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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 TEP has been commissioned by Lambert Smith Hampton to conduct an 

arboricultural survey of land adjacent to Calvert Lane, Hull.  This report details 
the arboricultural implications of developing the site, subsequent mitigation 
recommendations and protective measures. 

 
1.2 The survey was carried out in January 2010 by means of inspection from ground 

level by a qualified Arboricultural Consultant.  Weather conditions during the 
survey were overcast. 

 
1.3 Under BS 5837:2005 Trees in Relation to Construction - Recommendations the 

assessment of trees is made objectively.  The categorisation method identifies 
the quality and value of the existing tree stock. 

 
1.4 A topographical survey drawing (Site Vision Surveys, Dwg 0909-CEL-3162) 

detailing areas of dense trees and shrubs was provided.  This also showed a 
number of tree stem locations.  The position of additional individual trees could 
only be an approximated.  Where the age distribution and species mix of tree 
cover was relatively uniform, trees were plotted as groups 

 
1.5 A total of 13 individual trees (T1-T13) and 24 groups of trees (G1 – G24) were 

surveyed and mapped (refer to Drawing 1).  All arboricultural information 
recorded during the survey is presented at Appendix 1. 

 
1.6 The nature of the soils on site was not assessed during the survey.  The 

possibility of minor soil movement due to tree root activity cannot be discounted.  
 
1.7 This report provides the results of the survey and includes the following: 
  

 A schedule of all trees located within, or in close proximity to the proposed 
development site (Appendix 1) 

 An assessment based on BS 5837:2005, of trees in terms of their 
potential value within any future development.  On the basis of this 
assessment trees have been categorised into one of four categories: A, B, 
C or R (Appendices 1 & 2) 

 An assessment, based on BS 5837:2005, of the requirement for 
protection of trees during the construction phase (Section 5) 

 Advice on removal, retention and management of trees (Sections 4 and 6); 
 A Tree Location Plan detailing the trees canopy spreads and their potential 

value, based on BS 5837:2005 (Drawing 1). 
 An Arboricultural Implications and Protection Plan detailing the trees to be 

retained and removed and protective fencing alignment (Drawing 2). 
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2.0 THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
2.1 Calvert Lane is located in a largely residential area of Hull with housing and 

business units along its northern boundary.  There is a disused playing field and 
open grass land between the southern boundary and further residential 
properties and a Territorial Army compound   

 
2.2 The land topography is generally flat although a long redundant rail embankment 

runs across the northern part of the site. 
 
2.3 The site is fenced along the eastern and southern boundaries, and fence 

remnants run along the northern boundary.  However, there are many points of 
access and the site is used for dog walking. 
 
Development Proposals 

 
2.4 A residential development is proposed occupying the southern half of the site 

and the north-western corner.  Other areas are to remain undeveloped. 
 
2.5 Only a hand drawing of the proposed development (Downes Illingworth Drawing 

3417/10) was available to TEP (Drawing 3).  However, the nature of the 
development and the trees on site have enabled an arboricultural assessment of 
the proposals.  

 
2.6 Any changes to the development footprint will require a re-assessment of the 

arboricultural implications to the site. 
 
3.0 TREE PRESERVATION ORDERS AND OTHER STATUTORY PROTECTION 
 

Tree Preservation Orders & Conservation Area Designations 
 
3.1 Consultation with John Wright of Hull City Council confirmed that at the time of 

the survey no trees on or immediately adjacent to the site were subject to Tree 
Preservation Orders and the site does not lie within a Conservation Area. 

 
 Protected Species 
 
3.2 Mature trees often contain cavities, crevices and hollows that offer potential 

habitat for species such as bats and birds. Both are afforded protection under 
the Schedule 1 and 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), 
as well as under Schedule 2 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats) Regulations 
1994 (as amended). 

