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From: Douglas Alexander
To: James Booker
Cc: Ryan Viney; David Bielatowicz; Grant Hewitt
Subject: FW: Review DA 490/451/17 - Duffield Street wall facing High Street
Date: Wednesday, 19 September 2018 03:45:35 PM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.png
image007.png
Review DA 49045117 - Duffield Street wall.ics

James

I have reviewed my advice of 31 August 2017. 

The proposal is to remove a section of continuous boundary stone walling listed
as a Contributory Place and to replace the wall with a landscaped battered
slope.  The wall is in a state of collapse.

Peter Harmer, a qualified engineer undertook an inspection on 7 Sept 2018, a
follow up on a previous inspection.  He concluded there had been a loss of
stone from the base of the wall, albeit at a slower rate.  He concluded the
portion of wall on the Subject Land had deteriorated to a point where wall
failure in the short term is possible, the props would not prevent collapse,
especially where the walls are higher than the width of the footpath.

He concluded the wall should not remain on site in their current form and
removal of the stone wall is the preferred strategy from a safety perspective.

Options provided by Peter Harmer to retain the walls included a reduction of
their height, with continued and improved and more frequent propping.

I have reviewed the documentation for the above and also considered the
Development Plan provisions.  The proposal is to remove a section of continuous
boundary stone walling listed as a Contributory Place and to replace the wall
with a landscaped battered slope.  The wall is in a state of collapse and this has
been verified by an engineer engaged by Council.

The Subject Land is in the Gawler East Policy Area of the Residential (Historic)
Conservation Zone.

I have therefore considered the following:

Gawler East Policy Area
Desired Character
OBJECTIVES: 1,2
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL: 5
RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE
OBJECTIVES: 2,3,4
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL: 1,3,5,6,7,8,11,12,13
ASSESSMENT

The wall is an important part of the character description of the Policy Area,
making an important visual contribution.   However it is the structural role of the
wall in retaining the rising ground of the escarpment that is in question.  Removal
of the wall will result in a change to the area’s natural and topographic
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character.
 
Ideally a replacement wall should be constructed if the wall is to be
demolished.  Previous advice has recommended a retaining wall with an
external 150mm thick veneer of stone in order to retain the escarpment and also
the dominant street facing boundary walls that are so much part of Gawler’s
character.
 
Previously I have urged the identification of site boundaries as a means of
confirming ownership and responsibility for the walls that abut a public footpath.
 
Removal of the wall and the battering of the earth behind would not fulfil the
expectation of Objective 1 which seeks development complementary to the
historic character and significance of the Policy Area.  Objective 2 of the Policy
Area and Zone also urge the retention of all items (including landscape
elements) which contribute to the historic character of the Policy Area.
 
PDC 5 of the Policy Area and Objective 4 of the Zone seek to preserve existing
topography.
 
Objective 3 of the Zone urges conservation of streetscape character, site layout,
landscaping and fencing.
 
PDC 1 of the Zone seeks development that reinforces historic character but also
the integrity of Contributory Places.  The structural question, the state of collapse
and the appearance of the stone wall calls into questions its integrity.  PDC 1 is
open to replacement walling to preserve the character.  PDC 5 is open to repair
or replacement that results in visual cohesion.
 
PDC 6 seeks to avoid demolition and encourages alteration in a manner
compatible with its structural visual, material and historic integrity.    This is where
there is a problem; the wall lacks structural integrity and in fact engineering
advice is unequivocal in describing that it the wall is so structurally unsound it
represents a risk to public safety and is beyond economic repair; PDC 7
contemplates demolition in this circumstance.
 
Demolition and battering of the earth behind, while satisfying an urgent issue of
public safety, does not satisfy the aims of PDC 8, which seeks respectful and
compatible development.  Only a structural engineer supported reconstruction
or a replacement that returns the visual, height, detailing and material qualities
of the wall, can satisfy PDC 8.
 
PDC 11 and 12 support and encourage fencing at a street boundary in a
manner that complement the historic fences found in the locality. PDC 13 also
supports fences that complement and reinforce the historic character of the
zone.
 
Therefore, while demolition of the wall is supported in the interests of public
safety and based on the most recent engineering advice, a replacement wall
that makes a similar positive contribution and maintains the Escarpment should
be considered.

The reduction in wall height will remove historic character, especially if props
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have to be maintained and increased.

A retaining wall that maintains the topography with a stone facing veneer is
encouraged, if demolition occurs, once the ownership of the wall is determined.

 

Douglas

 

                                                 

 
 
 
douglas alexander
director 
 

 
101 Hindley Street Adelaide  SA  5000  
ph: +61 8 8211 6355

 http://www.flightpatharchitects.com.au 
 

    
 
Important Notice.
 Privileged/Confidential Information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated
in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person) you may not copy or deliver this
message to anyone. In such case you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply
email.  Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business
of Flightpath Architects Pty Ltd shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by it.  In no event shall
Flightpath Architects Pty Ltd, its employees, contractors or any associates be liable for specific, indirect, or
consequential damage or loss arising from negligence or otherwise, which may occur through transmission of
the message and attachments. Attachments are not guaranteed to be virus-free.

 
 
From: Douglas Alexander <Douglas.Alexander@gawler.sa.gov.au>
Date: Wednesday, 30 August 2017 at 2:46 pm
To: douglas alexander <Douglas@flightpatharchitects.com.au>
Cc: James Booker <James.Booker@gawler.sa.gov.au>
Subject: FW: Review DA 490/451/17 - Duffield Street wall
 
James
Have emailed myself at Flightpath
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VISUAL TREE ASSESSMENT 
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Grant Hemmerling 
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1.0 BACKGROUND 

Treevolution Arboricultural Consultants were commissioned by the Town of Gawler to attend a 
site meeting on the 26th September 2018  and provide a  visual tree assessment with regard to 
the trees located on the private properties at 35 High Street, Gawler and  5 and 5A Duffield Street, 
Gawler to determine the potential impacts that the removal of the boundary wall along High 
Street, may have on the structural stability of the trees located within those properties. 

