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TREES TO BE REMOVED

TREES TO BE PRESERVED

CONSTRUCTION IMPACT MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS

PRE-CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS

a) PRIOR TO ANT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY, TREE PRESERVATION FENCING 1S TO BE INSTALLED AS PER THE ATTACHED
TREE PRESERVATION DRAWNGS AND DETAIL.

b) TREES APPROVED FOR REMOVAL ARE TO BE CLEARLY INDICATED IN THE FIELD (MARKED WITH SPRAY PAINT OR
OTHER AGREED UPON METHOD) BY THE PROJECT ARBORIST OR LANDSCARE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO ANY TREE
REMOVAL OPERATIONS. ALL REMOVALS TO BE UNDERTAKEN BY AN ISA CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

c)IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MIGRATORY BIRDS CONVENTION ACT, 1994, ALL REMOVALS MUST TAKE PLACE BETWEEN
SEPTEMBER 15T AND MARCH 3I5T 1O AvOID DISTURBING NESTING MIGRATORY BIRDS. IF TREE REMOVAL OCCURS
BETWEEN APRIL 15T AND AUGUST 216T, A BIOLOGIST 16 REQUIRED TO COMPLETE A SEARCH FOR NESTS. ONCE
CLEARED, THE CONTRACTOR HAS 48 HOURS TO REMOVE. IF REMOVAL DOES NOT OCCUR WITHIN 48 HOURS, ANOTHER
SEARCH WILL BE REQUIRED.

d)CARE SHOULD BE TAKEN DURING THE FELLING OPERATION TO AVOID DAMAGING THE BRANCHES, STEMS, TRUNKS, AND
ROOTS OF NEARBY TREES TO BE PRESERVED. UHERE POSSIBLE, ALL TREES ARE TO BE FELLED TOWARDS THE
CONSTRUCTION ZONE TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS ON ADJACENT VEGETATION. ALL REMOVALS TO BE UNDERTAKEN BT AN [9A
CERTIFIED ARBORIST.

e)IT 16 RECOMMENDED THAT THE EXISTING GROUND-LAYER VEGETATION AT THE BASE OF TREES TO BE PRESERVED
REMAIN INTACT WITHIN THE CRITICAL ROOT ZONE 50 AS NOT TO DISTURB THE SOIL AROUND THE BASE OF THE EXISTING
TREES.

f) FINAL SITE GRADING PLANS SHOULD ENSURE THAT THE EXISTING SOIL MOISTURE CONDITIONS ARE MAINTAINED.

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS

a) TREE PRESERVATION FENCING 1S TO BE MAINTAINED IN GOOD CONDITION AND EFFECTIVE FOR THE DURATION OF
CONSTRUCTION UNTIL ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 1S COMPLETE OR AS PER THE PROJECT ARBORIST OR LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.

b) TREE PRESERVATION FENCING 16 TO REMAIN INTACT AS PER THE TREE PRESERVATION DRAWNGS, AND CAN ONLY BE
TEMPORARILY REMOVED WITH THE EXPRESS WRITTEN CONSENT FROM THE PROJECT ARBORIST OR LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.  SHOULD TREE PRESERVATION FENCING BE TEMPORARILY RELOCATED OR MOVED, IT 16 TO BE
REINSTATED AS PER THE TREE PRESERVATION PLANS AS SOON AS POSSIBLE.

c)NO CONSTRUCTION, EXCAVATION, ADDING OF FILL, STOCKFILING OF CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL, OR HEAVY EQUIPMENT 15
PERMITTED WITHIN THE CRITICAL ROOT ZONE/UITHIN THE TREE PRESERVATION FENCING.

d)WHEN EXCAVATION NEAR A TREE 15 REQUIRED, AND [T 1S ANTICIPATED THAT ROOTS WILL BE SEVERED AND EXPOSED,
DURATION OF EXPOSURE 1S TO BE MINIMIZED TO PREVENT ROOT DESICCATION.

