CITY OF

AT YOUR SERVICE

Planning Division ¢ 503-588-6173
555 Liberty St. SE / Room 305 ¢ Salem, OR 97301-3503 ¢ Fax 503-588-6005

June 24, 2022
PLANNING REVIEW CHECKLIST
Second Review Comments

Subject Property: 5730 Lone Oak Road SE

Reference Nos.: 21-122528-LD (UGA Preliminary Declaration)
21-122530-LD (Subdivision)
21-122532-Z0 (Class 2 Zoning Adjustment)
21-122538 (Tree Conservation Plan)

Applicant: Raghunandan & Sangeeta Kamineni Phone:
2500 Glen Eagles Road E-Mail: kaminenir@hotmail.com
Lake Oswego, OR 97304

Agent: Brandie Dalton Phone: 503-363-9227
Multi/Tech Engineering E-Mail: BDalton@mtengineering.net
1155 13™ Street SE
Salem, OR 97302

The Planning Division has conducted its review of the revised application materials submitted
for the proposed Urban Growth Preliminary Declaration, Subdivision, Class 2 Adjustment, and
Tree Conservation Plan for property located at 5730 Lone Oak Road SE. Modifications and/or
additional information is needed to address the following item(s) for the application to meet the
applicable standards of the Salem Revised Code:

Iltem: Description:

Because the proposed subdivision requires a portion of Sarah Renee
Avenue to be constructed over the abutting property to the south, the
owner of the property to the south will need to sign the application form
to authorize the proposed street over a portion of their property.

Application Please Note: In order to ensure there will be no Survey Department
Signature of issues with the dedication of right-of-way and the construction of this
Abutting Property | Portion of Sara Renee Avenue on the abutting property to the south,
Owner to the South | Staff will need to include a condition of approval on tentative plan
requiring that a property line adjustment between the subject property
and the abutting property to the south be approved so that the portion of
the property to the south needed for Sara Renee Avenue is incorporated
into the subdivision property and included within the boundary of the
subdivision plat. The property line adjustment would need to be
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Item:

Description:

approved and recorded prior to final plat approval of the subdivision.

As an alternative, the property line adjustment could be processed now
and consolidated with the subdivision review.

Tree Conservation
Plan

The tree conservation plan needs to be revised to address the following:

= Required Setbacks on Plan: SRC 808.035(c)(1)(l) requires the
required setbacks for each lot to be shown on the tree conservation
plan. Required setbacks have been shown for the proposed lots on
the overall tree plan drawing but these setbacks also need to be
shown on the enlarged tree plan quadrant drawings where the size
and species of trees are identified in order to allow staff to review the
plan for conformance with code requirements.

= Additional Comments on Tree Conservation Plan. Please see staff’s
additional comments included on the tree conservation plan.

Adjustments

The application materials currently provided request Class 2
Adjustments to the following standards:

1) Block length; and
2) Maximum lot depth

Based on review of the revised plans, the following revisions are needed
to the adjustments requested for the development:

1) Double Frontage Lot Depth. Based on the revised configuration
of White Oak Street, a Class 1 Adjustment will be needed for
Lot 17 because it does not meet the minimum 120-foot minimum
required double frontage lot depth.

2) Maximum Lot Depth. Based on the revised configuration of the
lots within the subdivision, adjustments are needed to maximum
allowed lot depth for additional lots. Maximum lot depth
adjustments are needed for the following lots:

+ Class 1 Adjustment: A Class 1 Adjustment is needed to the
maximum lot depth for Lots 9, 10, 13, & 14.

+ Class 2 Adjustment: A Class 2 Adjustment is needed to the
maximum lot depth for Lot 8.

3) Block Length. A Class 2 Adjustment to block length is not
needed because SRC 803.030(b) allows street spacing/block
length to be increased where physical conditions, existing
development, or the existing street network in the surrounding
area necessitate increased block lengths. An adjustment to this
standard is therefore not needed.

