
 
 

 

 
 

  



 
 

 

AGENDA 

9 a.m.  Discussion of Agenda 

9:10 a.m.  Strategic Planning Process 

9:40 a.m.  Undergrounding of Electric Lines 

10:30 a.m.  Break 

10:40 a.m.  City Bus or Circulator System 

11:20 a.m.  Downtown Parking 

Noon    Lunch 

12:30 p.m.  Gateway Corridors 

1:15 p.m.  Urban Forestry Management 

2 p.m.  Adjourn 

 



 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

BACKGROUND: 
One of the main selling points in the campaign to acquire the electric system 

was to use the profits to underground the system. Each strategic planning 
session since the acquisition also included undergrounding as a top initiative.  

 
At the last City Commission meeting, there was discussion about the health 

of the reserves in the Electric Fund.  The City Manager stated he thought the 

policy was to build to a new working capital equal to 90 days operating 
expenses. The actual policy is 45 days as adopted in 2011. That would 

represent a net working capital balance of $5.14 million. We expect to be at 
approximately $5.4 million by the end of this fiscal year but $1 million of 

that is because we have not yet spent the budget for the Electric Operating 
Center.  

 
The revised pro forma attached reflects a 10-year plan to put the rest of the 

system underground. It also reflects the associated reduction in tree 
trimming costs and routine capital associated with this aggressive schedule. 

 

STRATEGIC QUESTIONS: 
1. Is undergrounding still a community priority? 

2. If yes, at what level? 

a. Out of profits of system? 

b. Out of part of the profits of the system? 

c. At a specific annual amount and adjust rates accordingly? 

3. Is the currently adopted priority list (based upon reliability 

issues and tree conflicts) still the desired method for going 

forward? 

a. Alternative – gateway corridors first? 

b. Alternative – front property lines first, back property lines last? 

 

 



 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 Staff believes undergrounding is still a community priority.   

 Pursue a 10-year strategy for undergrounding with the 

understanding that undergrounding is discretionary and the 

schedule may need adjustment if unforeseen circumstances arise. 

 Continue with the current priority list because it was designed to 

give the biggest bang for our buck in improving reliability, reducing 

tree impacts and saving future operating costs.   

 Direct the City Manager not to shift any more General Fund cost to 

the Electric Utility until the undergrounding is complete and 

reserves meet the established goals.  

ATTACHMENTS: 
 Electric pro forma (revised) 

 Copy of undergrounding priority plan 

 Undergrounding Strategies 

 Campaign materials “promising” undergrounding 

 2008 Survey Results 

 2008 Strategy Map 

 2012 Strategy Map 

  



 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 



FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023

Electric Sales:
Purchased Power 28,293,129 26,464,157 27,108,529 28,517,375 29,620,503 30,734,457 32,415,573 32,244,124 32,542,313 32,852,838
Non-Purchased Power 18,381,759 18,629,758 18,930,773 19,302,108 19,650,517 20,003,655 20,410,077 20,658,892 20,952,606 21,251,411

Other Operating Revenues 230,892 239,395 248,152 257,173 266,464 276,034 285,891 296,043 306,501 317,271
Investment Earnings 25,593 25,849 26,366 27,025 27,701 28,393 29,103 29,831 30,576 31,341
Use of Bond Proceeds 450,000 450,000 450,000 450,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Inflows 47,381,373 45,809,158 46,763,820 48,553,681 49,565,185 51,042,539 53,140,644 53,228,890 53,831,996 54,452,861

General and Adminstrative 1,046,065 1,072,947 1,102,756 1,139,383 1,177,444 1,217,991 1,260,283 1,304,422 1,350,514 1,398,674
Operating Expenses 6,670,301 6,413,519 6,001,388 6,122,777 6,239,937 6,362,293 6,504,550 6,601,109 6,715,263 6,834,768
Purchased Power 28,293,129 26,464,157 27,108,529 28,517,375 29,620,503 30,734,457 32,415,573 32,244,124 32,542,313 32,852,838
Routine Capital 725,000 725,000 685,000 645,000 605,000 565,000 525,000 485,000 445,000 405,000
Undergrounding Power Lines 3,100,000 3,500,000 3,600,000 3,600,000 3,600,000 3,760,000 3,760,000 3,760,000 3,760,000 3,760,000
Principal on Debt 1,840,000 1,880,000 2,440,000 2,525,000 2,660,000 2,760,000 2,865,000 2,995,000 3,115,000 3,225,000
Interest on Debt 3,019,378 2,971,678 2,901,038 2,817,012 2,723,892 2,630,456 2,527,968 2,420,272 2,307,842 2,186,764
Operating Transfers Out 2,687,500 2,531,174 2,585,848 2,684,094 2,764,203 2,845,169 2,960,378 2,964,648 2,997,314 3,030,942
Total Outflows 47,381,373 45,558,475 46,424,560 48,050,641 49,390,979 50,875,366 52,818,752 52,774,575 53,233,246 53,693,987

Net Inflow (Outflow) 0 250,683 339,260 503,040 174,206 167,172 321,891 454,315 598,749 758,874

Electric Services Fund Pro-Forma
(Modified from previously presented pro forma to reflect an aggressive ten year undergrounding schedule and related 

reductions to tree trimming and routine capital expenditures)
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1 0.89 66.00 74.16 6.22 11.57 20.00 20.00 57.79 57.79 890,000.00

Greene (Cady Way to Sherbrooke) 0.61 49.00 10.00 6.85 20.00 13.71 20.00 13.71 57.79

Perth (Cady Way to Loch Lomond) 0.28 17.00 15.00 4.72 20.00 6.29 20.00 6.29 57.79

2 1.03 151.00 146.60 12.68 5.05 20.00 20.00 57.73 57.73 1,030,000.00

Summerfield (Greene to Ranger) 0.52 53.00 10.00 5.05 20.00 10.10 20.00 10.10 57.73

Whitehall (Lakemont to Greene) 0.51 98.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 9.90 20.00 9.90 57.73

3 0.84 83.00 98.81 8.42 6.67 20.00 20.00 55.08 55.08 840,000.00

Banchory, Berwick to Genius 0.56 45.00 10.00 6.67 20.00 13.33 20.00 13.33 55.08

Banchory, 609 Balmoral to 413 Balmoral 0.28 38.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.67 20.00 6.67 55.08

4 1.57 149.00 94.90 8.07 14.08 12.93 20.00 55.07 55.07 1,570,000.00

Edwin (Lander to Lakemont) 0.20 45.00 10.00 1.27 10.00 1.27 20.00 2.55 55.07

Lakemont (Edwin to Palmer) 0.08 62.00 15.00 0.76 10.00 0.51 20.00 1.02 55.07

Lakemont, Taylor to Arbor Park 0.58 8.00 15.00 5.54 10.00 3.69 20.00 7.39 55.07

Lakemont, Past Taylor 0.16 0.00 15.00 1.53 10.00 1.02 20.00 2.04 55.07

Lander (Aloma to Edwin) 0.09 7.00 10.00 0.57 10.00 0.57 20.00 1.15 55.07

Palmer (Lakemont to Temple) 0.46 27.00 15.00 4.39 20.00 5.86 20.00 5.86 55.07

5 1.15 312.00 271.30 23.80 6.78 20.00 3.25 53.84 53.84 187,000.00

Dana, Forrest to Randall 0.03 11.00 10.00 0.26 20.00 0.52 2.00 0.05 53.84

E Fawsett Rd, Forrest to Winterpark 0.17 17.00 10.00 1.48 20.00 2.96 5.00 0.74 53.84

E Rockwood Way, Forrest to 111 E Rockwood 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.17 2.00 0.02 53.84

E Rockwood Way (South Back Lot) 0.08 31.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.39 2.00 0.14 53.84

Forrest Rd, E Faswett to End of Line 0.24 73.00 10.00 2.09 20.00 4.17 5.00 1.04 53.84

Oakwood Way, Forrest to Winterpark 0.12 41.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.09 2.00 0.21 53.84

Randall Rd, Fawsett to End of Line 0.06 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.04 2.00 0.10 53.84

Spring Ln, Winterpark to End of Line 0.19 72.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.30 2.00 0.33 53.84

W Rockwood Way, Fawsett to Forrest 0.07 20.00 10.00 0.61 20.00 1.22 5.00 0.30 53.84

Winterpark, Fawsett to Spring 0.18 27.00 15.00 2.35 20.00 3.13 2.00 0.31 53.84

6 1.20 288.00 240.00 21.01 9.58 19.17 3.75 53.51 53.78 225,000.00

College Pt 0.11 21.00 10.00 0.92 20.00 1.83 2.00 0.18 53.78

Forest Ave, Lake Sue to Virginia 0.20 32.00 10.00 1.67 20.00 3.33 5.00 0.83 53.78

Glencoe Rd, Lake Sue to Stirling 0.21 50.00 10.00 1.75 20.00 3.50 2.00 0.35 53.78

Highland Rd, Lake Sue to Stirling 0.24 72.00 10.00 2.00 20.00 4.00 5.00 1.00 53.78

Hillcrest Ave, E Lk Sue to Virginai 0.07 26.00 10.00 0.58 20.00 1.17 2.00 0.12 53.78

Lakeview, Oxford to Stirling 0.10 14.00 10.00 0.83 10.00 0.83 5.00 0.42 53.78

Stirling, Lakeview to College Pt 0.16 24.00 10.00 1.33 20.00 2.67 5.00 0.67 53.78

Virginia Dr, Forest Ave to Dead End 0.06 7.00 10.00 0.50 20.00 1.00 2.00 0.10 53.78

Backlot between Highland/Hillcrest,Lk Sue to Virginia 0.05 42.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.83 2.00 0.08 53.78

7 1.45 222.00 153.10 13.26 10.62 19.45 10.30 53.62 53.62 746,500.00

Alabama (Mayfield to Harding) 0.18 40.00 15.00 1.86 20.00 2.48 20.00 2.48 53.62

Pine Tree, Via Lugano to Via Venetia 0.31 43.00 10.00 2.14 20.00 4.28 5.00 1.07 53.62

Via Lombardy, Via Tuscany to Via Venetia 0.14 20.00 10.00 0.97 20.00 1.93 5.00 0.48 53.62

Via Lugano, Via Tuscany to Isle of Sicilty 0.44 43.00 10.00 3.03 20.00 6.07 5.00 1.52 53.62

Via Tuscany, Howell Branch to Via Lugano 0.27 70.00 10.00 1.86 20.00 3.72 20.00 3.72 53.62

Via Tuscany, Via Lugano to 1781 Via Tuscany 0.07 5.00 10.00 0.48 20.00 0.97 20.00 0.97 53.62

Via Venetian 0.04 1.00 10.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.06 53.62

8 1.35 367.00 271.85 23.85 7.26 17.26 4.18 52.55 52.55 282,000.00

Lakehurst (Bonita to Phelps) 0.48 122.00 10.00 3.56 20.00 7.11 5.00 1.78 52.55

Phelps (Bryan to Woodland) 0.28 49.00 10.00 2.07 20.00 4.15 5.00 1.04 52.55

Sylvan (Aloma to Bryan) 0.22 86.00 10.00 1.63 20.00 3.26 5.00 0.81 52.55

Woodland (Bonita to Phelps) 0.37 110.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.74 2.00 0.55 52.55

9 1.14 89.00 78.07 6.57 15.00 10.00 20.00 51.57 51.57 1,140,000.00

Glenridge Way to Winterpark Rd 1.14 89.00 15.00 15.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 51.57