e) DURING THE EXCAVATION PROCESS, ROOTS 25MM OR LARGER THAT ARE SEVERED AND EXPOSED SHOULD BE HAND
PRUNED TO LEAVE A CLEAN-CUT SURFACE. TO BE UNDERTAKEN BY AN 84 CERTIFIED ARBORIST. EXPOSED SEVERED
ROOTS THAT CANNOT BE COVERED IN SOIL ON THE SAME DAY AS THE CUTS ARE MADE ARE TO BE KEPT MOIST.
EXPOSED ROOTS ARE TO BE KEPT MOIST BT COVERING THEM WITH WATER SOAKED BURLAP OR ANT OTHER MEANS
AVAILABLE TO PREVENT THEM FROM DRYING OUT.

f) AvOID IDLING HEAVY EQUIPMENT UINDER OR WITHIN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO TREES TO BE PRESERVED TO PREVENT
CANOPY DAMAGE FROM EXPOSURE TO THE HEAT OF THE EXHAUST.

POST-CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS

a) AVOID DISCHARGING RAIN WATER LEADERS ADJACENT TO RETAINED TREES, AS THIS MAY RESULT IN AN OVERLY MOIST
ENVIRONMENT WHICH CAN CAUSE ROOT ROT.

b) AFTER ALL WORK 1S COMPLETED, TREE PRESERVATION FENCES AND ANY OTHER IMPACT MITIGATION PARAPHERNALIA
MUST BE REMOVED.

