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570 Applewood Crescent
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SLR Project No.: 209.065148.00001
Client Reference No.: 209.065148.00001
Revision: 0

RE: Arborist Report and Tree Protection Plan — Base 31 Village A
Picton, Ontario

1.0 Introduction

Palmer, now SLR, has been retained by PEC Community Partners Inc. to complete an Arborist
Report including Tree Protection Plan (TPP) as part of a Plan of Subdivision Application for the
proposed development of the Base 31 — Village A subdivision in Picton, Ontario (the Village A
Tree Protection Plan Study Area — Figure 1). To be developed in four phases, Base 31 —
Village A is proposed to be a residential subdivision that will expand the Settlement Area of
Picton. It will include single-family lots of various frontages (244 units) and townhome lots (481
units). Two high density blocks (2.07 ha) are also planned. Associated infrastructure includes
roads, open spaces, walkways and parks, and a stormwater management facility. The
Development Application Area for the subdivision will occupy 28.7 ha on the west side of the
39.4 ha Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area. This is the initial subdivision expansion of
the Base 31 Airport Lands beyond the airport facilities (the Subject Property — Figure 1).

The Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area is the northwest portion of the overall Subject
Property. It is relatively flat and dominated by Eastern Red Cedar (Juniperus virginiana) of
varying densities that has developed post land clearing. Much of the lands were cleared for
agriculture and/or sports fields, used when the Picton Airport was active as an air force training
facility.

This report includes a review of relevant tree protection policies and guidance documents, the
tree inventory methods and results, a tree protection plan identifying trees proposed to be
preserved and recommended tree protection measures, as well as the tree replacement
recommendations for trees proposed to be removed. Recommendations for construction
methods are also detailed, as they pertain to trees.
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2.0 Guidance Documents

21 Tree Management and Preservation Policy

Prince Edward County (the County) has a Tree Management and Preservation Policy document
which outlines tree preservation, removal, and replacement management strategies for both
municipally-owned lands and private lands (Prince Edward County, 2020). Guidance for the
content of this Arborist Report and TPP follows the County terms of reference (TOR) for such
reports (Prince Edward County, 2024).

Policy 5.4ii of this document states that for trees related to Planning Act applications of
subdivision, site plan or condominiums on private lands in the Settlement Area, the removal and
replacement will be determined by the Tree Preservation, Management and Planting Report
(Arborist Report). These applications are not subject to Section 7.0 of the policy.

2.2 Endangered Species Act (2007)

Species designated as Endangered or Threatened by the Committee on the Status of Species
at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) are listed as Species at Risk (SAR) in Ontario (Government of
Ontario, 2007). These SAR and their habitats (e.g., areas essential for breeding, rearing,
feeding, hibernation, and migration) are afforded legal protection under the Endangered Species
Act, 2007 (ESA). This Act is administered by the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and
Parks (MECP). The protection provisions for species and their habitat within the ESA apply only
to those species listed as Endangered or Threatened on the SARO list, being Ontario
Regulation 230/08 of the ESA. Species listed as Special Concern may be afforded protection
through policy instruments respecting significant wildlife habitat (e.g., the PPS) as defined by
the Province, other relevant authority, or other protections contained in Official Plans.

Migratory Birds Convention Act

The Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), 1994 and Migratory Birds Regulations (MBR),
2014 protect most species of migratory birds and their nests and eggs anywhere they are found
in Canada (Government of Canada, 1994). General prohibitions under the MBCA and MBR
protect migratory birds, their nests and eggs and prohibit the deposition of harmful substances
in waters / areas frequented by them. The MBR includes an additional prohibition against
incidental take, which is the inadvertent harming or destruction of birds, nests or eggs.

3.0 Methodology

A tree inventory was completed by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified
arborist on August 14 and 15, 2024 (Appendix A). The inventory was completed for trees within
the proposed development footprint and 6 m beyond the property boundary adjacent to the
proposed disturbances. As the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area is over 39 ha, and
mostly treed, an inventory of individual trees is not practical, nor would it be accurate at that
scale.

