B Loiederman
Soltesz Associates

4300 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 230
Lanham, Maryland 20706
(301) 794-7555 (301) 794-7656 fax

To: The Town of University Park

6724 Baltimore Avenue

University Park, MD, 20782

Attn: Mayor John Tabori

TRANSMITTAL
Date: 12/11/1250 e vomie s mmmnaans
Subject:  Cafritz 4-12004

Project No.: 0244-05-01

Copies |Pages|

The following items are transmltted @ Herewﬁh l:] Under Separate Cover [:}
: " Description S

1 30 Response Letter

1 1 2 iParkland Dedication Memo

1 Grading/ Phasing/ Timeline Exhibit

i -} 13 [Tree Summary Sheets

1 3 |Reformatted SOJ

1 1 ITree Canopy Coverage Schedule

1 . 4 ISWM Concept as approved and as revised

The above items are submitted: [_] At your request

X] For your review [ ] For your files

[ ] For your approval [ ] For your action For your information

General Remarks:

Copies to:
File

By: Tim Davis




Tree Canopy Coverage Schedule for Sec. 25-128

Project Name:

Cafritz Property o

Site Calculations:

TCP2i#: DRD Case #:  Area {acres)
Zone 1: | - M-UTC | b 034,58
Zone 2: | FUR-B5 125
Zone 3 |l SR
Zone 4: i :
Total Acres: 35.83

TCC Required TCC Required

Total Acres {gross acres} % of TCC required {Acres} in (SF)
35.83 10.2% 3.6455 158798
A. TOTAL ON-SITE WC PROVIDED (acres) = Gnaoniina v ,251acres 10890
B. TOTAL AREA EXISTING TREES {non-WC acres) = Poiawnin sl acres 0
C. TOTALSQUARE FOOTAGE IN LANDSCAPE TREES = 148050
D. TOTAL TREE CANOPY COVERAGE PROVIDED = 158940
E. TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE REQUIRED = 158798
Reguirement
Satisfled
TCC Credit per Tree ber of
Credit Categories for Landscape Trees Based on Size at Nu;n ero TCC Credit {SF)
Planting [SF) rees
. . . 2-1/2-3"= 65 g 0
Deciduous - columnar shade tree (50 ' or less height) 3.31/2°=75 B 5
Deciduous - ornamental tree {20' or less height with equal ;1421/;"3_/12;75 g g
spread). Minimum planting size 7 - 9 ' in height 2.1/2-3" =110 0 0
Deciduous - minor shade tree {25-50' height with equal 2-1/2-3" =160 0 0
spread or greater}. Minimum planting size 8-10' in height 3-31/2"=175 HIEER 0
Deciduous - major shade tree (50' and greater ht. with spread {2 -1/2 - 3" = 225 o658 148050
equal to or greater than ht} Minimum planting size 12 to 14' in .
height 3-31/2" =250 0 0
6-8=40 0 0
Evergreen - columnar tree {less than 30' height with spread  {8-10'=50 70 o
less than 15') 10-12'=75 0 0
6-8'=75 =0 0
8-10'=100 0 0
Evergreen - small tree {30-40" height with spread of 15-20') 10-12'=125 20 0
6-8=125 0 0
8-10'=150 0 0
Evergreen - medium tree {40-50" height with spread of 20-30'}|10 - 12' = 175 S0 0
6-8' =150 D 0
Evergreen - large tree {50' height or greater with spread of 8-10'=200 =0 0
over 30') 10-12'= 250 S0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF TREES/TCC CREDIT {SF}) 658! 148050
Manually enter information/figures into shaded areas)
Prepared by Date
November 2010 B-1, TC-2




Cafritz Property - LSA 2411

Supplemental Information for Trees shown as "Saved” on TCP 1

# Name CRZ CTLA | Arborist Arborist recommendation
shown rating | Interpretati | regarding Tree-Save status
Protected :r?:gi?:“ on

2562 | Quercus falcata 62% 2228 | Good | Increase CRZ save area to 70%

253 | Quercus phellos | 61% 24128 | Good Increase CRZ save area to 70%

2564 | Quercus falcata 70% 17/28 | Poor | Do not save i

255 | Quercus falcata | 79% 16/28 | Poor  |Donotsave

261 | Fraxinusalba | 92% | 15/28 | Poor Donotsave

262 | Quercusfalcata | 54% | 1528 | Poor | Donotsave

267 | Quercus alba 52% 121/28 | Good Increase CRZ save area to 70%

268 | Quercusaba | 71% | 2128 | Good | Salisfactory CRZ save area

269 | Quercusalba | 77% 21/28 | Good | Satisfactory CRZ save area

270 | Quercus alba 70% 15/28 | Poor Do not save

2682 | Quercus phellos | 67% 2128 | Good | Increase CRZ save area to 70%

You need to add the CTLA rating numbers to the "“Tree Save” chart. The heading of the column
should be headed as “Condition Analysis”.

