PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
MEETING March 5, 2019

9:00A.M.

Town of

Brighton Brighton Town Hall
DOWNSTAIRS MEETING ROOM

DRAFT AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER:

APPROVE MINUTES:

PUBLIC REVIEW OPEN FORUM:

PETITIONS:

COMMUNICATIONS:

BIDS:
MATTER RE: Landfill Grinding Contract
MATTER RE: GIGP Maintenance Contract
MATTER RE: Lawn Mowing Contract

OLD BUSINESS:
MATTER RE: East River Road Structures
MATTER RE: East Ave. Sidewalks

MATTER RE: Renovation, Repair and Painting, (RRP) Certification

NEW BUSINESS:



TREES:

Address

Description

Recommendation

882 S. Grosveor on Landon
99 Dale Road
33 Drury Lane
199 Thackery Road

Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road

45 Knolltop Dr.

45 Knolltop Dr.

45 Knolltop Dr.

UPDATES:

34" Norway Maple
36" Silver Maple
52" Ash, (no tag)
36" Sugar Maple

(1) 24" Norway Maple
(9) 24" Norway Maple
(10) 24" Norway Maple
(11) 24" Norway Maple
44" Silver Maple, (#1)
43" Silver Maple, (#2)
42" Silver Maple, (#3)

Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace

MATTER RE: Geographic Information Systems Analysist

MEETING ADJOURNED:

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING:

April 2,2019at 9:00 A.M



-

Town of

Brighton

February 15, 2019

Michael Guyon, Commissioner of Public Works
Town of Brighton

2300 Elmwood Avenue

Rochester, NY 14618

RE:

Tree Removals

Dear Commissioner Guyon:

In response to your letter, dated January 30, 2019, and attached tree evaluation forms regarding
the proposed removal of town trees, the Tree Council reviewed the forms and visited the sites.

In regards to proposed tree removals at:

882 S. Grovesnor Road (on Landon Pkwy) 34" Norway maple
99 Dale Road 36" Silver maple
33 Drury Lane 52" Ash

199 Thackery Road 36" Sugar maple

The Council 1s in agreement with the evaluations and supports the removal of the
identified trees. As recommended, the Council encourages properly sized replacement
trees be planted as soon as possible.

In regards to proposed tree removals at:

149 Edgemoor Road 24" Norway maple (1)
149 Edgemoor Road 24" Norway maple (9)
149 Edgemoor Road 24" Norway maple (10)
149 Edgemoor Road 24" Norway maple (11)

Building and Planning Department

Commissioner of Public Works - Michael Guyon, P.E.

Rick DiStefano

Planner

The Council is in agreement with the evaluations and supports the removal of the identified trees,
they recommend however, that only tree #1 be considered for replacement.

2300 Elmwood Avenue Rochester, New York 14618 www.townofbrighton.org
Rick.DiStefano@townofbrighton.org 585-784-5228
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February 15,2019

In regards to proposed tree removals at:

45 Knolltop Drive 44' Silver Maple (#1)
45 Knolltop Drive 44' Silver Maple (#2)
45 Knolltop Drive 44' Silver Maple (#3)

The Council is in agreement with the evaluation and supports the removal of the
identified trees. As recommended, the Council agrees that only replacement of tree #2 is
warranted.

Lastly, the Council reviewed the arborist’s report regarding a 36" Norway maple located at 47
Laconia Parkway. Prior to making a recommendation on this tree, the Council would like an
estimated cost for the work that needs to be done to lower the tree’s risk hazard to an acceptable
level and clarification of the abutting property owner’s desire to retain the tree.

Sincerely,

LI

Rick DiStefano, S¢cretary
Brighton Tree Council

cc: Tim Anderson



Town of

Brighton

January 30, 2019

The Honorable Tree Council
Town of Brighton

2300 Elmwood Ave.
Rochester, New York

Re: Trees Evaluations and Recommendations

Honorable Members:

Public Works Department

Mike Guyon, P.E.

Commissioner of Public Works

I request your review and comment regarding the proposed recommendations of the following tree(s):

All of these trees exhibit compromised health, structural deficiencies and/or safety issues as noted in the
attached reports. Each location is a cause for concern of the general public which supports the
recommendation to trim, remove and replant these trees as noted.

Address

Description

Recommendation

882S. Grosveor on Landon
99 Dale Road
33 Drury Lane
199 Thackery Road

Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road
Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor Road

45 Knolltop Dr.

45 Knolltop Dr.

45 Knolltop Dr.

34" Norway Maple
36" Silver Maple
52" Ash, (no tag)
36" Sugar Maple

(1) 24" Norway Maple
(9) 24" Norway Maple
(10) 24" Norway Maple
(11) 24" Norway Maple
44" Silver Maple, (#1)
43" Silver Maple, (#2)
42" Silver Maple, (#3)

Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace
Remove and Replace

In addition, the tree council previously reviewed the removal of a significant tree at 47 Laconia Park and
agreed with the Town assessment. A property owner adjacent to this tree strongly disagreed with its
removal. Chapter 175 paragraph 175-8 indicates that if a notified property owner disagrees with the
removal of the tree, that property owner may request that the Commissioner reconsider the proposed
removal of the tree and refer the proposed tree removal to the Tree Council for its review and

recommendation. Therefore, I instructed Bartlett Tree Experts to perform a visual inspection of the tree. |

2300 Elmwood Avenue Rochester, New York 14618 www.townofbrighton.org
Tim.Keef@townofbrighton.org 585-784-5223



Tree Evaluations and Recommendations
January 30, 2019

Brigi;ton Page2

am forwarding a copy of the Tree Risk Assessment for the tree at 47 Laconia Park for your review and
recommendation.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and I look forward to your review of these trees.