 
3.3 A preliminary ground level appraisal of the wildlife habitat value of each tree was 

undertaken as part of the arboricultural survey.  Due to their age and condition 
most of the trees do not have features of a size and condition desirable to bats 
and/or owls.  However, tree T13 could potentially provide a habitat for bats and 
should be assessed by an appropriately qualified bat handler or ecologist prior to 
any works being undertaken on this tree. 
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3.4 Should the presence of a bat roost be suspected whilst undertaking any works on 
trees and groups on site, operations must be halted until a licensed bat handler or 
ecologist can provide advice. 

 
3.5 Nesting birds, their nests and eggs are protected under the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  It is an offence to intentionally or 
recklessly, damage or destroy nests and all tree work should ideally be undertaken 
outside the bird nesting season (March to September inclusive).   

 
3.6 If this is not possible then a detailed inspection of each tree should be undertaken 

by a qualified ecologist immediately prior to the arboricultural works. Should an 
active nest be found (being built, containing eggs or chicks) then any work likely 
to affect the nest must be halted until the nest becomes inactive. 

 
 
4.0 TREE POPULATION & DEVELOPMENT IMPLICATIONS 
 

Population 
 
4.1 13 trees (T1 – T13) and 24 groups (G1 – G24) were recorded on site.  A 

schedule of their species, condition, age, BS 5837:2005 quality value and 
management recommendations is provided at Appendix 1. 

 
4.2 The survey site is dominated by pioneer tree species that have colonised the 

ground following clearance of buildings and the former railway workings.  Young 
to middle aged silver birch and goat willow are the predominant species providing 
a canopy layer over various shrubs and bramble. 

 
4.3 Tree and group locations, their quality categories and canopy spreads are shown 

on Drawing 1. 
 
4.4 There are various young trees dotted around the site that are not shown on the 

plans.  These trees are too small to be covered by BS 5837:2005 (less then 
50mm diameter stems measured at a height of 1.5m above ground) as their 
arboricultural value is considered to be negligible. 

 
Tree Quality Categorisation 

 
4.5 Under BS 5837:2005 Trees in Relation to Construction – Recommendations trees 

and groups are objectively assigned a quality category designed to quantify their 
value within any future development.  Table 1 overleaf presents a summary of 
the categorisation criteria presented in ‘Table 1 – Cascade chart for tree quality 
assessment’ of the British Standard.  The full table has been reproduced at 
Appendix 2. 
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Table 1: BS 5837:2005 tree quality categories  

Category A Trees of high value including those that are particularly good 
examples of their species and/or those that are visually dominant 
within the landscape 

Category B Trees of moderate value including those that do not qualify as 
Category A due to minor remedial defects and/or those that 
collectively form distinct landscape features, thereby attracting a 
higher rating than they might as individuals 

Category C Trees of low value, the retention of which should not 
unreasonably constrain development 

Category R Trees unsuitable for long-term retention that should ideally be 
removed prior to the commencement of construction unless 
otherwise advised 

 
Implications of the Proposed Development 

 
4.6 Table 2 lists the BS 5837:2005 quality categories of trees that will require 

removal in order to facilitate the development proposals and those that can be 
retained.  This is the result of a visual comparison made between Drawing 1, 
Tree Location Plan, and Drawing 3, Proposed Development layout, supplied by 
the client. 

 
Table 2: Arboricultural implications of the proposed development 

 Tree Quality Assessment Category/Retention Value 

 A B C R 
Trees and groups that 

can be retained 

T9 
T5, T6, T8, 

T10 

T3, T4, T7 

 

G6, G7, G8, G9, G10, G12, 

G13 (part of), G15 (part of), 

G16, G20 (part of) 

- 

Trees and groups that 

require removal to facilitat

development 
- - 

T2, T11, T12, T13 

 

G2, G3, G4, G5, G11, G13 

(part of), G14, G15 (part of), 

G17, G18, G19, G20 (part of), 

G21, G22, G23, G24 

- 

Trees on third party land 

(retain and protect) - T1 G1 - 

See Appendix 1, Arboricultural Data Sheets for subcategories 
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4.7 4 trees, 13 tree groups, and parts of 3 further tree groups will require removal 
to facilitate the development proposals. 