Please Include these notes below revised Tree Save Chart

s Fieldwork conducted in the winter 2012 so foliage and shoot vigor could not be evaluated, Tree
rating is based on 28 total points.
e Arborist interprelation of rating of 21 or better (75%) is considered ‘Good’

Please consider the following recommendations from me regarding your TCP Il preparation.

e Specimen irees rated poor should be removed from tree save areas because they wil pose a
hazard. Arborist recommendation is supplemental planting of in-kind species within designated
free-save areas.

« Treesraled in “Good” condition need to protect 70% or more of CRZ from impact, Consider
adiusting 1.OD {o accommodate frees 252, 253, 267, and 287,
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Specimen/Champlon Tree Condition Rating Computations

‘Generallhformation=:

Tree Numhef-: Jl 8 7

Common Name: =~ 4 s £ ({)6é r

dctor 1 Roots

Root Collar Inspection Warranted?

Root Anchorage Presence of Insects or Disease

Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms 1 Y 4

Mechanical Injury Notes: 0//(/ /{Q/&M

Compaction/Watertogged Roots

Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms P
k] -4 Q 70

Factor 1: Roots Structure + H?aith = Sug(otai

R A s

Core Samplmg Warranted? ___Ne

Sound Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease

Cavities Conks

Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes:

Cracks (Frost or Other)

Swollen or Sunken Areas ¥ » ]
40 240 /0

Factor 2: Trunk Struc‘{ure + Realth Subtotal

: caffold Branchies S

Strong Attachments Well Pruned

smaller Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Proportioned/Proper Taper )

Vertical Branch Distribution Wound Closure Notes:

Free of Inchuded Bark beadwood or Fire injury

Frea of Decay and Cavities Insects or Disease /

Factor 3: Scaffold Branches ) 9 o0 L/ 9

Vigor of Current S Shoots (Compare Previous Growth)m
well Distributed Through Canopy
Appearance of Buds (Color/Shape/Size for Species)

Structure +

NOt_ES:

bt iic o
{,{ szuét\

‘ i._q_,f

Heaith Subtotal}

e R R OR SR o liapeE

B

Size of Foliage/Buds Dry Buds

Coloration of Foliage Presence of Insects or Disease
Nutrient Status

Herbiclde/Chemical/Pollution Injury

Wilted or Dead Leaves

Notes: )v‘\) ¥ )&/

Presence of insects or Disease HADA
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs -7 7
_p
Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs v 0 ¢ 0

Subtotal

Factor 5: Foliage and/or Buds

0

Health = Subtotal

Ww o ’ K "15“' I
et e
it &%ﬁg"?ﬁéﬁﬁ .

atings for btructure and Health

G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xisx

Assessment Method taken from Table 4.3 In Chapter 4. Factors in Plant R
Appralsal"of thie Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prépared by the Council of Tree | N0 Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of Minor Problems 3
Arboriculture. Major Problems 2
Extreme Problems 1
Page 1of1




Loiederman
Soltesz Associates, Inc,
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LSA#:

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

DBH:

Date of Visit:

o v B g WL o =

“Factor: 1 Root

Root Collar Inspection Warranted?

Yes

Root Anchorage

Presence of insects or Disease

Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms /Q],;’)-*—‘;, e ,/ / (?‘(-‘jl-‘-.i*l’. G
Mechanical Injury Notes: . ., . % P /
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots . ‘L ! ['j" , f’éa S £
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms Fldel Mok f
. 2% D 0 20
Factor 1:Roots Structure + Health = Subtotal
Ve e FadtorZaTrunkast e
Core Sampling Warranted? __Yes ___No
Sound Bark and Wood Presence of insects or Disease
Cavities Conks
Mechanical or Fire injury Notes:
Cracks (Frost or Other)
Swotlen or Sunken Areas - ;1
. I /o [}
Factor 2: Trunk Tructure. +

Health =

Subfotal]

Well Distributed Through Canopy

Presence of Insects or Disease
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs

Hay ri3rScaffold Branche
Strong Attachments well Pruned oot
Smatler Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Proportioned/Proper Taper | . . ‘. j LS
Vertical Branch Disteibution Wound Closure Notes:
Free of Included Bark Deadwood or Fire Injury
Free of Decay and Cavities Insects or Disease i/ i
14 A
Factor 3: Scaffold Branches Stru clm’e + i ea‘lli‘g ¢

Vigor of Current Shoots (Corﬁ;)'are Previous Growth)

Appearance of Buds (Color/Shape/Size for Specles)

Subtotal

Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs

Slze of Fo[tage/ Buds

Coloration of Foliage

Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Poliution Injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

I FACtorbLROlogeand/DrBUt sy
Dry Buds
Presence of Insects or Disease

Notes:

gy

Factor 5: Foliage and/or Buds

e

T
f

Assessment Method taken from Tah[e 4.3 in Chapter 4:

“Factors in Plant

Ratmgs or Structure and Health

Appraisal”of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree Nt? Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of Minor Problems 3
Arhoriculture iMajor Problems 2

) Extreme Problems 1
G:\teams\Envie\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xlsx Page 1 of1

7
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Project:
LSA #:

Cabnte

-

specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

i General Information

Tree Number:
Common Name;

o Factor1¥Root

Root Callar Inspection Warranted?

