Cornfield Close
Littlehampton

(Tree Survey and
Constraint Advice)

for

Thakeham Client Ltd
on behalf of Clarion
Housing Association

Written By: T Grayshaw
Checked By: M Welby
Date: 18/01/2018
Revision: B: 27.09.2018
Ref: THA21635trB




Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1. Executive Summary 2
2. Introduction 3
3.  Scope and Method of Survey 4
4. Discussion 5
5.  Conclusions and Recommendations 7
Appendix 1: Summary of Categories BS5837:2012 9
Appendix 2: Tree Survey Schedule 10
Appendix 3: Tree Preservation Order Excerpt 16
Appendix 4: Tree Reference Plan 18

ACD Environmental, Courtyard House, Mill Lane, Godalming, Surrey, GU7 1EY Page | 1

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/330/18/PL



Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

1. Executive Summary

1.1. This report provides survey information about the trees on the site at Cornfield Close,
Littlehampton, in accordance with the recommendations of BS5837:2012 Trees in relation
to design, demolition and construction — Recommendations. This is to identify the quality
and value of existing trees on site, allowing decisions to be made as to the retention or
removal of trees in the case of any development.

1.2. The subject trees have been categorised as follows:

BS Category Number of individual irees Tras Groups

1.3. A total of seventy-seven individual trees with stem diameters of 75mm and above at 1.5m
were surveyed and recorded. In addition nine groups were surveyed and recorded.

1.4. Trees of A and B category should be considered as constraints to development and every
attempt should be made to incorporate them into any proposed development design. Trees
of a C and U category will not usually be retained where they would impose a significant
constraint to development. U category trees are often in such a condition that they will be
lost within 10 years, and may be removed as good arboricultural practice.

1.5. There is scope for development of the site whilst retaining the important trees on the
boundaries and by removing the lower quality trees from the interior of the site where
required.

1.6. It is recommended that any development layouts are drafted in close collaboration with
ACD to ensure that any trees which are highlighted for retention can be realistically
integrated into the design.
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Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

2. Introduction

2.1. ACD were instructed by Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of the applicant Clarion Housing
Association in December 2017, to survey and categorize the trees at Cornfield Close,
Littlehampton, BN17 6LD in accordance with BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to design,
demolition and construction — Recommendations. The survey includes all trees with a
stem diameter greater than 75mm stem diameter at a height of 1.5m that are on site or
close enough to pose a potential constraint to development.

2.2. The survey was carried out to assess the trees on site for their quality and benefits within
the context of proposed development. The quality of each tree, or group of trees has been
recorded by allocating it to one of four categories, where:

e Trees of A and B category should be considered as constraints to development and
every attempt should be made to incorporate them into any proposed development
design.

o C category trees will not usually be retained where they would impose a significant
constraint to development, but should be retained where there is no reason for their
removal.

e U category trees are in such a condition that they are unlikely to contribute beyond
10 years, and may be removed as good arboricultural practice.

2.3. This report provides the data and advice outlined in BS5837:2012 only. It must not be
substituted for a tree risk assessment. Detailed tree inspection including decay mapping,
aerial inspection, soil analysis, etc. was not undertaken. If further detailed inspection is
deemed necessary then it will be made clear within this report.

2.4. A number of tree on the site are protected by Tree Preservation Order by Arun District
Council reference TPO/LU/2/18 an excerpt of this is included at appendix 3 below. The site
is not in a Conservation Area.

2.5. The Tree Reference Plan was based on the supplied topographical ground survey by
Sunshine Survey Ltd drawing number GY\4624 — 1\001-4.

2.6. The controlling authority is Arun District Council who can be contacted at:
www.arun.gov.uk.

2.7. Any questions relating to the content of this report should be directed in the first instance
to: ACD Environmental, Courtyard House, Mill Lane, Godalming, Surrey GU7 1EY, 01483
425 714/07796 832 490, quoting the site address and report reference number.

Me, o o
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Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

3. Scope and Method of Survey

3.1. The survey has been carried out in accordance with BS5837:2012 Trees in Relation to
design, demolition and construction - Recommendations and the trees are assessed
objectively and without reference to any site layout proposals. Categories are based on
each tree’s health and condition, together with an assessment of its life expectancy if its
surroundings were to be unchanged. An explanation of the categories can be found at
appendix 1.