Respectfully,

Michael E. Guyon
Commissioner of Public Works

Attachments

Cc: Tim Anderson



§ 2nd Edition

SitelAddress; _ 3 B2 2o LANDON HAZARD RATING:
Map/Location: ' i Y oo b5 25 o | B
% ' - Falore + Sis + Tiget = Hazard
Owner: public ___V* private unknown other Potential  of part Rating Rating
Datg: /=2-/9 _ Inspector: __ CARROLL . L OVELITSS __ X Immediate actior needed
Date of fast inspection; Needs further inspection

X Dgadtree

E CHARAGTERISTICS :
Trae s TWO Specles: M OoRwdY MAPRIE

’/
pBi: 3% $oftrunks: Helght: Spread:
Formd: LI generlly symmetric [ minor asymmetry ¥ [Dimajorasymmetry’ 3 stunp sprout [ stag-headed

Ciownelads:  [3 dominant  [loo-domsiant - [intermediate [ suppressed

Livecrawnsaties_S© % - Apeclass Clyouig Lisémimature MEmatire” [loverrmaturefsenescent

Pruning history: Tl crown cleaned [ excessivelythinned Tltopped [l crown rafsed [ pollarded Tl crown reduced [l flush cuts £ catiféd/bracad
Clnone [Imultiple pruning events  Approx. dates:

Spacial Value: [specimen [ heritage/historic Dlwiidife [ unusuall istra%’chae Csoresn [lshade [indigenous [J profecied by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH : . _ ~
Foliags color:  [inormal  Ciehlorotic  Ulnecrofic  Epiggrnies? Y N Growth obstinetions:
Foliage density: Dinormal [ sparse Leafskze: [lnormal  Dlsmall Ostakes Clwlreftiss slgns [ eables
- Annual shoetgrowtl:  Clexcelient [laverage [poor TwigDishack? Y N Oleurb/pavernent  Llguards
Woumndwood development:  Dlexcelleni average Opoor Tinene Dlather
Vigorelass: [lexcellent [average Cifalr  Cpoor
Major peste/diseases: 7 N<rg1o | wooll j>ecklT i
SITE CONDITIONS

Site Charaster: | Bvesidence” Ol commercll  Clindustrial  Clpark Clopenspace Clnatral  [woodlandvorest
Landscape ype:  [lpakway [lraisedbed [lcontainer [lrmound (Eiawn O shub border {1 wind break
Ietigatien:  [lnone [Tladequate [tinadsquate [lexcessive [ irunk wetied

Rogent sile ﬁismﬁlanﬁe? ‘r’?’ﬂ o heonstruction Ol dis’zurbanca Ograde change Olineclearing Tl site clearing

% dfiptine paved; \ 0% 10 5% 95-50% S0-75% 75400%  Pavemenilified? Y N
% dripline w/ il soil: " 0% 10—25% _25-5-0% R0-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 0% 1005% 9560% 5075% 75-100% -

Seil problems: [ drainage [ shaliow [ compacied O droughty Tlsaline Clakaline Dacidic [ smallvolume [l disease center [ history of fail
Oclay Dlexpansive Dslope -~ °  aspect

Obstructions: Dllights Clsignage  [line-of-sight [lview [ overhead lines £ undarground utilities © Bitraffic| [ adjacentveg. I

Exposure o wind: [ single tres QEIBEIGWGanopy [labove canopy [ recently exposed [ windward, cahapy edge . [l area prone to windirow

Prevailing wind direglion: _ 275" Ocourrence of snowsce storms  Clnever  [lseldom [l regularly

TARGET : -

Use Under Trse: DB building EJ parking B taffic (8 pedestrian B racreation 0§ landscape (B hardscape (Elsmall features | Dutllity lines
Can target be moved? Y i) Can use be restricied? Y uy
Oceupancy:  Ooccasionaluse  Clintermittentuss [ frequent use ((Beonstant use

The International Seclety of Arborlculture assumes no responsibifity for conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.



TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:
Suspect rost 1ot ‘r’{j) ' WMushroom/sonk/bracket present Y N ID: ;
Exposedeoetss [severs Dmodarate  [low Undermined: [Jsovere [Tmoderate Dlow

distance from trunk - Rool area affasted; %  Buttresswounded: Y N When:

Raat prunad;

Hestricledvoofarea: [Jsevere [Imoderate [llow  Polentialforroctfallre; Olsevere DClmoderate  [liow

LEAN: deg. from vertieal Clnatural [ unatural [l seff-corrected Soll heaving: Y N

Beeayinplaneoflean: ¥ N Roolshioken Y N Soil ufaskimg: ¥ N .
Compounding faglors: __ 0 fa T S AFFo) , SPLIT SEAFmDS Leanseverity. [Jsevere Omoderate [low

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severily (s =sevete, m = moderdte, | = low) :
DEFECT ' ROGT CROWN " TRUNK SCAFFOLDS ERANCHES
‘Podr taper : I _ % ) )

Bow, sweep .]
Godomnaniaone
Muliipié attachmerts -
inclided bark -
 Cracks/splts
Hangers

BGirdling '
Wouridsfesam |
&*ﬁiu 1.

Gonls/mushrooms/brackst f
Bleeding/sap flovr &

%_org sfigrmites/ants
Gankersfgalls/hurls

Prévious faflure . .
HAZARD RATING -
Tree partmost likely tofall; _ LA Rer”  Se s fropimy Failyre potential: 1 -low; 2 - medjurn; 3 - high; 4 - severe
Size of part: 1-<5” (15 cm); 2 - 6187 {15-45 cm);
3 - 18-30" (4575 emy); 4 - »30” (75 cm)

Target rating: 1 - occaslonal use; 2 intermittent use;

= q - B ,[ 2 3 - frequent u1ss; 4 - constant use
HAZARD ABATEMENT .