To estimate and inventory the number of trees within the Study Area, stem density plots were
completed within all ecosite polygons on the Study Area (SLR, 2024). Stem counts per species
were taken within a 12.6 m radius (500 m?) plot, compiled within diameter at breast height
(DBH) sizes that are relatable to the Forestry Act “woodland” definitions (Government of
Canada, 1985), as follows: <5 cm, 5-12 cm, 12-20 cm and >20 cm. This allows for the
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estimation of stems per hectare within each ecosite polygon. For larger polygons, multiple plots
in representative areas were collected and the results averaged. For clarity, the Forestry Act
defines a woodland as a treed area with a density of (Government of Canada, 1985):

e 1,000 or more trees of any size per hectare

e 750 trees 5 cm or more in diameter per hectare
e 500 trees 12 cm or more in diameter per hectare
e 250 trees 20 cm or more in diameter per hectare

For tree plots, information collected during the inventory includes the ecosite, species
composition, tree/stem count, and DBH range.

4.0 Results

4.1 Tree Inventory

The tree inventory identified nine native species and two non-native species within the Village A
Tree Protection Plan Study Area (Table 1). The native conifer Eastern Red Cedar (Juniperus
virginiana) is the dominant tree, its density being higher than any other native species, and is
found in all treed ecosites (Table 2, Figure 2). The forested/woodland ecosites (FOC2-1;
WOCM1-1) display the highest densities, while the swamp and thicket communities (SWT,
SWD, TCHM1-1(1), TCHM1-1(2)) are relatively similar, with a lower density. With the exception
of Eastern Red Cedar and the much less abundant Eastern White Pine (Pinus strobus), species
diversity on site is primarily comprised of nine deciduous tree types. The FOC2-1 and SWD
communities showed the greatest diversity of species, with eight and six species respectively.
Overall, the polygons show good health, though are of smaller sizes, showing perhaps delayed
regenerative growth post-land clearing activities. These conditions are generally representative
of the overall Subject Property.

Note that a plot was completed in the Cultural Meadow (CUM1-1) adjacent to Kingsley Road;
however, no trees were recorded, which is representative of that polygon.

All tree species are relatively common in southern Ontario, and none are listed as Species at
Risk or locally rare species (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2024; Oldham &
Brinker, 2009).

Prickly Ash (Zanthoxylum americanum) and Common Lillac (Syringa vulgaris) are shrubby
species observed during the inventory. Prickly Ash is a shrub or small tree; in the Tree
Protection Plan Study Area, is takes a mostly shrubby form and is found generally at the ground
cover level in high densities (Appendix A). Common Lillac (Syringa vulgaris) is a non-native
species (likely a garden-escape), but generally not invasive. As these species are unlikely to
achieve either a DBH of 10 cm, nor a height of 4.5 m at maturity, they were removed from the
density calculations (Prince Edward County, 2024).

Overall, there are approximately 41,000 (estimate of 40,968) stems in the Village A Tree
Protection Plan Study Area (Table 2). Table 2 also demonstrates that only 24% (9,798) of the
stems are 212 cm DBH; meaning most (76%) of the stems are below 12 cm DBH, which
approximates the 10 cm DBH criteria found in the Tree Management and Preservation Policy
(Prince Edward County, 2020). Without those smaller stems, there are 9,798 estimated stems in
the Tree Protection Plan Study Area.
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TREE PRESERVATION SPECIFICATIONS

GENERAL NOTES

* THIS TREE PROTECTION PLAN IS DESIGNED TO WORK IN CONCERT WITH THE
ARBORIST REPORT FOR THE PROJECT — THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF BOTH
DOCUMENTS ARE TO BE IMPLEMENTED.

* PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF ANY SITE ACTIVITY, THE TREE PROTECTION
FENCING AND/OR BARRIERS SPECIFIED ON THIS PLAN MUST BE INSTALLED TO
THE SATISFACTION OF THE DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES.

* TREE PROTECTION FENCING AND/OR BARRIERS MUST REMAIN IN EFFECTIVE
CONDITION UNTILALL SITE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING LANDSCAPING ARE COMPLETE.
IT MUST NOT BE REMOVED WITHOUT THE AUTHORIZATION OF THE DIRECTOR OF
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES.

* AREAS FOR STOCKPILING EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS SHOULD BE WITHIN THE
CONSTRUCTION AREAAND WELL OUTSIDE THE REMAINING TREED AREAS.