10 1.00 236.00 236.00 20.65 8.20 19.40 3.20 51.45 51.45 160,000.00

Byron (Edwin to Lander) 0.21 37.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.20 2.00 0.42 51.45

Green Tree (Palmer to Dead End) 0.12 65.00 10.00 1.20 20.00 2.40 2.00 0.24 51.45

Magnolia (Temple to 1550 Magnolia) 0.21 32.00 10.00 2.10 20.00 4.20 2.00 0.42 51.45

Palm (Temple to Arbor Park) 0.40 90.00 10.00 4.00 20.00 8.00 5.00 2.00 51.45

Palmer (Lakemont to Pineview) 0.06 12.00 15.00 0.90 10.00 0.60 2.00 0.12 51.45

11 1.26 332.00 263.49 23.10 6.63 13.41 7.46 50.60 50.60 470,000.00

1070 Fairbanks 0.06 9.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.48 10.00 0.48 50.60

Aragon, Orange to Denning 0.09 20.00 10.00 0.71 20.00 1.43 10.00 0.71 50.60

Bungalow, Minnesota to Denning 0.06 41.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.95 10.00 0.48 50.60

Holt, Pennsylvania to McIntyre 0.11 30.00 15.00 1.31 10.00 0.87 10.00 0.87 50.60
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huntington, Pennsylvania to Dead End 0.09 18.00 10.00 0.71 20.00 1.43 2.00 0.14 50.60

Huntington, Pennsylvania to Vitoria 0.16 11.00 10.00 1.27 20.00 2.54 10.00 1.27 50.60

Kentucky, Orlando to Ward 0.13 14.00 10.00 1.03 10.00 1.03 10.00 1.03 50.60

Maryland, East Back Lot 0.08 56.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.27 2.00 0.13 50.60

Marylandd, Holt to Vitoria 0.07 42.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.11 2.00 0.11 50.60

McIntyre, Holt to Huntington 0.05 50.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.79 2.00 0.08 50.60

N Kentucky, Ward to Denning 0.06 1.00 10.00 0.48 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.10 50.60

S Capen, Fairbanks to Orange 0.09 5.00 10.00 0.71 10.00 0.71 10.00 0.71 50.60

Vitoria, Lakevew to Huntington 0.05 7.00 10.00 0.40 20.00 0.79 2.00 0.08 50.60

W Fairbanks 860 0.11 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.87 50.60

W New England 0.05 8.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.40 50.60

12 0.97 272.00 280.41 24.61 5.57 2648.75 3420.22 6099.16 50.34 169,000.00

Oakhurst (Bonita to Phelps) 0.18 65.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.71 5.00 0.93 50.34

Tom Gurney (Temple to Via Tuscany) 0.30 105.00 10.00 3.09 20.00 6.19 5.00 1.55 50.34

Via Bella (Palmer to Dead End) 0.12 30.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.47 2.00 0.25 50.34

Via Del Mar (Back Lot North Side) 0.08 25.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.65 2.00 0.16 50.34

Via Luna (Via Del Mar to Dead End) 0.05 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.52 2.00 0.10 50.34

Woodmere (Temple to Via Tuscany) 0.24 37.00 10.00 2.47 20.00 4.95 2.00 0.49 50.34

13 1.24 127.00 102.42 8.74 13.03 10.00 21.41 53.18 49.29 1,240,000.00

Comstock, Denning to New York 0.48 52.00 10.00 3.87 20.00 7.74 20.00 7.74 49.29

Denning, Lyman to Canton 0.25 19.00 15.00 4.08 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.44 49.29

Lyman, Pennsylvania to Denning 0.27 30.00 10.00 2.18 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.35 49.29

S New York, Holt to Comstock 0.14 20.00 15.00 1.69 20.00 2.26 20.00 2.26 49.29

S. Pennsylvania, Fairbanks to Lyman 0.10 6.00 15.00 1.21 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.61 49.29

14 1.11 295.00 265.77 23.31 6.58 16.58 2.57 49.03 49.03 142,500.00

Fosgate, Glenridge to 2711 and 2803 Wright 0.73 200.00 10.00 6.58 20.00 13.15 2.00 1.32 49.03

Glenridge to 2216 Howard 0.17 31.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.53 2.00 0.31 49.03

Glenridge to 647 Howard 0.21 64.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.89 5.00 0.95 49.03

15 1.03 117.00 113.59 9.73 12.28 1288.06 1684.39 2994.47 48.88 950,000.00

Capen (Canton to New England) 0.21 33.00 15.00 3.06 20.00 4.08 20.00 4.08 48.88

New York (Canton to Morse 0.25 16.00 15.00 3.64 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.85 48.88

Vriginia (Canton to Comstock 0.41 53.00 10.00 3.98 10.00 3.98 20.00 7.96 48.88

West Morse, Virginia to Park 0.11 15.00 15.00 1.60 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.07 48.88

West Wellborne 0.05 15.00 10.00 0.93 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.93 48.88

16 1.17 228.00 194.87 16.98 1.20 15.98 14.02 48.18 48.18 820,000.00

Cady Way Trail 0.70 210.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 11.97 10.00 5.98 48.18

Golf Course (End of Ranger) 0.33 9.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.82 20.00 5.64 48.18

Ranger (Summerfield to end of feeder) 0.14 9.00 10.00 1.20 10.00 1.20 20.00 2.39 48.18

17 0.97 256.00 263.92 23.14 0.00 20.00 4.23 47.37 47.37 205,000.00

1834 Worthington to 708 Balmoral 0.42 128.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 8.66 5.00 2.16 47.37

407 Worthington to 649 Worthington 0.30 53.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.19 5.00 1.55 47.37

401 S Phelps to 617 Langholm 0.25 75.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.15 2.00 0.52 47.37

18 0.83 77.00 92.77 7.88 15.00 4.10 20.00 46.97 46.97 830,000.00

Canton (Denning to Pennsylvania 0.34 34.00 15.00 6.14 10.00 4.10 20.00 8.19 46.97

Canton, Denning to Pennsylvania 0.37 27.00 15.00 6.69 0.00 0.00 20.00 8.92 46.97

Canton, S. New York to S. Park 0.11 4.00 15.00 1.99 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.65 46.97

Canton, New york to Park 0.01 12.00 15.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.24 46.97

19 0.93 125.00 134.41 11.59 5.59 21.72 7.69 46.59 46.59 232,500.00

2223 Via Tuscany 0.06 2.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.29 5.00 0.32 46.59

Cove Trail, Temple Trail-1 0.30 60.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.45 5.00 1.61 46.59

Cove Trail, Temple Trail-2 0.55 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.91 5.00 2.96 46.59

Cypress Ln, Azalea Pl to Via Tuscany 0.08 8.00 10.00 0.86 20.00 1.72 5.00 0.43 46.59

Moss Ln, Via Tuscany to Venetian Way 0.15 22.00 10.00 1.61 20.00 3.23 5.00 0.81 46.59

Poinciana, Via Tuscany to Azalea Pl 0.13 8.00 10.00 1.40 10.00 1.40 5.00 0.70 46.59

Venetian Way, from Via Tuscany 0.07 6.00 10.00 0.75 10.00 0.75 5.00 0.38 46.59

Venetian Way, Howell Branch to Poinciana 0.09 14.00 10.00 0.97 10.00 0.97 5.00 0.48 46.59

20 1.28 134.00 104.69 8.94 10.66 7.27 19.53 46.40 46.40 1,250,000.00

650 Swoope Ave 0.06 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.47 46.40

Denning, Canton to Swoope 0.10 8.00 15.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.56 46.40

Denning, Canton to Webster 0.19 5.00 15.00 2.23 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.97 46.40

N. Capen, Swoope to Depugh 0.07 6.00 10.00 0.55 10.00 0.55 20.00 1.09 46.40

N. Knowles, Deadend to Canton 0.11 22.00 10.00 0.86 10.00 0.86 20.00 1.72 46.40

Swoope, Denning to Park Ave 0.68 72.00 10.00 5.31 10.00 5.31 20.00 10.63 46.40
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Swoope, Knowles to Interlachen 0.07 16.00 10.00 0.55 10.00 0.55 20.00 1.09 46.40

21 1.49 348.00 233.56 20.43 6.14 14.50 5.03 46.10 46.10 375,000.00

1934 Strathaven to 2020 Strathhaven 0.12 34.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.61 2.00 0.16 46.10

681 Balmoral to 644 Balmoral 0.09 6.00 10.00 0.60 20.00 1.21 2.00 0.12 46.10

Balmoral, Summerfield to 649 Balmoral 0.11 11.00 10.00 0.74 20.00 1.48 5.00 0.37 46.10

BF33009 to East of Lakemont 0.05 0.00 10.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.17 46.10

BF3309 to West of Lakemont (winter park towers) 0.09 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.60 46.10

Glenridge Way to 1810 Lakemont Cemetary 0.20 64.00 15.00 2.01 10.00 1.34 10.00 1.34 46.10

Glenridge Way to Fleet Peoples Pk 0.17 30.00 15.00 1.71 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.14 46.10

Strathhaven, Lakemont to 1934 Strathhaven 0.12 50.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.61 5.00 0.40 46.10

Summerfield to Natalen 0.22 70.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.95 2.00 0.30 46.10

Woodcrest, East of Lakemont 0.11 15.00 10.00 0.74 20.00 1.48 2.00 0.15 46.10

400 S. Lakemont 0.21 65.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.82 2.00 0.28 46.10

22 0.70 263.00 375.71 33.11 2.29 7.29 3.03 45.71 45.71 106,000.00

111 N Lakemont to 1851 Mizell 0.03 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.43 2.00 0.09 45.71

161 Burks Cir to 130 Phelps Ave 0.02 11.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.29 2.00 0.06 45.71

161 S Lakemont to 1705 Carolee 0.16 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 1.14 45.71

1811 Carollee to 1780 Mizell 0.03 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.86 2.00 0.09 45.71

1874 Grinnell to 180 Phelps 0.15 100.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.29 2.00 0.43 45.71 ? Road type

1891 Carollee to 133 Benmore 0.01 0.00 10.00 0.14 20.00 0.29 2.00 0.03 45.71 ? Road type

201 N Lakemont to 1795 Greenwich 0.10 25.00 15.00 2.14 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.29 45.71

331 S Lakemont to 1755 Grinnell Terr 0.12 39.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.34 45.71

Whitehall, West of Lakemont 0.08 50.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.14 5.00 0.57 45.71

23 1.25 70.00 56.00 4.60 16.92 3.84 20.00 45.36 45.36 1,250,000.00

157 N Lakemont to 1848 Lockberry 0.29 36.00 15.00 3.48 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.64 45.36

Aloma, DC7108 to DC1970 0.48 34.00 20.00 7.68 0.00 0.00 20.00 7.68 45.36

Lakemont, Lockberry to Anzel 0.48 0.00 15.00 5.76 10.00 3.84 20.00 7.68 45.36

24 0.90 4.00 4.44 0.00 15.00 10.00 20.00 45.00 45.00 900,000.00

Temple, Via Sienna to Howell Branch 0.90 4.00 15.00 15.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 20.00 45.00