Root Anchorage Presence of Insects or Disease g /’ Ry /’ Iy

Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms [ by libe / /

Mechanical Injury Notes l:,.f{‘ fre I J/)ui' ey 1{

Compaction/Waterlogged Roots .}_3 et {/

Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms - =5 il
Factor 1:Roots ] >0 Subn&gi

Structure +

Heatth =

S

actor3:Scaftold Branche

Core Samplmg Warranted?” Yes ___No
Sm{“f’ Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease e b e
Cavities Conks
Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes: &{@(/}‘M/&}s’w}
Cracks (Frost or Other)
Swaollen or Sunken Areas .
0
Factor 2: Trunk Strucfﬁfe + Health = Subtotal

well Pruned
Well-Proportioned/Proper Taper
Wound Closure

Deadwood or Fire injury

Insects or Disease

Strong Attachments
Smalier Diameter than Trunk where Attached
Vertical Branch Distribution

Free of Included Bark

Frea of Decay and Cavities

Notes:

factor 3: Scaffold Branches

iFa 0

Stfucture + Health = Subiotal

gtals) mall:Brar

IehEsTand T WiBsHERrisd

Vlgor of Current Shoots (Compare Prev;ous Growth)
well Distributed Through Canopy

Appearance of Buds {Color/Shape/Size for Species)
Presence of Insects or Disease

Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs

Notgs:

Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs

{)ry Buds
Presence of Insects or Disease

Size of Foliage/Buds

Coloration of Foliage

Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Pollution Injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

Factor 5: Foliage and/ar Buds

Assessment Method taken from Table 4.3 in Chapter 4; "Factors In Plant

i ‘.,., I
Ratings for Structure and Health

Appraisal”of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree N? Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of er]or Problems 3
tcul . Miajor Problems ?
Arboricuiture. Extreme Problemns 1
G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xlsx Page 1 0f1

=
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Loiederman

Soltesz Associates, Inc.

Project:
LSA #;

Foor.

Cabate

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

sGeneralinfarmation:

Tree Number:

“Factor 17 Roots

Date of VISIt
DBH:

Root Collar Inspection Warranted? __Yes ___No
Root Anchorage Presence of lnsects or Disease
CollarfFlare Soundness Mushrooms
Mechanical Injury Notes:
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms _ o
Factor 1:Roots >S9 oML 0

Core Samp!mg Warranted?

Sound Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease

Vst le fungus

Cavities Conks
Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes:
Cracks {Frost or Other)
Swollen or Sunken Areas - i .
~ # 0 0
Factor 2: Trunk Structure + Health =

Subtotal

eﬁg%?}wﬂ 1 et i é’b it
Strong Attachments Weﬂ Pruned
smaller Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Proportioned/Proper Tapet... 2‘?’;’1 _{é’ fz 2 lgdiroﬁ?_;; chies.
Vertical Branch Distribution wound Closure Notes:
Frea of Included Bark Peadwood or Fire Injury UI {4 é (,e -ﬁt :45 “us
Free of Decay and Cavitles Insects or Disease h
. A L 0 0
Factor 3: Scaffold Branches Struclure + Health = Subtotal

1 : Srourattora:smalliBl
Vngor of Current Shoots {Compare Prewous Growth)
Well Distributed Through Canopy

Appearance of Buds {Color/Shape/Size for Species)

Not_es:

RS e EACtor SR Folinpeand/

Presence of Insects or Disease o in
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs
. . Z § 0
Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs Health = Shitotal

Slze of Follage/Buds
Coloration of Foliage
Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Pollutlon Injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

Diry Buds
Presence of insects or Disease

Factor 5: Follage and/or Buds

0 0

= "'(zb“ﬁ’dtiﬁtlgﬁ
SiE Ucondition Rating s

Assessment Method taken from Table 4.3 in Chapter 4: "Factors in Plant
Appraisalof the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of
Arboriculture.

Ratings for Structure and Heaith
No Apparent Problems
Minor Problems
Maijor Problems
Extreme Problems

G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xlsx

Page 10f1
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Project:
L oiederman

Soltesz Associates, Inc.

poo -

Cibie

LSA#:

Specimen/Champian Tree Condition Rating Camputations

encratnformastion:

Dateof\ﬂsn :[Hg,[ LQ 4~

DBH =

“Factor, 1i'Roots’

e

B

Root Collar Inspection Warranted? _._Yes —
Root Anchaorage Presence of Insects or Disease {,‘2 LA ATS
Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms ER oL Ll ou T
Mechanical Injury Notes: CF ASE
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms > !
[ Yy 0
Factor 1:Roots Slmctl;/r;( + H{a’:;!th Subtotai

Core Samplmg Warranted?