The boundary wall treatment along the High Street frontage of all three properties is in an 
advanced state of collapse, and has been identified for removal to protect public safety. 

This report only covers the removal of the wall structure, and does not consider the impacts that 
battering the soil profile at the rear of the wall may have on the trees. 

The following comments are made in respect to the discussion during the site meeting. 

2.0 COMMENTS 

38 HIGH STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There are two large mature trees situated on the property that have the potential to be impacted 
by the removal of this section of the boundary wall. The trees are identified as an Aleppo Pine 
(Pinus Halepensis) which is 5.8 metres east from the boundary wall, and a Eucalyptus species that 
is 3.8 metres east from the boundary wall.  

Both trees are identified as having a stem circumference that would deem them to be regulated 
trees for the purposes of the Development Act and Development Regulations.  

Due to the distance the trees are located from the boundary, the removal of the wall structure 
should have no impacts on their structural stability. However, any additional works with regard 
to the removal or batter of the fill placed on the eastern side of the wall would need to be 
assessed on an individual basis to determine any impacts this may have on the trees. 

5 DUFFIELD STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There are two large mature River Red Gums (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) located at the northern 
end of the property. Both trees are considered to be significant trees when considered against 
the legislation contained within the Development Act and Development Regulations and were 
shown to have stem circumferences greater than 3 metres.  

There is a further large mature Sugar Gum (Eucalyptus cladocalyx) situated at the southern end 
of the property adjacent to the property boundary with 5A Duffield Street. This tree was shown 
to have a stem circumference that would deem it to be a regulated tree. 
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The wall that extends along the High Street boundary of the property is in an advanced state of 
collapse. The lower section of the wall has completely failed leaving large open voids in the wall 
section where it has totally collapsed. The level of fill on the eastern side of the wall is minimal 
being approximately 1 metre in height.  

The northern most tree is located approximately 3 metres east of the boundary wall and as such, 
when the remainder of the wall is removed it should have no detrimental impacts on the tree’s 
structural stability. 

The second tree situated at the northern end of the property is situated directly adjacent to the 
wall structure, which has previously failed, exposing the soil/fill profile in which the tree is 
situated. There were no large diameter roots apparent within the exposed profile and as such 
the removal of the remainder of the wall should have no impacts on the overall stability of this 
tree. 

The Sugar Gum located adjacent to the southern side boundary of this property is situated 
approximately 3 metres from the boundary wall. A large section of the wall has previously failed 
showing an increased level of fill to approximately 1.5/1.8 metres that was retained by the 
boundary wall.  

No large tree roots were apparent within the exposed soil profile, and provided no fill is removed 
or battered back during the removal of the wall the tree should be suitable for retention and its 
structure will not be unduly impacted. 

5A DUFFIELD STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There is a single large mature Sugar Gum (Eucalyptus cladocalyx) situated at the southern end of 
the property. The tree is considered to be regulated when considered against the Development 
Act and Development Regulation. 

The boundary wall terminates approximately 1 metre to the north of the tree with the remaining 
land form having been battered back to allow the retention of the existing soil profile. 

The removal of the boundary wall section close to the tree will have no detrimental impacts on 
the structural stability of this tree. However, should the land form be battered back to retain the 
land form to the east of the wall then structural impacts may occur, due to the level of fill that is 
apparent on the eastern side of the wall.  

3.0 CONCLUSION  

The removal of the boundary wall structure that is in a state of collapse should have no 
detrimental impacts on the health and structural stability of the trees located on 38 High Street, 
5 Duffield Street and 5A Duffield Street.  
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However, should the soil profile on the eastern side of the wall displace during the removal of 
the wall then additional assessments will be needed to determine the impact this may have on 
the structural stability of the trees. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
COLIN S. THORNTON [Consulting Arborist] 
 
Master of Science Degree in Arboriculture and Community Forest Management (UK) (MSc Arb) 
Advanced Diploma in Arboriculture and Community Forest Management (UK) (Adv Dip Arb)  
Higher National Diploma in Arboriculture (UK) (HND Arb) 
National Diploma in Arboriculture (UK) (ND Arb) 
Certificate IV Workplace Training & Assessment 
Registered QTRA [Quantified Tree Risk Assessment]
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4.0 APPENDIX ONE - LIMITATIONS AND DISCLAIMER 

This report only covers identifiable defects present at the time of inspection. The author accepts no 
responsibility and cannot be held liable for any structural defect or unforseen event/situation that 
may occur after the time of inspection, unless clearly specified timescales are detailed within the 
report.  
 
The author cannot guarantee trees contained within this report will be structurally sound under all 
circumstances, and cannot guarantee that the recommendations made will categorically result in the 
tree being made safe. 
 
Unless specifically mentioned this report will only be concerned with above ground inspections, that 
will be undertaken visually from ground level. Trees are living organisms and as such cannot be 
classified as safe under any circumstances. The recommendations are made on the basis of what can 
be reasonably identified at the time of inspection therefore the author accepts no liability for any 
recommendations made.  
 
Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified insofar 
as possible; however, the author can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of 
information provided by others. 
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17 September, 2018 

Town of Gawler 
89 Murray Street 
Gawler   SA   5118 

Attn   :   Grant Hewitt 

Dear Grant 

Re  :  Stone Wall, 5 High Street, Gawler 

As requested I inspected the abovementioned stone wall adjacent to the High Street 
road reserve on Friday 7 September, 2018.  