25 0.97 116.00 119.59 10.27 4.33 16.19 719.23 750.01 44.74 603,500.00

2075 Loch Lomond 0.05 6.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.03 10.00 0.52 44.74

2061 Dundee 0.03 6.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.62 2.00 0.06 44.74

400 Dundee 0.16 14.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.30 10.00 1.65 44.74

Benmore (Mizell to Dundee) 0.11 36.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.13 5.00 0.57 44.74

Dundee (Perth to Lakemont) 0.24 17.00 10.00 2.47 20.00 4.95 20.00 4.95 44.74 ??? Check mileage change from .45 to .12

Loch Lomond (Perth to Glenwood) 0.18 30.00 10.00 1.86 20.00 3.71 20.00 3.71 44.74

Mizell (Loch Lomond to Perth) 0.07 7.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.44 10.00 0.72 44.74

Nairn (Loch Lomond to St. Andrews) 0.13 39.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.74 2.00 0.55 44.74

26 1.50 420.00 280.00 24.58 0.00 17.87 2.00 44.44 44.44 150,000.00

Brookshire (Greene to Fitzwalter) 0.50 155.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.67 2.00 0.67 44.44

Brookshire (Greene to Lochberry) 0.20 62.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.67 2.00 0.27 44.44

Cady Way (2110 Cady Way) 0.04 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.27 2.00 0.05 44.44

Cady Way (Entrance to Ward Park) 0.14 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.19 44.44

Fifeshire (Greene to Fitzwalter) 0.12 26.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.60 2.00 0.16 44.44

Forfarshire (Greene to Fitzwalter) 0.11 50.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.47 2.00 0.15 44.44

Forfarshire (Southside) 0.13 28.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.73 2.00 0.17 44.44

Middleton (Greene to Fitzwalter) 0.26 74.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.47 2.00 0.35 44.44

27 0.99 241.00 243.43 21.31 6.95 16.85 2.14 47.24 44.36 99,000.00

Arlington Pl, Melrose to Fairfax 0.10 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.02 2.00 0.20 44.36

Clarendon, Oxford to Pennsylvania 0.13 30.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.63 2.00 0.26 44.36

Essex R,  Oxford to Fairfax 0.24 60.00 10.00 2.42 20.00 4.85 2.00 0.48 44.36

Fairfax, Pennsylvania to Ricmond 0.13 36.00 10.00 1.31 10.00 1.31 2.00 0.26 44.36

Melrose Ave, Pennsylvania to Richmond 0.19 15.00 10.00 1.92 10.00 1.92 2.00 0.38 44.36

Oxford, Oxford to Clarendon 0.06 48.00 10.00 1.29 10.00 1.29 2.00 0.26 44.36

Richmond Rd, Fairfax to Melrose 0.14 32.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.83 2.00 0.28 44.36

28 1.19 268.00 225.21 19.69 1.43 18.40 4.65 44.17 44.17 276,500.00

Arbor Park, Oneco to Hibiscus 0.17 17.00 10.00 1.43 20.00 2.86 10.00 1.43 44.17

Hibiscus to Deadend Pole 0.02 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.17 10.00 0.17 44.17

Hibiscus, Arbor Park to Sunset 0.14 25.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.35 10.00 1.18 44.17

Pine, Arbor Park to Phelps 0.17 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.86 5.00 0.71 44.17

Pineview Cir to End of Line 0.27 102.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.54 2.00 0.45 44.17

Arbor Park, Oneco to Pine 0.25 48.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.20 2.00 0.42 44.17

901 N. Lakemont 0.17 57.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.43 2.00 0.29 44.17
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29 0.98 49.00 50.00 4.06 18.16 3.67 18.16 44.06 44.06 890,000.00

Aloma (From Sub to Lander) 0.28 0.00 20.00 5.71 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.71 44.06

Aloma (Sub to Harris) 0.52 24.00 20.00 10.61 0.00 0.00 20.00 10.61 44.06

Mayflower (Aloma to Dead End) 0.18 25.00 10.00 1.84 20.00 3.67 10.00 1.84 44.06

30 0.91 167.00 183.52 15.97 3.52 18.02 6.48 43.99 43.99 295,000.00

From Lakemont East to End of Line 0.18 75.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.98 2.00 0.40 43.99

Temple Trail, Howell Branch to Cove Tr 0.32 30.00 10.00 3.52 20.00 7.03 10.00 3.52 43.99

2111 Via Tuscany to Deadend 0.19 35.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.18 10.00 2.09 43.99

Via Tuscany, to 1260 Whitesell 0.16 12.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.52 2.00 0.35 43.99

Sharon Place 0.06 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.32 2.00 0.13 43.99

31 1.12 269.00 240.18 21.02 3.75 13.57 5.59 43.94 43.94 313,000.00

Buckingham, Harmon to Westchester 0.11 27.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.96 2.00 0.20 43.94

Canterbury, Harmon to Westchester 0.11 41.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.96 5.00 0.49 43.94

Cavendish, Harmon to Suffolk 0.03 5.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.54 2.00 0.05 43.94

Devon, Harmon to Westchester 0.11 38.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.96 2.00 0.20 43.94

Harmon, Orlando to Clay 0.42 53.00 10.00 3.75 10.00 3.75 10.00 3.75 43.94

Orange Ave, Harmon to Westchester 0.15 42.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.27 43.94

Pelham, Harmon to Westchester 0.08 27.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.43 2.00 0.14 43.94

Suffolk, Harmon to Westchester 0.11 36.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.96 5.00 0.49 43.94

32 1.06 266.00 250.94 21.98 0.75 17.55 3.58 43.87 43.87 190,000.00

2026 Kimbrace to 2117 Whitehall 0.36 85.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.79 2.00 0.68 43.87

2294 Hawick Ln to 100 St Andrews 0.08 1.00 10.00 0.75 10.00 0.75 5.00 0.38 43.87

409 Langholm to 649 Langholm 0.19 37.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.58 2.00 0.36 43.87

660 Darcey to 430 Darcey 0.25 54.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.72 2.00 0.47 43.87

St Andrews, 200 St Andrews to 2400 Aloma 0.18 89.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.70 10.00 1.70 43.87

33 1.12 237.00 211.61 18.48 11.43 4.46 8.96 43.32 43.32 501,500.00

111 Orlando Ave 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.04 43.32

1400 Fairbanks Ave. 0.07 32.00 10.00 0.63 10.00 0.63 10.00 0.63 43.32

151 Orlando Ave 0.02 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.18 43.32

231 Orlando Ave 0.03 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.27 43.32

351 Orlando Ave 0.02 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.04 43.32

459 Orlando 0.01 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.09 43.32

701 Orlando Ave 0.12 11.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.07 43.32

Fairbanks, Orlando to Lakeview 0.38 92.00 20.00 6.79 0.00 0.00 10.00 3.39 43.32

Fairview, Killarney to Orlando 0.09 16.00 10.00 0.80 10.00 0.80 10.00 0.80 43.32

Grove Ave (backlot, both sides) 0.17 21.00 10.00 1.52 20.00 3.04 5.00 0.76 43.32

Trovillion Ave, Lake to Orlando 0.19 49.00 10.00 1.70 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.70 43.32

34 1.70 380.00 223.53 19.54 0.00 19.18 4.49 43.20 43.20 381,500.00

2403 Mandan Tr to 2406 Tioga Tr 0.07 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.82 2.00 0.08 43.20

2635 Temple Dr. to 1409 Howell Branch 0.09 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.06 10.00 0.53 43.20

Anaconda, Wampi to Rapidan 0.04 3.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.47 2.00 0.05 43.20

Chantilly, Drum to Howell Branch 0.19 27.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.24 2.00 0.22 43.20

Drum, Chantilly to Lolissa 0.18 42.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.12 2.00 0.21 43.20

3111 Temple Trl. To 1440 Howell Branch 0.26 100.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.06 10.00 1.53 43.20

Lolissa, Howell Branch to Lake Wampi 0.29 48.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.41 5.00 0.85 43.20

Modac, Wampi Tr to End of Line 0.06 12.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.71 2.00 0.07 43.20

Sanbina, Drum to Howell Branch 0.22 56.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.59 2.00 0.26 43.20

Sweetwater Tr, Wampi to Rapidan 0.02 3.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.24 2.00 0.02 43.20

Tuskaloosa, Lolissa to Rapidan 0.02 3.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.24 2.00 0.02 43.20

Tuskaloosa, Wampi to Rapidan 0.02 5.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.24 2.00 0.02 43.20

Sanbina 0.17 28.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.00 2.00 0.20 43.20

Howell Branch into Public Works Compound 0.07 18.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.41 43.20

35 1.22 180.00 147.54 12.76 3.93 20.00 6.38 43.07 43.07 389,000.00

Camellia, Orchid to Denning 0.22 40.00 10.00 1.80 20.00 3.61 10.00 1.80 43.07

Garden Dr, orchid to Denning 0.16 24.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.62 5.00 0.66 43.07

Grover, Orchid to Denning 0.15 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.46 2.00 0.25 43.07

Mead Ave, Orchid to Denning 0.09 27.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.48 2.00 0.15 43.07

Orchid Ave, Denning to Garden 0.26 27.00 10.00 2.13 20.00 4.26 10.00 2.13 43.07

S. Denning, Mead Gardens 0.34 47.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.57 5.00 1.39 43.07

36 1.17 243.00 207.69 18.13 4.36 14.70 5.87 43.06 43.06 343,500.00

100 St Andrew to 2525 Cady Way 0.04 6.00 10.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.07 43.06

2200 Glenwood to 2020 Aloma 0.24 26.00 10.00 2.05 10.00 2.05 10.00 2.05 43.06

2292 Hawick to 230 Narin Dr 0.17 70.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.91 5.00 0.73 43.06
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230 Narin to 2190 Aloma 0.14 30.00 10.00 1.20 20.00 2.39 5.00 0.60 43.06

428 Selkirk to 2199 Whitehall 0.36 68.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.15 2.00 0.62 43.06

2516 Aloma, BF3541 0.01 16.00 20.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.02 43.06

Edinburgh (Aloma to Glenwood) 0.07 13.00 10.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.20 43.06

St Andrews to 2340 Glenwood 0.14 14.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.20 5.00 0.60 43.06

37 1.57 326.00 207.64 18.12 6.11 14.52 3.83 42.59 42.59 301,000.00

Chestnut (Temple to Phelps) 0.38 102.00 10.00 2.42 10.00 2.42 5.00 1.21 42.59

Mayfield (Alabama to Temple) 0.28 30.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.57 2.00 0.36 42.59

Mayfield (Temple to Sunset) 0.10 24.00 10.00 0.64 20.00 1.27 5.00 0.32 42.59

Via Del Mar (Via Luna to Temple) 0.07 11.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.89 2.00 0.09 42.59

Via Estrella (Via Luna to Temple) 0.17 53.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.17 2.00 0.22 42.59

Mayfield, Alabama Way to Alabama 0.09 23.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.15 2.00 0.11 42.59

Place Vendome 0.48 83.00 10.00 3.06 10.00 3.06 5.00 1.53 42.59

38 1.53 83.00 54.25 4.44 18.10 0.00 20.00 42.55 42.55 1,530,000.00

Indiana Ave, Orlando to Buckingham 0.29 38.00 10.00 1.90 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.79 42.55

Orlando, Webster to Indiana 1.24 45.00 20.00 16.21 0.00 0.00 20.00 16.21 42.55

39 1.01 33.00 32.67 2.52 20.00 0.00 20.00 42.52 42.52 1,010,000.00

Orlando E Side, Symonds to Leith 1.01 33.00 20.00 20.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 42.52