Prune: [l remove defective part [ reducs end welght  [Jorown clean  Clthin [ ralse canopy lerownreduge [ restructure [ shape

Inspaction period: annugl biannual other
Failure Potentlal + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Raiing

Canle/Brase: Inspect fudher: Clrootcrown Cdecay laerial £ monitor
Removeiree: (YN Replace?ed®@ N Move target: ¥ @ Ofher:
Effest on adjacent fress: @nene  [J evaluaie

Motifieation: [lowner [Imanager @Elg0vemning agency  Date: Sl "?’

COMMENTS :
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Sitefdddress; 11 a2 o HAZARD RATING: |

. ' £y + 2y i &y _ /2.
. - — | Fdre + Sme + Taget = Had
DOwner: public private X unknown oiher Potential  of part Rating Rating
D'El’fﬂl._/_fz__/Q_. Inspector; _CARROLL LOUE(IESS Immediate action needsd
Date of last inspection: Needs further inspection

....... Dead tree

TREE CHARAGTERISTICS .
Treas: OV spesies: il L

DB i@L gottunks: __{ _ Helght L,Q;t___ spread: SOV
Fomm: | generally symiglric  [Iminor asymmetlry  [J mgjor asymmetry O stump sprout [l stag-headed
Giownelasss [ dominant )sz;a-damirmt - Ointermediale [ suppressed

Live crown satie: fess 20 o - Ageclass: Clyowig [JsémiFmature \,Ei mature [ overmature/senescent

Pruning history:  Clorown cleaned [T excessivelythinned [Cltopped [Jcrown ralsed [ pollarded Clcrown reduced [ flush cuts 1 cabiéd/hraced
Cnone  Clmultiple pruning events  Approx. dates:

Special Value: [ specimen [ heritage/hisioric [ witdlife (T unusual }Xj strestfiee [ seresn [ shade [lindigenous [ protected by gov. agency

THEE HEALTH - .

Foliage cole: [Tl normad /EEI chlorotic  Clnecrolic  Epicarnies? Y @ Growih chshigetions:

Foliage density: D normal lﬂap@rse Leat srza [ normal ;Zi small Ostakes Clwirefties [lsigns  [leables
_ fanual shostgrowtin.  [laxcelfient [laverage Q poor  Twig MHeback? Y @ Cleurb/pavement [l guards

Woundwood development: [ excellent Ewemge Opoor Clnone Dlother Mong

Vigorelasss [lexcsllent [laverage Dfalr Eilpuur ;
Major pests/diseases: 00 3 L

SITE CORDITIONS .
SiteCharacter: [residence [lcommercldl lindustial Cipak Clopenspacs O natural [ woodlandorest
Landscape ype:  Olparkway [raisedbed  [lcontainer [Clmotnd _Eltawn O shub border {1 wind break
lerlgation: [Nnone [Madequate [linadeguate [excessive [T frunkwettled

Recent shie dishuBance? Y /M) ([ construciion EI soil disturbance  Clprade changs  Cllineclearing [ site clearing

% dripline paved: G 0b5% 2550%< 50750 7500%  Pavememtlifisr ¥ (W
% driptirie wf ill seil 0% 1025%(2EE0% 5075% 75100%
% dripling grate lowered: (%2 10-95% 2550% 5075% 75100%

Suil problems: [ drainage Clshaliow [Jcompacted (J droughty Dl saline [ akatine (Jacidic [ small volume [ disease center [ history of fail
Udlay [lexpansive [lslope - °  aspech

Obstruetions:  Ollights Clsignage U line-of-sight Dlview Cloverhead lings 1 underground utilities - Eltraffic [Jadjacentveg. L1 __.

Exposure to wind: [singletree [ below canopy [Jabove canopy [ recently exposed  Clwindward, canopy edge - [ area prons to windthrow

Prevailing wind direglion: Wz < Oecurrence of snowsice storms  [never  [lesldom [Tl regularly

TARGET . S

Use Under Trée: [ building Dparkmg Eltraﬁlc [ pedastrian [l recreation [Cllandscape [ hardscape [ srmal features [ utitity lines All
Canfargetbe moved? Y N  Canuss bereshicied? Y (N 0 \ '
Oceupanty: [ occasionatuse (limtermittentuse  Jfrequentuse [ constant use

The International Society of Arborlculture assumes no responsibility for conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.



TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:
Suspest rootrot: Y Q\} Wushroom/eonk/bracket present: Y @ iD:
Exposedrools: [dsevere Dlmoderate [hw  Undermined: [severe  lmoderate CHow

Raot pruna: distance fromtrunk - Fool area affected: %  Butirgsswounded: Y N When:
Restricled rooiarea:  Clsevere [lmoderate [llow  Polenfial forrootfallure: Clsevere Dlmoderate  Tliow
LEAM: deg. fromvertieal  Clnatural  [J unnatural Cl seff-corracted Soil heaving: Y N
Becayinplansoflean: Y N Roolsbhroken Y N Sl c;as!iimg: ¥ N

Bompounding factors: Leanseverity [lsevere [Imoderate [low

CROWIH DEFECTS: Indleate presence of individual defects and rate their sevgﬁty {5 = severe, m= fmoderate, I = low)

DEFECT ROGT CROW .. TRUNK SCAFFDLDS BRANGHES
Por taper : AR . i : )
Bow, sweep : f"’\
Codominants/forks ) '8
S