» TO AVOID SOIL COMPACTION, MACHINERY OPERATION IS TO STAY WITHIN THE
CONSTRUCTION AREA AND AVOID THE AREAS DELINEATED BY THE TREE
PROTECTION FENCING.

TREE PROTECTION AND FENCING

* FOR THE TREES TO BE PRESERVED, TREE PROTECTION FENCING SHOULD BE
ESC SILTATION FENCING, DOUBLING FOR SEDIMENT CONTROL. ALTERNATIVELY,
1.2 M TALL ORANGE SNOW FENCING MAY BE USED, BRACED BY T-BARS EVERY 4
M. ALL SUPPORTS AND BRACING SHOULD BE OUTSIDE THE TPZ.

* NO CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT OR MOTORIZED VEHICLES ARE PERMITTED
WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE AND ALL TREE PROTECTION ZONES MUST
REMAIN UNDISTURBED AT ALL TIMES. THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ARE ALSO
PROHIBITED WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONES:

- ANY CONSTRUCTION;

- ALTERING OF GRADE BY BACKFILLING, ADDING FILL, EXCAVATING, TRENCHING
OR DISTURBANCE OF ANY KIND;

- TOPSOIL STORAGE OR STOCKPILING OF MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, SOIL,
CONSTRUCTION WASTE OR DEBRIS; AND

- DISPOSAL OF ANY LIQUIDS.

* TREE PROTECTION FENCING IS TO BE INSPECTED REGULARLY TO ENSURE IT IS
PERFORMING ITS INTENDED FUNCTION. IF ANY SECTION IS FOUND TO BE
DAMAGED OR NON-FUNCTIONAL, IT SHOULD BE REPLACED IMMEDIATELY.

TREE AND ROOT PRUNING

* IF ANY DAMAGE OCCURS TO TREES, INCLUDING BROKEN LIMBS, DAMAGE TO
ROOTS, OR WOUNDS TO THE MAIN TRUNK, IT MUST BE REPORTED TO THE
CONSULTING ARBORIST IMMEDIATELY SO THAT MITIGATION MEASURES CAN BE
PROMPTLY IMPLEMENTED.

TREE REMOVAL:

* TREES ARE TO BE FELLED INTO THE PROJECT AREA, AWAY FROM ADJACENT
TREES TO BE RETAINED TO REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR INJURY/DAMAGE TO
ADJACENT TREES.

* TO AVOID INTERFERENCE WITH THE EGGS, NESTS OR YOUNG OF BIRDS
PROTECTED UNDER THE FEDERAL MIGRATORY BIRDS CONVENTION ACT
(GOVERNMENT OF CANADA, 1994), REMOVALS SHOULD NOT OCCUR FROM MARCH
15 TO SEPTEMBER 30 OF ANY GIVEN YEAR. SHOULD REMOVAL BE REQUIRED
WITHIN THE MARCH 15 TO SEPTEMBER 30 NESTING PERIOD, A QUALIFIED AVIAN
BIOLOGIST SHOULD CONDUCT A THOROUGH SURVEY IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO THE
DESIRED TREE REMOVAL TO CONFIRM PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF PROTECTED
SPECIES. REMOVAL CANNOT OCCUR WITHOUT A PERMIT FROM THE CANADIAN
WILDLIFE SERVICE.

» NO BRANCHES OR BRUSH FROM CLEARING IS TO BE STORED ON THE SITE.
CUTTING, BRUSH AND CHIPPING CLEANUP ARE TO BE COMPLETED OUTSIDE OF
THE MIGRATORY BIRD NESTING SEASON.
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Table 1: Estimate of Stems per Hectare on the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area

Common Name Scientific Name Ecosite

THCM1-1 (1) | THCM1-1(2) | WOCM1-1

Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 80

Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata 36 180

White Ash Fraxinus americana 4 300 20
Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides 100

Eastern Red Cedar Juniperus virginiana 996 320 340 550 987 1,710
Eastern Hop-hornbeam Ostrya virginiana 108 260

Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus 4

White Oak Quercus alba 20 60

Chinquapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 16 80

Common Lilac* Syringa vulgaris 100

Prickly Ash* Zanthoxylum americanum 824 2,000 100 1,333

* Shrubby species not included in density calculations.
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Table 2: Total Stem Estimate