40 1.21 253.00 209.09 18.25 10.00 11.82 2.25 42.32 42.32 136,000.00

Hibiscus (Temple to End of Line) 0.73 171.00 10.00 6.03 10.00 6.03 2.00 1.21 42.32

Oneco (Temple to End of Line) 0.25 38.00 10.00 2.07 20.00 4.13 2.00 0.41 42.32

Via Contessa (Via Lugano to Via Genoa) 0.10 16.00 10.00 0.83 20.00 1.65 5.00 0.41 42.32

Place Picardy 0.13 28.00 10.00 1.07 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.21 42.32

41 1.56 291.00 186.54 16.24 7.72 12.37 5.87 42.21 42.21 458,000.00

Brookview, Halifax East 0.06 12.00 10.00 0.38 10.00 0.38 5.00 0.19 42.21

Halifax, Oakhurst to Suffield 0.07 19.00 10.00 0.45 20.00 0.90 2.00 0.09 42.21

West of Lakemont to Oakhurst 0.13 47.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.17 42.21

Lakemont to West to Phelps 0.13 66.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.83 2.00 0.17 42.21

Lakemont, Pine to Palmer 0.13 4.00 15.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.67 42.21

Mayfield, Phelps to Deadend 0.09 9.00 10.00 0.58 20.00 1.15 2.00 0.12 42.21

Morton Rd, East of Lafayette 0.04 6.00 10.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.05 42.21

Oakhurst, Lakemont to Halifax 0.20 24.00 10.00 1.28 20.00 2.56 2.00 0.26 42.21

Taylor, Lakemont to Lander 0.15 23.00 10.00 0.96 20.00 1.92 2.00 0.19 42.21

Taylor, Lakemont to Phelps 0.12 15.00 10.00 0.77 10.00 0.77 2.00 0.15 42.21

Windsor, Lakemont to Phelps 0.16 46.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.05 10.00 1.03 42.21

Yorkshire, Lakemont so Suffield 0.28 20.00 10.00 1.79 10.00 1.79 10.00 1.79 42.21

42 0.93 80.00 86.02 7.28 11.56 8.92 13.98 41.74 41.74 650,000.00

Leith, Orlando to End of Line 0.31 19.00 10.00 3.33 20.00 6.67 10.00 3.33 41.74

Minnesota, Orlando to Barnum 0.37 38.00 15.00 5.97 0.00 0.00 20.00 7.96 41.74

Palmetto, Orlando to Denning 0.21 18.00 10.00 2.26 10.00 2.26 10.00 2.26 41.74

Orlando Ave (Lombardis) 0.04 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.43 41.74

43 0.90 119.00 132.22 11.40 7.78 12.22 10.00 41.40 41.40 450,000.00

Azalea Tennis Courts 0.25 50.00 10.00 2.78 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.78 41.40

S. Denning 700 0.20 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.22 10.00 2.22 41.40

S. Denning, Minnesota to End of Line 0.45 54.00 10.00 5.00 20.00 10.00 10.00 5.00 41.40

44 1.44 177.00 122.92 10.57 11.28 3.13 16.39 41.36 41.36 1,180,000.00

Comstock, Orlando to Dead End 0.19 33.00 10.00 1.32 10.00 1.32 10.00 1.32 41.36

Harper, Fairbanks to Morse 0.33 31.00 10.00 2.29 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.29 41.36

Holt, Denning to Orange 0.20 17.00 15.00 2.08 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.78 41.36

Kentucky, Ward to Denning 0.11 20.00 10.00 0.76 10.00 0.76 20.00 1.53 41.36

Pennsylvania, Holt to Minnesota 0.17 18.00 15.00 1.77 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.36 41.36

S Denning, Fairbanks to Minnesota 0.29 33.00 10.00 2.01 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.03 41.36

Ward, Comstock to S. Kntucky 0.15 25.00 10.00 1.04 10.00 1.04 20.00 2.08 41.36

45 1.04 128.00 123.08 10.58 9.38 4.13 17.13 41.22 41.22 891,000.00

254 Balfour 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.04 41.22

Balfour (Aloma to Dead End 0.36 21.00 10.00 3.46 0.00 0.00 20.00 6.92 41.22

Cady Way (Cady Way park to Perth 0.37 39.00 15.00 5.34 10.00 3.56 20.00 7.12 41.22

St. Andrews Apts. 2nd Entrance 0.04 29.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.08 41.22

St. Andrews Apts. 3rd Entrance 0.13 35.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.25 41.22

St. Andrews Apts. On Balfour 0.06 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.58 10.00 0.58 41.22

Substation to Balfour 0.06 0.00 10.00 0.58 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.15 41.22

46 1.10 268.00 243.64 21.33 3.91 13.18 2.71 41.13 41.13 149,000.00

Alice (Pineview to Palmer) 0.23 82.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.42 41.13
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Bell Place 0.11 25.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.00 2.00 0.20 41.13

Bonita (Palmer to Dale) 0.20 35.00 10.00 1.82 20.00 3.64 5.00 0.91 41.13

Elm (Temple to Sunset) 0.17 24.00 10.00 1.55 10.00 1.55 2.00 0.31 41.13

Glenarden (Edwin to Taylor) 0.12 28.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.09 2.00 0.22 41.13

Lake Knowles Cir 0.09 28.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.64 2.00 0.16 41.13

Pineview Cir 0.12 38.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.18 2.00 0.22 41.13

Sunset (Palmer to Mayfield) 0.06 8.00 10.00 0.55 20.00 1.09 5.00 0.27 41.13

47 1.25 261.00 208.80 18.23 3.52 15.76 3.30 40.80 40.80 206,000.00

Chestnut, Arbor Park to Deadend 0.15 50.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.20 2.00 0.24 40.80

Elm, Woodale to Phelps 0.10 19.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.40 40.80

Phelps, Palmer to Palm 0.34 38.00 10.00 2.72 20.00 5.44 5.00 1.36 40.80

Pine, Arbor Park to End of Line 0.19 51.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.04 2.00 0.30 40.80

Spruce Ave, Arbor Park to End of Line 0.18 48.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.44 2.00 0.29 40.80

Walnut, Arbor Park to Deadend 0.19 32.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.04 2.00 0.30 40.80

Woodale, Elm to Spruce 0.10 23.00 10.00 0.80 20.00 1.60 5.00 0.40 40.80

48 0.60 87.00 145.00 12.54 8.67 14.67 5.67 41.54 40.65 170,000.00

Henkel CIR 0.40 56.00 10.00 6.67 20.00 13.33 5.00 3.33 40.65

New England (Alexander to Chase) 0.08 10.00 15.00 2.00 10.00 1.33 10.00 1.33 40.65

Osceola Ct 0.12 21.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 1.00 40.65

49 1.21 309.00 255.37 22.38 3.39 10.83 3.91 40.50 40.50 236,500.00

1280 Park Ave 0.05 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.08 40.50

1300 Raintree Pl 0.08 13.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.13 40.50

1330 Park Ave 0.06 27.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.10 40.50

1910 Summerland 0.04 11.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.66 2.00 0.07 40.50

460 Park Ave 0.05 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.08 40.50

Dixie Pwy, Ibis to Summerland 0.10 18.00 10.00 0.83 20.00 1.65 5.00 0.41 40.50

Greencove, Summerland to Park 0.15 21.00 10.00 1.24 10.00 1.24 5.00 0.62 40.50

Ibis Ct 0.26 80.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.30 5.00 1.07 40.50

Summerland, Williams to Dixie Pwy 0.16 27.00 10.00 1.32 10.00 1.32 5.00 0.66 40.50

Summerway 0.10 33.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.83 5.00 0.41 40.50

Cardinal Ct 0.10 30.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.83 2.00 0.17 40.50

Raintree Place (backlot Line) 0.06 17.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.10 40.50

50 1.48 257.00 173.65 15.09 8.31 13.45 3.55 40.40 40.40 263,000.00

Cortland (Aloma to Alberta) 0.12 12.00 10.00 0.81 10.00 0.81 5.00 0.41 40.40

Cortland (Aloma to Osceola) 0.16 25.00 10.00 1.08 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.22 40.40

Grove (Sylvan to Harris) 0.13 25.00 10.00 0.88 20.00 1.76 10.00 0.88 40.40

Harris (Aloma to Goodrich) 0.24 40.00 10.00 1.62 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.32 40.40

Harris (Grove to Roundelay) 0.18 31.00 10.00 1.22 20.00 2.43 5.00 0.61 40.40

Hollywood (Phelps to Harris) 0.09 14.00 10.00 0.61 20.00 1.22 2.00 0.12 40.40

Mizell (Hall to Ward) 0.13 49.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.76 2.00 0.18 40.40

Overlook (Grove to Aloma) 0.12 14.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.62 5.00 0.41 40.40

Phelps (Mizell to Aloma) 0.26 38.00 10.00 1.76 20.00 3.51 2.00 0.35 40.40

Sylvan (Grove to Overlook) 0.05 9.00 10.00 0.34 10.00 0.34 2.00 0.07 40.40

51 1.41 299.00 212.06 18.52 6.31 11.49 3.65 39.96 39.96 257,000.00

845 Swoope Ave 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.14 10.00 0.14 39.96

Anchorage Ct 0.11 36.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.78 5.00 0.39 39.96

Callahan, Capen to Pennsylvania 0.08 29.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.57 2.00 0.11 39.96

Depugh, Capen to Pennsylvania 0.05 25.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.35 2.00 0.07 39.96

Dunbar, Capen to Pennsylvania 0.06 27.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.43 2.00 0.09 39.96

Dunbar, North Back Lot 0.06 12.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.85 2.00 0.09 39.96

Kiwi Circle 0.04 23.00 10.00 0.28 20.00 0.57 2.00 0.06 39.96

Mayfield, Alabama to Alabama Way 0.08 20.00 10.00 0.57 20.00 1.13 2.00 0.11 39.96

Mayfield, South Backlot 0.04 15.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.57 2.00 0.06 39.96

McKean Cir 0.14 34.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.99 5.00 0.50 39.96

N Pennsylvania, Swoope to Callahan 0.11 9.00 15.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.16 39.96

New York, Whipple to Cole 0.07 0.00 15.00 0.74 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.99 39.96

Old England (Palmer to Dead End) 0.05 5.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.71 5.00 0.18 39.96

Old England (Palmer to Webster) 0.16 16.00 10.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.23 39.96

Via Genoa, Via Lugano to Via Contessa 0.10 8.00 10.00 0.71 20.00 1.42 2.00 0.14 39.96

Via Amalfi, Via Lugano to Pine Tree 0.03 3.00 10.00 0.21 20.00 0.43 2.00 0.04 39.96

Via Palermo, Via Lombardy to Via Lugano 0.06 3.00 10.00 0.43 20.00 0.85 2.00 0.09 39.96

Seminole Drive, Georgia to Cherokee 0.05 16.00 10.00 0.35 20.00 0.71 2.00 0.07 39.96

Harding Place 0.10 18.00 10.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.14 39.96
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52 1.18 83.00 70.34 5.88 17.86 6.36 23.81 53.91 39.24 971,000.00

1701 Lee Rd, Hidden Pond 0.19 26.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.22 20.00 3.22 39.24

Lee Rd, Orlando to Aldrich 0.42 11.00 20.00 14.47 0.00 0.00 20.00 14.47 39.24

Lee Road (south side Benjamin to Bennett) 0.20 9.00 20.00 3.39 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.39 39.24