WMuliipié attachmends -
inelidsd bark
Excéssive end waight
Cracks/splits . g
Hangers .
Girdiing =
Wourids/seam —
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Gonks/mustrooms/bracket '
Bleeding/sap flow ' g
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Deddwood/siubs — = e il
Borersfiermites/anis =, =
Cankers/galls/hurls = - =
Previous failure — — . = S
HAZARD RATING
“Tree part most likely to fail; LIFLE oF TREE : Failure potential: 1 -low; 2 - medjum; 3 - high; 4 - severe
Inspectlon period: annual biannual other : Size of part: 1<<5" (15 om); 2° 648 (1645 cm;

. . ) , 3 -18-30” (4575 eim}; 4 - »30” (75 cm)
Faikure HP?’cen’dal + Size _of Pait + Targetl Rating = Hazialrc! II::a’nng Target rating: 1 - accasional use; 2 interpittent use;

- L S : 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant usg
HAZARD ABATEMENT . : o

Prune: Ul remove defective part  [Jreduce end welght [Jerown clean Cithin [ ralse canopy erown reduee O restructure (1 shape

L
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L1

WA

S
=

Catle/Brase: Inspect fufther: Clrootcrown [hdecay aerial [l monitor
Rémnueiree:(@ N Beplace? (W N Miove target: Y (0 Other: ' I

Effect on adjacentfress:  Clnone O evaluais

Notification: [TJowmer Tlmanager /gover,ning agency  Date: /=717
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Sieladdress: = < DRL HAZARD RATING: ) .
o o R | = L&
i . - Faire + Sizz + Taget = Hazrd
Owner: public : privata _ unknown other Potentia]  of part Rating Fatlng
Date:_|=7-19)  Inspecior: _< APNRoLt Lo U ES Immediate actiori neaded
Dats of fast inspection; ~ Needs further inspection
_ U Doadires

& CHARAGTERISTICS
Tree s OAE Speciess  ASH Vo TAG
oBH: 4527 #otirunks: Height:_ 0°__ Spread:
Forwi:  [J generaly symmetric  (Mbminor asymmetry  [Imajorasymmetry O stumpsprout [ stag-headed
Giownelads: [0 dominant (Elco-domdiant - [lintermediaie  [suppressed

Livé grown wali O~ % - Ageclass: Clyourg Olsemimature (50 ature Doveﬁmamre/senessgn’f

Pruning hilstery: Tl crown cleaned [ excessively thinned [Tltopped [ crown raised [ pollarded Ul crown reduced [ flush cuts £ cafiféd7braced
Cnone "[rmultiple pruning events  Approx. dates: :

Special Value: [lspecimen [1heritage/historic [l wildlife (3 unusual@ll strest tiee [Iscresn [Ishade T indigenous [ protected by gov. ageacy

THEE HEALTH i

Foliage coler:  [Inormal  lchlorotic Oinecrolic Eplgermics? Y N Emwm nhﬁrmim

Foliage deasity: Unormal [ sparsa Leafsize: Clnormal  Clsmall \g. Elsm:as Ilelre,fﬂuﬁ Dslgns [eables
. Annualshoot growtie, Caxcelient  [Claverage DDGM Tog Dickack? Y T'l Dcurwpavemnt [ guatds

e

Wenndwood Heve]omm Ela::ﬂﬂhnt Olaverags | D poor O none - ‘ Clothar %
Vigorclass: [lexcellnt Daverage ™ jalr O pc@r_: - ' L
Major pests/diseases: : . & . S -

SITE GORDITIONS .
She Charaster: [ r&sf{lmm O commerclal E| lndusaﬂ Clpark  Clopen spar:.e [l natural _Lwondlandforast
Lendscapefype:  (lparkway| Clralsedbad Cloontainer CImound  Cllawn _Chshub hunder £ wind break

lerigation: Clnone  adeqidte  [inadequate 0 excessive DTrunkwﬁﬂ@'H - Vil
Recont shie disturbance? Y N VCJ construction Dsmlc&g;u:rb@noa Dgradag_hglga Olineclearlng Ol site clearing
“a dripline paved: 0% 1&25% E'i-ﬁ[r% 5075%  75-100% Pavemant TiftaiRy el

% dripline wy i1l soil: . 1[325% 265500 §O75%  75:100%

% drigline grats lowered; 0% 2% 2550%, 5076% 75900%

Sail problems: O drainage I shatlow [l compactedd Ol droughty Dlgline Chakatine D acidic Csmallvolume [ dissase center [ history of fal
Oy Dlexpansive Clslope = °  aspect =

Obstrucfions: Ollights Clsignage Clline-of-sight” Clview [Joverhead lines £l undarground utiies - [liraffic O adjacentveg. O

Exposure to wind: Osingletres [ below canopy [labove canopy [ recently exposed  [lwindward, canopy edge . [ area prong to windthrow

Prevalling wind direclion: Occurrence of snow/ice storms  inever  [lseldom [l regulardy

TARGET
Use Under Trée: “ETbullding i arking (Etraffic (Epedestrian (Eitecreation [Mlandscaps AT Hardscape [ small features 1ty lings
Cantarget bemoved? Y (>  Can use be resticted? Y (i

Oceupancy:  [loccasionaluse Ointermittentuse  [lfrequentuse  ([Eliconstant use

The International Society of Arboriculiure assumes no responsibility for conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.