I previously inspected this wall 24 months ago (Wednesday 28 September, 2016) 
and again 12 months ago (Tuesday 12 September, 2017). The purpose of this 
inspection was to ascertain whether the walls had continued to deteriorate. 

There appears to be some continued loss of rock and mortar from the bottom section 
of the stone walls on the exposed side. The rate of loss of rock and mortar from the 
bottom of the walls however appears to have reduced when compared to previous 
years. 

The following observations (which were made in my report of last year) are 
provided -: 

 The loss of effective width at the base of the walls is most pronounced
towards the northern end. This section of wall has deteriorated to a point
where wall failure in the short term is possible.

 For the propped sections of wall, the loss of effective width at the base of the
walls is below the bottom of the vertical part of the current props. As a result
the props will not prevent collapse.

 The props in their current form may be adequate to prevent a catastrophic
collapse of the wall into the carriageway but this can not be guaranteed as in
places the walls are higher than the width of the “footpath”.

It remains my recommendation that the walls should not remain on site in their 
current form. The northern section of the wall has deteriorated to a point where 
propping of the wall has become problematic in maintaining the safety of the 
surrounds. Removal of the stone walls is the preferred strategy from a safety 
perspective. 

If it is the Councils desire to continue to retain these walls in the short term while 
decisions are made regarding their long term future, the following recommendations 
are provided -: 

 The height of the walls should be reduced so that they are no higher than the
width of the “footpath” (as measured between the face of the walls and the
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rear of the kerb). This wall height reduction, together with the hoarding / 
bunting and propping, should prevent collapse into the road reserve, and  

 The method of propping should be improved. The vertical part of the props 
should extend from ground level to near the top of the walls. The resultant 
increased height of the vertical section of the props may require additional 
diagonal struts per prop to be considered. As a result it is recommended that 
Council should pursue an engineered propping system. The props should 
also be provided at more regular intervals (ie at a spacing not exceeding 1m). 

 
I trust this provides you with the information you were seeking. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Peter Harmer 
BE, CPEng, MIEAust, FAIBS 
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31 OCT 2011

19 October, 2017

E T o w n of Gawler
Town of Gawler P..
89 Murray Street
Gawler SA 5118

Attn : Grant Hewitt

Dear Grant

Re : Stone Wall, 5 High Street, Gawler

As requested I inspected the abovementioned stone wall adjacent to the High Street
road reserve on Tuesday 12 September, 2017.

I previously inspected this wall 12 months ago (Wednesday 28 September, 2016).
The purpose of this inspection was to ascertain whether the walls had deteriorated in
the last 12 months.

There appears to be a steady loss of rock and mortar from the bottom section of the
stone walls on the exposed side. This is leading to a loss of effective width I cross
section at the base of the walls and as a result the walls are progressively becoming
less stable.

This loss of effective width at the base of the walls is most pronounced towards the
northern end. My visual assessment on site was that this section of wall has
deteriorated to a point where wall failure in the short term is possible.

The deterioration and loss of rock and mortar at the base of the wall was less
pronounced for the section of propped wall at the southern end, but steady
deterioration is still evident. Where the walls are un−propped, the loss of stone and
mortar at the base of the walls is leading to a steady loss of structural integrity.

For the propped sections of wall, the loss of effective width at the base of the walls is
below the bottom of the vertical part of the current props. As a result, if the walls fail
at the weakened point at the base of the wall the props will not prevent collapse.

While the props in their current form may be adequate to prevent a catastrophic
collapse of the wall into the carriageway (ie beyond the provided bunting), this can
not be guaranteed as in places the walls are higher than the width of the'footpath".

It is considered that the walls should not remain on site in their current form. The
northern section of the wall has deteriorated to a point where propping of the wall has
become problematic in maintaining the safety of the surrounds. Removal of the stone
walls is the preferred strategy from a safety perspective.

Building Surveyors Consulting to Local Government

t 08 8273 0876 f 08 8273 0890 e peter.harmer@harmerclg.com.au

20 Greenhill Road, Wayville SA 5034 P0 Box 109 Goodwood SA 5034Page 140 of 182



The walls are currently acting as retaining walls due to the soil build up behind. It
would not be possible to repair the walls to facilitate any form of structural stability
(even in the short term) for as long as the walls continue to retain soil. If the soil were
to be removed from behind the walls, so that the walls are free standing walls only,
repair to some small sections of wall may be possible, but this would only provide
short term stability. Long term stability and compliance with current minimum
structural standards is not considered possible without demolishing and rebuilding
the walls. Some of the stone in the walls could be reused in any reconstructed
masonry wall.

The heritage status of buildings and structures does generally enable some building
rules concessions under the provisions of the Development Act provided that safety
is not compromised. In this case, with the subject walls adjacent to a public
thoroughfare, the issue is one of public safety and it is thus not considered
appropriate to apply lesser structural standards to these "heritage" walls than the
minimum structural standards provided by the NCC.

If it is the Councils desire to continue to retain these walls in the short term while
decisions are made regarding their long term future, the method of propping should
be improved. The vertical part of the props should extend from ground level to near
the top of the walls. The resultant increased height of the vertical section of the props
may require additional diagonal struts per prop to be considered. As a result it is
recommended that Council should pursue an engineered propping system. The
props should also be provided at more regular intervals (and certainly at a spacing
not exceeding im).

I trust4tiis provides you with the information you were seeking.

Yours;faithfully

Pter j
Harmer

E, QPEng, MlEAust, FAIBS
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From: Douglas Alexander
To: James Booker
Cc: Ryan Viney; David Bielatowicz; Grant Hewitt
Subject: FW: DA 490 530 17 Partial demolition of western wall and repair of collapsed stone wall to 5 Duffield Street
Date: Wednesday, 19 September 2018 03:45:28 PM

James

I have reviewed my advice of 30 May 2018. 