3.2. No discussions took place between the surveyor and any other party.

3.3. The reference numbers of surveyed trees and groups of trees are shown on the Tree
Reference Plan, which is based on the supplied survey drawing and appended to this
report. The prefix G has been used to indicate a group of trees, and H for hedges. Stem
locations within groups may be estimated, and indicative of canopy only.

3.4. The tree survey was carried out from ground level only.

3.5. Where trees are located on neighbouring land an estimated appraisal has been made of
their quality and dimensions.

3.6. Where stems or branches are obscured by ivy or other materials a full assessment of those
parts will not be possible.

3.7. Tree heights were measured with a clinometer, or estimated in relation to those measured
with the clinometer. If individual tree heights are of particular concern, for example in
shading calculations, then they are measured using a clinometer.

3.8. Trunk diameters were measured or, where inaccessible, estimated. Single stemmed trees
are measured at 1.5m from ground level. Multiple stemmed trees are measured according
to section 4.6 of BS5837:2012. For groups of trees the diameter may be an estimated
average or a maximum.

3.9. Tree canopies, where markedly asymmetrical, were measured (or estimated by pacing) in
four directions using a laser measure. Symmetrical canopies are measured in one
direction only, with dimensions in the remaining directions assumed to be similar. The
canopy of tree groups are based on the canopy extents shown on the topographical survey.

3.10. No soil assessment was carried out at the time of survey.

3.11.Where trees were not plotted on the topographical survey their positions have been
estimated.
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Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

4. Discussion
4.1. For individual details of the subject trees see the survey at appendix 2.

4.2. The site comprises land at the former Daisyfields Touring Park to the south of Cornfield
Close. To the south of the site is an area of open ground, and further south is the
Littlehampton Academy. To the north and east of the site there is residential housing, with
Cornfield School at the north west. The site is bounded by post and wire fencing, and close
board fence at the north.

4.3. A total of seventy-seven individual trees with stem diameters of 75mm and above at 1.5m
were surveyed and recorded. In addition nine groups were surveyed and recorded.

4.4. The trees on the south and east of the site form a continuous group which has landscape
value as a boundary feature. On the western edge of the site there is a group comprising
relatively low quality trees within a boundary group of Brambles and dense vegetation. This
also has landscape value as boundary screening notwithstanding the value of the
component trees.

4.5. Forty individual trees and one group of trees on the site are B category. The B category
trees on the site are those trees with moderate individual quality, or trees present in
numbers, growing as groups with landscape value, such that they attract a higher collective
rating than they might as individuals. B category trees are also those that might be included
in the high category, but are downgraded because of impaired condition (e.g. presence of
significant though remediable defects, including unsympathetic past management and
minor storm damage).

4.6. There are thirty individual trees and eight groups of trees on the site which are C category.
These are C category either due to their low inherent value due to low overall physiological
vigour, or structural faults, or their diameter is less than 150mm at 1.5m above ground
level. Most of the trees on the site are small ornamental deciduous or coniferous
specimens. Whilst the trees within the interior of the site have some value in terms of their
current context, they should not be considered any constraint to development. Where there
are C category trees near the boundaries of the site, it is recommended that these are
retained where they have landscape value as screening.

4.7. There are seven U category trees on the site which are in a poor condition. T12 and T38
on the southern boundary are large Poplars that have part collapsed. It is recommended
these are removed for health and safety reasons irrespective of any development
considerations.
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Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

View of western boundary. T44 & T45 in fore-ground

ACD Environmental, Courtyard House, Mill Lane, Godalming, Surrey, GU7 1EY Page | 6

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL LU/330/18/PL



Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

5.1. Trees of A and B category should be considered as constraints to development and every
attempt should be made to incorporate them into any proposed development design. Trees
of a C category will not usually be retained where they would impose a significant constraint
to development. U category trees are in such a condition that they will be lost within 10
years, and may be removed as good arboricultural practice.

5.2. There is scope for development of the site whilst retaining the important trees on the
boundaries and by removing the lower quality trees from the interior of the site where
required.

5.3. It is recommended that any development layouts are drafted in close collaboration with
ACD to ensure that any trees which are highlighted for retention can be realistically
integrated into the design.