Additional
Alternative Street
Standard Request
Needed

The application materials currently provided request alternative street
standards for the following:

1) Allow short section of Koda Street to exceed maximum 12
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Item:

Description:

percent street grade for local street.

2) Allow short section of Sarah Renee Street to exceed maximum
12 percent street grade for local street.

3) Allow Lone Oak Road to exceed maximum 8 percent street grade
for collector street.

4) Allow street radius on Koda Street to exceed code requirements.

5) Allow La Cresta Drive to be constructed with a 51-foot-wide right-
of-way with curb line sidewalks.

Based on review of the revised plans, the following revisions to the
alternative street standards requested for the development are needed:

1) Sarah Renee Street Grade. Based on the revised street profile
provided for Sara Renee Street, it doesn’t appear that an
alternative street standard is needed for this street because it
doesn’t appear that any section of the revised street profile for
Sara Renee Street exceeds 12 percent grade. Confirmation is
needed that staff's read of the profile for this street is correct and
an alternative street standard is not needed.

2) Red Oak Avenue. Based on the revised configuration of Red
Oak Avenue, an additional alternative street standard request is
needed for this street in order to allow it to have a reduced right-
of-way width of 52 feet, a reduced landscape strip width, and
curb line sidewalks on the north side of the street.

Future Street
Connection of Sara
Renee Avenue to
Lone Oak Road

In order to meet east-west street connectivity requirements for Sara
Renee Avenue SE, the revised tentative subdivision plan and associated
street profile drawings propose that Sara Renee connect to Lone Oak
Road through an extension of Sara Renee Avenue through the abutting
property to the south.

As identified in staff's original completeness review comments, the
zoning of the abutting property to the south is proposed to be changed to
MU-II (Mixed-Use) as part of the Our Salem project.

Because of the property’s proposed MU-II zoning, the future street
connection currently being shown as extending north-south through the
property with an eventual connection to Lone Oak Road at the its
intersection with Summit View Avenue doesn’t appear to be feasible
since the proposed street extension through the property appears to be
more suitable for a future subdivision of individual residential lots rather
than development with a mix of residential and non-residential uses
allowed under the MU-II zone.

In order to demonstrate that required east-west street connectivity can
provided for Sara Renee Avenue to Lone Oak Road while at the same
time ensuring that the street connection doesn’t bisect the proposed MU-
Il zoned property to the south in a manner that would make it infeasible
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Item:

Description:

for development with the uses envisioned under its proposed MU-II
zoning, the future street connection plan for Sara Renee Avenue to Lone
Oak Road SE needs to be revised to show a connection to Lone Oak
Road that meets Public Works street design standards while not fully
bisecting the property. Please Note: Staff is available for further
conversation and/or meetings to discuss how this future connection
could be achieved.

Public Works
Comments

The Public Works Department reviewed the proposal and identified the
following issues that still need to be addressed:

= Transportation Impact Analysis. The traffic impact analysis is still
required pursuant to SRC 803.015(b)(1).

= Engineering Issues. Comments from Public Works indicate that
several comments provided on the plans for the subdivision have not
yet been addressed. Public Works requests that the comments
provided be addressed with revised plans and responses.

The Public Works detailed plan review comments in question can be
downloaded at the below link:

https://cityofsalem.sharefile.com/d-s140d81f411254c0da5fbdad3f2bd70bc

Additional
Comments on
Plans

Please see the additional comments included on the attached plans.
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Total Trée Summary (Overall) :

Non-significant trees preserved: 107
Non-significant trees removed: 315
Significant trees preserved: 25
Significant trees removed: 3

Tree Summary (This Area) :

~| Non-significant trees preserved: 49
7| Non-significant trees removed: 107
| Significant trees preserved: 14

Significant trees removed: 1

Total trees: 450 T T ACRESTADR. e
Total trees preserved: 132 (29.3%) o B B
Total trees removed: 318 (70.7%) e T
D T ==y - I e
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SRC 808.035 (under the old SRC 808
standards prior to the 2021 UDC update)
requires a minimum of 70 percent of the

critical root zone of significant

trees to be

protected by an above ground silt fence.