The proposal is to:

· Repair the northern portion of walling currently braced in five places;
· Widen by demolishing the existing curved pedestrian gate entrance,

defined by inset curved stone wall and piers;
· Reconstructing an entrance with defining rendered pillars;
· Repairing a further section of wall;
· Removing the collapsed section of wall extending 9 metres north from

the south boundary.

Peter Harmer, a qualified engineer undertook an inspection on 7 Sept 2018, a
follow up on a previous inspection.  He concluded there had been a loss of
stone from the base of the wall, albeit at a slower rate.  He concluded the
portion of wall on the Subject Land had deteriorated to a point where wall
failure in the short term is possible, the props would not prevent collapse,
especially where the walls are higher than the width of the footpath.

He concluded the wall should not remain on site in their current form and
removal of the stone wall is the preferred strategy from a safety perspective.

Options provided by Peter Harmer to retain the walls included a reduction of
their height, with continued and improved and more frequent propping.

I have also considered the Development Plan provisions:

Gawler East Policy Area
Desired Character
OBJECTIVES: 1,2
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL: 5
RESIDENTIAL HISTORIC (CONSERVATION) ZONE
OBJECTIVES: 2,3,4
PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL: 1,3,5,6,7,8,11,12,13

Urgent action is required to make safe this wall.  The six unequally spaced and
relatively small braces that have been used to support the wall seem
inconsequential given the height and poor condition of the wall.

Council Wide Objective 12 encourages retention and enhancement of places
of historic value and character. 

Gawler East itself is of significance because east of Murray Street along High
Street is where the first settlement beyond the original Gawler plan occurred. 
Gawler East is notably on rising ground overlooking the town centre.  Fences to
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define the street boundaries are described as being of critical importance.  This
wall defines the escarpment above the town centre.
 
Complete removal of the wall is not considered to satisfy the aims of Objective 1
of the Policy Area, which seeks development complementary to the historic
character.  The application is for a compromise proposal that involves repairing
a section of wall.  While this is commendable, the structural integrity of the wall
may remain in question.
 
Objective 2 of the Policy Area seeks to retain all places including landscape
elements which contribute to the historic character.  Further PDC 5 and
Objective 5 of the Zone  seek to preserve the existing topography and the
relationship of sites to street levels and not involve substantial cut and/or fill of
sites. This application may involve excavation to form new driveway entrances
to separately access the existing undeveloped titles.
 
RH(C)Z Objective 2 supports retention and Objective 3 seeks to conserve and
enhance streetscape character including landscaping and fencing.  RH(C)Z
PDC 1 also seeks reinforcement of the character and integrity of Contributory
Places and PDC 3 seeks to conserve, maintain, enhance and reinforce the
existing streetscape character of the Zone and Policy Areas and the historic
character of individual buildings, items, structures, and places.
 
PDC 4 is of relevance in not wanting to disturb historic street facing elements
such as kerbs, probably of greater relevance to a whole wall.  PDC 5 in seeking
visual cohesion would also have preference for a consistent stone wall.  The new
entrances disturb and do not satisfy PDC 4 and 5.
 
PDC 6 of the Zone speaks against demolition, encouraging instead retained,
used and the integrity restored.  The new openings will remove integrity but may
also assist in the conservation of the wall, by providing some salvage material,
subject to safety and structural considerations.
 
PDC 7 considers demolition in situations where the structure is so structurally
unsound it represents a risk to public safety and is beyond economic repair and
PDC 8 seeks respectful development, which this application seems to offer.
 
The condition of the wall is unsafe and poor and the strain involved in retaining
the hillside is becoming more apparent.  I would encourage:
 

·         determination of ownership;
·         increased bracing measures;
·         structural monitoring of movement such as cracking and loading on the

braces.
 
However these measures detract from historic character and diminish the
otherwise positive contribution the wall make.
 
It seems clear that the most practical proposal involves:
 

·         removal of the soil from behind the wall;
·         improved drainage to behind the wall;
·         removal of the materially unsound sections; (this could amount to the
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entire length of wall);
·         substantial repair.
·         reconstruction of wall and piers where needed.  The wall is heading

towards being beyond repair and urgent action is required; or
·         a replacement retaining wall with stone veneer.

 
Therefore while the removal of the wall seems inevitable and supportable for
reasons of public safety, the proposal seems to provide a reasonable
compromise, subject to engineering advice confirming the wall can in fact be
repaired.
 
Replacement is of critical importance to the historic character of Gawler and
therefore ideally the formation of widened openings is not supported.
 
I would therefore encourage the replacement with a suitably robust and
reinforced wall that contributes to historic character and provides a continuous
streetscape element.  If this is not practical or affordable, the proposal seems to
offer a reasonable compromise and should be pursued, subject to engineering
advice and the ownership being determined.
 
The actions of the trees on the wall is of concern and it is noted that the arborist
advice speaks against the removal of soil against the wall.
 
It would appear that a meeting of all parties including Council planners, an
engineer, arborist, owner and heritage adviser could assist in resolving
conflicting information.
 
While part demolition and repair of the wall is supported in principle, I am not
convinced that the proposal satisfies public safety and based on the most
recent engineering advice, a replacement wall that makes a similar positive
contribution and maintains the Escarpment should be considered.

The reduction in wall height will remove historic character, especially if props
have to be maintained and increased.

A retaining wall that maintains the topography with a stone facing veneer is
encouraged, if demolition occurs, once the ownership of the wall is determined.

 

Douglas
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Condensed Tree Report –  
Heritage wall along High Street, Gawler 

Arboricultural assessment of significant trees  
in relation to the proposed heritage wall reconstruction 

Arboricultural assessment and report requested by Shannon Quick, Development 
Support Officer at the Town of Gawler council, on the 15th of June 2016. 