Oak Grove Court 0.31 28.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.63 10.00 2.63 39.24

1693 Lee Road 0.06 9.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.51 2.00 0.10 39.24

53 1.11 209.00 188.29 16.40 11.40 1.17 9.68 38.65 38.65 537,500.00

Gene St, Orlando to Nicolet 0.15 38.00 10.00 1.35 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.35 38.65

Michigan, Orlando to Wisconsin 0.11 34.00 10.00 0.99 10.00 0.99 10.00 0.99 38.65

Michigan, Schultz to Wisconsin 0.07 42.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.32 38.65

Miller Ave, Orlando to Wisconsin 0.19 30.00 10.00 1.71 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.71 38.65

Minnesota, Orlando to Nicolet 0.45 40.00 15.00 6.08 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.05 38.65

Schultz Ave, Indiana to Harmon 0.02 8.00 10.00 0.18 10.00 0.18 10.00 0.18 38.65

Schutlz, Minnesota to Miller 0.12 17.00 10.00 1.08 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.08 38.65

54 1.09 191.00 175.23 15.23 7.71 12.11 3.40 38.45 38.45 185,500.00

Diana, Juanita Rael to Dixie 0.16 20.00 10.00 1.47 10.00 1.47 5.00 0.73 38.45

Dixie, Williams to Sunnyside 0.05 18.00 10.00 0.46 10.00 0.46 2.00 0.09 38.45

Gainsway 0.15 44.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.28 38.45

Green Oaks Ct 0.08 15.00 10.00 0.73 20.00 1.47 2.00 0.15 38.45

Juanita Rael, Sunnsyside to Bettmar 0.11 24.00 10.00 1.01 10.00 1.01 5.00 0.50 38.45

Legion Dr, Dixie to End of Line 0.20 28.00 10.00 1.83 20.00 3.67 2.00 0.37 38.45

Summerland, Dixie to End of Line 0.24 32.00 10.00 2.20 10.00 2.20 5.00 1.10 38.45

Sunnyside, Dixie to 850 Juanita Rael 0.10 10.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.83 2.00 0.18 38.45

55 1.59 285.00 179.25 15.59 5.38 10.44 5.96 37.36 37.36 473,500.00

200 W Fairbanks 0.11 24.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.69 10.00 0.69 37.36

601 S. New York Ave. 0.03 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.19 37.36

501 Comstock 0.01 11.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.06 37.36

532 S. New York 0.09 7.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.57 37.36

595 Pennsylvania 0.12 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.75 37.36

731 French 0.03 3.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.38 2.00 0.04 37.36

777 French 0.03 6.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.38 5.00 0.09 37.36

840 New England 0.04 0.00 15.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.05 37.36

Capen, Fairbanks to Comstock 0.15 24.00 10.00 0.94 10.00 0.94 5.00 0.47 37.36

Capen, Lyman to New England 0.06 10.00 10.00 0.38 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.08 37.36

Douglas, Denning to Capen 0.10 25.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.63 2.00 0.13 37.36

French, Holt to Lakeview 0.13 17.00 10.00 0.82 20.00 1.64 5.00 0.41 37.36

Holt, Antonette to French 0.12 31.00 15.00 1.13 10.00 0.75 2.00 0.15 37.36

Keewin Center, Off Denning 0.31 75.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.95 10.00 1.95 37.36

Lakeview, French to Oxford 0.23 25.00 10.00 1.45 20.00 2.89 2.00 0.29 37.36

New England, Capen to 780 Ne England 0.03 4.00 15.00 0.28 10.00 0.19 2.00 0.04 37.36

56 0.98 202.00 206.12 17.99 1.84 14.69 2.58 37.10 37.10 126,500.00

Blairshire 0.52 94.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.31 2.00 1.06 37.10

Coldstream (Greene to Lochberry) 0.19 50.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.88 5.00 0.97 37.10

Natalen (Dunraven to Dead End) 0.18 34.00 10.00 1.84 20.00 3.67 2.00 0.37 37.10

Natalen (Lakemont to Dunraven) 0.09 24.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.84 2.00 0.18 37.10

57 1.21 258.00 213.22 18.62 4.71 9.83 3.60 36.77 36.77 218,000.00

751 New York 0.11 43.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.18 36.77

908 Railroad Ave 0.03 4.00 10.00 0.25 10.00 0.25 10.00 0.25 36.77

Carver St, Denning to Webster 0.13 16.00 10.00 1.07 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.21 36.77

Cherok, Holder to Solana 0.14 34.00 10.00 1.16 10.00 1.16 5.00 0.58 36.77

Dixon, Orlando to Solana 0.14 13.00 10.00 1.16 10.00 1.16 2.00 0.23 36.77

Louisiana, Park to Denning 0.13 22.00 10.00 1.07 10.00 1.07 10.00 1.07 36.77

Lyndale, Park to Willard 0.04 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.07 36.77

Northwood Cir 0.21 75.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.47 2.00 0.35 36.77

Ridgewood, Park to Willard 0.06 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.10 36.77

Waterfall & Misty Ln 0.14 19.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.31 2.00 0.23 36.77

Wilma Ave, Louisiana to Denning 0.05 6.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.41 2.00 0.08 36.77

900 N. Denning Ave 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.25 36.77

58 1.14 148.00 129.82 11.18 2.81 18.77 3.11 35.87 35.87 177,000.00

Banchory (Berwick to Greene) 0.14 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.23 5.00 0.61 35.87

Dunraven (Whitehall to Strathaven) 0.15 12.00 10.00 1.32 20.00 2.63 2.00 0.26 35.87

Gunn (Braemar to Dead End) 0.17 28.00 10.00 1.49 20.00 2.98 2.00 0.30 35.87

Middleton (Berwick to Greene) 0.14 19.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.46 5.00 0.61 35.87
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Sherbrooke (Layton to Dead End) 0.28 45.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.91 2.00 0.49 35.87

Smiley (Berwick to Greene) 0.14 22.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.46 5.00 0.61 35.87

Whitehall Cir 0.12 12.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.11 2.00 0.21 35.87

59 1.11 198.00 178.38 15.51 8.38 4.41 7.50 35.80 35.80 416,000.00

324 Interlachen 0.03 1.00 15.00 0.41 20.00 0.54 5.00 0.14 35.80

Canton (Interlachen to Deadend) 0.03 7.00 15.00 0.41 10.00 0.27 5.00 0.14 35.80

Carolina (New York to Vriginia) 0.08 10.00 10.00 0.72 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.72 35.80

Carolina (Virginia to Pennsylvania 0.06 18.00 10.00 0.54 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.11 35.80

Center (Canton to Morse) 0.08 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.72 35.80

Cloisters on Interlachen 0.03 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.27 35.80

Depugh (Capen to Pennsylvania) 0.05 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.09 35.80

English (Denning to Capen) 0.05 8.00 10.00 0.45 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.09 35.80

Garfield (Pennsylvania to New York 0.15 26.00 10.00 1.35 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.35 35.80

Morse ( New York to Virginia) 0.12 15.00 15.00 1.62 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.08 35.80

Morse (Denning to Capen) 0.10 23.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.90 35.80

Morse (Knowles to Deadend) 0.12 11.00 15.00 1.62 10.00 1.08 10.00 1.08 35.80

Symonds (Denning to Capen) 0.08 22.00 10.00 0.72 10.00 0.72 2.00 0.14 35.80

457 Interlachen 0.05 9.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.90 2.00 0.09 35.80

208 Interlachen 0.02 17.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.36 2.00 0.04 35.80

North Knowles between Lincoln/Morse 0.06 9.00 10.00 0.54 10.00 0.54 10.00 0.54 35.80

60 1.18 91.00 77.12 6.48 16.43 3.47 15.84 42.23 35.23 715,000.00

915 Pennsylvania 0.11 27.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.93 35.23

Orlando Ave, East Side 0.18 8.00 20.00 3.05 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.53 35.23

Orlando, Friends to Monroe 0.25 2.00 20.00 7.96 0.00 0.00 20.00 7.96 35.23

Railroad, Webster to 1140 Solana 0.41 12.00 10.00 3.47 10.00 3.47 10.00 3.47 35.23

Galloway Dr 0.23 42.00 10.00 1.95 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.95 35.23

61 1.39 185.00 133.09 11.47 7.99 7.55 7.12 34.14 34.14 495,000.00

1499 Aloma 0.05 14.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.07 34.14

Bryan (Phelps to Lakemont) 0.13 18.00 10.00 0.94 20.00 1.87 2.00 0.19 34.14

Edwin (Lakemont to Phelps) 0.14 22.00 10.00 1.01 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.20 34.14

Lakemont (Anzle to Walker) 0.24 8.00 15.00 2.59 10.00 1.73 20.00 3.45 34.14

Phelps (Aloma to Edwin) 0.07 8.00 10.00 0.50 20.00 1.01 2.00 0.10 34.14

Shepherd (Aloma to Bryan) 0.11 12.00 10.00 0.79 10.00 0.79 2.00 0.16 34.14

Walker (Phelps to Lakemont) 0.30 58.00 10.00 2.16 10.00 2.16 2.00 0.43 34.14

Line Segment from Aloma between Lander/Publix Shopping Center 0.35 45.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.52 34.14

62 0.99 87.00 87.88 7.44 4.09 4.85 17.58 33.96 33.96 870,000.00

Howell Branch, Lafayette to Lolissa 0.27 35.00 15.00 4.09 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.45 33.96

Howell Branch, Venetian Way to Lafayette 0.48 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 9.70 33.96

Sweetwater Tr to Modac 0.24 36.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 4.85 10.00 2.42 33.96

63 1.11 113.00 101.80 8.68 6.31 14.59 3.96 33.55 33.55 220,000.00

2403 Mandan Tr to 2429 Mandan Tr 0.16 4.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.88 2.00 0.29 33.55

Bessmore Dr, Lafayette to Chantilly 0.09 11.00 10.00 0.81 20.00 1.62 2.00 0.16 33.55

Border Dr, East of Lafayette 0.13 12.00 10.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.23 33.55

Lafayette, Place Vendome to Howell Branch 0.22 21.00 10.00 1.98 10.00 1.98 5.00 0.99 33.55

Mandan to Tioga Tr 0.19 35.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.42 10.00 1.71 33.55

Verona, Neola to Howell Branch 0.06 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.11 33.55

Cochise, Howell Branch to Mandan 0.26 20.00 10.00 2.34 20.00 4.68 2.00 0.47 33.55

64 0.58 65.00 112.07 9.60 4.31 10.00 17.41 41.32 33.25 505,000.00

1550 Gay Rd 0.08 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.38 10.00 1.38 33.25

201 Gay Road 0.07 14.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.21 10.00 1.21 33.25

Webster, from Executive Dr 0.18 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 3.10 20.00 6.21 33.25

Gay Road, Orlando to Executive 0.25 26.00 10.00 4.31 10.00 4.31 20.00 8.62 33.25

65 1.38 142.00 102.90 8.78 2.10 17.97 3.99 32.84 32.84 275,000.00

921 Virginia to 561 Virginia 0.23 34.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 3.33 5.00 0.83 32.84

Arjay to 750 Shiloh 0.12 23.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.74 5.00 0.43 32.84

Blueridge to 720 Arjay 0.60 10.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 8.70 2.00 0.87 32.84