Sound Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease

PLmatS &Rewsdd

Factor 2: Trunk

Cavities Conks F

Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes octT” ©

Cracks {Frost or Other) TR

Swollen or Sunken Areas :
- o Z o 0

Health =

i

Structure +

Subtotal

Factor 3: Scaffold Branches

Strong Attachments Well Pruned Breoweid ;C,q.p,nyu;
Smaller Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Proportioned/Proper Taper - . B il s
Vertical Branch Distribution Wound Closure Notes:
Free of Included Bark Deadwood or Fire injury
Free of Decay and Cavitles insects or Disease _
A7 oy 0

Health =

Slructure +

Vigor of Current Shoots (Compare Previous Growth)
well Distributed Through Canopy

Appearance of Buds {Color/Shape/Size for Species)
Presence of Insects or Disease

Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs

Notes:

Factor 4: Smal! Branches and Twigs

53 0

Dr\;Buds

Size of‘FohagefBuds -
Coloration of Foliage Presence of Insects or Disease
Nutrient Status

Herbiclde/Chemical/Poliution injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

Motes:

Factor S: Foltage and/or Bud_s

il il Lk SR 5] onditiot i PODY
Assessment Method taken from Table 4 3 in Chapter 4: "Factors in Plant Ratmps for Structure and Health
Appraisal“of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Couricll of Tree |NO Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appralsers and Published by the international Socitey of Minor Problems 3
Arboriculture Major Problems 2

' Extreme Problems 1
G:\teams\EnvinFCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xsx Page 1 of1

e




Loiederman

;';/25 53% fool-

Project:

Soltesz Associates, Inc. . LSA #:

Canle

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

-Gengral Informatio

Tree Number;
Common Name:

S Factor.17Root

Date of Visit: _ a/ T
DBH: ‘

“No

Root Collar inspection Warranted? __Yes .
Root Anchorage Presence of Insects or Disease A1l Sd Palse b
Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms SLPPE
Mechanical injury Notes
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms
0

Factor 1:Roots Stru?u:g + He::ia: = Subtotal
i i e
Core Sampling Warranted? _Yes __No
Sound Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease .
Cavitles Conks 'TE,()[/J Tr@(,uuléf B
Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes:
Cracks (Frost or Other) (HAREE WwouH D
Swollen or Sunken Areas L )

Factor 2: Trunk ] [ Z g

Structure + Health =

Subtotal

vigor of Current Sools (Eiom'pare Previous Groﬁfh) '

; actor: ffold: Brapehe:
Strong Attachments Well Pruned EoME  Broldsd
Smaller Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Propertioned/Proper Taper QrAFEEDLD .
Vertical 8ranch Distribution Wound Closure Notes: 7 sl HES
Free of Included Bark Deadwood or Fire injury
Free of Decay and Cavities insects or Disease
£ 0 -0 0
Factor 3: Scaffold Branches Srorre +—Tedi < Sublotal
| X I e Anihe : a

{ opPs 1 PED

Size of Foliage/Buds
Coloration of Foliage Presence of insects or Disease
Nutrient Status

Herbicide/Chemical/Pollution Injury

Wilted or Dead Leaves

Well Distributed Through Canopy ro
el
Appearance of Buds (Color/Shape/Size for Species) Notes: ¢ .
Presence of Insects or Disease '
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs —
220 0
Factor 4: Smail Branches and Twigs Health: = Subtotal
e PR R R

Notes: L M["Ef_

Factor 5: Foliage and/ar Buds

0
Health =

0

Subtotal

' Rat

A ings for

Appraisal”af the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree No Apparent Problems 4

and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of Minor Problems 3

Arboricult fajor Problems 2
rooricuRure. Extreme Problems 1

G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xdsx Page 1of1




Loiederman
Soltesz Associates, Inc.

;\/25 75

&Goo D

Project:

CAFE T2

1say:

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

Tree Number:

Common Name; /

Date of Visit:
DBH:

“aFactor 17 RootS!

ﬁoot Cofiai.' fnspectlon Warf.énthe.d.;? .

Root Anchorage
Collar/Flare Soundness

Presence of Insects or Disease
fMiushrooms

Factor 1:Roots

Mechanical Injury Notes:
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms _

o & K

Core Sampling Warrantea?

Structure +

Sound Bark and Wooed

Presence of Insects or Disease

Factor 2: Trunk

Cavities Conks

Mechanical or Fire Injury Notes:

Cracks (Frost or Other)

Swollen or Sunken Areas - e _
o0 24 0

Eactor.3: Scaffold Branche

Strong Attachments
Smatler Diameter than Trunk where Attached
Vertical Branch Distribution

Free of Included Bark

Free of Decay and Cavitles

Well Pruned

Well-Propartioned/Praper Tapet..