Arboricultural report prepared by Dean Nicolle following a site visit and tree 
inspections on the 22nd of June 2016. 

Report dated the 22nd of June 2016. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Part of the heritage-listed limestone wall on the eastern side of High Street in Gawler 
has recently collapsed, following earlier deterioration and collapses of the wall 
elsewhere along its length. I have been commissioned by Gawler council to inspect 
several significant trees located close to the wall (see Figure 1) and to provide 
comment on: 

1. The contribution, if any, of the trees in causing the collapse of parts of the 
wall; and 

2. The stability of these significant trees considering the recent collapse of part 
of the wall; and 

3. The impact that wall reconstruction would have on the health and stability of 
these significant trees. 

 
This report presents my findings and recommendations regarding these three queries.  
 
 
 

 

Figure 1. The subject site. Aerial image of the subject site, with the existing heritage 
wall highlighted yellow and the three adjacent significant trees indicated. The 
recently collapsed section of wall is adjacent to Tree 1. 

 
  

Tree 3 

Tree 1 

Tree 2 
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FINDINGS 
 
Contribution of the trees in causing the recent collapse of the wall 
The recently collapsed section of the wall is adjacent to Tree A (see Figures 1, 2 and 
3). Earlier collapsed sections of the wall are adjacent to Tree B and Tree C (see 
Figures 1 and 4).  
 
The trees have not directly caused the collapse of the wall in any section, by direct 
root contact with the wall itself. However, the trees have contributed to the collapse of 
the walls by displacing soil adjacent to the wall, associated with the normal increase 
in the diameter of the roots of the trees over time. This displacement of soil caused 
amplified heaving of the soil near the trees, and thus increased soil pressure on the 
organic debris behind the wall and on the wall itself. 
 
Although the trees are a contributing factor in the collapse of certain sections of the 
wall, the primary factor associated with the wall collapse appears to be the 
deteriorating structure of the wall itself, due to its age and lack of ongoing 
maintenance and repair. 
 
 
Current tree stability – Tree A 
The recently collapsed section of the wall is adjacent to Tree A (see Figures 1, 2 and 
3). Tree A is a mature specimen of the locally-exotic species Eucalyptus cladocalyx 
(sugar gum). The tree is healthy and structurally sound at ground level. 
 
The soil exposed by the collapsed wall consists mainly of organic matter, which has 
accumulated behind the wall in the many years following its original construction. 
There are no significant roots exposed by the wall collapse. It is highly likely that the 
structural roots of Tree A are within the original soil profile rather than within the 
subsequent build-up of organic matter behind the wall (see Figure 5). The stability of 
Tree A is therefore unlikely to have changed as a result of the partial wall collapse. 
 
  
Current tree stability – Tree B and Tree C 
Earlier collapsed sections of the wall are adjacent to Tree B and Tree C (see Figures 1  
and 4). Tree B and Tree C are mature specimens of the locally-indigenous species 
Eucalyptus camaldulensis (river red gum gum). Both of these trees are healthy and 
structurally sound at ground level. 
 
The soil exposed by the earlier-collapsed sections of wall also consists mainly of 
organic matter, which has accumulated behind the wall in the many years following 
its original construction. It is highly likely that the structural roots of Tree B and Tree 
C are within the original soil profile rather than within the subsequent build-up of 
organic matter behind the wall. The stability of Tree B and Tree C is therefore 
unlikely to have changed as a result of the earlier wall collapses. 
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Impact on wall reconstruction on the health and stability of the trees 
The impact of wall reconstruction on the health and stability of the trees will largely 
depend on the design and construction techniques required for the reconstruction. 
 
Tree-sensitive design and construction would be required within the Structural Root 
Zones (SRZs) of the trees. Although SRZs have not been calculated, they are likely to 
be between 3 and 4 metres radius from the centre of each tree, based on a visual 
estimate of the basal diameter of each tree. 
 
The deconstruction and rebuilding of the wall itself will not have any significant 
impact on the health and stability of the three trees; however, the removal of soil from 
behind the wall (the east side of the wall), to enable construction access, has the 
potential to significantly impact on the health and stability of each of the three trees. 
The removal of organic debris and other fill that has been deposited behind the wall 
since its construction (see Figure 5), is unlikely to impact on the stability of the trees, 
even where within the calculated SRZ of the trees. The removal of any natural soil 
from behind the wall (see Figure 5) is likely to impact on the stability of the trees, if 
such soil removal occurs within the calculated SRZ of the trees. 
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Figure 2. The subject site and Tree 1, looking south-east from High Street. Note the 
recently collapsed section of wall adjacent to Tree 1. The stability of the tree 
remains the same as that before the wall collapse, as the wall was not directly 
holding up the tree. 
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Figure 3. The subject site and Tree 1, looking south-east from High Street. Note the 
recently collapsed section of wall adjacent to Tree 1. The tree has not directly caused 
the collapse of the wall, as there is no direct root contact with the wall itself. 
However, the tree has contributed to the collapse of the wall by displacing soil 
adjacent to the wall, associated with the normal increase in the diameter of the roots 
of the trees over time. This displacement of soil caused amplified heaving of the soil 
near the trees, and thus increased soil pressure on the organic debris behind the wall 
and on the wall itself. 
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Figure 4. The subject site and Tree 2 and Tree 3, looking north-east from 
High Street. Note the earlier collapsed section of wall adjacent to Tree 2.  
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Figure 5. Diagrammatic representation of the cross section of the subject wall. Note 
that the removal of organic debris and other deposited fill behind the wall is unlikely 
to impact on the health and stability of the tree, but that the excavation of natural soil 
from behind the wall and within the Structural Root Zones of the trees has the 
potential to significantly impact on the health and stability of the trees. 
 