5.4. It is anticipated that there is to be comprehensive redevelopment of the site, which may
require the removal of B category trees. Removal of B category trees may be considered
acceptable, subject to mitigation planting as part of landscape proposals. It is advised that
this is subject to discussion with the Local Planning Authority as to the acceptability of this
approach.

5.5. Under the Hedgerows Regulations 1997 it is against the law to remove or destroy certain
hedgerows without permission from the local planning authority. Local planning authority
permission is required before removing hedges that are at least 20 metres (66 feet) in
length, more than 30 years old and contain certain species of plant. The authority will
assess the importance of the hedgerow using criteria set out in the regulations. Hedgerows
in areas covered by an Historic Landscape Characterisation are often protected on the
basis of historic importance and their wildlife value.

5.6. Trees can be a development constraint both below and above the ground. In terms of
below ground constraints, BS5837:2012 RPAs indicate an area that contains sufficient
rooting volume to ensure survival of the tree. In terms of the proximity of structures to trees,
the default position should be that structures are located outside the RPAs of trees to be
retained. This area of ground should be taken into account with the site layout, such that it
can left undisturbed during demolition and construction by prohibiting activity from the area
using protective fencing or ground protection.

5.7. In terms of the above ground factors, tree constraints presented by the canopy and the
psychological effects of tree proximity to dwellings (such as shading, perceived threat of
tree failure, etc.) must also be considered during scheme design. This will involve
optimising site layout and building room use to avoid the end-user becoming resentful of
the trees, and seeking excessive pruning or even tree removal. This is especially a
consideration with trees located on southern boundaries.

5.8. Preferably, conflicts between proposed structures and RPAs and tree canopies should be
‘designed out’ through the careful positioning of any built form. It is therefore advisable that
any development layouts are drafted in close collaboration with ACD to ensure that any
trees which are highlighted for retention can be realistically integrated into the design.
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Tree Report for site at Cornfield Close, Littlehampton
For: Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association

5.9. When a final layout is agreed, an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AlIA) should be
completed to discuss arboricultural issues within the scheme, and demonstrate to the
Planning Authority the viability of the layout.

5.10. Surgery may be required in order to allow trees to be retained close to structures, to allow
access for construction or future site traffic, or in the interests of the future health and safety
of the trees and users of the site. Detailed recommendations for surgery can be provided
once a final site layout is agreed and it is determined which trees are to be retained. All
surgery should comply with BS3998:2010 Tree Work or more recently accepted
arboricultural good practice.

5.11.Before any works start on site, including demolition, an Arboricultural Method Statement
(AMS) and Tree Protection Plan (TPP) should be submitted, approved and implemented.
There must be no changes in levels, service routing, machine activity, storage of materials
or site hut positioning within the Root Protection Areas (RPAs) and the protective fencing
must remain in position for the duration of the construction process.

5.12. Attention is drawn to the provisions of the Occupiers Liability Act (1957 and 1984). A land
owner has a duty of care to ensure that reasonable steps are taken to ensure the safety of
others entering their land. There is a special responsibility to ensure the safety of children,
who may be unaware of danger. Reasonably frequent inspections of trees with potential
to cause harm, by a competent person, together with implementation of any
recommendations, should ensure compliance with the legislation regarding tree safety.

5.13. Notice must also be taken that it is an offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act and
Countryside and Rights of Way Act to disturb a nesting bird or roosting/breeding bat.
Further advice, particularly if bats are discovered during tree work, may be obtained from
ACD'’s Ecologist, if required.

Tom Grayshaw BA (Hons) Tech ArborA Dip Arb L6 (ABC)
Associate Director
18 January 2018

Revised September 2018

LIMITATIONS OF USE AND COPYRIGHT

This assessment has been prepared for Thakeham Client Ltd, on behalf of Clarion Housing Association. All rights in this report
are reserved. No part of it may be reproduced or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying,
recording or otherwise, or stored in any retrieval system of any nature, without our written permission. Its content and format are
for the exclusive use of the addressee in dealing with Cornfield Close, Littlehampton. Until all invoices rendered by the
Consultant to the Client have been paid in full, the copyright of any documents, forms, statements, maps, plans and other such
material will remain vested in ACD Environmental and no unauthorised use of such material may be made by the Client or any
person purporting to be acting on his/her behalf. It may not be sold, lent, hired out or divulged to any third party not directly
involved in this site without the written consent of ACD Environmental ©.
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Appendix 1: Summary of Categories BS5837:2012