c) A FINAL REVIEW MUST BE INDERTAKEN BY THE PROJECT ARBORIST OR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT TO ENSURE THAT ALL
MITIGATION MEASURES AS DESCRIBED ABOVE HAVE BEEN MET.
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GENERAL INFORMATION SIZE HEALTH & CONDITION RECOMMENDATIONS
D BOTANICAL NAME (OMMON NAME LOCATION DBH | = = |= g COMMENTS EXPECTED CONSTRUCTION | PRESERVE OR NOTES
m s |E S |= IMPACT REMOVE IMPACT MITIGATION
% = § i CONSENT REQUIREMENTS
Z 2|8 |2
Z|E|E |2
| | Gleditsia tnacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW King St 20 |3 Good | Good |Decorative tree guard and gate Minor damage to roots preserve |Tree protection barrier
2 | Acer Rubrum Red Maple (ity ROW King St g8 [15 Good | Good [Decorative tree guard and gate, Minor damage to roots preserve |Tree protection barrier
vertical wound at base
b | Gledlitsia triacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW King St 19 [35] 5 |Good| Good |Locatedin boulvard Minor damage to roots preserve | Tree protection barrier
13 | Glediitsia triacanthos Honey Locust lvey Park 56 7 15 |Good| Good |Full form, located in grass None preserve |Tree protection barrier
14| Cercis canadensis Redbud Ivey Park m 51 4 | Far | Far |Slight lean East, torn off scafold branch| None preserve |Tree protection barrier
15 | Cercidiphyilum Katsura lvey Park 51481 5 | 5 [Good | Good [Multistem8 exposed roots ondown [None preserve |Tree protection barrier
14,15, slope, primary union at and just above
533 grade
16 | Cercrdiphyilum Katsura lvey Park 15141 4 | 5 [Good| Good |Multistern 3, primary union at and just |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
6 above grade, exposed roots on slope
17| Certis canadensis Redbud lvey Park 6,10, | 4 | 5 |Good | Good |Multistem 4, primaryunion at grade, |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
38 squat form
18 | Cercis canadensis Redbud Ivey Park 156,41 51 5 | Far | Good |Multistem 4, supressed, lean to West |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
3
19 | Cercidiphyum Katsura lvey Park 1216, 4 | 4 |Good| Good |Multistem 4 primary union just above |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
15,15 grade, thin crown
36 | Glediitsia triacanthos Honey Locust lvey Park 7 125 4 | Far | Good |Struggling with no flare, lifting None preserve  [N/A
adjacent concrete
31 | Glealitsia tniacanthos Honey Locust lvey Park 15 [ 251 2 | Far | Good [Squatform, struggling with no flare | None preserve |N/A
38 | Gleaiitsia tniacanthos Honey Locust Ivey Park 7 {151 4 | Far | Fair |Bentandbowed leader, mechanical |None preserve  [N/A
damage to frunk
39 | Gledlitsia triacanthos Honey Locust lvey Park 24 1451 5 | Far | Fair |Fused branhces, no flare, lifting None preserve  [N/A
adjacent concrete
40 | Gledlitsia triacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW Dundas St 15 [25] 5 |Good | Good |Noflare, dense crown None preserve  |N/A
4 | Gledlitsia tnacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW Dundas St 16 | 25] 5 [Good| Good |Noflare, dense crown, lifting adjacent |None preserve  [N/A
concrete
8 | Gleaitsia tniacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW Dundas St B [25] 5 |Good| Good |Noflare, dense crown, lifting adjacent |None preserve  [N/A
concrete
8 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 4 1215 [Good| Good |Noflare, dense crown, located in None preserve  [N/A
concrete
M | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 9 1 15 | Fair | Good [yotu None preserve |N/A
45 | Linodenaron tulpifera | Tulip tree (ity ROW Dundas St 4 1 15 |Good| Good |Recentlyplanted, located ingarden | None preserve |N/A
46 | Linodenaron tuipifera | Tulip tree (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 | 5 |Good| Good |Recentlyplanted, located ingarden | None preserve |N/A
41 | Ginkgo bilobg Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 |5 [Good| Good [Rencentlyplanted in grass None preserve |N/A
88 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 |5 [Good| Good [Rencentlyplanted in grass None preserve  |N/A
49 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 [ 5 [Good [ Good [Rencentlyplantedin grass None preserve |[N/A
50 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 | 5 |Good| Good |Rencentlyplanted in grass None preserve |N/A
51 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 [ 5 [Good [ Good [Rencentlyplanted in grass None preserve |N/A
52 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo (ity ROW Dundas St 5 1 [ 5 [Good [ Good [Rencentlyplanted in grass None preserve |N/A
55 | Liguiaambar styaciflua | Sweetgum Suject Site 399 Ridout| 28 | 5 [ 5 |Good | Good [Full form. Located in grass None preserve  [N/A
St
54 | Gleditsia triacanthos Honey Locust Suject Site 399 Ridout| 62 | 7 | 5 |Good | Good |[Atcrestofslope. Located ingrass, full [None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St form
55 | Glediitsia triacanthos Honey Locust Suject Site 399 Ridout| 68 | 7 [ 5 [Good | Good [Atcrestofslope, located in grass, full |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St form
5 | Gleditsia triacanthos Honey Locust Suject Site 399 Ridout| 57 [ 10 | 5 |Good | Good [Horizontal scafolds, broad crown None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St
5T | Malus sylvestris (rab-apple Suject Site 399 Ridout| 26,28 | 55 | 4 | Fair | Fair [Heavilysupressed by57, significant  |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St epicormic growth, typical malus form
58 | Acer platanordes Norway Maple Suject Site 399 Ridout| 65 | 7 [ 5 | Fair [ Fair [Mulitple vertical wounds on scafolds, |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St large prune cuts, located in grass
59 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Suject Site 399 Ridout| 45 | 4 [ 2 | Fair | Good |Limbedup 6 meters, dead top 1/4 None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St from crown, thinning crown
60 [Acerplatanoiges Norway Maple Suject Site 399 Ridout| 45 | 6 [ 5 | Fair [ Fair [Mulitple vertical wounds on scafolds, |None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St rotted out leader
61 | Quercus rubra Red Oak Suject Site 399 Ridout] 40 | 7 [ 5 [Good | Good [Double leader, full form, locatedin  [None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St qrass
62 | Acer platanoives Norway Maple Suject Site 399 Ridout| 45 | 6 [ 5 | Far | Fair [Circling roots, mechanical branch None preserve |Tree protection barrier
St damage, old basal damage
85 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Subject Site 399 7 1| 2 |Poor| Far |Stubwithepicormic growth Minor damage to roots preserve |Tree protection barrier
Ridout StN
86 | e occioentals Emerald Cedar Subject Site 399 19 | 1| 3| Far| Far ]Codominant leaders, limbedup 4 Minor damage to roots preserve |Tree protection barrier
Ridout SEN meters
81 | Thuja occidentals Emerald Cedar Subject Site 399 Y 2 |5 |Good| Far |Multiple leaders, limbed up 3meters [Minor damage to roots preserve |Tree protection barrier
Ridout StN