Based on the amount of gradi

ng that will be

required in the critical root zone of this tree it
appears that it will exceed the max. allowed
30 percent and this tree will not be able to
be designated for preservation.

EXISTING TREES WITHIN BOUNDARY

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN
EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED
EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO

5 0 X ®
Il

TREE 00(00)
||
| DRIP LINE (FEET)
TRUNK DIA. (INCHES)

WHITE OAK 24">
OTHER TREES

REMAIN

TOTAL TREES

EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO BE REMOVED

" = My count shows 107 non-significant Py
—— trees for preservation. Three tree /

- difference.

-~ My count shows 450 total trees
/.- site. Three tree difference.
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: + All of these trees are in the middle of the building envelopes of these lots and don't
/| appear to be able to be preserved based on this proposed lot configuration.

An explanation is needed demonstrating how these trees that are designated for
'/ preservation will be able to be preserved with the development of the lots or a

1 This grouping of trees will need to be preserved. Is it possible to reconfigure the lots in |.
this area so that future building envelopes will be outside of the critical root zones of the |

The lots are deep. Is it planned that homes would be constructed in the rear portions of [
the lots outside of the critical root zones? Are all of these trees sound and healthy or
; are some unhealthy and compromised by the ice storm?
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Same comment for this groping of trees
as the other identified grouping of trees

NO CHANGES, MODIFICATIONS
OR REPRODUCTIONS TO BE
MADE TO THESE DRAWINGS

WITHOUT WRITTEN
AUTHORIZATION FROM THE
DESIGN ENGINEER.
DIMENSIONS & NOTES TAKE
PRECEDENCE OVER
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION.

P13-TREE

7154p

M.D.G
D.G.G.
J.J.G

JUNE 2021
AS SHOWN

Design:
Drawn
ate:
Scale:
As-Built:

>D

o
S
-~

oS Checked:

=
m
~

A
fg‘/J%(‘
N2

6 (et

R

X 14,
’7)?A, D Q:i

[expREs. 06-30-2021 |

/\‘b

JOB # 7154

P13




FAX (503) 364-1260

A A A A NI
S A B

S

U N A 0 20’

A ‘ | |
- = —— -M—A——TCH LLN—E —_————— - - — SCALE: 1"=20'

/ { ;

MULTy
TECH

ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.

2
Y

1155 13th ST. S.E. SALEM, OR. 97302

PH. (503) 363 - 9227
www.mtengineering.net office@mtengineering.net

o0
K

AN 5 // P i ! { ; { { ’

L / / i i i i H H ’ !
,'/’”// \Lf) 7 / / ! i ! / ; . / / /
W |

“This significant tree is likely not feasible to be . A >
preserved based on this proposed lot A A A S - A S S A A A A N
configuration and the amount of building P R S S 5 o A SR S S S S R A N
footprint that will be located in the critical root .~/ / -~ . / / /7 /2 o 7 [ A T
" zone of the tree as a result of the development .~/ ~—~7| / .~ / /7 /7 2 5 2, 2 0 0 00 A A A
. of Lots 46 and 47. A DA A Y R A A I - B A A

TREE CONSERVATION
S.E. QUADRANT

/
; 4 / 4 ,! 4 4 ’ 4 / ’
: . ’ ’
, . . 4 P P A A O G A S S S I Sl
7 / , ’

NO EXISTING TREES EAST OF HERE

OAK GROVE

’

I I o TR T, N S . . . .
QK\\(OQNQ\N@\@\\&Q\[)\\&(O g ~ o T T T R e N C T N T T T s T s

] & Q
& 6\8@?&9‘2&? e 'r,&
]g{(jZ( i) <

N
N

, A7 PROP. 1;,',*"'pvc s‘rQRM""DRAIN

’
’