BS5837:2012 Table 1 -Cascade chart for tree quality assessment

Category and definition

Criteria (including subcategories where appropriate)

Trees unsuitable for retention (see Note)

Category U

Those in such a condition
that they cannot realistically
be retained as living trees in
the context of the current
land use for longer than 10
years

*Trees that have a serious, irremediable, structural defect, such that their early loss is
expected due to collapse, including those that will become unviable after removal of other
category U trees (e.g. where, for whatever reason, the loss of companion shelter cannot be

mitigated by pruning)

*Trees that are dead or are showing signs of significant, immediate, and irreversible overall

decline

*Trees infected with pathogens of significance to the health and/or safety of other trees
nearby, or very low quality trees suppressing adjacent trees of better quality

NOTE Category U trees can have existing or potential conservation value which it might be
desirable to preserve; see 4.5.7.

1 Mainly arboricultural
qualities

2 Mainly landscape qualities

3 Mainly cultural
values, including
conservation

Trees to be considered for retention

Category A

Trees of high quality with
an estimated remaining life
expectancy of at least 40

Trees that are particularly
good examples of their
species, especially if rare
or unusual; or those that
are essential components
of groups or formal or

Trees, groups or woodlands of
particular visual importance as
arboricultural and/or landscape
features

Trees, groups or
woodlands of
significant
conservation,
historical,
commemorative or

Trees of moderate quality
with an estimated remaining
life expectancy of at least
20 years

included in category A,
but are downgraded
because of impaired
condition (e.g. presence
of significant though
remediable defects,
including unsympathetic
past management and
storm damage), such that
they are unlikely to be
suitable for retention for
beyond 40 years; or trees
lacking the special quality
necessary to merit the
category A designation

growing as groups or woodlands,
such that they attract a higher
collective rating than they might as
individuals; or trees occurring as
collectives but situated so as to
make little visual contribution to the
wider locality

years semi-formal arboricultural other value (e.g.
features (e.g. the veteran trees or
dominant and/or principal wood-pasture)
trees within an avenue)

Trees that might be Trees present in numbers, usually Trees with material

Category B

conservation or
other cultural value

Category C

Trees of low quality with
an estimated remaining life
expectancy of at least 10
years, or young trees with a
stem diameter below
150mm

Unremarkable trees of
very limited merit or such
impaired condition that
they do not qualify in
higher categories

Trees present in groups or
woodlands, but without this
conferring on them significantly
greater collective landscape value;
and/or trees offering low or only
temporary/transient landscape
benefits

Trees with no
material
conservation or
other cultural value
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Mo Name Hi Dz Crown spread Life ERE Commenis & praliminary B3

{orown) {stsms) {NESW) siage recommendations Oat

T1 Acer pseudoplatanus M 20+ B2
................... (Y CBMIONE) ettt ettt e ettt ettt et

T2 Acer pseudoplatanus M 40+  Multi stem from ground level. B2
___________________ (Sycamore)

T3 P|nus.n|gra .'mar|t|ma' M 40+ B2
. (Corsican Pine)

T4 Pmusl nigra .'mar|t|ma' M 40+  Stem diameter estimated due to ivy B2

(Corsican Pine)

Ganoderma at base. Limited life
expect

Multi stem from ground level. Average

M 10+ estimated dimensions given for stem c2
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ diameter. lvy throughoutcrown.
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. SHUMD. et
_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 20.5) A0 M IO D
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, Stump.
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 805 . 580(1) 45454545 EM 20+ Multistemfromgroundlevel. G2

. . Split twin stem, part collapsed.
T Fopulus serotina (Hybrid 15(1) 1000(2) 75,14,75,75 M <10 Recommend tree is felled within one U
Black Poplar) month