Polygon Ecosite Polygon | Stem Density Estimate | Stem Density Estimate (212 cm
Area (Total) DBH)
Stems/ha Stems in Stems/ha Stems in
Polygon Polygon
FOD2-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest 12.1 1,120 13,552 364 4,404
SWD Deciduous Swamp 1.4 920 1,288 480 672
SWT Swamp Thicket 0.9 740 666 120 108
THCM1-1(1) Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Regeneration 0.8 610 488 390 312
Thicket
THCM1-1(2) Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Regeneration 7.6 987 7,501 247 1,877
Thicket
WOCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Woodland 10.1 1,730 17,473 240 2,424
Total Stem Estimate 40,968 Total 212 cm DBH 9,798
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Table 3: Estimate of Stems to be Removed

Polygon Ecosite Polygon Stem Density Estimate Stem Density Estimate (212 cm
Area (Total) DBH)
Stems in Stems/ha Stems in
Polygon Polygon
FOD2-1 Dry — Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest 5.3 1,120 5,936 364 1,929
SWD Deciduous Swamp 0 920 0 480 0
SWT Swamp Thicket 0.9 740 666 120 108
THCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous 0.5 610 305 390 195
(1) Regeneration Thicket
THCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous 7.6 987 7,501 247 1,877
(2) Regeneration Thicket
WOCM1-1 | Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Woodland 10.1 1,730 17,473 240 2,424
Total Stem Estimate 31,881 Total 212 cm 6,533
DBH
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Table 4: Estimate of Stems to be Retained

Polygon Ecosite Polygon Stem Density Estimate Stem Density Estimate (212 cm
Area (Total) DBH)
Stems in Stems/ha Stems in
Polygon Polygon
FOD2-1 Dry — Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest 6.8 1,120 7,616 364 2,475
SWD Deciduous Swamp 1.4 920 1,288 480 672
SWT Swamp Thicket 0 740 0 120 0
THCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous 0.3 610 183 390 117
(1) Regeneration Thicket
THCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous 0 987 0 247 0
(2) Regeneration Thicket
WOCM1-1 | Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Woodland 0 1,730 0 240 0
Total Stem Estimate 9,087 Total 212 cm 3,264
DBH
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4.2 Trees to be Removed

The proposed development area includes 28.7 ha on the west side of the 39.4 ha Village A Tree
Protection Plan Study Area (Figure 2). A six-metre tree removal area has been added to the
eastern limits of the development area, to allow for construction activities; this increases the
predicted tree clearing area to 29.5 ha.

All trees in the development area must be removed to allow for grading and construction; the
Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) (as defined in Section 5.1) of trees in this area would overlap with
the grading limits. An estimated 31,881 trees will be removed from the development area (Table
3). Of these, approximately 6,533 are trees 212 cm DBH.

4.3 Trees to be Retained

The eastern portion of the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area is to be retained as Future
Open Space (Figure 2). In this area, trees will be retained in their current state. An estimated
9,087 trees will be retained within this portion of the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area
(Table 4). Of these, approximately 3,264 are trees =12 cm DBH. With proper adherence to tree
protection methods (Section 5), these trees are not expected to be impacted during the
proposed construction works.

5.0 Tree Protection Plan

The specifications for tree protection are detailed on the Tree Protection Plan (Figure 2),
including the locations of recommended tree protection fencing, which is offset from the
proposed development limits by 6 m. The Tree Protection Plan is intended to act in concert with
this Arborist Report; it is expected that the recommendations of both instruments be
implemented within construction drawings and/or Site Plans for the project. The trees proposed
to be retained will be protected by tree protection fencing, which is to be placed at minimum
beyond the dripline of trees to be retained.

5.1 Tree Protection Zones

Most trees proposed to be retained will be primarily protected by tree protection fencing. In
general, the minimum Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) for construction activities is detailed by the
County (Prince Edward County, 2020) (Table 5). Tree protection fencing is to be placed at or
beyond their TPZ. No construction, grade changes, surface treatments or excavation of any kind
are permitted within the TPZ.

For this project, the TPZ is proposed to be defined by the dripline of the trees to retain for
practicality. The vast majority of trees in the Tree Protection Plan Study Area are <20 cm DBH;
a TPZ at the dripline will generally meet or exceed a TPZ radius of 1.8 m (Table 5), and thus is
a good proxy for that distance.