Blueridge to Virginia 0.21 25.00 10.00 1.52 20.00 3.04 5.00 0.76 32.84

Blueridge, Glenridge to Arjay 0.08 10.00 10.00 0.58 20.00 1.16 10.00 0.58 32.84

Glenridge to Virginia (Winchester rear??) 0.14 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.51 32.84

66 1.09 207.00 189.91 16.54 0.00 11.01 5.00 32.55 32.55 272,500.00

2013 Kimbrace to 681 Brechin 0.49 115.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 2.25 32.55

431 Dunblane to 683 Dunblane 0.32 47.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.87 5.00 1.47 32.55

437 Dunraven to 681 Dunraven 0.28 45.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 5.14 5.00 1.28 32.55
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67 1.21 133.00 109.92 9.41 8.26 10.00 4.43 32.10 32.10 268,000.00

Alberta (Aloma to Cortland) 0.20 18.00 10.00 1.65 10.00 1.65 5.00 0.83 32.10

Detmar (Trismen to Seymour) 0.13 19.00 10.00 1.07 10.00 1.07 2.00 0.21 32.10

Fletcher (Aloma to Alberta) 0.11 32.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.91 5.00 0.45 32.10

Jo-Al-CA (Aloma to Alberta) 0.10 22.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.83 2.00 0.17 32.10

Lakewood (Alberta to Trismen) 0.29 20.00 10.00 2.40 10.00 2.40 5.00 1.20 32.10

Seymour (Trismen to Detmar) 0.09 8.00 10.00 0.74 10.00 0.74 5.00 0.37 32.10

Trismen (Osceola to Detmar) 0.14 10.00 10.00 1.16 10.00 1.16 5.00 0.58 32.10

Trismen (Seymour to Lakewood) 0.15 4.00 10.00 1.24 10.00 1.24 5.00 0.62 32.10

68 1.46 179.00 122.60 10.54 7.88 3.29 7.88 29.59 29.59 575,500.00

1057 Bungalow 0.15 7.00 10.00 1.03 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.21 29.59

1313 S. Denning Dr 0.05 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.07 29.59

862 Orlando Ave 0.05 16.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.17 29.59

Aragaon, Orlando to Denning 0.08 6.00 10.00 0.55 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.55 29.59

Balch, Aragon to Minnesota 0.04 3.00 10.00 0.27 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.14 29.59

Cypress, Orange to Palmetto 0.17 44.00 10.00 1.16 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.16 29.59

Miles Ave, Aragon to Minnesota 0.10 8.00 10.00 0.68 10.00 0.68 10.00 0.68 29.59

Minnesota (Azalea to Pennsylvania) 0.12 10.00 15.00 1.23 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.82 29.59

Norfolk, Orlando to Westchester 0.24 20.00 10.00 1.64 10.00 1.64 10.00 1.64 29.59

Washington, Minnesota to Melrose 0.13 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.18 29.59

Balch, Southside Minnesota to Orlando 0.19 21.00 10.00 1.30 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.30 29.59

Oak Place 0.14 30.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.96 10.00 0.96 29.59

69 1.01 43.00 42.57 3.40 0.00 20.00 4.76 28.16 28.16 240,500.00

Arjay to 1730 Winchester 0.13 32.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 2.57 5.00 0.64 28.16

Blueridge to 1827 Laurelton Hall 0.08 5.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 1.58 2.00 0.16 28.16

Blueridge to 1880 Arjay 0.80 6.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 15.84 5.00 3.96 28.16

70 1.21 144.00 119.01 10.22 3.72 10.66 2.64 27.24 27.24 160,000.00

Kenwood, Beloit to Pansy 0.60 11.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.96 2.00 0.99 27.24

Oaks Blvd, Pansy to Beloit 0.11 58.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.91 2.00 0.18 27.24

Pansy, Kenwood to Pennsylvania 0.16 20.00 10.00 1.32 10.00 1.32 2.00 0.26 27.24

Sunnyside, Park to Dixie 0.26 40.00 10.00 2.15 10.00 2.15 5.00 1.07 27.24

Willard, Sunnyside to Lyndale 0.03 4.00 10.00 0.25 20.00 0.50 2.00 0.05 27.24

Backlot between Kenwood/Oaks from Pansy-Beloit 0.05 11.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.83 2.00 0.08 27.24

71 1.12 85.00 75.89 6.37 0.00 15.80 2.46 24.63 24.63 137,500.00

891 Lk Sue Ave to 651 Lk Sue 0.17 34.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.52 5.00 0.76 24.63

Glenridge to Virginia 0.15 35.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 0.27 24.63

Rear of 1931 Laurel Rd 0.80 16.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 14.29 2.00 1.43 24.63

Total Cost over 10 years

Total Project Miles

82.06 36,169,500.00

TOTAL SPENT IN FISCAL YEAR 2013

3,278,500.00



 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 



Winter Park Electric Under Grounding Strategies 

 

Existing 

As of March 31, 2012 the electric system undergrounding project funded by the 2007 bond proceeds 

and as modified by the City Commission on February 14, 2011, has largely been completed.  Pole 

removal on the Temple project is awaiting the removal of Brighthouse facilities.   As a result of those 

bond projects, 8.6 miles of mainline feeders have been placed underground.  Through 10 PLUG-IN 

projects, another 1.8 miles of primary overhead conductor have been placed underground.   Staff 

estimates 79.2 miles of primary overhead conductor remain to be placed underground (does not include 

secondary conductor or customers’ overhead electric services).  Staff estimates that there is 

approximately 37 miles of secondary overhead conductor to be placed underground.  The majority of 

secondary conductor is underbuild to overhead primary conductor and will placed underground at the 

same time as the primary conductor is placed underground.  Staff estimates that there are 10-15 miles 

of secondary conductor that are separate from primary construction that will require undergrounding.  

Approximately 79 miles of primary electric system wire have been already placed underground (most of 

which was already underground at the time the system was purchased from Progress Energy Florida) 

however, approximately 35 miles of the existing “Progress”  underground is due to be or near 

replacement age.   Staff has not estimated the amount of secondary already placed underground.  

Alabama will be completed, all poles removed, by month’s end. 

Go Forward Strategy 

 Approximately 90 pole miles of overhead electric remain to be placed underground.  The estimated cost 

to complete undergrounding is shown below: 

 

Cost Category Estimate $ (000) 

U/G primary and secondary $26,847 

Premium Labor for FDOT projects and Management of Traffic 243 

Landscape restoration 2,000 

Subtotal Undergrounding $29,090 
  

Other undergrounding Costs:  

  Decorative Street Light Fixtures $15,706 

  Underground Services 25,000 

  Subtotal other undergrounding costs $40,706 

  

Total Estimated Undergrounding Cost $69,796 
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Staff has identified three go forward strategies from a schedule/funding point of view and are 

summarized in the following table: 

 

Funding 
Expected Rate Impact 

Estimated 
time Source $(000) 

1. Annual System Revenues (pay as you go) 4,200 0% 17 years 

2. Annual System Revenues + 10% rate 
surcharge 

8,900 10% 8 years 

3. Bond Financing 75,000 0% ?? 6-8 years?? 

 

Essentially there are three strategies: 

1) Pay as you go strategy from electric system revenues.  Staff believes that strategy can be 

implemented with little or no rate impact.   That strategy would take 17 or more years to complete. 

2) Implement a temporary surcharge to generate additional electric system revenues in order to 

accelerate undergrounding.  A 10% surcharge would generate an additional $4.7 million per year 

which would allow completion of the undergrounding within 8 years and would require increasing 

rates by 10% for the eight year period.  

3) The third strategy would be to borrow approximately $75 million to provide reserve funds and the 

funding for the undergrounding project.   Debt service would be paid for by the same funds that 

would be used to fund the first strategy.  No increases in rates are expected.  In terms of schedule, 

the financing approach would probably not significantly accelerate undergrounding sooner than the 

estimated 8 years for strategy 2 above.  The advantages of bonding are to not increase current 

rates, and to spread the costs of undergrounding among existing and future Winter Park Electric 

issues.   The biggest disadvantages are it adds debt to the Winter Park Electric balance sheet and it 

increases the cost as a result of 30 years of accrued interest. 

The above three strategies boil down to three basic approaches. 1)  Pay as you go and complete 

undergrounding in about 17 years.  2)  Raise rates and accelerate undergrounding 3) borrow money and 

accelerate undergrounding. 

Difficult Issues: 

Decorative Lighting -The cost of undergrounding includes the cost of installing decorative 

lighting community wide which adds $15.7 million to the undergrounding cost.  Currently 

decorative lighting is installed via an assessment driven decorative project in which our citizens 

vote and pay an adder to their electric bills over time.    Some decorative lighting is installed as a 

part of streetscape projects funded by the City. 

Overhead Services - Additionally, the above estimate includes $25 million to place customer 

overhead services underground.  Heretofore, we have required customers to pay for the 

undergrounding of their overhead services.  Unfortunately, our experience with customers 
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funding the undergrounding of their services, even with deeply discounted offers provided by 

the electric utility as a part of primary undergrounding such as Temple Dr. has not be very 

positive.  Staff has therefore included the $25 million cost in the above estimate to completely 

underground the electric system. 

The above estimates include no dollars to move Brighthouse (BHN) or other pole attachment 

facilities underground.  Staff believes the City should take a tough position with BHN, Century 

Link and others that would require them to place company facilities underground.   

Tree trimming- Electric system reliability and safety requires adequate clearance between 

primary and trees.  Typically utilities, (even municipal utilities in tree cities) require 10’ of 

clearance.   There are two camps within the City of Winter Park.  One very vocal camp complains 

about even modest trimming and it goes ballistic at 10’.  Another significant camp (but less 

vocal) wants adequate clearance to insure electric system reliability.  The adopted go forward 

strategy for undergrounding should take into consideration this issue.  Staff believes a 

comprehensive plan/schedule may provide helpful perspective debate. 

Cost considerations – a $79 million price tag for undergrounding is significant and exceeds the 

City’s investment in existing facilities.  In order to reduce the costs associated with 

undergrounding, several go forward strategies should be considered.  In lieu of contracting out 

directional boring to subcontractors, ENCO is bringing on lineman with directional boring 

experience.  As an experiment, we will be evaluating the costs of allowing ENCO to the 

directional boring in lieu of hiring other outside subcontractors.  ENCO believes that the per foot 

cost of directional boring can by driven down by approximately 50%.   

In addition to directional boring included in the above undergrounding cost, $2 million has been 

included in the estimate for landscape restoration.  That estimate is based on experience to date we 

have experienced on recent undergrounding projects.  A possible cost reduction strategy for landscape 

restoration would be to have the City provide such services. 
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           City of Winter Park Strategy Map Fiscal Year 2012 
 

Revised 5/21/08 

Unique Sense of Place 
• Charming village character & scale 
• Attractive place to visit 
• Heritage  & culture 
• Central Park 
• High quality of life 
• Pedestrian friendly 
• Vibrant Central Business District 

(CBD) 

 

Diverse Character 
& Quality of Neighborhoods 

• Lakefront estate lots 
• Historic neighborhoods 
• Variety of housing options 
• Strong sense of community 
• Neighborhood Council 
• Community involvement 

 

High Quality of Services 
• Fiscally responsible 
• Exceptional  
 - Customer service 
 - Public safety 
 - Responsiveness 

 - Infrastructure & services 
• Professional & responsive 

staff 

 

Environmental Assets 
• Extensive Tree Canopy 
• Recreational 

opportunities for all 
ages  

• 10 acres of parks per 
1000 residents 

• Healthy city lakes 

 

Life-long Learning 
• Excellent public & private 

education for K-12 & adults 
• Rollins College & Valencia 

Community College as an 
integrated community 
partner 

• World class library, museums 
& cultural experiences 

 

Full-Service City 
• Own electric utility 
• Own police & fire 
• Hospitals & schools 
• Diverse shopping 

options 

 

Vision 
Be the best place to live, work and play in Florida  
for today’s residents and for future generations. 