TREE DEFECTS
BO0T DEFECTS:
Suspectrostrot Y N Mushroom/sonkMracketpresent Y N ID: ,
Expossdrosts: [severe Dimoderate Dllow  Undermined: [severs  [Imoderate CHow

distance from trunk - Rool area atfested: %  Buttresswounded: Y N When
Restricled rootarea:  Clsevere [lenoderate [Tlow  Poleniialforrootfallure: Clsevere Clmoderate liow
LEAR: deg.fromvertical [Inatwral Oumpatural [seff-comected  Soll heaving: Y N
Becayinplansoflean: ¥ N Roofshroken Y N Sail nxas!fmg: Y.ﬁﬁh —

Bompounding factors: Y Leansﬂvmiiy Clsevere [lmoderate  [low

-

CROWN DEFEGCTS: Indlcata pressncs of ndividua! defaotsand raieﬁ}elrsmﬁiy r:s sewm,m modarats, I-an]

DEFECT ' HUBT EH(WIN Eﬂfﬁ@iﬁ SCAFFDLDS BRANCHES
Podr taper - ol : . i : '
Bow, sweep N
Bodominants/forks
Multiplé attachments -
includsd bark ' " =
Excéssive end waight | 3 ' —
Gracks/splits — . -
Hangers b i
Girdling
Wounds/seam o - ] | |
Pacay B < i
Gonks/mustrooms/bracket™| | ' : ;
Bleeding/sap flow . _ |
Lobse/cracked bark et
Nesting fiole/bes hive =
Deadwood/stubs
Borersfisrmites/anis
GCankers/gallsthurls
Pravious failure
HAZARD RATING :
“Tree part most likely to fadl; ; Failure potential: 1 -low; 2 - medjum; 3 - high; 4 - severe
Inspection perlod: annual biannual other Size of pait: 1 -<5” ((hom): 2 _,6‘18” (15-45 cm);
Failure Potentlal + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 8 ~18-30° (4575 em); 4 - 530" (75 cm)

: Target rating: 1 - occaslonal use; 2 intermiiient use;

€+ 4 = 4 - 2 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use

HAZARD ABATEMENT e e , .

Peume: Ul remove defective part [ reduce end welght [l crown clean  Clthin [ raise canopy [lerownreduce [ restructure [ shape

Raat prunat:

-

Cahle/Brase: Inspest furdher: Clrootcrown [Jdecay aerial EJmonitor
Removeiree: (Y N Replace?@™ N Wiove trget. YN Other: '

Effest on adjacent rees: Wnone O svaluate.

Motifieation:  Clowner [manager ¢C0governing agency  Date: ; I»0s |9
COMMENTS _ -
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‘ * BARTLETT
/ TREE EXPERTS

e e -
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907 Tree RISk Assessment Report

Client: Department of Public Works, Town of Brighton, New York
Inspection Date: December 24, 2018, 11:30am
Inspector: S. MacKenzie

Time Frame: Immediate

Tree: # 20
Species: Sugar maple DBH: 36~ Est. Ht. Approx. 507 +/-

Tree Location: Street Edge, In Front yard, parkway

Assignment: Tim Anderson, Deputy Highway Superintendent, Town of Brighton Highway
Department. Requested evaluation and visual assessment of the following tree:

199 Thackery Road. 36” Sugar maple

It is likely this tree is past a preservation stage. Removal, this action will help reduce the possibility of
both branch and root failure.

The tree is in the lawn area, on the street edge in front of 199 Thackery Road. It is on the road edge, sits
60 feet from the house that the likelihood of stem/ branch failure is 4igh, the impact upon the residence
would be low. The likelihood of impact on the road would be Aigh. The likelihood of impact on the
utilities across the street would be moderate. ( water valve is just south of the base of the tree. The
overall risk rating for the tree with removal low.

The concern of this report is limited to the likelihood of failure due to the size and stem structure of the
tree and, the likelihood that part of this tree could strike a particular target and the consequence of that

impact.
Summary and Recommendations:

Tree Risk Rating: High,

Mitigation Recommendations:

1. Recommend Removal

Residual Risk: None if the tree is removed,

Re-inspection Interval: Visual assessments are recommended monthly until tree 1s removed




\ V BARTLETT
TREE EXPERTS

TR T H
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907 Tree RlSk Assessment Report
Submitted by:

Stuart MacKenzie, Arborist Rep 678
Bartlett Tree Experts

554 Bills Road

Macedon, New York 14502
smackenzie@bartlett.com

585-385-4060 office
585-662-3877 cell.

Appendix:

Limitations of Tree Risk Assessments

It is important for the tree owner or manager to know and understand that all trees pose some degree of
risk from failure or other conditions. The information and recommendations within this report have been
derived from the level of tree risk assessment identified in this report, using the information and
practices outlined in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practices for Tree
Risk Assessment, as well as the information available at the time of the inspection. However, the overall
risk rating, the mitigation recommendations, or any other conclusions do not preclude the possibility of
failure from undetected conditions, weather events, or other acts of man or nature. Trees can
unpredictably fail even if no defects or other conditions are present. It is the responsibility of the tree
owner or manager to schedule repeat or advanced assessments, determine actions, and implement follow
up recommendations, monitoring and/or mitigation. Bartlett Tree Experts can make no warranty or
guarantee whatsoever regarding the safety of any tree, trees, or parts of trees, regardless of the level of
tree risk assessment provided, the risk rating, or the residual risk rating after mitigation. This
information is solely for the use of the tree owner and manager to assist in the decision making process
regarding the management of their tree or trees. Tree risk assessments are simply tools which should be
used in conjunction with the owner or tree manager’s knowledge, other information and observations
related to the specific tree or trees discussed, and sound decision making.