Table 5: Tree Protection Zones

DBH* Recommended Minimum TPZ (m)
Radius™*
<10 cm 1.2m
10-20 cm 1.8 m
21-30 cm 1.8 m

10
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31-40 cm 24 m

41-50 cm 3.0m

51-60 cm 3.6m

61-70 cm 42m

71-80 cm 4.8 m

81-90 cm 54 m

91-100 cm 6.0m

>100 cm 6 cm protection for each 1 cm diameter

*DBH measurement of tree is taken at 1.4 metres above the ground

**TPZ distances are to be measured from the outside edge of the tree base

Within this TPZ, in addition to no surface disturbances, the following avoidance measures
should be taken:

e No rigging cables shall be wrapped around or installed in trees
* No vehicle traffic

e No temporary buildings or work trailers placed

e No excess soil placement

e No fuels, chemicals, or other contaminants shall be flushed, dumped, or stored.

5.2 Tree Protection Fencing

In general, the County recommends that tree fencing be composed of materials that make a
semi-permanent, continuous and immovable barrier (Prince Edward County, 2020). Fencing
should be rigid plywood, unless a flexible option is approved by the Director of Development
Services on private lands.

Due to the length of the protection fencing and for the protection of the adjacent forested areas,
for this project, the fencing is recommended to be siltation fabric, serving a dual purpose as tree
fencing and an erosion and sediment control system (Section 7.1).

5.3 Tree Felling Strategy

Tree felling is to be limited to the Development Application Area including 6 m area adjacent to
planned disturbances (Figure 2). Fencing defining this area is to be placed at the dripline of
trees to be retained (Section 5.1).

Within this 6 m limit, it is recommended that trees be stumped flush to the ground, but roots
retained in place. Soil disturbances including root removals should be limited to only the
Development Application Area to the extent feasible. This will allow for a construction zone,
while retaining root masses and stored seed banks at the margins of the construction zone. The
intent of this is to allow for natural regeneration within these margins post-construction.

6.0 Tree Replacement

Following Policy 5.4ii of the Tree Management and Preservation Policy, Subdivision
Applications under the Planning Act are not Subject to Section 7.0 of the Policy, including the
tree replacement criteria under that section (Prince Edward County, 2020).
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The proposed development is an expansion of the Picton Urban Centre designation. It is
recommended that any tree replacement strategy, if any, be discussed and agreed to between
the proponent and the Director of Development Services. It is recommended that landscape
planning for the proposed development includes species that promote the native biodiversity of
the area.

It is assumed that there would be appropriate landscaping within the development, including
streetscapes, park and open space areas, and private lot plantings. Streetscapes have planned
for trees in the rights of way for both local roads and urban collectors (Appendix B). It is
recommended that these plantings be used as a means of offsetting the dominance of Eastern
Red Cedar in the area by planting other species of trees to increase the diversity of the overall
area. Based on the composition of the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area, other species
recommended to include in landscape plans for the subdivision include:

e Eastern Hop-hornbeam (Ostrya virginiana)
e Shagbark Hickory (Carya ovata)

e White Oak (Quercus alba)

e Chinquapin Oak (Quercus muehlenbergii)
e Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum)

These species are already on the landscape, and are therefore predicted to perform well in the
overall area. These species are also listed as recommended species in the Tree Management
and Preservation Policy, although Shagbark Hickory is only recommended in park settings, due
to the potential damage by its nuts in street settings (Prince Edward County, 2020). Other
species are listed in the Policy for a variety of scenarios, and may be substituted as relevant.
The Policy also lists species to avoid in landscape planning.

The Policy encourages the use of the “30-20-10" rule, meaning that in an area, that no more
than 30% of trees should be of the same family, 20% of the same genus, and 10% of the same
species. Species native to southern Ontario should be considered first, then Carolinian species,
that may perform well, due to the latitude/location of Picton. Non-invasive non-native species
may also be required in certain hard to grow areas, such as high traffic streets, where road salts
would be a consideration. However, native species that show these resiliencies should be
considered first.

Landscape plans should ensure that adequate soil volumes are available to maintain mature
forms of these trees. This may require the importation of topsoils into the proposed
development.