 

• Residents and businesses will thrive and visitors will enjoy our history and community spirit.  
• We will maintain a safe and healthy environment while preserving our city’s friendly, hometown 

atmosphere and celebrating the diversity of its people.  
• We will provide extensive recreational and cultural opportunities. 
• We will provide municipal services of the highest quality in a fiscally prudent and customer friendly manner. 
• We will achieve our vision through a commitment to a healthy economy, a vibrant downtown, and 

preservation of our environment, charm, culture and vital neighborhoods. 

 

Values 
• Spirit of volunteerism and ownership throughout our community 
• Respect for heritage and culture  
• Preserving character and charm 
• Commitment to our environmental assets  
• Economic viability and sustainability for future generations 
• Diversity, both economically and culturally across generations 
• Recognition of  value in cultivating regional relationships while preserving our identity  
• Integrity, honesty and respect in all interactions 
• Decision-making based on facts and citizen participation 
• Governance that is accessible, accountable and efficient 
• Quality neighborhoods 

 

 

Quality environment 
 

Quality development & 
redevelopment 

 

Quality government services 
& financial security 

 

Quality facilities & 
infrastructure 

 

• Finalize Civility Code 
• Work towards achieving the Green 

Local Government’s Platinum level 
• Increase average lake water clarity 

– currently 2.4 meters, long-term 
goal three meters 

• Offer 20 new recreational programs 
to appeal to a wider and more 
diverse audience  

• Pursue first right of refusal for 
the post office property 

• Establish plans and initiatives to 
promote pedestrian safety 

 

• Continue to develop & 
redevelop underdeveloped, 
non-residential corridors  

• Incentivize development and 
reannexation with a no-direct 
cost to existing tax payers 
approach 

 

• Maintain current levels of 
service and current millage rate 

• Fund $1 million toward 
establishing a goal of having 30 
percent of recurring expenses 
in the city’s reserves 

• Be in the top 35 percent of pay 
and top 50 percent in benefits 
based on the approved list of 
benchmark jurisdictions 

• Provide additional methods of 
communication to increase 
opportunities for public input 

•  
 

• Increase median maintenance and 
construction of new sidewalks 

• Complete the Fairbanks Avenue 
Improvement project including the 
construction of new sewer system 
and some beautification 

• Complete Capital Improvement Plan 
(CIP) projects on time and within 
budget 

• Place all electric distribution facilities 
underground as soon as possible 
while maintaining competitive 
electric rates 

 

Quality economic 
development 

 Finalize economic development 
master plan 

 Establish long-term goal for 
appropriate balance between 
residential and commercial 
property valuations 

 Finalize framework and 
support businesses in 
establishing a Business 
Improvement District (BID) 

September 26, 2011 
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           City of Winter Park Strategy Map 
 

Unique Sense of Place 
• Charming village character & scale 
• Attractive place to visit 
• Heritage  & culture 
• Central Park 
• High quality of life 
• Pedestrian friendly 
• Vibrant Central Business District 

(CBD) 

Diverse Character 
& Quality of Neighborhoods 

• Lakefront estate lots 
• Historic neighborhoods 
• Variety of housing options 
• Strong sense of community 
• Neighborhood Council 
• Community involvement 

High Quality of Services 
• Fiscally responsible 
• Exceptional  
  ‐Customer service 
  ‐Public safety 
  ‐Responsiveness 

  ‐Infrastructure & services 
• Professional & responsive 

staff

Environmental Assets 
• Extensive Tree Canopy 
• Recreational 

opportunities for all 
ages  

• 10 acres of parks per 
1000 residents 

• Healthy city lakes 

Life‐long Learning 
• Excellent public & private 

education for K‐12 & adults 
• Rollins College and Valencia 

Community College as an 
integrated community 
partner 

• World class library, museums 
& cultural experiences 

Full‐Service City 
• Own Electric Utility 
• Own police & fire 
• Hospitals & schools 
• Diverse shopping 

options 
 

Vision
We aspire to continue to be the best place to live, work and play in Central Florida by 
preserving a superior quality of life for today’s residents and for future generations. 

 
• Residents and businesses will thrive and visitors will enjoy our history and community spirit.  
• We will maintain a safe and healthy environment while preserving our city’s friendly, hometown 

atmosphere and celebrating the diversity of its people.  
• We will provide extensive recreational and cultural opportunities. 
• We will provide municipal services of the highest quality in a fiscally prudent and customer friendly manner. 
• We will achieve our vision through a commitment to a healthy economy, a vibrant downtown, and 

preservation of our environment, charm, culture and vital neighborhoods. 

Values 
• Spirit of volunteerism and ownership throughout our community 
• Respect for heritage and culture  
• Preserving character and charm 
• Commitment to our environmental assets  
• Economic viability and sustainability for future generations 
• Diversity, both economically and culturally across generations 
• Recognition of  value in cultivating regional relationships while preserving our identity  
• Integrity, honesty and respect in all interactions 
• Decision‐making based on facts and citizen participation 
• Governance that is accessible, accountable and efficient 
• Quality neighborhoods 

 

Provide superior  
quality of life 

Maintain the city’s appeal 
through controlled, compatible 
& sustainable redevelopment 

 

Achieve financial security through 
good government practices 

 

Deliver the highest quality  
facilities & infrastructure 

• Maintain a superior response time for fire & 
police 

• Develop a traffic & transportation 
improvement plan 

• Identify & preserve existing historic assets 
• Establish/implement a parks master 

plan/Central Park 
• Establish & implement a reforestation plan 
• Review the Cultural Plan to support the city 

as a destination 
• Maintain & improve the quality of city lakes 

• Adopt Comprehensive Plan 
• Modify codes to be consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan 
• Re‐evaluate existing residential codes 
• Implement “green plan” 
• Develop a water conservation plan 
• Partner in alternative water source 

planning  
• Implement a phased approach to the 

annexation plan 

• Develop & evaluate a financial pro forma 
for projecting revenues and expenditures 

• Tie staff work plan to strategic plan 
initiatives 

• Consider Charter Review 
• Develop funding criteria for outside 

organizations  
• Plan for work force succession 
• Evaluate return on investment for electric 

& water utilities 
• Conduct quarterly budget evaluations 
 

• Complete long‐term facilities & capital plan 
• Monitor status of commuter rail 
• Complete Brookshire School Review 
• Build new west side community center 
• Adopt & identify funding for Fairbanks Avenue 

streetscape beautification improvements  
• Complete implementation of GIS 
• Underground the electric system 
• Evaluate repaving schedule  
• Implement automated meter reading program 
• Develop a plan for the replacement of the 4” curbs 
• Improve maintenance & crew facilities for city parks 

Commission approved 6/9/08 

Jwarren
Highlight

Jwarren
Text Box
Item  4.



 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
  







 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  



 
 

BACKGROUND: 
The 1991 Comprehensive Plan outlined the existing city operated bus service 

that existed from 1972 to the early 1990’s.  Unfortunately, the City’s 
financial system only goes back to 1994 so the cost of the routes to the city 

at that time is not available. 
 

The City did contribute to the Lynx system from 1994 through 2001 as a 

contribution to service.  Lynx did ask that all cities within its tri-county 
service area contribute to the cost of service for a number of years.  Today, 

Lynx allocates it’s federal and state dollars by county contribution and 
Winter Park’s share is included in that.  The CRA also entered into the transit 

business by operating a trolley in the downtown area for approximately two 
years.  Ridership was very low and the service was terminated.   

 
The Finance Department has provided the following table that highlights the 

available funding resources spent since 1994 on transit services.  
 

Year Lynx Contribution General Fund CRA Trolley Service 

1994 82,400  

1995 96,000  

1996 97,920  

1997 55,702  

1998 50,000  

1999 50,000  

2000 50,000  

2001 55,000  

2002  95,612 

2003  366 

Today, Lynx operates four bus routes that directly impact the City of Winter 
Park.  With the opening of the SunRail, Lynx has developed up to three 

additional routes to provide connectivity between the station and other 
routes along the Lynx System.  



STRATEGIC QUESTIONS: 
 What is the rationale behind additional transit service? 

o SunRail System  

 Work with large employers to operate individual shuttle 

service to and from the SunRail station - there are several 

examples in the region where large employers operate 

individual shuttles to parking lots to shuttle employees 

back and forth to work.  There may be significant interest 

in several large employers in Winter Park to provide this 

type of service to the SunRail station to encourage 

employee ridership.   

o Connectivity of downtown to other commercial, employment or 

residential areas around the City  

 City operates new bus service – in an effort to supplement 

Lynx service, provide connectivity to the downtown area to 

surrounding retail and residential centers and support the 

SunRail system, the City may choose to operate its own 

bus service.  Figure 5 shows the major employment 

centers throughout the city that would be key in analyzing 

a city-run bus system.  These employment centers could 

be marketed to capitalize on SunRail ridership.  Operating 

a city owned bus service could prove costly.  Funding 

would need to include the startup costs of bus purchases, 

drivers, fuel, marketing and necessary O&M costs.  Transit 

service has historically not covered the cost through fare 

box revenue so the city would be required to subsidize all 

necessary costs associated with the operations. 

 An additional option is to operate transit services and work 

with large employers who may be willing to help subsidize 

the cost of the service to move their employees at little or 

no cost to and from the SunRail station.  This may not 

provide connectivity in the downtown, but could provide 

linkage to SunRail riders and employment centers. 

 City outsources transit service – This option would include 

the city adding routes that are outlined in the city owned 

system, but the entire service would be outsourced to a 

private operator. The city would not be responsible for the 

day to day operations of the system.  Staff anticipates that 



service would be based on a fixed rate policy with all fare 

box revenues going back to the provider as part of the 

negotiated service contract.   

 Flex Bus Service – Four communities - Altamonte Springs, 

Maitland, Casselberry and Longwood are actively involved 

in creating a Flex Bus system.  This is an on-call service 

that is being developed to primarily promote SunRail 

ridership in these communities and provide connectivity 

with their employment and commercial centers.  The 

funding for this program is provided through the Federal 

Transit Administration with a committed future match from 

the local governments.  Flex bus has two parts that are 

currently under development – the physical locations that 

the buses will pick up passengers and the technology to 

summon the bus, pay and arrive in a timely manner.  This 

service is considered premium service with a potential 

guarantee of 12 minute pick up times. The city staff has 

met with representatives of Altamonte Springs and 

Maitland about their service. They anticipate some type of 

service being available at the opening of SunRail.  This 

does not replace the Lynx service, but supplements it to 

allow better transit options throughout their communities.  

While these four cities are about to enter into an intercool 

agreement addressing the specifics of this system, Winter 

Park has been invited to participate in exploring the 

opportunities of participating and how this service may 

benefit the city.  There is no obligation of any matching 

funds at this time, but should the city decide to pursue this 

service, staff anticipates a match would be necessary. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 Without federal subsidies, operating and maintaining a bus service 

within the city limits is a costly endeavor.  