Wound Closure
Deadwood or Fire Injury
Insects or Disease

e
well Distributed Through Canopy

Presence of insects or Disease
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs

Factor 3: Scaffold Branches

Vigor of Current Shaots (Compare Previous Growt }

Appearance of Buds {Color/Shape/Size for Species)

R
Size of Foliage/Buds

Coloration of Foliage

Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Poliution Injury

Wilted or Dead Leaves

Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs

0
Subtotal}

Dn-(”Buds
Presence of Insects or Disease

Notes:

LO 7 1 TER

Factor 5: Foliage and/or Buds

i 0

Health =

Subtotal]

taken from

Appraisal"of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree No Apparel;lt Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Socitey of Minor Problems 3
Arboriculture Major Prablems 2
i Extreme Problems 1
G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xlsx Page 1 of 1
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| oiederman z /Z@ . 76‘% Project
Soltesz Associates, Inc.

6008

LSA #:

CAERIT

Specimen/Champion Tree Cendition Rating Computations

“General Informatjon

Tree Number: LA ‘
Common Name: _/( { /(7T [~k

Date of Visit:

DBH:

T iFactors AHROO1S

Root Collar inspection Warranted?

__Yes ~_No
Root Anchorage Presence of Insects or Disease
Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms
Mechanical Injury Notes:
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms .
Factor 1:Roots = 5 o 0

Core Sé'mplingWarran‘t'e'd? o

Sound Bark and Wood Presence of Insects or Disease
Cavities Conks
Mechanlcal or Fire Injury Notes:
Cracks (Frost or Other)
Swollen or Sunken Areas .
g -0 0
Factor 2: Trunk Stréture N H‘éﬁg -

B : 1Scaffold Branche:

Strong Attachments well Pruned

smaller Diameter than Trunk where Attached  Well-Prapartioned/Proper Taper /U m L .
Vertical Branch Distribution Wound Ciosure Notes: O@ o]
Free of Included Bark Deadwood or Fire Injury

Free of Decay and Cavities insects or Disease

Subtotal

Factor 3; Scaffold Branches

35 3%

0

=
Gy

Vigor of Current Sﬁoots (Compare Previods Growth)

Structure + Health =

Subtotal

Well Distributed Through Canopy pgrrou)
Appearance of Buds (Color/Shape/size for Species) Notes: (/{2@ [/u‘.:__l
Presence of insects or Disease ’
Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs o
Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs 20 ¢
) Health

Size of Follage/Buds Dry Buds
Coloration of Foliage Presence of Insects or Disease

Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Poliution Injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

Subtotal

Factor 5: Follage and/or Buds

Health =

A7 e CondNONRANEE
e

Subtotal

Ratings for Structure and Health

Appraisal”of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree |NO Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the International Secitey of Minor Problems 3
Arboricult Major Problems 2
rboricuiture. Extreme Problems 1
G:\teams\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.xlsx Page 1 of1




Loiederman
Soltesz Associates, Incs

l /
Z 7/6 600 Project:

LSA i

CAFRITZ

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

£ Generalinformation:

Tree Number:

Daté of thsif:

DBH: 2

“Ractori1iRoot

Root Colfar Inspection Warranted?

Presence of Insects or Disease
Mushrooms

Root Anchorage
Collar/Flare Soundness

Mechanical Injury Notes:

Compaction/Waterlogged Roots

Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms o
Factor 1:Roots 5 0 28

Heaith =

Struclure

R Factor2sTennkid

Core Sampling Warranted?

Presence of Insects or Disease
Conks

Sound Bark and Woad
Cavities

Factor 2: Trunk

Mechanical or Fire {njury Notes:

Cracks {Frost or Other}

Swollen or Sunken Areas L .
Ak 2.4

Scaffold Bran

Structure + Health =

0
Subtotal 6

uSt'r'ong Attachments
Smaller Dlameter than Trunk where Attached

wWeH‘Pru‘nerj

Well-Proportioned/Proper Taper

Vertical Branch Distribution Wound Closure Notas:
free of included Bark Deadwood or Fire injury
Free of Decay and Cavities insects or Disease _
. Z 4 > &
Factor 3: Scaffold Branches Structure + Hoalth =

Vngor of Currént Shoots (Compare Previous Growth)
well Distributed Through Canopy

Appearance of Buds (Color/Shape/Size for Species)
Presence of Insects or Disease

Presence of Weak or Dead Twigs

malliBranchesand Twigsieas Bais s

{6

Notes:

Subtotal

Factor 4: Small Branches and Twigs

P e
Size of Foliage/Buds

Presence of Insects or Disease

Coloration of Foliage

Nutrient Status
Herbicide/Chemical/Pollution Injury
Wilted or Dead Leaves

5 A4

o|

Health =

Notes:

