach, which can be scrutinized and defended where necessary, and could 
form a more standarised approach to the assessment of the retention values of trees on 
development sites.  
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APPENDIX 1 – ASSESSMENT OF THE SUSTAINABILITY OF A TREE IN THE LANDSCAPE  

Biological or Biomechanical indicators         
Deadwood         

Dieback         

Pest Infestation   Health       

Disease          

Epicormic Growth     Health & Vigour      
           

Canopy Density           

Foliage Size   Vigour        

Foliage Colour          

Extension Growth          
          

Mechanical Injury/Fire Injury/Lightning Strike          

Soil Level Changes          

Root severance/damage   Damage        

Improper pruning           

Branch Loss/storm damage           
        SUSTAINABILITY  SUBJECT TO 

Included Bark        Remaining Useful Life 
Expectancy   Further Hazard Assessment 

Fractures/Cracks        (Age of the tree - normal lifespan  Remedial work to improve  

Wounds   Defects   Condition   in an urban area) - modified in   safety factor/remove/reduce 

Decay        consideration of  health, condition  hazard. 

Cavities         & suitability    

Elite Epicormic Sprouts           
           

Soil Cracking           

Soil heaving/ Root plate movement           

Exposed roots   Stability        
Excessive lean          

Root severance/damage          

          

Soil Type/Depth          

Climate/Microclimate   Suitability to locality        

Hydrology     Suitability     

          

Proximity to existing structures/services, likely 
to or currently causing significant damage. 

         

Damage to structures/services   Suitability to position       

Available space for future growth         

Size relative to existing space         

Ref:- Morton, Andrew (2003) Assessment of the Sustainability of a Tree in the Landscape.  Earthscape Horticultural Services. Sydney, Australia 
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APPENDIX 2 

 BS 5837:1991 CATEGORIES AND SUB-CATEGORIES 

     

 A B C D 

 HIGH MODERATE LOW REMOVE 

 Trees whose retention is 
most desirable 

Trees whose retention 
is desirable 

Trees which could be 
retained 

Trees which should 
be removed 

1 

Vigorous healthy trees, of 
good form, and in 
harmony with proposed 
space and structures; 

Trees that might be 
included with the high 
category, but because 
of their numbers or 
slightly impaired 
condition, are 
downgraded in favour 
of the best individuals 

Trees in adequate 
condition, or which can 
be retained with 
minimal tree surgery, 
but are not worthy for 
inclusion in the high or 
moderate categories 

Dead, or structurally 
dangerous trees. 

2 

Healthy young trees of 
good form, potentially in 
harmony with the 
proposed development 

Immature trees with 
potential to develop 
into the high category 

Immature trees or 
trees of no particular 
merit. 

Unstable trees 

3 

Trees for screening or 
softening the effect of 
existing structures in the 
near vicinity, or of 
particular visual 
importance to the locality 

    

Trees with significant 
fungal decay at the 
base or on the main 
bole. 

4 

Trees of particular 
historical, 
commemorative or other 
value, or good specimens 
of rare or unusual 
species 

    
Trees with a cavities 
or cavities of 
significance to safety. 

5       

Trees that will 
become dangerous 
after removal of other 
trees for reasons 
given in 1-4 

     

 British Standards Institute    

 BS 5837:1991 Guide for Trees in Relation to Constru ction    

 British Standards Institute, London, UK   
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APPENDIX 3 

PROCEDURE FOR ASSESSING SAFE USEFUL LIFE EXPECTANCY  (SULE) 

    

1 Estimate the age of the tree 

     

2 Establish the average life span of the species 

     

3 Determine whether the average life span needs to be modified due to local environmental 
situation 

     

4 Estimate remaining life expectancy 

    

 Life Expectancy  = 
average modified life span of species - age of 
tree 

    

5 Consider how health may affect safety (& longevity) 

     

6 Consider how tree structure may affect safety 

     

7 Consider how location will affect safety  

     

8 Determine safe life expectancy 

    

 Safe Life Expectancy = 
life expectancy modified by health, structure 
and location 

    

9 Consider economics of management (cost vs benefit of retention) 

     

10 Consider adverse impacts on better trees 

     

11 Consider sustaining amenity - making space for new trees 

     

12 Determine SULE  

    

 Safe Useful Life Expectancy = 
safe life expectancy modified by economics, 
effects on better trees and sustaining amenity 

    
 Ref: Barrell, Jeremy (1996)   
 Pre-development Tree Assessment   
 Proceedings of the International Conference on Trees and Building Sites (Chicago) 
 International Society of arboriculture, Illinois, USA  
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APPENDIX 4 – FACTORS THAT INCREASE OR DIMINISH AMEN ITY, HERITAGE & ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES 