Glossary

Tree risk assessment has a unique set of terms with specific meanings. Definitions of all specific
terms may be found in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practice
for Tree Risk Assessment. Definitions of some of these terms used in this report are as follows:

The likelihood of failure may be categorized as imminent meaning that failure has started or
could occur at any time; probable meaning that failure may be expected under normal weather
conditions within the next 3 years; possible meaning that failure could occur, but is unlikely
under normal weather conditions during that time frame; and improbable meaning that failure is
not likely under normal weather conditions, and may not occur in severe weather conditions
during that time frame.
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The likelihood of the failed tree part impacting a target may be categorized as high meaning that
a failed tree or tree part will most likely impact a target; medium meaning that a failed tree or
tree part may or may not impact a target with equal likelihood; low meaning that the failed tree
or tree part is not likely to impact a target; and very low meaning that the chance of a failed tree
or tree part impacting the target is remote.

The Likelihood of Failure and Impact is defined by Table 1, the Likelihood Matrix:

Likalihood Likalihood of Impacting Target

of Fallure Vary Low Low Medium High
Imminent Unlikely | Somewhat likely Likely Very likely
Probably Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely

The consequences of a known target being struck may be categorized as severe meaning that impact
could involve serious personal injury or death, damage to high value property, or disruption to important
activities; significant meaning that the impact may involve personal injury, property damage of
moderate to high value, or considerable disruption; minor meaning that impact could cause low to
moderate property damage, small disruptions to traffic or a communication utility, or minor injury; and
negligible meaning that impact may involve low value property damage, disruption that can be replaced
or repaired, and do not involve personal injury.

Targets are people, property, or activities that could be injured, damaged or disrupted by a tree failure

Levels of assessment 1) Limited visual assessments are conducted to identify obvious defects. 2) Basic
assessments are visual inspections done by walking around the tree looking at the site, buttress roots,
trunk and branches. It may include the use of simple tools to gain information about the tree or defects.
3) Advanced assessments are performed to provide detailed information about specific tree parts,
defects, targets of site conditions. Drilling to detect decay is an advanced assessment technique.

Tree Risk Ratings are terms used to communicate the level of risk rating. They are defined in Table 2,
the Risk Matrix, as a combination of Likelihood and Consequences:

Likalihood of Consequances of Traa Failure
Failure & Impact [ nggligible | Minor | Significant | Severe
Very likely Low Maoderate High Extreme
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate | Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low
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Overall tree risk rating is the highest individual risk identified for the tree. The residual risk is the level
of risk the tree should pose after the recommended mitigation. Mitigation priority 1 is defined as
mitigation activities that should be scheduled prior to the next growing season. Mitigation Priority 2 can
be scheduled on the next routine maintenance cycle.

Root crown 1s exposed, and visual inspection seems to reveal over all concerns of failure.
Recommend removing the tree
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Underground utilities close to the tree and the road itself would be the highest risk target if the tree
would fail at 199 Thackery Road. Likelihood of impact would be somewhat likely, consequence of
impact would be High.
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Client: Department of Public Works, Town of Brighton, New York
Inspection Date: October 30, 2018, 3:30pm & December 17, 2018
Inspector: S. MacKenzie

Time Frame: Immediate

Tree: 9 -19 ( Map shows 1-11)
Species: Maple, London Plane, EIm DBH: 247-30” Est. Ht. Approx.+/-60°

Tree Location: Pathway

Assignment: Tim Anderson, Deputy Highway Superintendent, Town of Brighton Highway
Department. Requested evaluation and visual assessment of the following trees:

Item Commmon Name DBH Action
Number

1 Norway Maple 24" remove
P Norway Maple 30" reduce crown
3 Norway Maple 24" reduce crown
4 Norway Maple 24" reduce crown
5 Norway Maple 24" reduce crown
6 London Plane Tree 24" reduce crown
7 London Plane Tree 24" reduce crown
a8 Chinese Elms 24" reduce crown
9 Norway Maple 24" remove
10 Norway Maple 24" remove
11 Norway Maple 24" remove

It is likely if there is crown reduction in both height and width, we can reduce the load on both branches

and root system. This action will help reduce the possibility of both branch and root failure.

The tree is in the lawn area along side of Path way on Town R.O.W. at 149 Edgemoor. It is away from
the road, sits >40 feet from the house that the likelihood of stem/ branch failure is possible, the impact
upon the residence would be Aigh. The likelihood of impact on the road would be low, impact on the
pathway and fence would be high. The likelihood of impact on the utilities across the street would be

low. The overall risk rating for the tree with crown reduction, both height and width, cabling the
remaining crown is /ow.
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The concern of this report is limited to the likelihood of failure due to the size and stem structure of the
tree and, the likelihood that part of this tree could strike a particular target and the consequence of that
impact.

Summary and Recommendations:

Tree Risk Rating: Low,

Mitigation Recommendations:

1. If a low risk is not acceptable, remove Norway maples ( 1, 9,10, & 11 ) and replant with another tree.
The risk of failure cannot be reduced to zero unless the tree is removed and the stump ground.

2. If a low risk is acceptable and pruning, crown reduction of trees 2,3,4,5,6,7,8, installation of cables, or
re-cabling, should be performed as practical.

3. Pruning to remove dead branches would reduce their likelihood of failure to possible.

4. Crown Reduction pruning both height and width, to reduce some of the longest limbs, this can reduce
loads, and the likelihood of branch and root failure. As with cabling, reduction pruning would not alter
the risk rating.

5. Recommend periodic inspections and assessments on the tree and new cabling system ;1 per year.

Residual Risk: None if the trees (1,9,10,&11) are removed; low for branch failure if other trees (
2,3,4,5,6,7,&8) are pruned; low for whole tree even if pruning and cabling is performed.

Re-inspection Interval: Visual assessments are recommended annually and after major storms if tree is
not removed. Cables should be inspected approximately annually.