Subtotaﬁ

Factor 5: Foliage and/or Buds

0

0

Assessment Method taken from Table 4.3 in Chapter 4: "Factors in Plant

i Ratings Tor Structure and Health

Appralsal“of the Guide for Plant Appraisal Rating prepared by the Council of Tree No Apparent Problems 4
and Landscape Appraisers and Published by the Inteérnational Socitey of erfor Problems 3
Arboricul Major Problems 2
rboricuiture. Extreme Problems 1
G:\tearns\Envir\FCP\PGCounty\Tree Condition Rating Chart.ulsx ' Page 1 of1




é
ig/«;@ 55 /D Project:

Loiederman

Soltesz Associates, Inc. LSA #:

poot-

Specimen/Champion Tree Condition Rating Computations

“Gengral Iiformation:

Tree Number:
Common Name:

Root Collar Enspectioh Warranted? _ Yes ~_No
Roat Anchorage Presence of Insects or Disease »
Collar/Flare Soundness Mushrooms 20 / g Le oA
Mechanical Injury Notes: /githes efres S
Compaction/Waterlogged Roots
Toxic Gasses/Chemical Symptoms
. Z.8 - 07 0
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December 6, 2012

Ms. Quynn Nguyen

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

Re:  Cafritz. 4-12004
LSA No.: 2411-05-01
Letter of Justification for Impacts to Regulated Environmental Features

Dear Quynn:

The following information is provided pursuant to the need to supply a Statement of Justification
for impacts to a “Regulated Environmental Feature” as defined in Subtitle 24 of the Subdivision
Ordinance.

The Cafritz Property consists of 35.83 acres of land located in northwestern Prince George’s
County, on the eastern side of Baltimore Avenue (US Route 1). The site borders Baltimore
Avenue, south of the intersection with Albion Road. The site is comprised of one parcel (Parcel
81) on Prince George’s County Tax Map 42 Grid D2. Approximately 91% of the property is
forested. The remaining area consists of grass fields. The area surrounding the property consists
of CSX railroad tracks and right-of-way, Metrorail tracks and right-of-way, residential
development, and retail/commercial development. The site was rezoned to M-U-TC through the
Zoning Map Amendment A-10018. This site proposes approximately 1,200,000 - 1,950,000 sf
of retail, commercial, office, and residential with associated parking and infrastructure,
Multifamily and townhomes are proposed for most of the eastern portion of the site. The
western side of the site will be comprised of primarily retail, commercial, and office.

The site was originally developed as housing in the 1940s and 50s. Since then the site has been
cleared and overgrown with forest. Zoning for this site requires a mixed-use development. The
intended mixed-use development proposes retail, commercial, office, and residential uses. Entry
onto the property will come from Baltimore Avenue and Maryland Avenue from the south, while
a possible railroad crossing will provide another entrance on the eastern side. Multifamily and
townhomes are proposed for most of the eastern portion of the site. The western side of the site
will be comprised of primarily retail, commercial, and office,

There is an existing stream located just off-site of the northeastern portion of the site. It runs
through a culvert, under the neighboring railroad tracks, away from the site. Its stream buffer
encroaches onto the site and is disturbed. This disturbance is caused by a proposed stormwater
management pond that will treat run-off from the new development.
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In addition to the stream buffer, there is a small, isolated wetland (0.02 acres) at approximately
the mid-point of the northern property line, adjacent to the Metrorail right-of-way. This isolated
wetland is not regulated by the Maryland Department of the Environment as a jurisdictional
wetland. While there is no known FEMA floodplain on the property, there is 100-year County
Floodplain located on site; it is confined to the southeastern side of the property and takes up
0.06 acres of the site.

The preliminary plan proposes a total of: 0.12 acres of stream buffer impact for fill or stormwater
management ponds; and floodplain impacts of 0.06 acres for residential development. It also
proposes 0.02 acres of unregulated wetland impact.

Attempts were made to avoid all impacts to the regulated features, but preliminary studies
showed no practicable alternative that achieved complete avoidance. Alternative designs then
focused on minimization of impacts to regulated features.

Avoidance and Minimization Discussion

A. Avoidance: Can the impacts be avoided by another design? Are the impacts
necessary for reasonable development of the property?

The site has several off-site constraints which dictate where certain types of on-site development
can be placed. The Metrorail tracks and right-of-way to the north and CSX Railroad tracks and
right-of-way to the east act as these constraints. Access into the site from the north is
impossible, and very difficult from the east. In order to gain access into the site from the east, a
bridge must be constructed over the existing railroad tracks. The primary access onto the site
comes directly from Baltimore Avenue. Also, retail must be located on the western portion of
the site along Baltimore Avenue to ensure its visibility from the road.