REAN N
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Mo Mame Hi Dia Crown spread Life ERe Comments & g:sreﬁﬂsmmary 8BS
{orown) {stems) {MESW) siage regommendations Gat
T16 Populus canescens (Grey 20(2) 970(1) 115,95.8.95 M 20 vy throughout crown. Recommend B2
. Poplan ] severing vy toreinspect.
T47 Acer pseudoplatanus 10(2) 410(1) 55,55,5555 EM 20+ c2
e Y GBI I O ) e
T18 Egglﬂff canescens (Grey 16(0) 400(1) 3,883 M 20+ Stem diameter estimated. B2
T19 Egglﬂff canescens (Grey 16(0) 600(1) 4,4,8,6 M 20+ Stem diameter estimated. B2
.T20  Sambucus nigra (Elder)  4(0) .. 250(1) . 428251 M 10+ G2
Pobulus niara 'ltalica’ Main stem dead with side branch
T21 P 9 19(2) 590(1) 7,4,4,2 EM 10+ become leader. Unsustainable in the long  C2
(Lombardy Poplar) term
................... PoulusmraltahcaMalnstemdeadW|thS|debranch
T22 P 9 20(2) 830(1) 4,4, 4, 4 M 20+ become leader. Unsustainable in the long B2
(Lombardy Poplar) term
To3 Acer pseudoplatanus 14(2) 300(1) 2 45, 45,2 EM 204 Uneven crown shape due to competition B2
" (Syeamore) T T Tt 77 777 with adjacent trees. Ivy throughout crown. 7T
Toa Acer pseudoplatanus 14(2) 300(1) 45 4,4, 4 EM 204 Uneven crown shape due to competition B2
B L with adjacent trees. Ivy throughout crown. ™
Tos Acer pseudoplatanus 10(3) 530(1) 55 55,55 55 M 204+ Landspape value as part of boundary B2
___________________ (Y CaMONe) e . SCTEENING. vy throughout crown. T
T26 Egglﬂff’ canescens (Grey 16(5) 510(1) 6.5, 6.5, 6.5, 4 M 20+ Ivythroughout crown. B2
.T27_ Sambucusnigra(Elder)  4(0) . .. 250(1) 2528528285 EM A0t e G2
Tos Populus canescens (Grey 16(3) 500(1) 75 75 75 75 M 204 Stem diameter estimated due to dense B2
L B vegetationatbase.
129 Sorbus aria (Whitebeam) 8(2) . 760(1) A4 M 10+ Infested with vy, G2
T30 Carpinus betulus 10(3) 440(1) 8,7,3,7 EM 20+ vy infestation throughout crown. B2
o AHornbeam)
131 Sorbus aria (Whitebeam) 82) 75000 A A4 M 10+ Infested with bvy. G2
Carpinus betulus Landscape value as part of boundary
T32 P 15(2) 550(1) 8,6,2,6 M 20+ screening. lvy infestation throughout B2
(Hornbeam) crown
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Mo Mame Hi Dia Crown spread Life ERe Comments & g:sreﬁﬂimiﬁary 8BS
{orown) {stems) {NESW} siage recommendations Cat
T33 @I"er platanoides (Norway 15(2) 480(1) 55,55 M 20+ B2
_______________________ AR e e
Acer pseudoplatanus Stem position estimated as not indiqated
T34 5(0) 200(1) 4,2,.5, .5 SM <10 on topographical survey. lvy infestation c2

(Sycamore) throughout low quality.

Uneven crown shape. lvy infestation Co

Uneven crown shape. lvy infestation
throughout crown. Stem position

37 Poplar) 19(2) 400(1) 9.9,0,4 M 10+ estimated as not indicated on C2
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ topographical survey.
Populus canescens (Gre Poor condition throughout. Split and
Tag P y 19(2) 700(1) 5,5,5,8 OM <10 fallen limbs. Recommend tree is felled U
Poplar) e
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ withinone month.
T39 Egglﬂf)s canescens (Grey 19(2) 550(1) 75,75,75,75 M 20+  Off site tree dimensions estimated. B2
T40 ﬁgglﬂff’ canescens (Grey 19(2) 550(1) 75,75,75,75 M 20+ Off site tree dimensions estimated. B2
"""""""""" Carpinus betulus ... ... . _ . _  Landscape value as part of boundary L,
___T_._._._(_H_er!t?_e_am_)_ __________________________________________________ 1 0(2) __________________________ 350(1)4444 _____________________ EM ___________ 20+ _______ screening. lvy throughouterown. 82
.T42 Sambucus nigra (Elder) . 40) o s00¢1) o .......3333 | EM . <10 Poorquality. U
T43 ,"\-\/I(;eprlg)latanmdes (Norway 9(2) 300(1) 4,4,4. 4 SM 40+  Off site tree dimensions estimated. c2
Acer platanoides (Norway Multi stem from ground level. Congestion
T44 Maple) 8(2) 150,150,150,200(4) 4,4, 4 4 EM 20+ between stems at base. Cc2
T45 Prunus avium (Wild Cherry) 6(1) 400(1) 35353535 SM 10+ q“ﬂ;'lit{ysmm from ground level. Overall low
T46 Aesculus hippocastanum Stump