 
4.8 All the trees requiring removal are young to middle-aged trees of pioneering 

species.  They are all of low quality value (category C). 
 
 
5.0 TREE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS 
 

Root Protection Areas (RPAs) and Construction Exclusion Zones (CEZ) 
 
5.1 As per BS 5837:2005, the RPA is calculated using the trees diameter at 1.5 

metres (refer to Appendix 1) and represents the minimum area around each tree 
that must be left undisturbed to ensure their survival. 

 
5.2 Tree roots spread two to five times the width of the crown.  The majority of tree 

roots are found in the top 600 mm of soil and most of the fine roots that absorb 
water and nutrients are found in the top 100 mm. 

 
5.3 The morphology of roots is influenced by past and present site conditions (the 

presence of roads, structures and underground services), soil type, topography 
and drainage.  This means that a tree’s roots may not be uniform in their extent 
and the RPA may not be a circular area centred on the tree stem. 

 
5.4 The RPA can be adjusted to include the canopy to prevent it being damaged by 

construction machinery.  The placement of protective fencing along this alignment 
will define a Construction Exclusion Zone (CEZ) as shown on Drawing 2.   

 
Protective Fencing 

 
5.5 Protective barrier fencing will be required to demarcate a CEZ around retained 

trees in close proximity to the proposed construction.  This must be done prior to 
the commencement of any development works, including bringing machinery or 
materials onto site and the erection of site huts.  Protective fencing alignment is 
shown on Drawing 2 and assumes that all trees identified for removal and any 
additional tree works have been undertaken prior to installation 

 
5.6 The fencing must be fixed into the ground to withstand accidental impact from 

machinery and to ensure that a sufficient protective area is maintained.  Details of 
the recommended Heras protective fencing are shown in Drawing 4.  If this 
specification cannot be used for topographical reasons or other physical 
obstructions, then a suitable alternative must be agreed in writing with the 
Council. 

 
5.7 Any alteration to the fencing alignment to allow for approved activities will be 

made in agreement with the Council’s Arboricultural Officer.  
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5.8 The protective fencing must not be removed until the physical construction phase 
has been completed and all vehicles have been removed from site, to the 
satisfaction of the Council’s Arboricultural Officer. 
 
Ground Contamination 

 
5.9 Storage areas for liquids such as fuels, oil or paint should not be located within 

10m of any trees on or within proximity the site due to the risk of soil 
contamination caused by accidental spillage.   

 
5.10 If contamination does occur, then remediation advice should be sought from a 

qualified Arboricultural Consultant. 
 
Underground Utility Issues 

 
5.11 Guidelines set out in the National Joint Utilities Group publication NJUG Volume 

4, Guidelines for the Planning, Installation and Maintenance of Utility apparatus 
in Proximity to Trees will be adhered to during excavation works close to or 
partially within RPAs. 

 
5.12 NJUG Volume 4 can be downloaded free of charge from –            

http://www.njug.org.uk 
 
 
6.0 ARBORICULTURAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Tree works 
 
6.1 Table 3 details tree work operations other than those required to facilitate 

development. 
 
 Table 3: Recommended arboricultural works 

Tree or Group Reference 
Number  Works Required  

T3 
T5 

Monitor basal decay. Consider removal. 
Monitor 

 
  
Mitigation Landscaping and Post Development Management 

 
6.2 Mitigation for the loss of trees and associated habitats will be provided in the 

form of replacement tree planting and will be determined in agreement with Hull 
City Council. 

 
6.3 The choice of replacement trees should include species of varied ultimate size 

and height, incorporating where possible the larger tree species with the 
potential to provide benefit beyond their immediate environment and to a more 
diverse range of ecology (for example oak, lime, beech, ash etc). 
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6.4 Aftercare is vital to the survival of newly planted trees.  Provision should be 
made for the maintenance of newly planted trees and include watering, 
formative pruning and the checking of tree ties and stakes. 