EX. 8"PVE SAN. SEWER ‘
—_—

| CEX 8YPVC SAN SEVIER

EX{10:"

|

|

; H | | i |
: ; ; : H S
l H ; ; ! ; ; i ; > i
/ i ! i i i Q

|

|

|

2w y Z
omQO T X 9
EoE-L, Fgk
— — SF=m % X nuwkE
’ . y : : ’ ST EPdn HW>=2
S S A o9 =
- EX_ 12" CPA STORM DRAIN CFw=zgy9 = oF-
/ i s (5) m — S W ] 5 %
WBI2kz Yo
uJOI—%NQ) Swa
OEOoFEeyn =9<
. - SYyw=To FaT
H ! H . I o o | g u E
; S Ox g =) E é
- 00= < a
. "‘J ” } S D <| - R . "
z :" i v/ i : i ; ,’ | i / ST ~ - D - E e C)' Of @ ; : E
5 : | | - ! = el I = B
| ‘ \ - S g ZO|7|z|wn
: 1 : : x ] : ' ! ; I - : T 3 o 5
U ; . H \\ ; | | ! \\\\\ i ’ ‘\\\ AN C g . g
= \ \ e T O A S O A R ‘ " 22092 @
< B \ ‘\ ¥ A Tt \\\ N gem“m !
! \ X T 1 e § L S O S N R ‘ . N £ © O [0))]
s y \ | w : R ) NA0Oown <
. . i LR T | S U T N '
" ' R 0 Tl + ] T
\ \ il <. ) ) R : o "1 EXISTING TREES WITHIN BOUNDARY
T N \\ i Q | % T~ ~ T - o T ~ .
. Y g S L o o ‘ e | ® = EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN
_ _ | z |z | . | X = EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED
Tree Summary (This Area) : | (= )
— . i SO L - | = EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO REMAIN
Non-significant trees preserved: 8 T T | i L : - X% = EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO BE REMOVED
Non-significant trees removed: 15 ; 1208 L . - | I
L nif : | ‘ . . . I R TREE EXPRES.  06-30-2021
1| Significant trees preserved: 3 | . - e P e T e e el T T e T T Ty oo WHITE OAK 24%s o (HOVE TOTEL
S _ ) I R S L . “ z JOB # 7154
_ Slgnlflcant trees removed: 2 R . oo o e . . | DRIP LINE (FEET) OTHER TREES 110 315 425
] | | ‘ | | i I L L L TRUNK DIA. (INCHES) TOTAL TREES 453 P 1 6




T gt
WM. (S2)- - -~~~ % 5‘%‘?
1 - Eu) “llo g
Wil ™ <
AN H
~ )
N =gl
90 = 7 Bk
= > Ofu R %
NS 2 Z|[v 5 g
.S (I
fe—onons—s3 S i "3 4
= Y D
SCALE: 1" =20’ & « = nng
Ol w o E
= % V4| I
SN
Z
ol
:: Z
w Q
n <
Z =
:J’ i
w £
-
>
o :
o - su8 ¢ ¥ 6§
: _— , 2O g = ; v Faox
All of these trees are in the front of the building envelopes of these lots and don't appear to - Eug E ot ‘u”,:% %
be able to be preserved based on this proposed lot configuration. gg a g S5 9 gg‘}
son_-9%Z &za
: : : : : : o DWEEY @y
This grouping of trees will need to be preserved. Is it possible to reconfigure the lots in this é@i@éfm 2 @;
area so that future building envelopes will be outside of the critical root zones of the Tree Summary (This Area) : % iy E Dg“ﬁ %§§
significant oaks? Non-significant trees preserved: 26 Ox2 5 = 3
. | . Non-significant trees removed: 70 = e
" The lots are deep. Is it planned that homes would be constructed in the rear portions of Significant trees preserved: 8
the lots outside of the critical root zones? Are all of these trees sound and healthy or are S'g i P d: O 1 14l2
some unhealthy and compromised by the ice storm? ) igniticant trees removed: : 99gg 3
/ o =0~ Yl G '
/" An explanation is needed demonstrating how these trees that are designated for " A9
& ® preservation will be able to be preserved with the development of the lots or a EXISTING TREES WITHIN BOUNDARY ccl | E
. reconfiguration of the lots will be needed. ® = EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN @ E o8 s 9
i
AP ’ ' ”,;":0‘ / X = EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED oo <
29 80 ft. VA = EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO REMAIN 0 PROZE
” ' " ' = EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO BE REMOVED SAONERD
, [ 2 SN £ ?7
[ S A TREE 00(00) ~
S A | DRIP LINE (FEET) - o
A TRUNK DIA. (INCHES) { 12, [
/// A 4 A s D <
-t — _ i REMAIN REMOVE TOTAL Lopres_06-30-2021 |
Fo MATCH LINE WHITE OAK 24"> 25 3 28 JOB # 7154
A OTHER TREES 110 315 425
[ TOTAL TREES 453 P 1 4