  

Organic fill & 
debris 

Natural soil 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Tree stability 
The stability of each of the three trees subject of this report has not been compromised 
by the collapse of sections of the heritage wall. Therefore, no action is currently 
required with respect to the stability of these tree trees. 
 
Wall reconstruction 
The impact of wall reconstruction on the health and stability of the trees will largely 
depend on the design and construction techniques required for the reconstruction. 
 
Tree-sensitive design and construction would be required within the Structural Root 
Zones (SRZs) of the trees. Although SRZs have not been calculated, they are likely to 
be between 3 and 4 metres radius from the centre of each tree, based on a visual 
estimate of the basal diameter of each tree. 
 
The removal of organic debris and other fill that has been deposited behind the wall 
since its construction (see Figure 5), is unlikely to impact on the stability of the trees, 
even where within the calculated SRZ of the trees.  
 
The removal of any natural soil from behind the wall (see Figure 5) is likely to impact 
on the stability of the trees, if such soil removal occurs within the calculated SRZ of 
the trees. It is therefore recommended that no natural soil be excavated where within 
the SRZs of the three trees, unless it can be demonstrated, via tree-sensitive 
exploratory excavation, that no substantial roots occur within an area proposed for 
excavation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I thank you for the opportunity to provide this report and trust it meets your 
requirements. If you require further information or clarification please contact me for 
assistance. 
 
 

 
 
Dean Nicolle 
Ph.D.; B.Sc.(Hons.) Botany; B.App.Sc. (Natural Resource Management).  
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1.0 BACKGROUND 

Treevolution Arboricultural Consultants were commissioned by the Town of Gawler to attend a 
site meeting on the 26th September 2018  and provide a  visual tree assessment with regard to 
the trees located on the private properties at 35 High Street, Gawler and  5 and 5A Duffield Street, 
Gawler to determine the potential impacts that the removal of the boundary wall along High 
Street, may have on the structural stability of the trees located within those properties. 

The boundary wall treatment along the High Street frontage of all three properties is in an 
advanced state of collapse, and has been identified for removal to protect public safety. 

This report only covers the removal of the wall structure, and does not consider the impacts that 
battering the soil profile at the rear of the wall may have on the trees. 

The following comments are made in respect to the discussion during the site meeting. 

2.0 COMMENTS 

38 HIGH STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There are two large mature trees situated on the property that have the potential to be impacted 
by the removal of this section of the boundary wall. The trees are identified as an Aleppo Pine 
(Pinus Halepensis) which is 5.8 metres east from the boundary wall, and a Eucalyptus species that 
is 3.8 metres east from the boundary wall.  

Both trees are identified as having a stem circumference that would deem them to be regulated 
trees for the purposes of the Development Act and Development Regulations.  

Due to the distance the trees are located from the boundary, the removal of the wall structure 
should have no impacts on their structural stability. However, any additional works with regard 
to the removal or batter of the fill placed on the eastern side of the wall would need to be 
assessed on an individual basis to determine any impacts this may have on the trees. 

5 DUFFIELD STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There are two large mature River Red Gums (Eucalyptus camaldulensis) located at the northern 
end of the property. Both trees are considered to be significant trees when considered against 
the legislation contained within the Development Act and Development Regulations and were 
shown to have stem circumferences greater than 3 metres.  

There is a further large mature Sugar Gum (Eucalyptus cladocalyx) situated at the southern end 
of the property adjacent to the property boundary with 5A Duffield Street. This tree was shown 
to have a stem circumference that would deem it to be a regulated tree. 
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The wall that extends along the High Street boundary of the property is in an advanced state of 
collapse. The lower section of the wall has completely failed leaving large open voids in the wall 
section where it has totally collapsed. The level of fill on the eastern side of the wall is minimal 
being approximately 1 metre in height.  

The northern most tree is located approximately 3 metres east of the boundary wall and as such, 
when the remainder of the wall is removed it should have no detrimental impacts on the tree’s 
structural stability. 

The second tree situated at the northern end of the property is situated directly adjacent to the 
wall structure, which has previously failed, exposing the soil/fill profile in which the tree is 
situated. There were no large diameter roots apparent within the exposed profile and as such 
the removal of the remainder of the wall should have no impacts on the overall stability of this 
tree. 

The Sugar Gum located adjacent to the southern side boundary of this property is situated 
approximately 3 metres from the boundary wall. A large section of the wall has previously failed 
showing an increased level of fill to approximately 1.5/1.8 metres that was retained by the 
boundary wall.  

No large tree roots were apparent within the exposed soil profile, and provided no fill is removed 
or battered back during the removal of the wall the tree should be suitable for retention and its 
structure will not be unduly impacted. 

5A DUFFIELD STREET, GAWLER EAST 

There is a single large mature Sugar Gum (Eucalyptus cladocalyx) situated at the southern end of 
the property. The tree is considered to be regulated when considered against the Development 
Act and Development Regulation. 

The boundary wall terminates approximately 1 metre to the north of the tree with the remaining 
land form having been battered back to allow the retention of the existing soil profile. 

The removal of the boundary wall section close to the tree will have no detrimental impacts on 
the structural stability of this tree. However, should the land form be battered back to retain the 
land form to the east of the wall then structural impacts may occur, due to the level of fill that is 
apparent on the eastern side of the wall.  