 
6.5 Hazard recommendations are based on observations at the time of survey.  

Trees are dynamic living organisms whose structure is constantly changing.  
Even those in good condition can suffer from damage or stress.  Following site 
development, regular (annual or biannual) inspections of all retained trees should 
be undertaken by a qualified arboriculturist. 
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7.0 SUMMARY 
 
7.1 Based on an objective assessment made in accordance with BS 5837:2005 

Trees in Relation to Construction – Recommendations, there is 1 Category A 
tree, 5 Category B trees and 27 Category C tree features on or within close 
proximity to the survey area.  

 
7.2 4 trees, 13 tree groups, and parts of 3 further tree groups will require removal to 

facilitate the development proposals. All these are of low quality vale (Category 
C). 

 
7.3 Trees T13 had features that may be suitable as a bat habitat and should be 

assessed by a suitably qualified bat handler or ecologist prior to any works 
being carried out on it. 

 
7.4 At the time of the survey the site was not covered by Tree Preservation Orders or 

Conservation Area status.   
 
7.5 Protective barrier fencing will be required to demarcate a Construction Exclusion 

Zone (CEZ) around retained trees prior to the commencement of development.  
Fencing alignment is shown on Drawing 2 and details of the recommended 
Heras fencing are shown on Drawing 4. 

 
7.6 Mitigation for the loss of trees and associated habitats will be provided in the 

form of replacement tree planting.  The extent of mitigation planting is indicated 
on Drawing 1 but will ultimately be determined in agreement with Hull City 
Council 

 
7.7 Any changes to the development footprint will require a re-assessment of the 

arboricultural implications to the site. 
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APPENDIX ONE: Westhulme Avenue Oldham Arboricultural Survey Data Sheets

Surveyor AM
Date 40190

Town Hull
Site Calvert Ln

Dwg Ref D2275

Ref Species Height Stem Dia.
No. of 

stems/indivi
duals

     Crown 
Spread 
North

     
Crown 
Spread 
South

     
Crown 
Spread 

East

     
Crown 
Spread 
West

Height of 
Lowest 
Branch

Maturity Condition Comments on form, condition, 
health and significant defects

BS5837 
Tree 

Quality 
Assess.

Radius of 
RPA guide 

circle 

BS5837 
RPA Management Recommendations

Estimated 
Remaining 

Contribution

(m) (mm) arising 
below 1.5m (m) (m) (m) (m) (m)

Young, 
Middle Age, 

Mature, 
Veteran

Good, Fair, 
Poor

A,B,C,R 
(1,2,3) (m) (m2) Long, Medium, 

Short

Trees
T1 Ash 16.0 620.0 8.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 2.0 Mature Good On third party land. Reasonable 

form. Drooping lower limbs. 
Previous branch failures. Minor 
regrowth from large pruning stub. 
Crown raised over path.

B,1,2 7.4 173.9 Protect during development. Long

T2 Laburnum 6.0 320.0 3.0 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 1.5 Middle Age Fair Poor form. Suppressed by G2. C,1 3.2 32.2 Long
T3 Ash 15.0 900.0 6.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 2.0 Mature Fair Basally multi-stemmed with 3 

leaders to the north and east 
showing basal wounds and decay. 
Moderate form only when overall 
crown considered. Previous branch 
failures. Located half way up 
embankment.

C,1 9.0 254.5 Monitor basal decay. Consider 
removal.

Medium

T4 Sycamore 7.0 420.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 Young Good Tight multi-stem union. Epicormic 
growth around base.

C,1 4.2 55.4 Long

T5 Sycamore 14.0 700.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 5.0 1.0 Middle Age Good Growing by top of embankment. 
Basally multi-stemmed but with 
reasonable form. Stubs from 
pruning of  lower branches over 
road. Base not viewed closely.

B,1 7.0 153.9 Monitor. Long

T6 Sycamore 15.0 750.0 2.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 Mature Good Good form. Growing near top of 
embankment. Occasional crossing 
branch.

B,1 7.5 176.7 Long

T7 Goat willow 12.0 550.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 Mature Fair Basally multi-stemmed. Two of 
leaders have collapsed onto 
embankment. Main stem previously 
failed at height of 3m with main 
crown being stump regrowth. Minor 
cavity at height of 3m.