, . : Jlno®
P U Not
i F ; ; L N o5
T vd| FEE:
A fo . )] b 3
L u ¢ "<
~ Ome
N FE el Ul 28
| = W < < 8]
| - 3 = a ~ nll v L g
dh i VR o “9’, PROP. 5" PVCSIN SpiE g @ E D o ¥ K ;
= 5 PROPIS' PVG SAN. SE - p% 6N e
; : L&?’m@' K / | | ' Z 0o
S~ o 1 S i I
T ST AT 7 = o 20 wiog g
o LINE S ~—TINCH —»] @ '-£ i
e < vy M X SCALE: 1"=20' & S\ MR
-—== nnEg
| =1 @ = z||0 s
' = % wl|mx s
= fag
[ - - | - ________
! . AN e g B Sty
' I i E——| N (G A [ B SE b ) a Y S el S Sl B S U A el I TS Y, e S
, \ —_—_—— T e s —
7 o | ;I A O o IR sl B | RN N gl S I— z
PN z o ' / ®
. ~ i ; [ / > S
. - é , @u@ > m
Akl x oY
. —~-&/ / <
: | 51 ; ) P LL
12 36 . 35 o e 34 33 7))
| | 20 / : /’ ‘C&V :
; ! ; L
| , / P4
I ; 7 ’ 1 ;
[ ‘ o
/u ’ ] // ! ) / \Q@®,. Q\(]/Q\ n
. ) A U
|/ // // CQQZ'\QJQ/ C J\)\(Q , A
/ , i all / ). ST T - - [ ot
; i ; , L L - T -0 .
\ / X . ’ S _ \ , N
- ,, A : fo 1 £ K R ’ S w
s v L W |/ k) , ) O .- .
! - fo / : / / ~ ‘ ® . .
l ) . j ; 4 ’ © - .
. N - s N
/ : ) g\%@ - AR
/ e A .
/ &S 7 S N
; S 79 o X
, ! . \ézﬂ/u\ N VN ,\Q)Q/ \
; / ; (<5) D(Q/Q / ??& .\\1 N
! i ) PR | R N
/ T T TTooAn e T T — ) 3 \ /
' 21 ) ' PROP. 10"'S.S. // & S J
/ I EASEMENT ;K
. , / 4 . D el -
. P L 2) R T
K / P i / ‘ 4
/ ; | ; ; . { 3 N B
/ ! X / L7 ’ﬁ/@ P
/ ! { . { / ] ’ /7
/ I i i ; y S O !
’ I ) ’ O P
/ I B ’ ,' /
‘r I | . ;‘:‘ “; , 4 = C@O @Q/@ // {(’y
, " ! ﬁ;‘ 1 5 _ ) // r"’}é@\?% - \i i @ - ~
! ; " / = N\ T~ -
i » , / ’ .
" ~ ’ / « £ ‘ & o ; \
| = ' ! ;‘" ‘A P2 / ] 2 3 / 24r \??/L 3 2 5 2 6 / N
i 2l ! /! ] *}5), “I | / § @Q i AN o
I / 1 ;e “’ ! ; ! ’ (/ '\,]/ ! So
| §| , "g iy 3 A , \??\ H ! I
| / ! i ; L-— |/ / & N / ! : /
/ o i / / 2
E ,/ ‘ ! I / CD | ’ S Q\l i ! ; /
‘ < / : Ny o | / ; )5 5 / ; f ; ; , |
| / : { (@) | ! K (@ : \(’>\ ; : ; J J K ;
= ! | Iy & . ’ g o W i RS ; ‘
= ! I o j ’ I s & {0 i /
q ' , i 4= / | S o ‘* :z e ; )/ >
= . : i i / e 7 - K ; ! !
Rl 22 ' I % / = | ; A4
ol : i N < /
(V4] . / N
| ! .4 ) : b L
1 : ! // . I 1 J // 4 1 / . K /\ ‘\ _ - ! l
! l i ; ,‘ i i H / i F ; | | | ! i - i o : \ '
// S i 4% N ! ' _ ,"’ /3,‘ ! ,/L_\ . | I O \ N N \/‘ ~ ) o7 _—" [~ \ \ I N \ ) Q 1 bl 1 y ‘ ; : N B g
ST TZN TN T DT FET s TSmO S 0 L O A I et @ A DO aad DT — = ® — 9 - DO — 060 SO — @8 — O g D — s — D D D Q \ e @ — e D e — e - — Y - NP SN