Submitted by:

Stuart MacKenzie, Arborist Rep 678
Bartlett Tree Experts

554 Bills Road

Macedon, New York 14502
smackenzie@bartlett.com

585-385-4060 office
585-662-3877 cell.
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Appendix:

Limitations of Tree Risk Assessments

It is important for the tree owner or manager to know and understand that all trees pose some degree of
risk from failure or other conditions. The information and recommendations within this report have been
derived from the level of tree risk assessment identified in this report, using the information and
practices outlined in the International Society of Avboriculture’s Best Management Practices for Tree
Risk Assessment, as well as the information available at the time of the inspection. However, the overall
risk rating, the mitigation recommendations, or any other conclusions do not preclude the possibility of
failure from undetected conditions, weather events, or other acts of man or nature. Trees can
unpredictably fail even if no defects or other conditions are present. It is the responsibility of the tree
owner or manager to schedule repeat or advanced assessments, determine actions, and implement follow
up recommendations, monitoring and/or mitigation. Bartlett Tree Experts can make no warranty or
guarantee whatsoever regarding the safety of any tree, trees, or parts of trees, regardless of the level of
tree risk assessment provided, the risk rating, or the residual risk rating after mitigation. This
information is solely for the use of the tree owner and manager to assist in the decision making process
regarding the management of their tree or trees. Tree risk assessments are simply tools which should be
used in conjunction with the owner or tree manager’s knowledge, other information and observations
related to the specific tree or trees discussed, and sound decision making.

Glossary

Tree risk assessment has a unique set of terms with specific meanings. Definitions of all specific
terms may be found in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practice
for Tree Risk Assessment. Definitions of some of these terms used in this report are as follows:

The likelihood of failure may be categorized as imminent meaning that failure has started or
could occur at any time; probable meaning that failure may be expected under normal weather
conditions within the next 3 years; possible meaning that failure could occur, but is unlikely
under normal weather conditions during that time frame; and improbable meaning that failure is
not likely under normal weather conditions, and may not occur in severe weather conditions
during that time frame.

The likelihood of the failed tree part impacting a target may be categorized as high meaning that
a failed tree or tree part will most likely impact a target; medium meaning that a failed tree or
tree part may or may not impact a target with equal likelihood; low meaning that the failed tree
or tree part is not likely to impact a target; and very low meaning that the chance of a failed tree
or tree part impacting the target is remote.
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The Likelihood of Failure and Impact is defined by Table 1, the Likelihood Matrix:

Likelihood Likelihood of Impacting Targat

of Failure Very Low Low Medium High
Imminent Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely Very likely
Probably Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely

The consequences of a known target being struck may be categorized as severe meaning that impact
could involve serious personal injury or death, damage to high value property, or disruption to important
activities; significant meaning that the impact may involve personal injury, property damage of
moderate to high value, or considerable disruption; minor meaning that impact could cause low to
moderate property damage, small disruptions to traffic or a communication utility, or minor injury; and
negligible meaning that impact may involve low value property damage, disruption that can be replaced
or repaired, and do not involve personal injury.

Targets are people, property, or activities that could be injured, damaged or disrupted by a tree failure

Levels of assessment 1) Limited visual assessments are conducted to identify obvious defects. 2) Basic
assessments are visual inspections done by walking around the tree looking at the site, buttress roots,
trunk and branches. It may include the use of simple tools to gain information about the tree or defects.
3) Advanced assessments are performed to provide detailed information about specific tree parts,
defects, targets of site conditions. Drilling to detect decay is an advanced assessment technique.

Tree Risk Ratings are terms used to communicate the level of risk rating. They are defined in Table 2,
the Risk Matrix, as a combination of Likelihood and Consequences:

Likellhood of Consaquences of Trae Fallura
Faillure & Impact [ nociigible | Minor | Significant | Savare
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate | Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low

Overall tree risk rating is the highest individual risk identified for the tree. The residual risk is the level
of risk the tree should pose after the recommended mitigation. Mitigation priority 1 is defined as
mitigation activities that should be scheduled prior to the next growing season. Mitigation Priority 2 can
be scheduled on the next routine maintenance cycle.
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Recommend removing trees number 1 and 9
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The crown should be reduced, both height and width. This will help avoid root and branch failure.
Recommend cabling and bracing where needed
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The pathway and the Residence to the East & West would be the highest risk target if the tree would fail
at 149 Edgemoor Road .Likelihood of impact would be somewhat likely, consequence of impact would
be High.
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The International Society of Arboricufture assumes no responsibility for conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.



TREE DEFECTS
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" BARTLETT

TREE EXPERTS
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907 Tree Risk Assessment Report

Client: Department of Public Works, Town of Brighton, New York
Inspection Date: January 11, 2019
Inspector: S. MacKenzie

Time Frame: Immediate

Tree: #1 -2019
Species: Norway Maple DBH: 36~ Est. Ht. Approx. 50° +/-
Tree Location: Street Edge, In Front yard

Assignment: Tim Anderson, Deputy Highway Superintendent, Town of Brighton Highway
Department. Requested evaluation and visual assessment of the following tree:

47 Laconia Parkway

It is likely if there is crown reduction in both height and width, we can reduce the load on both branches
and root system. This action will help reduce the possibility of both branch and root failure.

The tree is in the tree lawn area in front of 47 Laconia Parkway. It is in the Parkway next to the road, sits
46.5 feet from the house that the likelihood of stem/ branch failure is possible, the impact upon the
residence would be high. Impact on driveway would be moderate. The likelihood of impact on the road
would be low. The likelihood of impact on the utilities along the street would be low. The overall risk
rating for the tree with crown reduction, both height and width, (existing) cabling needs inspecting, the
remaining crown is low.