7.0 Management and Monitoring

71 Erosion and Sediment Control

To minimize the potential for erosion and off-site transportation of sediment into water features
and the natural environment, the project will implement best management practices (BMP)
related to Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) measures. In general, ESC measures should be
installed before works commencing and be maintained in good condition for the duration of the
works. ESC measures must meet guidelines outlined in the Erosion Sediment Control Guideline
for Urban Construction (Greater Golden Horseshoe Conservation Authorities, 2006). With
Respect to ESC measures, the contractor must:
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e Retain existing vegetation and stabilize ground with native vegetation where possible;
e Limit the duration of soil exposure and/or phase construction;

e Delimit the perimeter of excavation area with light-duty silt fencing;

e Maintain overland sheet flow and avoid concentrating flow;

e Store and stockpile soil away from natural drainage features and drainage structures;
e Assess ESC measures before and after significant rainfall and snowmelt events.

All repairs required to ESC measures will be completed within 48 hours of notice unless
otherwise agreed by the Region, the Contractor, the regulatory authority, and the environmental
inspector(s).

ESC measures are recommended to include ESC fencing combined with, or used as, tree
protection fencing, to be installed at the eastern project limits, adjacent to the natural areas to
be retained (Figure 2).

7.2 Pre-Construction Phase

To avoid a MBCA offence by the inadvertent injury or destruction of active nests and/or eggs
during bird nesting periods, it is recommended that all vegetation (including tree) removal works
are conducted between October 1 and March 14 of any given year. This timing also accounts
for the bat maternity season. Should tree removal during the bird nesting season be
unavoidable, a qualified biologist should conduct a nesting survey immediately before any
vegetation removal is conducted. No branches or brush from clearing is to be stored on the
Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area. Cutting, brush, and chipping cleanup are to be
completed outside of the migratory bird nesting season.

Trees permitted for removal shall only be destroyed following issuance of development
approval, including a tree removal permit. As aforementioned (Section 5.3), all trees to be
removed are to be felled into the proposed development area as to avoid damage to the
adjacent treed areas. The tree removal permit shall be posted in a conspicuous location visible
from the street, for a period of one day prior to the commencement of the approved tree injury
and remain in place until the approved tree removal/injury has been completed in accordance
with the permit.

The ESCltree protection fencing should be installed before the commencement of any earth
works or construction.

Appropriate preparatory tree pruning would also be completed at this point. Any pruning of tree
roots and branches of tree necessary to accommodate construction work should be completed
by a qualified arborist using best arboricultural practices

7.3 Construction Phase

Contractors are responsible for all protection measures, to the satisfaction of the construction
manager and the qualified arborist for the contract. Tree protection fencing should remain in
place throughout the duration of construction and works should not allow traffic, vehicles, foot
traffic or equipment to compact soil within the tree protection fencing area. No construction
activities including grade changes or excavation, nor the storage of equipment or materials are
to occur within the tree protection fencing area.
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7.4 Post-Construction Phase

The removal of tree protection fencing and any additional tree care measures should only be
completed when all construction activities have been completed and landscaping has been
initiated. Planting of landscape trees should be completed by nursery professionals or a
Certified Arborist. To promote successful establishment, plantings will occur solely during the
spring or fall planting seasons; being April 15 — July 1, and September 15 — November 15,
respectively.

8.0 Conclusions

The tree inventory of the Study Area was completed using a stem density analysis. An
estimated 40,968 stems are found in the Village A Tree Protection Plan Study Area, of which
9,798 approximate the 10 cm DBH criteria within the Tree Management and Preservation Policy
(Prince Edward County, 2020). Of these, 31,881 (6,533) are to be removed, and 9,087 (3,264)
are to be retained within the Study Area (Figure 2). The Tree Protection Plan described in this
report is intended to be implemented to ensure the protection for trees being retained, and
appropriate replacements are discussed for proposed tree removal. The management and
monitoring recommendations are provided as direction for the various phases of construction to
ensure that impacts to trees are minimized to the greatest extent feasible.

Regards,
SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd.

N o

Austin Adams, M.Sc., EP Erin Donkers, B.Sc.