/ ; / v‘*\%\\ g%\i\”\\ @@Q\ »95@\\\ %\QQQO&%N%\ %@\,@@%\%ﬁ\ %@Q\ i /?’b@/&@\‘@@s %\%Q 9 %\Q}\\‘ '{A\Q’Q\ @Q{g' ”{ %?\ @%; ¢ @%@ \§‘@k & 9 \% AN @@2@;&\ & %\Q\\ \%\'\'"'@%\\ @Q@ \S\%@ %\%@ \S\%\%@\\ Q\QS;\NALQ% \Q\\% @\b\\v \}\ &l&\ ""@{\%\ %\%\\ %@2@%\ \%@ \Q’@ \Q’@ N \%@ S S @ & o \Q’Q% \l& R %\%\\ \b@\“@q@iﬁQ \u\@\s@ ”&@ \@@@Qz@ \”@\\“@ ) @@ %\%@ @Q% \@@ ﬁ@@@ ﬂ@v@@%@@@\b@
. SN ULV VSN PN PN VN PR o ' 'S 'S SO IS S S Solgels - ' P P A e (PR e ) SN s LR R VR
/ ; @@f’%@‘é‘) @07‘ @%%@ [ O @?@& & IS L S @o@? (Q;?&Q,r-—g& P I e ,1(,@ SIS %‘fﬁ*‘l&;@g\ e S 9&"'”'""&0\2 i O I S ,@?‘?&?{ L@ (& G F Fo F g F S G S S P P &S I AN o G & SIS & I S S JF ST TS
k ey T OIC ) % ® W ®| ®6mw LB %) @ W @ -~ to-8R) T5e-0_ e®-@®-a® @ @'Y @ m-—-ata ") 2 Y @ o y @ N %) @ 2 g o . R 2 @a) R e )
! - ,’ / 1\@ L @@ 1 @ / 1\ | ®© @@ \ =S| ! v ,['1 = | v = A 0 r/r}“);' A 11\_;;"_\__ San -\I; S --»;};;‘-“;\{ S-S — e ()0 L 7 2= Y‘: = S & & S < & 5 O ¥ S - W S = ( 0 ) Bt 3rI g7 @ 8& (8®)Q 3 L) K 3
\ Y A /\ VNN /:: / ?y/ NN VENAANY AR L/ / \ 7 ! Ly ; t 14 : A\ T — — A\ W T - - : = - — - 5 , »
' N G S AN AN AN OO A A N / , \ T \ Y ' — /
Mt R B S0 oA T BTN P S N B L e = . RANEE ¢ - ’ - : / ,
: = A \ ' ‘ ‘ : ' \ B v E U T A N —— — - :
' “ | \ \ \\ \ : EX_8". DLW N (S3 g EX.8"Dl WM. (S3) £ _ __I <
/ \ j=) ! \\ \ \ \ \ ’ g s g , / l
/ . X 9 \ \ . ¥ o - )
, \ X b - . P a— T B T e Y T T e T e e e T T D) T T T e e antntns i i———" T T T e
)i A \ ~ ~ L ¢§§> y /o / Vi " \ | 72!
o | | =T = - ey o -7 =/ = N . 4
. L - ‘ ~ i/ PROP. 8" W.M,(S3)  / / N . \ - 2 W w w Z
S . T L B ' : /o / : ! : - ‘ ' ¥ O
‘ - j i 1 \ 7/ 3 \ | " 3 H i i : \ H o m LD I —
K A : ‘ V VAR / J/ . ‘x ) a ‘a ‘ z EoZ_F S E
: | _ 7 VR A, , _ i \EX. 8" PVCS.S. Lo B | ‘ ; a \ EX 8"PVE SAN < E Zs g x <
| “ H . i) / /.7 / 4 . A : : | - ? : H H 1 H — (@) L o uw nuwkE
| ) )m | Tree Summary (This Area) : e B 7 Vs VA R , : | T . i SusEol fL3=
AS) : R : S00x L& 0
L < ¥ Non-significant trees preserved: 24 S/ SFw=zzl Z0¥
Wi : . ‘- T sOun, =T Z 0o
. d ’ e O N N T s S S 4 e | O Y I O S S S S S SO Y SR IS Suwk W W
NG Non-significant trees removed: 123 ST GBE3<z Lo
H ! L
' T , . g . , Ll O T u 9 O U =
| | ‘| Significant trees preserved: 0 D OZPEZH FLS
) : / / : O
A . v e . , ; , <w,, = Z
{ ' . / o W 0 o T
| | Significant trees removed: 0 P A SEo EC £%%
—_— : : : - : . : — g O < a) (%