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO AMENITY / AESTHETIC VALUE 

 Very High  High  Medium  Low  

Live Crown Size Very Large  (Greater than 200m²) Large (100-200m²) Medium  (40-100m²) Small - Less than 40m² 

Canopy density - apply to 
deciduous trees in full leaf. Dense  - 90-100% foliage cover Normal - 70-90% foliage cover Thinning - 50-70% foliage cover Sparse  - less than 50% foliage 

cover 

Visual Prominence/ Visual 
Impact in the Landscape 

Located in a visually prominent  
position in the landscape. A 
landmark or visible from a 
considerable distance. Located at a 
focal point, visible against the 
skyline. 

Visible  from surrounding 
properties  the street  or other 
thoroughfares (including 
waterways) 

Visible  from surrounding 
properties. 

Not visible  from surrounding 
properties (obscured by other trees 
or built forms). 

Form and habit 

Very good form and branching 
habit, excellent specimen, 
aesthetically distinctive or 
outstanding, constitutes a excellent 
representative of the species. 

Good  form and habit, minor 
distortion or suppression, good 
representative of the species. 

Fair  form and habit, moderate 
distortion or suppression, fair 
representative of the species. 

Poor  form and habit with significant 
distortion or canopy suppression, 
atypical  or poor representative of 
the species. 

Relationship to other trees 
and spatial elements or 
built forms - (setting). 

A tree or one of a group of trees that 
creates a 'sense of place'  or 
special character which creates a 
sense of identity  with the place. 
Makes a significant contribution to 
the visual character of the area. 

Makes a positive  contribution to 
the visual character of the locality 
or the amenity of the area (shade, 
wind amelioration, visual buffer or 
screening, provides scale to 
architectural & spatial elements).  

Makes a fair/neutral  contribution 
to the amenity of the 
property/visual character of the 
area. 

Makes a negligible contribution to 
the amenity of the 
property/surrounding properties or 
detracts  from the visual character of 
the area.  

     

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO ENVIRONMENTAL VALUE 

 Very High  High  Medium  Low  

Environmental 
Significance 

Threatened  Plant Species   or key 
species in an Endangered 
Ecological  Community (as defined 
under TSCAct). 

Locally indigenous species  & 
representative of the original 
vegetation of the area.  

Planted or self-sown exotic or 
non-local native tree, protected  
under the local Tree 
Preservation Order . 

Scheduled as a Noxious Weed  or 
Environmental Pest Species  or 
Exotic or non-local native tree 
Exempt  under TPO. 

Botanical importance 
Rare or few in cultivation in the 
region. The only example of its type, 
a species endemic  to the locality. 

Uncommon  in cultivation. Common  in cultivation Very common  in cultivation, widely 
represented in the region. 

Habitat Value 

Provides important  habitat 
(nesting/foraging/food 
source/shelter) for threatened 
fauna species  

Provides habitat  for native 
wildlife. Located within a 
key/identified vegetation/wildlife 
corridor . Evidence of nesting 
hollows, known food source, other 
visible evidence of wildlife 
(markings, nests etc) 

Beneficial  for native wildlife.  Little or no value  to native wildlife 
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FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO HERITAGE VALUE 

  Very High  High  Medium  Low  

Cultural Heritage Value 

Scheduled as a heritage Item  under 
Local LEP, Local or State level of 
significance. Forms part of the 
curtilage of a heritage item or 
structure & has a known or 
documented association with that 
item. 

Strong historical association  
with built forms or other historical 
artifacts (ie other heritage items). 
A tree or one of a group of trees 
that exemplifies a particular style 
or era of landscape/garden 
design. An important benchmark 
referencing or representative or 
defining a particular era, 
supported by documentary 
evidence. Listed on Significant 
Tree Register 

Historical association  supported 
by anecdotal evidence or 
unsubstantiated information. 
Suspected historical association 
based on knowledge of similar 
sites, tree age, other tree species 
etc. 

No heritage importance  or value, 
no known or suspected historical 
association. 

Aboriginal Heritage 

Aboriginal cultural artefact , 
evidenced by identifiable markings 
(lookout tree, shield tree etc) or 
other documentary evidence. 

      

Historical Significance 

Commemorative  Planting relating 
to an important historical event or 
planted by an important historical 
person. 

      

Natural Heritage Remnant  tree, existing prior to the 
development of the local area. 