The stream buffer impact is necessary to allow room for a proposed stormwater management
pond that will treat run-off from the new development. This location is ideal for this pond
because it is a low point on-site and can maximize run-off volume. Off-site, the stream runs
through a culvert underneath the CSX rail lines. We are proposing improvements to this culvert
per CSP-11005, which will unavoidably impact the surrounding stream buffer on site,

The floodplain on the southeastern portion of the site is impacted to create a road connection to
Maryland Avenue, per CSP-11005, and to allow for residential development. This impact is
unavoidable because a connection to Maryland Avenue must be made to alleviate the traffic flow
entering and exiting the site at Baltimore Avenue. This additional site entrance will not only
alleviate traffic at other entrances, but will also improve the overall flow of the site.
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The isolated wetland’s central location on the subject property makes its impact nearly
impossible to avoid. If steps were taken to avoid this unregulated wetland, the site would be
drastically under-developed, and vehicular and pedestrian flow patterns would be less desirable
and efficient.

B. Minimization: Have the impacts been minimized? Are there alternative designs
that could reduce the proposed impacts?

The impacts to these areas have been minimized to the extent where it would not hinder the
development density. Alternative designs have proven to reduce building square footage and
overall site density, while making the subject property’s vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns
function less efficiently. Also, the alternative designs reduce the site’s ability to treat water run-
off by reducing the size of the stormwater management pond.

C. Mitigation: For areas of significant impacts, has a mitigation package been
proposed to provide an equal or better trade-off for the impacts proposed?

Since the environmental features occupy less than 1% of the site and their impacts are required
by CSP-11008, they are therefore not significant impacts.

This concludes the Letter of Justification for Cambridge Place at Westphalia CSP-11003.
Because impacts are unavoidable, have been minimized, and mitigation is proposed, the
Applicant respectfully requests approval for impacts to the stream buffer and floodplain.

I you have any further concerns or questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.
Sincerely,

LOIEDERMAN SOLTESZ ASSOCTATES, INC

Tim Davis, RLA, AICP
Associate
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Memorandum

To: Ms. Quynn Nguyen

From: Timothy H. Davis

Date; December 6, 2012

Re: Cafritz Site Parkland Dedication

LSA No.: 2411-01-00

The proposal to satisfy the parkland dedication requirement assumes that the land associated
with retail and office development is excluded from the requirement. Additionally, it is
anticipated that the multifamily buildings will provide sufficient amenities to the residents of the
buildings. The set aside of land and construction of the hiker biker trail will be used to satisfy
the parkland dedication requirement for the townhome lots proposed.

A. Multifamily

It is anticipated that the following amenities will be included in the multifamily buildings. We
expect the cost of the exterior amenities to be over $400,000 each for the buildings on Lot 139, 8
and 9. Exterior amenities for Lot 5 are expected to cost $250,000. Interior amenities for the
building on Lot 139, 8 and 9 will likely exceed $1,000,000 per building,

Building 1, (Phase 1, 312,378sf, Lot 139 and Lot 5) exterior amenities will include a swimming
pool, barbeque and fire pit areas, shared gardens in an exterior courtyard, this area will be
7,553sf. Interior amenities totaling 7,809sf will include a fitness center building, club room,
recreation room, fire place, media center, business center and Wi-Fi lounge.

Building 2, (Lot 8 future Phase, 219,222sf, Lot 8) exterior amenities will include a swimming
pool, barbeque and fire pit areas, shared gardens in an exterior courtyard, this area will be
15,636sf. Interior amenities totaling 5,481sf will include a fitness center, club room, recreation
room, fire place, media center, business center and Wi-Fi lounge.

Building 3, (Lot 9 future Phase, 329,855sf, Lot 9) exterior amenities will include a swimming
pool, barbeque and fire pit areas, shared gardens in an exterior courtyard, this area will be 15,636
sf. Interior amenities totaling 8,246sf will include a fitness center, club room, recreation room,
fire place, media center, business center and Wi-Fi lounge.
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B. Townhomes

The Cafritz project is proposed to have a total of 126 townhomes, The total area of the land area
of the townhome lots is 113,860sf or 2.614 acres. Based on a density exceeding 12 units per
acre, the requirement is 15% of the land area.

The dedication requirement is therefore 113,860sf x 15% = 17,053sf or 0.39 acres. To satisfy
this dedication requirement the owner intends to construct the hiker/ biker trail north to south
across their property. The private trail facility will be open to public through the site. The area
of this trail is expected to be +/- 0.687 acres, and the construction cost is estimated to be
$225,0600
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December 6, 2012

Ms. Quynn Nguyen

Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive

Upper Mariboro, Maryland 20772

Re:  Cafritz Property 4-12004
LSA No.: 2411-01-00

Dear Quynn:

We have reviewed the comments from staff regarding our submission on November 29, 2012 for the
Cafritz property 4-12004. Our responses to those comments are noted below and were applicable we
have provided additional supporting information.

a. Comments from Paul Sun, December 5, 2012,

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

“I received the revised drawings yesterday after your requested meeting began. T
have done a cursory review of the plans and they do not address any of the
mandatory Dedication of parkiand requirements as noted during the SDRC and
subsequent follow-up meetings. The minimum requirement is dedication on 3.91
acres of land). Should the applicant choose an alternative to mandatory dedication of
parkland, we need to review the complete package describing and showing what the
applicant has proposed. The allowable alternatives to dedication are private facilities
or fee in lieu or a combination of allowable items.