/ : ; : i / !

P15-TREE

M.D.G
D.G.G.
J.J.G

JUNE 2021
AS SHOWN

7154p

EX 10" PVC S.D.

Checked
te:
ale

As-Built

b=

MATCH LINE

&
2
(o]
=
mjo

Sy

/| EXISTING TREES WITHIN BOUNDARY A N _

=

EX. 8" PVC SAN. SEWER

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN ‘ ‘
EXISTING TREE TO BE REMOVED . o
EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO REMAIN L“a‘ |
EXISTING OAK TREE 24"+ DIA. TO BE REMOVED |

: 3,»"; " Xy 4) L)
\ aind

\ [eeRes. p6-3222021 ]

50 X ®
1
KESSLER DR. SE

e

A REMAIN REMOVE TOTAL |
! 1

S Y R A A TREE 00(00)
B || WHITE OAK 24"> 25 3 28 I

Y A | DRIP LINE (FEET) OTHER TREES 110 315 425 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ .
\ JOB # 7154

B A TRUNK DIA. (INCHES) TOTAL TREES

%
2 T
>
Q
N

453 E : : ‘ i

LONE OAK RD. SE

| | | / /
{ ’ ! / ’ ,
A / 1 / / ’
/ ' / / ’ \
1 ’ / ! / \ I
/ / ' / 4 I Ve |




	Revised Lot Layout Plan (bb comments).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P11-SW


	Revised Lot Layout Plan (bb comments)(clean).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P11-SW


	Revised Tree Conservation Plan Detail 1 (REV01)(bb comments)(clean).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P13-TREE


	Revised Tree Conservation Plan Detail 2 (REV01)(bb comments)(clean).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P16-TREE


	Revised Tree Conservation Plan Detail 3 (REV01)(bb comments)(clean).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P14-TREE


	Revised Tree Conservation Plan Detail 4 (REV01) (bb comments)(clean).pdf
	Sheets and Views
	P15-TREE