3.0 CONCLUSION  

The removal of the boundary wall structure that is in a state of collapse should have no 
detrimental impacts on the health and structural stability of the trees located on 38 High Street, 
5 Duffield Street and 5A Duffield Street.  
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However, should the soil profile on the eastern side of the wall displace during the removal of 
the wall then additional assessments will be needed to determine the impact this may have on 
the structural stability of the trees. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
COLIN S. THORNTON [Consulting Arborist] 
 
Master of Science Degree in Arboriculture and Community Forest Management (UK) (MSc Arb) 
Advanced Diploma in Arboriculture and Community Forest Management (UK) (Adv Dip Arb)  
Higher National Diploma in Arboriculture (UK) (HND Arb) 
National Diploma in Arboriculture (UK) (ND Arb) 
Certificate IV Workplace Training & Assessment 
Registered QTRA [Quantified Tree Risk Assessment]
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4.0 APPENDIX ONE - LIMITATIONS AND DISCLAIMER 

This report only covers identifiable defects present at the time of inspection. The author accepts no 
responsibility and cannot be held liable for any structural defect or unforseen event/situation that 
may occur after the time of inspection, unless clearly specified timescales are detailed within the 
report.  
 
The author cannot guarantee trees contained within this report will be structurally sound under all 
circumstances, and cannot guarantee that the recommendations made will categorically result in the 
tree being made safe. 
 
Unless specifically mentioned this report will only be concerned with above ground inspections, that 
will be undertaken visually from ground level. Trees are living organisms and as such cannot be 
classified as safe under any circumstances. The recommendations are made on the basis of what can 
be reasonably identified at the time of inspection therefore the author accepts no liability for any 
recommendations made.  
 
Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified insofar 
as possible; however, the author can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of 
information provided by others. 
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2 November, 2016 I −1 NOV 2016

Town of Gawler
89 Murray Street
Gawler SA 5118

G.
Attn : Grant Hewitt

NOV Alm
Dear Grant

Re : Stone Wall, 5 High Street, Gawler

As requested I inspected the abovementioned stone wall adjacent to the High Street
road reserve on Wednesday 28 September, 2016.

The wall is a random stone and mortar wall varying in height from 2+m at the
southern end to approximately 1.5m high at the northern end. The wall retains soil on
the eastern side for all of its length. The wall does not appear to have a formal footing
system and does not appear to be reinforced. Return sections of wall are present
within the length of the wall at a gate. Sections of the wall have collapsed into the
road reserve. Some large trees are located in close proximity to the wall on the
eastern side.

I have been provided with a copy of the arborist report by Dean Nicolle dated 22
June, 2016.

At the time of the inspection the wall was fenced off with bunting on the road reserve
side. Access was therefore restricted for inspection and I did not access the adjoining
private property.

Observations

The following are my observations from the site inspection.
I

• The southern section of the wall is in excess of 2m high and in excess of
400mm thick at the southern end and around 1.8m high and in excess of
300mm thick at the northern end of this section. The wall retains soil on the
eastern side for most of its height. The vertical alignment of the wall varies
with reasonable alignment at the southern end, a large bulge in the middle of
the wall a part of the way along its length and a horizontal displacement of up
to 1 00mmm at the top of the wall towards the northern end of this section.
The condition of the wall has deteriorated due to a substantial loss of rock
and mortar at the base of the wall on the exposed western side for much of
the length of the wall.

• The section of wall at the northern end of the southern section has collapsed
into the road reserve. It is evident that the wall retained around 1.5m of soil.
The mode of collapse appears to be mid to low height bulging rather than
horizontal displacement of the top of the wall

Building Surveyors Consulting to Local Government

t 08 8273 0876 f 08 8273 0890 e peter.harmer@harmerclg.com.au

20 Greenhill Road, Wayville SA 5034 P0 Box 109 Goodwood SA 5034
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The section of wall between the southern collapse zone and the wall return at
the gate is approximately 1.5m high with a thickness in excess of 300mm.
The vertical alignment of the wall is reasonable at the return end (northern)
but a loss of vertical alignment increases towards the collapse zone.
The section of wall on the northern side of the wall return at the gate has
collapsed. This collapse appears to have occurred some time ago. A
significant tree is located close to the collapsed wall. The height of retained
soil in this area would have been around im.
The northern section of the wall is approximately 1.5m high and is in excess
of 300mm thick. The retained soil on the eastern side is approximately I
high. Two trees are located reasonably close of the wall. The condition of the
wall has deteriorated due to a substantial loss of rock and mortar at the base
of the wall on the exposed western side. The horizontal displacement of the
top of this wall at the southern end near the collapse zone is in the vicinity of
300mm and decreases towards the northern end.

Discussion

The height of the unreinforced retaining walls adjacent to the public realm and the
current horizontal displacements noted in the walls are of sufficient magnitude to
consider the walls to be unsound and unsafe. The sections of wall that have already
collapsed indicate that collapse of further sections of the wall is likely in the short
term.

Unreinforced random stone walls of this type are not suitable for retaining soil. Soil
loads create non−transient tensile forces in the stonework which can not be
accommodated by this form of construction. (Reinforcement is usually provided in
masonry walls to accommodate tensile forces).

While the effect of the nearby trees on the stability and collapse of these walls may
be debated, it is important to note that these unreinforced masonry retaining walls
would be unstable in the long term regardless of the actions of the trees.

If the soil was removed it is possible that these walls would have sufficient dead
weight to accommodate transient wind loads for the short term. However, unless the
walls are reinforced or are provided with periodic piers or buttresses the walls will not
comply with AS3700 and will have poor earthquake resistance (even if the soil is
removed). The lack of a substantial footing will also result in horizontal, vertical
and/or rotational movements in the wall in the medium to long term. The need to
vertically realign these walls and the deteriorated condition due to a substantial loss
of stone and mortar at the base of the walls would make remediation proposals (such
as that utilized further north along High Street) questionable even if the soil was
removed.

I truss this provides you with the information you are seeking. Please do not hesitate
to cotact me if you have any queries.

Y,bqrp faithfully

et rHarmer
E,CPEng, MlEAust, FAIBS
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19 October, 2017

E T o w n of Gawler
Town of Gawler P..
89 Murray Street
Gawler SA 5118

Attn : Grant Hewitt

Dear Grant

Re : Stone Wall, 5 High Street, Gawler

As requested I inspected the abovementioned stone wall adjacent to the High Street
road reserve on Tuesday 12 September, 2017.