(Horse Chestnut)
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Mo Mame Hi Dia Crown spread Life ERe Comments & preliminary 8BS
{orown) {stems) {NESW} siage recommendations Cat

Acer pseudoplatanus Small tree. Squirrel damage to main o,

4 (syeamore) . O O S MO s <.
5(0.5) 400(1) 3.3,33 M 104 Overall low qgahty. Multi .stem from Co

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ ground level diameter estimated. 7"
5(0.5) 400(1) 3.3,33 M 104 Overall low quality. Multi stem from Co

ground level diameter estimated.

5(0.5) 500(1) 3333 M 104 Overall low qgahty. Multi .stem from Co
ground level diameter estimated.

Planted as ornamental tree. Relatively

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... lOW ValUC. | e
Salix X chrysocoma M 20+ Dimensions estimated as off site B2

B SO
T55 ,"\-\A(;eprlg)latanmdes (Norway 16(2) 600(1) M 20+  Stem diameter estimated due to fence B2
T56 ,"\-\A(;eprlg)latanmdes (Norway 16(2) 400(1) M 20+  Stem diameter estimated due to fence B2
T57 ,"\-\/I(;eprlg)latanmdes (Norway 16(2) 450(1) M 20+  Stem diameter estimated due to fence B2
T58 sznSatanmdes (Norway 16(2) 450(1) M 20+  Stem diameter estimated due to fence B2

.................. AcerpseudoplatanusStemp03|t|onsest|matedasnot

T59 ....... (Sycamore) . 10(2) ..................... 150150(2) ..................................................................... SM20+ ........ indicated on topographical survey. 02 .....

..160__ Fraxinus excelsior (Ash) 40) ] 50001) o AmAeAA ] Mo <10 Fallentree. o] u.
T61 Acer pseudoplatanus 8(2) 150(1) 20 Self seedgd tree not indicated on Co

___________________ (SYCAMOTE) e e JOPOGTAPICAl SUNVEY.
Te2 Acer pseudoplatanus 8(2) 150(1) v 20 Self seedgd tree not indicated on Co

e Y CAMIO ) topographical survey.

Acer pseudoplatanus

% (syeamore) 0 s eees S o2

Tea Acer platanoides (Norway 14(2) 660(1) M 204 B2

)

Maple
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Dia Crown spread Life Commenis & preliminary 8BS
ERC -
{orown) {stems) {NESW} siage recommendations Cat

Stem position estimated as not indicated
T78 Maple) 10(2) 250(1) 4,44, 4 EM <10 on topographical survey. Damage to U
P crown from adjacent fallen tree.

Maple)

REAN N
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) £
2

7% /’

%,

Populus canescens (Grey

Hi
{orown)

Dia
{stems)

Crown spread
{NESW}

Life

T80 Poplar)

G Cupressus macrocarpa
(Monterey Cypress)

G2 X Cupressocyparis leylandii

(Leyland Cypress)

Shared canopy low individual quality but

20+ landscape value as part of boundary B2

X Cupressocyparis leylandii
G6 Castlewellan Gold (Leyland
Cypress)

Hedge for internal screening. Canopy

X Cupressocyparis leylandii
G7 Castlewellan Gold (Leyland
Cypress)

X Cupressocyparis leylandii
(Leyland Cypress)

10+ extents as indicated on topographical c2
L A

104 Canopy extents as indicated on co
topographical survey.

104 Canopy extents as indicated on Co
topographical survey.

104 Canopy extents as indicated on co
topographical survey.

Prunus spinosa, Sambucus
nigra, Crataegus monogyna
(Blackthorn, Elder,
Hawthorn)

roup of mixed species trees. Canopy
extents as indicated on topographical
survey. Infested with lvy and Brambles. Co
Low individual quality of component trees

but landscape value as boundary

20+
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Appendix 3: Tree Preservation Order Excerpt
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Appendix 4: Tree Reference Plan
(THA21635-01A)
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