REFER TO TREE ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR MORE INFORMATION

GENERAL INFORMATION SIZE HEALTH & CONDITION RECOMMENDATIONS
D BOTANICAL NAME (OMMON NAME LOCATION BH|=|= |= g (OMMENTS EXPECTED CONSTRUCTION [ PRESERVE OR NOTES
(cm) § % = = IMPACT REMOVE IMPACT MITIGATION
% S g i CONSENT REQUIREMENTS
Z 218 |8
=55 5
5 | Gledlitsia trigcanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW King St 18 51 5 |Good | Good |Decorative tree guard and gate Conflict with proposed remove [Consent from the City
development of London required
4 | Gleditsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50King | 40 | 7 | 5 |Good | Good |Intree grate, full form withminor | Conflict with proposed remove  [None
St dead lower branches development
5 | Glediitsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King £ 1715 |Good| Good |[Intree grate, full form with minor Conflict with proposed remove  [None
St dead lower branches development
1 | Acer Rubrum Red Maple (ity ROW King St 10 [13] 1 [Good| Poor [Fullydead, located in boulvard N/A previously |Tree has dready been
removed |removed
8 | Gleditsia triacanthos Honey Locust (ity ROW King St 19 |1 315 |Good| Good [Locatedin boulvard, minor basal Conflict with proposed remove [Consent from the City
damage development of London required
9 | Glediitsia trizcanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King M [25] 2 |Good | Poor |Fullydead, located in grass Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
10| Gledlitsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 26 515 [Good | Far [Basaldamage, locatedin grass Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
W | Gleditsia trnacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 15 1 315 |Good| Far [Basaldamage, located on slope Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
12 | Gledlitsia trizcanthos Honey Locust lvey Park 18 | 415 |Good| Far [Basaldamage, located onslope Conflict with proposed remove [None
development
20 | Cercidiphyllum Katsura lvey Park 1310, 1 4 | 5 |Good | Good [Multistem 4, located onslope, primary [Conflict with proposed remove  [None
9,13 union at and just above grade development
0 | Cercidiphyllum Katsura lvey Park 7, 1515 |Good| Good [Multistem 4, vine on trunk to bottom [ Conflict with proposed remove  [None
17,06, of crown, primary union just above  [development
15 grade
22 | Cerciaiphyllum Katsura lvey Park 16,1, 5| 5 |Good | Good |Multistem 6, exposed roots, primary | Conflict with proposed remove  [None
9,17, union just above grade development
20,15
25 | Cercis canadensis Redbud Subject Site 399 19 | 415 |Good| Good [Bowed trunk Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout StN development
24 | Cercis canaaensis Redbud Subject Site 399 9 2 | 5 |Good| Good [Lean tothe East Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development
25 | Robinia pseudoacacia Black locust Subject Site 399 16 41 5 |Good | Far [|Included barkatscafold branch union |Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
26 | Fagus sylvatica European beech  |Subject Site 399 28 [ 45] 5 [Good | Good [Circling roots, low crown, full form Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
21 | Glediitsia trizcanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 399 5 | 415 |Good| Good [Fullform,located in grass Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development
28 | Acer pseudopiatanys Sycamore maple | Subject Site 399 25 | 415 [Good| Good [Fullform, located onslope Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
29 | Acer pseuaopiatanys Sycamore maple  [Subject Site 399 28 1 3] 3| Far| Poor [~70% of bottom trunk bark missing  [Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout StN development
30 | Acer pseuaoplatanys Sycamore maple  [Subject Site 399 29 | 4[5 |Good| Good [Crestofslope Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development
31 | Acer pseudopiatanus Sycamore maple | Subject Site 399 28 [ 515 [Good| Far [1meterlong vertical wound from Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN base with wound wood development
32 | Acer pseuaopiatanus Sycamore maple  [Subject Site 399 26 | 5|5 |Good| Good [Located onslope, surpressed Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout SEN development
33 | Acer pseuaoplatanys Sycamore maple  [Subject Site 399 13 125] 5 |Good | Good [Fullform,located in grass Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development
34 | Acer pseudopiatanus Sycamore maple | Subject Site 399 26 | 45( 5 [Good | Good [Elevation atbase ingrass, full form | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
35 | Acer pseuaopiatanus Sycamore maple  [Subject Site 399 16 1 315 |Good| Good [Thincrown, basal damage Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout SEN development
63 | Ainus strobus White Pine Suject Site 399 Ridout| 29 4 4 |Good | Good |Thincrown,limedup2meters Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
64 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Subject Site 50 King 4 [ 6 | 5 | Far | Far [Matted flare, clustered primary union, |Conflict with proposed remove [None
St vertical suckers development
65 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 50 King 4 1 4] 4 |Good| Good [Sparse crown, limbedup3meters,  [Conflict with proposed remove [None
St exposed roofs, likely early stages of | development
rhizospaera
66 | Plceapungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 50 King £ 41 4 | Far | Far [Sparse crown, codominantleaders,  [Conflict with proposed remove [None
St limed up 3meters, likely early stages  [development
of rhizospaera