C,1 5.5 95.0 Medium

T8 Swedish 
whitebeam

12.0 730.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 1.0 Mature Good Good form. Multi-stem union at 
height of 0.5m. Snapped branches 
due to children. Decay in some 
branch stubs. Crossing branch.

B,1 7.3 167.4 Medium

T9 Turkey oak 10.0 490.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 0.5 Young Good Excellent form. A,1 5.9 108.6 Long
T10 Ash 16.0 470.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 2.0 Mature Good Reasonable form. Bifurcate at 

height of 2m. Minor deadwood in 
crown. Stubs from previous failures 
and pruning. Growing on 
embankment.

B,1 5.6 99.9 Long

T11 White willow 17.0 330.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 Middle Age Good Prominent within site. Two trees 
growing against each other. 
Epicormic growth around base.

C,1 3.3 34.2 Medium

T12 Goat willow 13.0 Stems to 
320

12.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 0.0 Mature Good Basally multi-stemmed. 
Treasonable overall form.

C,1 Medium

T13 Goat willow 12.0 Stems to 
450

9.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 Mature Good Partially collapsed multi-stemmed 
base. Several prominent stem 
wounds with decay. Minor 
deadwood. Potential bat habitat.

C,1,3 Medium

Groups
G1 Hawthorn 6.0 200-400 Various 2.0 4.0 2.5 Mature Fair On third party land. Unmanaged 

hedgerow, although pruned back 
from path.

C,1,2 Protect during development. MediumRefer to plan

TEP Ref: 1417.001 1 of 3 April 2007
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Ref Species Height Stem Dia.
No. of 

stems/indivi
duals

     Crown 
Spread 
North

     
Crown 
Spread 
South

     
Crown 
Spread 

East

     
Crown 
Spread 
West

Height of 
Lowest 
Branch

Maturity Condition Comments on form, condition, 
health and significant defects

BS5837 
Tree 

Quality 
Assess.

Radius of 
RPA guide 

circle 

BS5837 
RPA Management Recommendations

Estimated 
Remaining 

Contribution

(m) (mm) arising 
below 1.5m (m) (m) (m) (m) (m)

Young, 
Middle Age, 

Mature, 
Veteran

Good, Fair, 
Poor

A,B,C,R 
(1,2,3) (m) (m2) Long, Medium, 

Short

G2 Leyland Cypress 16.0 400-600 40238.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 Middle Age Fair Moderate form. Prominent form 
above surrounding trees. Lower 
crowns on north side bare. 
Growing into fence. Failed limb on 
one tree.

C,1 If retained, remove fence and 
consider crown raising to improve 
aesthetics.

Medium

G3 Leyland Cypress To 6.0 To 200 Various 1.0 1.0 0.0 Young Fair Unmanaged hedge. Bare lower 
crowns on eastern side due to 
suppression by adjacent trees and 
shrubs.

C,1,2 Long

G4 Wild cherry To 9.0 50-210 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Fair Untidy stand of self-seeded 
regeneration. Suppress each 
other. Largest tree in group has 
poor weeping pruning wounds.

C,1 Long

G5 Hawthorn To 6.0 To 100 0.0 Young Good Predominantly hawthorn 
regeneration with occasional self-
seeded ash and various shrubs.

C,1,3 Long

G6 Hawthorn, Goat 
Willow, Silver 

Birch, Blackthorn

To 8.0 To 250 Various 0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly hawthorn along 
embankment and base.  Birch 
along top of embankment.

C,1,3 Long

G7 Ash, Hawthorn, 
Sycamore

To 12.0 T0 160 Various 1.0 Young Good Poor regeneration on steep 
ground. Poor soil.

C,1 Long

G8 Hawthorn To 12.0 To 170 0.0 Middle Age Good Predominantly hawthorn amongst 
various other shrubs. Occasional 
silver birch encroaching from top of 
embankment.