Representative  of the original 
vegetation (structure, floristics) of 
the area 

    

 
Ref:- Morton, Andrew (2003)  
Factors that Increase and Diminish Amenity, Heritag e and Environmental Values  
Earthscape Horticultural Services. Sydney, Australia 
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APPENDIX 5 
CRITERIA FOR ASSESSMENT OF LANDSCAPE SIGNIFICANCE 
 
The level of landscape significance has been determined using the following key 
criteria as a guide: 
 
1. SIGNIFICANT  
• The subject tree is listed as a Heritage Item under the Local Environment Plan 

(LEP) with a local, state or national level of significance; or  
• The subject tree forms part of the curtilage of a Heritage Item (building /structure 

/artifact as defined under the LEP) and has a known or documented association 
with that item; or 

• The subject tree is a Commemorative Planting having been planted by an 
important historical person (s) or to commemorate an important historical event; 
or 

• The subject tree is scheduled as a Threatened Species or is a key indicator 
species of an Endangered Ecological Community as defined under the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW) or the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999; or 

• The tree is a locally indigenous species, representative of the original vegetation 
of the area and is known as an important food, shelter or nesting tree for 
endangered or threatened fauna species; or 

• The subject tree is a Remnant Tree, being a tree in existence prior to 
development of the area; or 

• The subject tree has a very large live crown size exceeding 300m² with normal to 
dense foliage cover, is located in a visually prominent in the landscape, exhibits 
very good form and habit typical of the species and makes a significant 
contribution to the amenity and visual character of the area by creating a sense 
of place or creating a sense of identity; or  

• The tree is visually prominent in view from surrounding areas, being a landmark 
or visible from a considerable distance. 

 
2. VERY HIGH 
• The tree has a strong historical association with a heritage item 

(building/structure/artifact/garden etc) within or adjacent the property and/or 
exemplifies a particular era or style of landscape design associated with the 
original development of the site; or 

• The subject tree is listed on Council’s Significant Tree Register; or 
• The tree is a locally-indigenous species and representative of the original 

vegetation of the area and the tree is located within a defined Vegetation Link / 
Wildlife Corridor or has known wildlife habitat value; 

• The subject tree has a very large live crown size exceeding 200m²; a crown 
density exceeding 70% Crown Cover (normal-dense), is a very good 
representative of the species in terms of its form and branching habit or is 
aesthetically distinctive and makes a positive contribution to the visual character 
and the amenity of the area. 

 
3. HIGH 
• The tree has a suspected historical association with a heritage item or landscape 

supported by anecdotal or visual evidence; or 
• The tree is a locally-indigenous species and representative of the original 

vegetation of the area; or 
• The subject tree has a large live crown size exceeding 100m²; and  
• The tree is a good representative of the species in terms of its form and 

branching habit with minor deviations from normal (eg crown 
distortion/suppression) with a crown density of at least 70% Crown Cover 
(normal); and 
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• The subject tree is visible from the street and surrounding properties and makes 
a positive contribution to the visual character and the amenity of the area. 

 
4.  MODERATE 
• The subject tree has a medium live crown size exceeding 40m²; and 
• The tree is a fair representative of the species, exhibiting moderate deviations 

from typical form (distortion/suppression etc) with a crown density of more than 
50% Crown Cover (thinning to normal); and 

• The tree makes a fair contribution to the visual character and amenity of the 
area; and 

• The tree is visible from surrounding properties, but is not visually prominent – 
view may be partially obscured by other vegetation or built forms. 

• The tree has no known or suspected historical association  
 

5.  LOW 
• The subject tree has a small live crown size of less than 40m² and can be 

replaced within the short term with new tree planting; or 
• The tree is a poor representative of the species, showing significant deviations 

from the typical form and branching habit with a crown density of less than 50% 
Crown Cover (sparse); and 

• The subject tree is not visible from surrounding properties (visibility obscured) 
and makes a negligible contribution or has a negative impact on the amenity and 
visual character of the area. 

 
6.  VERY LOW 
• The subject tree is listed as an Environment Weed Species in the relevant Local 

Government Area, being invasive, or a nuisance species. 
• The subject tree is scheduled as exempt (not protected) under the provisions of 

the local Council’s Tree Preservation Order due to its species, nuisance or 
position relative to buildings or other structures. 

 
7.  INSIGNIFICANT 
• The tree is a declared Noxious Weed under the Noxious Weeds Act (NSW) 1993 
 
 
 
Ref:- Morton, Andrew (2003)  
Criteria for Assessment of Landscape Significance 
Earthscape Horticultural Services. Sydney, Australia 

 
 
 

 