I previously inspected this wall 12 months ago (Wednesday 28 September, 2016).
The purpose of this inspection was to ascertain whether the walls had deteriorated in
the last 12 months.

There appears to be a steady loss of rock and mortar from the bottom section of the
stone walls on the exposed side. This is leading to a loss of effective width I cross
section at the base of the walls and as a result the walls are progressively becoming
less stable.

This loss of effective width at the base of the walls is most pronounced towards the
northern end. My visual assessment on site was that this section of wall has
deteriorated to a point where wall failure in the short term is possible.

The deterioration and loss of rock and mortar at the base of the wall was less
pronounced for the section of propped wall at the southern end, but steady
deterioration is still evident. Where the walls are un−propped, the loss of stone and
mortar at the base of the walls is leading to a steady loss of structural integrity.

For the propped sections of wall, the loss of effective width at the base of the walls is
below the bottom of the vertical part of the current props. As a result, if the walls fail
at the weakened point at the base of the wall the props will not prevent collapse.

While the props in their current form may be adequate to prevent a catastrophic
collapse of the wall into the carriageway (ie beyond the provided bunting), this can
not be guaranteed as in places the walls are higher than the width of the'footpath".

It is considered that the walls should not remain on site in their current form. The
northern section of the wall has deteriorated to a point where propping of the wall has
become problematic in maintaining the safety of the surrounds. Removal of the stone
walls is the preferred strategy from a safety perspective.

Building Surveyors Consulting to Local Government

t 08 8273 0876 f 08 8273 0890 e peter.harmer@harmerclg.com.au

20 Greenhill Road, Wayville SA 5034 P0 Box 109 Goodwood SA 5034Page 179 of 182



The walls are currently acting as retaining walls due to the soil build up behind. It
would not be possible to repair the walls to facilitate any form of structural stability
(even in the short term) for as long as the walls continue to retain soil. If the soil were
to be removed from behind the walls, so that the walls are free standing walls only,
repair to some small sections of wall may be possible, but this would only provide
short term stability. Long term stability and compliance with current minimum
structural standards is not considered possible without demolishing and rebuilding
the walls. Some of the stone in the walls could be reused in any reconstructed
masonry wall.

The heritage status of buildings and structures does generally enable some building
rules concessions under the provisions of the Development Act provided that safety
is not compromised. In this case, with the subject walls adjacent to a public
thoroughfare, the issue is one of public safety and it is thus not considered
appropriate to apply lesser structural standards to these "heritage" walls than the
minimum structural standards provided by the NCC.

If it is the Councils desire to continue to retain these walls in the short term while
decisions are made regarding their long term future, the method of propping should
be improved. The vertical part of the props should extend from ground level to near
the top of the walls. The resultant increased height of the vertical section of the props
may require additional diagonal struts per prop to be considered. As a result it is
recommended that Council should pursue an engineered propping system. The
props should also be provided at more regular intervals (and certainly at a spacing
not exceeding im).

I trust4tiis provides you with the information you were seeking.

Yours;faithfully

Pter j
Harmer

E, QPEng, MlEAust, FAIBS
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17 September, 2018 
 
 
Town of Gawler 
89 Murray Street 
Gawler   SA   5118 
 
 
Attn   :   Grant Hewitt 
 
 
Dear Grant 
 
 
Re  :  Stone Wall, 5 High Street, Gawler 
 
 
As requested I inspected the abovementioned stone wall adjacent to the High Street 
road reserve on Friday 7 September, 2018.  
 
I previously inspected this wall 24 months ago (Wednesday 28 September, 2016) 
and again 12 months ago (Tuesday 12 September, 2017). The purpose of this 
inspection was to ascertain whether the walls had continued to deteriorate. 
 
There appears to be some continued loss of rock and mortar from the bottom section 
of the stone walls on the exposed side. The rate of loss of rock and mortar from the 
bottom of the walls however appears to have reduced when compared to previous 
years. 
 
The following observations (which were made in my report of last year) are  
provided -: 

 The loss of effective width at the base of the walls is most pronounced 
towards the northern end. This section of wall has deteriorated to a point 
where wall failure in the short term is possible. 

 For the propped sections of wall, the loss of effective width at the base of the 
walls is below the bottom of the vertical part of the current props. As a result 
the props will not prevent collapse. 

 The props in their current form may be adequate to prevent a catastrophic 
collapse of the wall into the carriageway but this can not be guaranteed as in 
places the walls are higher than the width of the “footpath”. 

 
It remains my recommendation that the walls should not remain on site in their 
current form. The northern section of the wall has deteriorated to a point where 
propping of the wall has become problematic in maintaining the safety of the 
surrounds. Removal of the stone walls is the preferred strategy from a safety 
perspective. 
 
If it is the Councils desire to continue to retain these walls in the short term while 
decisions are made regarding their long term future, the following recommendations 
are provided -: 

 The height of the walls should be reduced so that they are no higher than the 
width of the “footpath” (as measured between the face of the walls and the 
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rear of the kerb). This wall height reduction, together with the hoarding / 
bunting and propping, should prevent collapse into the road reserve, and  

 The method of propping should be improved. The vertical part of the props 
should extend from ground level to near the top of the walls. The resultant 
increased height of the vertical section of the props may require additional 
diagonal struts per prop to be considered. As a result it is recommended that 
Council should pursue an engineered propping system. The props should 
also be provided at more regular intervals (ie at a spacing not exceeding 1m). 

 
I trust this provides you with the information you were seeking. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Peter Harmer 
BE, CPEng, MIEAust, FAIBS 
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