Technical Director, Arboriculture Senior Ecologist, Certified Arborist
ISA Arborist #0N-2000A ISA Arborist #ON-2225A
austin.adams@slrconsulting.com erin.donkers@slrconsulting.com

Attachments  Appendix A - Tree Inventory / Stem Density
Appendix B — Village A Road Diagrams
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9.0 Statement of Limitations

This report has been prepared by SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd. (SLR) for PEC Community
Partners Inc. (Client) in accordance with the scope of work and all other terms and conditions of
the agreement between such parties. SLR acknowledges and agrees that the Client may
provide this report to government agencies, interest holders, and/or Indigenous communities as
part of project planning or regulatory approval processes. Copying or distribution of this report,
in whole or in part, for any other purpose other than as aforementioned is not permitted without
the prior written consent of SLR.

Any findings, conclusions, recommendations, or designs provided in this report are based on
conditions and criteria that existed at the time work was completed and the assumptions and
qualifications set forth herein.

This report may contain data or information provided by third party sources on which SLR is
entitled to rely without verification and SLR does not warranty the accuracy of any such data or
information.

Nothing in this report constitutes a legal opinion nor does SLR make any representation as to
compliance with any laws, rules, regulations, or policies established by federal, provincial
territorial, or local government bodies, other than as specifically set forth in this report. Revisions
to legislative or regulatory standards referred to in this report may be expected over time and,
as a result, modifications to the findings, conclusions, or recommendations may be necessary.
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Appendix A Tree Inventory / Stem Density

Table A.1:

Common Name

Stem Density per Plot

Scientific Name

Stem Count / DBH Class
(cm)

<56 [5-12|12-20 | >20

1-FOC2-1 |EasternRed Cedar |Juniperus virginiana 7 18 7 2 34
Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 16 0 0 0 16
2-FOC2-1 |Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata 1 4 2 0 7
Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 1 25 2 2 30
Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 100 0 0 0 100
White Ash Fraxinus americana 1 0 0 0 1
Chinquapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 0 1 0 1 2
Eastern Hop- Ostrya virginiana 0 9 0 1 10
hornbeam
3-SWD Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata 1 4 4 0 9
Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 3 8 5 16
Eastern Hop- Ostrya virginiana 0 13 0 0 13
hornbeam
Chinquapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 0 1 1 2 4
Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 100 0 0 100
Sugar Maple Acer saccharum 0 1 1 2 4
4-FOC2-1 |EasternRed Cedar |Juniperus virginiana 3 10 20 13 46
Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum 6 0 0 0 6
Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata 2 0 0 0 2
Chinquapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 1 0 0 0 1
5- Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 7 12 4 4 27
TCHM1-1(1) | Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 10 0 0 0 10
Common Lilac Syringa vulgaris 1 0 0 0 1
6- White Oak Quercus alba 0 3 2 1 6
TCHM1-1(1) | Eastern Red Cedar |Juniperus virginiana 14 | 13 1 0 28
Common Lilac Syringa vulgaris 10 0 0 0 10
7-CUM1-1 |NoTrees No Trees 0 0 0 0 0
8-FOC2-1 |EasternRed Cedar |Juniperus virginiana 20 12 9 3 44
Eastern Hop- Ostrya virginiana 0 1 0 0 1
hornbeam
Chinquapin Oak Quercus muehlenbergii 0 0 1 0 1
White Oak Quercus alba 1 1 1 2 5
Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 100 0 0 0 100
Eastern White Pine | Pinus strobus 0 1 0 0 1
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Stem Count / DBH Class
(cm)

Common Name Scientific Name

5-12 (12 -20 | >20

9-FOC2-1 |EasternRed Cedar |Juniperus virginiana 38 32 25 0 95
10- Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 18 15 16 2 51
WOCM1-1
11- Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 14 21 11 6 52
TCHM1-1(2) | Prickly Ash Zanthoxylum americanum | 200 | O 0 0 200
12-SWD | Eastern Cottonwood | Populus deltoides 0 0 0 5 5
White Ash Fraxinus americana 15 0 0 0 15
Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 9 1 7 0 17
13- Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 14 26 6 1 47
TCHM1-1(2)
14 - Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 69 30 20 1 120
WOCM1-1 | White Ash Fraxinus americana 2 0 0 0 2
15- Eastern Red Cedar | Juniperus virginiana 16 20 11 2 49
TCHM1-1(2)
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Appendix B Road Diagrams for Village A
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