We have attached a memo outlining our proposal to address the parkland
dedication requirement for the project.

With respect to the Trolley Trail which will be main feature of the project (and
throughout Hyattsville and beyond), it should be a straight connection through the
site, not turned and re-routed through their development. Unfortunately, based on the
applicant’s current site design, it will mean the trail is along of the back of the
townhouse units along the southern boundary of the property.

1t is our intent to provide adequate recreational facilities for each of the
multifamily residential buildings te satisfy the requirement for those buildings
and construct the troliey trail through the site as a private recreational facility
available for public use,
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b. Comments from Fred Schaffer, December 5, 2012,

Comment: When we last met with the applicant, we requested that the Trolley Trail be relocated
to its original location along the old r-o-w. This was requested because staff wants
to make the trail a real community and regional amenity that will complement the
trail that the Department and Parks and Recreation is constructing elsewhere in the
corridor. Also, as a commuter trail and an important regional connection, staff feels
that the trail will be better served in its own r-o-w, not along the road in front of
dwelling units. The design of the trail corridor can address concerns such as
lighting, visibility, and “eyes on the street” at the time of DSP. A wide sidewalk can
still be provided along the “new” Rhode Island Avenue, but the master plan,
commutter trail shall be shown along the former trolley r-o-w.

Response: The trail is proposed to be as it was shown on the consensus plans, agreed to in
late 2011 with the property owner and the surrounding municipalities. Qur
current plan shows the trial running along, the primary north south roadway
east of the original trial location,

Comment: The ownership of the trail corridor should be clearly marked and labeled on the
plans.
Response: The trail is currently proposed on the Preliminary plan to be a private facility.

Comment: The road cross sections need to be revised to reflect public roads consistent with the
“Conceptual Public/Private Road Exhibit”. The cross sections should clearly show
the limits of the public r-o-w. The revised plans show only private roads on-site,
which is not consistent with the basic plan approval.

Response: The road sections as shown reflect the street as private streets, The sections and
the plan are coordinated in this manner.

c. Environmental Planning, Megan Riser December 5, 2012

Conment: On November 30, 2012, EPS received a referral package containing a TCPIl, a
Preliminary Plan, CSX road crossing exhibit, lot depth variance request, and noise
study, variance request for removal of specimen trees and justification statement for
proposed impacts to regulated environmental features. Specimen tree condition
rating score summary sheets (A condition rating score has been added to the
specimen tree table on the TCP1; however, the condition rating score summary
sheets that are used to determine this score need to be submitted).

Response: We have included with this letter the rating summary sheets for the specimen
trees.

Comment: Written evaluation of specimen trees to be preserved

Response: We have included the specimen tree rating computations which include a
written evaluation of the specimen trees, as requested.
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Comment:
Response:

Conmment:

Response:

Comment;

Response:

Comment:
Response:

Comment:

Response:

Tree Canopy information

We are including the tree canopy coverage schedule 25-128; this will provide
some idea on the potential tree canopy that could be anticipated as the design
progresses.

Revised noise report (The noise report previously reviewed was dated February 24,
2012, The noise report submitted with the current referral is dated February 23, 2012
with no other indication of a revision date).

The noise report provided and dated February 2012 was the update of the
original report prepared for the site in 2007.

Vibration analysis report (No separate vibration report has been received, and it
appears that the noise report was not revised to include this information).

The September 21, 2012 letter submitted was prepared by Phoenix to
specifically state that there was no change in vibration levels and no need of
mitigation. When the update was prepared in February 2012, they omitted this
information simply because there was no change in their initial findings. The
letter was prepared at our request to state these results.

Revised Stormwater Concept.

We submitted a copy of the previously approved SWM concept as well as the
concept as revised to include ESD; we have included an additional copy of the
SWM for Megan.

Statement of Justification for proposed impacts to regulated environmental features
(The soj appears to have been revised, but is not in the standard format as provided
to the applicant at SDRC. 8 % x 11 exhibits should be included with a SOJ. The
standard Jormat can be Jound here:
http:/hwww.pgplanning. orgidssets/Planning/Environment/Sample+ Statement-+of+Jus
tification+for+impacis+totregulated+ Environmental t Features. pdf.

The Statement of justification has been formatted per the link provided and
attached with our resubmission as requested by Megan.

Additionally we have included a Concept Phasing Grading and timeline exhibit. If you have any
further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely,

LOIEDERMAN SOLTESZ ASSOCIATES, INC

Timothy H. Davis, RLA, AICP, LEED BD+C

Associate
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