The concern of this report is limited to the likelihood of failure due to the size and stem structure of the
tree and, the likelihood that part of this tree could strike a particular target and the consequence of that
impact.
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Summary and Recommendations:

Tree Risk Rating: Moderate,

Mitigation Recommendations:

1. If a moderate risk is not acceptable, remove this Norway maple and replant with another tree. The risk
of failure cannot be reduced to zero unless the tree is removed and the stump ground.

2. If a moderate risk is acceptable and the tree is not removed, installation of cables, or re-cabling,
should be performed as practical.

3. Pruning to remove dead branches would reduce their likelihood of failure to low.
4. Crown Reduction pruning both height and width, to reduce some of the longest limbs, this can reduce

loads, and the likelihood of branch and root failure. As with cabling, reduction pruning would alter the
risk rating to low.

5. Recommend periodic inspections and assessments on the tree and new cabling system; 2 per year.
Feeding the tree with boost and fortiphite application.

Residual Risk: None if the tree is removed; low for branch failure if tree is pruned; low for whole tree
even if pruning and cabling is performed.

Re-inspection Interval: Visual assessments are recommended every 6 mos. and after major storms if tree
is not removed. Cables should be inspected approximately annually.

Submitted by:

Stuart MacKenzie, Arborist Rep 678
Bartlett Tree Experts

554 Bills Road

Macedon, New York 14502
smackenzie@bartlett.com

585-385-4060 office
585-662-3877 cell.
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TREE EXPERTS
SCIENTIFIC TREE CARE SINCE 1907 Tree Risk Assessment Report

Appendix:

Limitations of Tree Risk Assessments

It is important for the tree owner or manager to know and understand that all trees pose some degree of
risk from failure or other conditions. The information and recommendations within this report have been
derived from the level of tree risk assessment identified in this report, using the information and
practices outlined in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practices for Tree
Risk Assessment, as well as the information available at the time of the inspection. However, the overall
risk rating, the mitigation recommendations, or any other conclusions do not preclude the possibility of
failure from undetected conditions, weather events, or other acts of man or nature. Trees can
unpredictably fail even if no defects or other conditions are present. It is the responsibility of the tree
owner or manager to schedule repeat or advanced assessments, determine actions, and implement follow
up recommendations, monitoring and/or mitigation. Bartlett Tree Experts can make no warranty or
guarantee whatsoever regarding the safety of any tree, trees, or parts of trees, regardless of the level of
tree risk assessment provided, the risk rating, or the residual risk rating after mitigation. This
information is solely for the use of the tree owner and manager to assist in the decision making process
regarding the management of their tree or trees. Tree risk assessments are simply tools which should be
used in conjunction with the owner or tree manager’s knowledge, other information and observations
related to the specific tree or trees discussed, and sound decision making.

Glossary

Tree risk assessment has a unique set of terms with specific meanings. Definitions of all specific
terms may be found in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practice
for Tree Risk Assessment. Definitions of some of these terms used in this report are as follows:

The likelihood of failure may be categorized as imminent meaning that failure has started or
could occur at any time; probable meaning that failure may be expected under normal weather
conditions within the next 3 years; possible meaning that failure could occur, but is unlikely
under normal weather conditions during that time frame; and improbable meaning that failure is
not likely under normal weather conditions, and may not occur in severe weather conditions
during that time frame.

The likelihood of the failed tree part impacting a target may be categorized as high meaning that
a failed tree or tree part will most likely impact a target; medium meaning that a failed tree or
tree part may or may not impact a target with equal likelihood; low meaning that the failed tree
or tree part is not likely to impact a target; and very low meaning that the chance of a failed tree
or tree part impacting the target is remote.
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The Likelihood of Failure and Impact is defined by Table 1, the Likelihood Matrix:

Likelihood Likelihood of Impacting Target

of Failure Very Low Low Medium High
Imminent Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely Very likely
Probably Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely
Improbable Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely

The consequences of a known target being struck may be categorized as severe meaning that impact
could involve serious personal injury or death, damage to high value property, or disruption to important
activities; significant meaning that the impact may involve personal injury, property damage of
moderate to high value, or considerable disruption; minor meaning that impact could cause low to
moderate property damage, small disruptions to traffic or a communication utility, or minor injury; and
negligible meaning that impact may involve low value property damage, disruption that can be replaced
or repaired, and do not involve personal injury.

Targets are people, property, or activities that could be injured, damaged or disrupted by a tree failure

Levels of assessment 1) Limited visual assessments are conducted to identify obvious defects. 2) Basic
assessments are visual inspections done by walking around the tree looking at the site, buttress roots,
trunk and branches. It may include the use of simple tools to gain information about the tree or defects.
3) Advanced assessments are performed to provide detailed information about specific tree parts,
defects, targets of site conditions. Drilling to detect decay is an advanced assessment technique.

Tree Risk Ratings are terms used to communicate the level of risk rating. They are defined in Table 2,
the Risk Matrix, as a combination of Likelihood and Consequences:

Likelihood of Consequences of Tree Failure
Failure & Impact | negligible Minor | Significant | Severe
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate | Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low

Overall tree risk rating is the highest individual risk identified for the tree. The residual risk is the level
of risk the tree should pose after the recommended mitigation. Mitigation priority 1 is defined as
mitigation activities that should be scheduled prior to the next growing season. Mitigation Priority 2 can
be scheduled on the next routine maintenance cycle.
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Root crown is exposed, and visual inspection seems to be there are girdling roots that should be
managed. Recommend Boost and fortiphite application, mulch at root zone. The crown should be
reduced, both height and width. This will help avoid root and branch failure. Recommend cabling and
bracing where needed.
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2 Cables are in the crown stems. Recommend they get inspected and possibly replaced. The deadwood

removed and reduce the crown. Monitor the tree every 6 months. Re-Evaluate this spring 2019.
Boost and fortiphite applications for health of the tree.