C,1,3 Long

G9 Ash, Hawthorn, 
Goat Willow, 
Silver Birch

To 14.0 To 280. 
Some to 

500

0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly ash with hawthorn, 
birch, and goat willow.

C,1,3 Long

G10 Goat willow To 15.0 Stems to 
350

Various 1.0 Middle Age Good Goat willow with other shrubs, 
along bank.

C,1 Medium

G11 Silver Birch To 15.0 To 100. 
Some to 

210

2.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly silver birch with 
some goat willow.

C,1 Long

G12 Silver Birch, 
Turkey oak, Apple

To 15.0 To 220 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly silver birch with 
occasional other tree species and 
shrubs.

C,1,3 Long

G13 Silver Birch To 15.0 To 220 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly silver birch natural 
regeneration.

C,1 Long

G14 White Willow, 
Wild Cherry

To 14.0 To 470 Various 0.0 Middle Age Good Predominantly willow. C,1 Medium

G15 Silver Birch, Goat 
Willow

To 15.0 To 220 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly birch with goat 
willow and occasional poplar.

C,1 Long

G16 Silver Birch, Goat 
Willow

To 11.0 To 150 0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly birch with some 
goat willow and occasional 
sycamore

C,1 Long

G17 Ash, Goat Willow To 15.0 Stems to 
350

8 to 10 0.0 Middle Age Fair Two moderately sized trees with 
basal multi-stemmed unions.

C,1 Medium

G18 Hawthorn To 7.0 To 160 Various 0.0 Middle Age Fair Line of hawthorn, possibly 
remnants of now unmanaged and 
overgrown hedge. Most stems 50-
100mm diameter.

C,1,2 Long

G19 Goat Willow To 11.0 To 150 Various 0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly goat willow with 
occasional birch.

C,1 Medium

G20 Silver Birch To 15.0 To 220 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominatly birch with 
occassional hawthorn, goat willow, 
and various shrubs.

C,1,3 Long

G21 Hawthorn, Goat 
Willow

To 7.0 Stems to 
200

Various 0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Growing along fenceline with some 
stems growing on third party land.

C,1 Long

G22 Silver Birch, Goat 
Willow

To 12.0 To 150 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly silver birch with goat 
willow and various shrubs, 
especially areas of brambles.

C,1,3 Long

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

TEP Ref: 1417.001 2 of 3 April 2007
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Ref Species Height Stem Dia.
No. of 

stems/indivi
duals

     Crown 
Spread 
North

     
Crown 
Spread 
South

     
Crown 
Spread 

East

     
Crown 
Spread 
West

Height of 
Lowest 
Branch

Maturity Condition Comments on form, condition, 
health and significant defects

BS5837 
Tree 

Quality 
Assess.

Radius of 
RPA guide 

circle 

BS5837 
RPA Management Recommendations

Estimated 
Remaining 

Contribution

(m) (mm) arising 
below 1.5m (m) (m) (m) (m) (m)

Young, 
Middle Age, 

Mature, 
Veteran

Good, Fair, 
Poor

A,B,C,R 
(1,2,3) (m) (m2) Long, Medium, 

Short

G23 Goat Willow, 
Silver Birch

To 8.0 Stems to 
200

Various 0.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Good Predominantly goat willow with 
occasional birch.

C,1,3 Long

G24 Silver Birch To 7.0 To 120 1.0 Young to 
Middle Age

Poor On poor ground  with some stems 
having failed root plates.

C,1 Short

Refer to plan

Refer to plan

TEP Ref: 1417.001 3 of 3 April 2007
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SURVEY METHODOLOGY 



 

       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

DRAWING 1 
 
 

TREE CONSTRAINTS PLAN 
 
 

 
 





 

       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

DRAWING 2 
 

ARBORICULTURAL IMPLICATIONS AND PROTECTION PLAN 
 

 





 

       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

DRAWING 3 
 
 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 





 

       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

DRAWING 4 
 
 

RECOMMENDED PROTECTIVE FENCING 
 

 