67 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 50 King £ 1 41 4 | Far| Far [Sparse crown, imbedup 3meters,  [Conflict with proposed remove [None
St exposed roofs, likely early stages of ~ [development
Thizospaera
68 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 50 King 48 | 4| 4 | Far | Far [Sparse crown, imbedup 3meters,  [Conflict with proposed remove [None
St lean South East, likely early stages of  [development
rhizospaera
69 | Gleaitsia triacanthos Honey Locust SubjectSite50King | 26 | 4 | 5 |Good | Far [Thinning, being shaded out N/A previously |Tree has already been
St removed [removed
10 | Gleartsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 24 | 415 [Good| Fair |Thinning, being shaded out, bulging  [N/A previously |Tree has dready been
St base area removed |removed
T | Gledlisia trnacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 19 | 41 5 |Good| Fair |Thinning, being shaded out, bulging | N/A previously |Tree has already been
St base area removed [removed
12 | Gleaitsia trigcanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 2 1451 5 |Good | Good [Fullform N/A previously |Tree has already been
St removed [removed
13 | Prcea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 399 3 351 31 |Good | Far |Thinning crown, leans South East, Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN likely early stages of rhizospaera development
14 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 399 5 | 45| 3 [Good | Good |Sparse crown, likelyearlystagesof | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN thizospaera development
15 | Magnolia x soulangeana | Saucer Magnolia | Subject Site 399 1413, 1 35 5 |Good | Fair |Multistem 3, significant trunk wounds, | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN 14 seam at primary union development
16 | Pricea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 399 3% | 315 [Good| Good [Limedup3meters, full form Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
11 | Prcea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site50King | 29 | 3 | 4 |Good | Good [Limbedup2meters,sparse crown | Conflict with proposed remove  [None
St development
18 | Linodendron tuljpifera - |Tulip tree Subject Site 50King | 36 | 45| 5 |Excell| Good [Fullform Conflict with proposed remove [None
St ent development
19 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Subject Site 50 King 48 16 |5 |Good| Good [Circling roots Conflict with proposed remove  [None
St development
80 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Subject Site 399 321315 |Good| Good [MinorDamaged Flare Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout SEN development
8 | Plcea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 399 32 1 315 [Good| Good [Limbedup4meters, full form Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
82 | Gledlitsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 16 315 |Good | Good [Squatform,limitedroot space Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
83 | Picea abies Norway Spruce Subject Site 399 31315 |Good| Good [Limbedup4meters,slightleanto  [Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN Fast development
84 | Picea ables Norway Spruce Subject Site 399 48 [ 415 [Good| Good [Limbedup4meters,exposedroots | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
88 | Acer plalanoiges Norway Maple Subject Site 399 1B [ 25] 5 [Good | Good [Sealed vertical buttressing scar Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
89 | Picea abies Norway Spruce Subject Site 399 31 415 |Good| Good [Limbedup3meters, full form Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development
90 | Pricea abres Norway Spruce Subject Site 399 5 | 4 [ 5 |Good | Good |Limbedup3meters, fullform Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
9 |Piceaabres Norway Spruce Subject Site 399 41415 |Good| Good [Limbedup3meters, fullform,roots [Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout SEN lifting interlock stone development
92 | Picea pungens Blue Spruce Subject Site 399 46 | 4 | 5 | Far | Good [Limbedup 6 meters,noflare, double [Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN leader, exposed roots development
93 | Gleartsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 51 6 [ 5 |Good | Good |Exposed roots, large would at Conflict with proposed remove [None
St previous scafold roots development
94 | Gleaitsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 50 King 4 16 |5 |Good| Good [Exposed roots Conflict with proposed remove  [None
St development
95 | Gleartsia triacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 399 4 51 4 [Good | Good [Locatedin parkinglotisland, dense | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN crown development
96 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Subject Site 50 King 17 (151 2 [Poor| Far [Stubwithepicormic growth Conflict with proposed remove [None
St development
97 | Luglans nigra Black Walnut Subject Site 399 MWW [ 2|5 | Far | Far |Multistem 2 included bark at primary | Conflict with proposed remove  [None
Ridout SEN union development
98 | Ligians nigra Black Walnut Subject Site 399 5 51 5 |Good | Good |Full Form Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN development
99 | Greditsia tnacanthos Honey Locust Subject Site 399 39 515 [Good | Good [Locatedin parkinglot island, dense | Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout StN crown development
100 | Acer platanorges Norway Maple Subject Site 399 2 2| 2 |Poor| Far [Noflare, stub with epicormic growth |Conflict with proposed remove [None
Ridout SEN development

EXISTING TREE CROUN

PRUNE BROKEN / DAMAGED
BRANCHES USING PROPER
ARBORICULTURAL TECHNIQUES

SNOW FENCE SUPPORTED ON TOP
WITH HORIZONTAL (2X4) TIMBERS

ORANGE P.v.C. ENOW FENCE

METAL 186020MM (6'-0") T-POST
300N (12'-0") MAX. OC. ALSO
TO ALL HORIZONTAL AND
VERTICAL DIRECTION CHANGES

EXISTING GRADE

i
\q‘k\ |
‘»\\\‘\‘\‘ UNDISTURBED VEGETATION

INCLUDING TREES, SAPLINGS,
SHRUBS, GRASSES, AND SOIL

ROOT DEPTH VARIES WITH SPECIES
AND SOIL CONDITIONS, MAJORITY
OF FEEDER ROOTS ARE LOCATED
IN THE TOP e@2MM OF SOIL

NOTES:

L. EXISTING TREES ARE TO BE PROTECTED FROM CONSTRUCTION WITH THE INSTALLATION OF A
20OMM (4'-0") HIGH SNOW FENCE, HELD IN PLACE WITH 1200MM (6'-0") 'T-BAR.

2. THE BARRIER 16 TO BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION AND MUST REMAIN IN
PLACE UNTIL ALL CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETED.

3. ALL SUPPORTS AND BRACING SHOULD BE INSIDE THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE. ALL SUCH
SUPPORTS SHOULD MINIMIZE DAMAGING ROOTS IN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE.

4. NO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY, GRADE CHANGES, SURFACE TREATMENT, OR EXCAVATION OF ANY
KIND & PERMITTED WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE.

5. NO MOVEMENT OF EQUIPMENT, STORAGE OF BUILDING SUPPLIES, CLEANING OR EQUIPMENT,
OR DUMPING OF SOLVENTS, GASOLINE, ETC, MAY OCCUR WITHIN THIS FENCE LINE.

6. WHERE HIGH QUALITY SPECIMENS OCCUR ADJACENT TO AREAS SUBJECTED TO INTENSIVE
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY, WOODEN CRIBBING SHOULD BE INSTALLED TO PROTECT TRUNKS
FROM DAMAGE IN THE EVENT THAT HEAVY EQUIPMENT BREAKS DOUN THE ENOW FENCING.

1 FENCE TO BE INSPECTED BY ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT ON A REGULAR BASIS AND BE
MAINTANED BY THE SUBDIVIDER / BUILDER.

TEMP. TREE PROTECTION BARRIER - N.T.S.
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