 Looking for sponsorships or encouraging private shuttles would help 

encourage riders, but would not provide increased linkage between the 

downtown and other areas of the city.   

 Staff recommends additional research into the Flex Bus option and 

partnering with other local communities to see if there are benefits to 

the city in participating in this service. 



ATTACHMENTS: 
 Transit Summary 1991 

 Minibus Routes 

 Existing Lynx Service 

 Lynx Expanded Service 

 Employment Centers 

  



 

 

 
 

 
 

  











 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  







 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 





 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 





 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 





 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  



 
 

 

BACKGROUND: 
Parking in downtown Winter Park has long been recognized as a recurring 
issue.  The first documented parking study was done for downtown in 1986, 

with additional studies following in 1999, 2003, 2008 and 2013.   
 “This analysis has shown a current parking deficiency in Winter Park of 

more than 200 spaces.”  1986 Parking Study 

 “Based on existing land uses and occupancy rates…currently, Park 

Avenue South has the largest deficit in short term parking (291 

spaces.” – 2003 Parking Study 

 “..the facilities serving the Park Avenue Corridor may experience a 

deficit of 237 weekday daytime spaces and a deficit of 280 weekend 

daytime parking spaces” – 2013 Parking Study   

 

STRATEGIC QUESTIONS: 
1. How does the City address parking deficit along the Park 

Avenue Corridor? 

a. Short Term – create permanent parking spaces 

i. Expansion of city hall lot taking out PW building (add 75 

spaces) 

ii. Additional 15 spaces by Post Office/W. Meadow  

iii. Blake Street property – furthest site from downtown. No 

direct access due to FDOT/rail corridor closing.  Access 

available along Comstock.  – 50 spaces  

b. Short Term – create temporary parking spaces for high-peak 

time periods – art festival, holiday shopping, Valentine’s Day 

concert 

i. Pilot parking spaces – Morse Blvd. 40 spaces  



c. Mid-Term – Market parking spaces including locations, access, 

ease 

i. Develop web-based parking apps 

ii. Map showing parking lots 

iii. Holiday map showing temporary parking 

iv. Add circular P under existing way finding panels 

2. How does Winter Park become more bicycle-friendly in the 

downtown corridor? 

a. Short and Mid-Term – Create more bicycle parking 

i. Create a centralized permanent bicycle lot with bike hoops 

b. Preferred location – west side of railroad tracks near SunRail 

station 

c. Create bicycle parking in unusable parking areas 

d. More bike valet  

3. Long-Term – Explore additional parking with private providers 

using private lots or reserved spaces in the downtown? 

a. Open agreements with existing partners to use designated spots 

for weekend/off peak parking. May need additional funding for 

operations/maintenance of garage. 

b. Acquire the rest of the City Hall block and expand parking. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Staff has looked at short and mid-term parking solutions that are cost 

effective and implementable with limited capital investment.  Long-term 
solutions such as additional parking structures or relocation of parking lots 

involve significant capital costs and land allocations or purchase.   

 
The bike valet effort tis underway. Continued implementation is planned for 

the Fall Art Festival, the Harvest Festival, the Christmas Parade and several 
spring events.  Based on staffing constraints, this service is limited. Funding 

for two paid attendants would expand the service into weekends.  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 City Hall Parking Expansion Plan 

 Post Office Parking  

 Blake Street Parking  

 Morse Blvd. & New York Ave. restriping 

 Bicycle Parking Plans 
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BACKGROUND: 
Throughout the past 15 years, there have been a number of studies done 
throughout the city identifying corridors and studying potential physical 
improvements that would make the corridor more appealing or more 
economically attractive.  This is a list of some of those studies: 
 
Physical: 

 Orlando Avenue PD&E Study 
 Winter Park Gateway Design Master Plan 
 Vision for Various Corridors drafted for the Transportation Element 
 Fairbanks Avenue Corridor Study 

 
Economic: 
From the economic side, the CRA has developed a list of economic incentives 
that have been useful in creating some economic stimulus around the CRA 
for small to medium business development.  These programs include: 

 Business façade 
 QTI 
 TIE Program 
 Microloan program 
 Brownfields 

 
STRATEGIC QUESTIONS: 

1. Define the corridors. 

 

2. Are you looking for either physical improvements and/or 

Economic improvements? 

 

3. Prioritize the corridors for evaluation. 



4. Do you want to showcase gateways along every corridor 

coming into the City? If yes, is the city willing to support the 

construction and upkeep of architectural features to do that? 

 

5. Do we want to incentivize certain corridors to encourage a 

specific type of development?  For example: 
o Fairbanks Avenue – medical office between regional hospital 

facilities 
o Orlando Avenue – retail, entertainment, dining district that 

draws passerby traffic between employment designations. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 Changing a corridor or implementing physical improvements takes 

time and money.   
 Staff needs to understand which corridor comes first in priority based 

on redevelopment, level of service, economic viability or immediate 
physical improvements.   

 Corridor redevelopment is a long-term effort.   
 There needs to be a consensus as to what aspects of corridor 

development the commission would like to see.   

ATTACHMENTS: 
 Corridor Map 
 Winter Park Gateway Design Master Plan 
 US Hwy. 17-92 PD&E Study 
 Orlando Avenue Transportation Urban Design Plan 
 Vision Studies 

 
 

  



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

  





 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 















































































































 

 
 
 

 
 

 































































































































































































































































































































 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 



Orlando Avenue 
Transportation 
Urban Design Plan 
City of Winter Park, Florida 

 
Glatting Jackson Kercher Anglin 
Lopez Rinehart, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Commission Presentation 
August 12, 2002 



Overview 
Study 



Florida Department of Transportation 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL 
(PD&E) STUDY 
 

Project Objectives 
 - Minimize traffic congestion 
 - Improve the safety of the corridor 
 - Improve the walking, bicycling, and vehicular movements in the corridor 
 - Manage access in the corridor 
 - Document social, economic, and environmental impacts associated with 

transportation improvements in the corridor 
 - Maintain federal funding eligibility 
 

Project Schedule (16 – 18 months) 
 - Notice to proceed: November 2001 
 - Project Completion: April 2003 
 - Public Workshop #1 April 23rd (Project Introduction) 
 - Access management meetings (throughout the Fall) 
 - Public Workshop #2 Fall(Nov/Dec.) 2002 (Alternatives & Analysis) 

- Public Hearing Winter/Spring 2003 



Project Kickoff 
(June 17-19) 

•City Staff 
•Steering  Committee 
•Stakeholder Interviews 
•Initial Public Workshop 

Final Presentation 
(August 15th) 
•Steering Committee 

•Commission/Council Briefing 
•Public Meeting 
•City Staff  

Consultant Team Tasks: 
•Refinement of alternatives  
•Draft Corridor Plan 
•Reports with staff review 
 

Consultant Team Tasks: 
•Refine & Finalize Final Corridor Plan 
•Submit Alternative to FDOT for Evaluation 

Week Long 
Design Charrette 

(July 15) 
•Steering Committee 
•Public Charrette 

•City Staff  

Consultant Team Tasks: 
•Urban Design/Land Use Analysis 
•Transportation Analysis 
 

Project Schedule 



MATURE URBAN FORM 
 

Land Use 
• Change will Come 

through infill 
redevelopment 

 
Transportation 
• Mobility Enhancements 

will come through 
alternative mode of travel 
 

Orlando Ave. 

Morse Blvd. 

Lee Road 

Fairbanks Ave. 

Lake Killarney 

Webster Ave. 

Current Context 



Physical Context 

Transportation Land Use 



Land Use 

Commercial Residential Parks Parcel Size 



No Change 
• Established 

Neighborhood, No 
Commercial Activity 

Incremental Change 
• Established 

Neighborhoods, Small 
Parcels, Establish Land 
Use 

Probable Change 
• Large Parcels, High 

Land Value, Transitional 
Uses 

Land Use – Future Development 



Traffic Volumes 



Problems 

North-South and East-West 

trips share roadway 



Problems 



Existing Traffic 
 (FDOT Analysis) 

• Intersections 
– Orlando/Webster 
– Orlando/Fairbanks 
– Fairbanks/Denning 

 
• Roadway segments 

– Morse Blvd. to Lee Rd. 



Future Traffic 
(FDOT Analysis) 

• Intersections 
– Orlando/Park 
– Orlando/Solana 
– Orlando/Lee 
– Orlando/Webster 
– Orlando/Fairbanks 
– Orlando/Minnesota 
– Denning/Webster 
– Denning/Fairbanks 
– Denning/Orange 

 
• Roadway segments 

– Corridor 



Pedestrian Context 

• Too few signals for pedestrians to 
cross 
(Ideal signal spacing = 600-800 ft.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• Continuous green signals do not 
allow pedestrian movement 
• Northbound at Lee Road  
• Southbound at Park Avenue 



Bicycle Context 

• No north-south bike 
connection available in 
western Winter Park 

 
• Options 

– Orlando Avenue 
– Denning Drive 
– Others? 

Proposed bicycle routes 



• Retain and enhance business climate 

• Create a safe pedestrian/bicycle environment 

• Balance mobility and accessibility 

• Match Capacity Improvements  
to Redevelopment Opportunities 

• Widening is not an option 

Design Principles 



Project Recommendations 

North of Canton Avenue South of Canton Avenue 



North of Canton Avenue 



What If? 



What If? 



Residential 
Redevelopment 

Mixed Use 
Redevelopment 

Lee Road 
Extension 

W.P.V. 
Development 

What If? 



Existing Conditions 



Legend 

  New Signals 
 FDOT Improvements 
 City/Redevelopment Improvements 

Project Recommendations 



Lee Road Extension 



ACTIONS 

• Extend Lee Road 

• New Signal at Solana and Orlando Ave. 

• New Signal at Executive Dr. and Lee Road 

• Realign Solana Ave. 

• Remove Median Between Gay Road & Webster Ave. 

• Extend Webster to Executive Drive 

• Create Grid of Streets with Redevelopment 

• Resize (Reduce) Webster Ave. 

• Resize (Reduce) Denning Drive 

Recommendations North of Canton 



Lee Road 
East of Galloway 

recommended 



Orlando Avenue 
North of Lee Road 

current conditions 



Orlando Avenue 
North of Lee Road 

recommended 



Network Improvements 



Network Improvements 



South of Canton 



South of Canton 

ACTIONS 

• Pedestrian Improvements 

• Driveway Consolidation 

• Intersection Modifications 

• Cross Access Easements 



Orlando Avenue 
South of Lee Road 

current conditions 



Orlando Avenue 
South of Lee Road 

recommended 



What If? 



What If? 



What If? 



Pedestrian Improvements 



Bicycle Improvements 



Denning Drive 

current conditions 



Denning Drive 
 
 

recommended 



Access Management Tools 

Shared Driveways 
 

Cross Access Easements 
 

Access Roads 
 



Driveways Consolidated Narrowed 
97 15 11 

Access Management Plan 



Access Management Plan 



Access Management Plan 



Access Management Plan 



Access Management Plan 



What If? 



What If? 



What If? 



Intersections Improved 
– Orlando/Park 
– Orlando/Solana 
– Orlando/Lee 
– Denning/Webster 

 
Pedestrian & Bicycling 

Improvements Throughout 
 
Overall Increase in Mobility 
Northbound  

From 5.3 mph to 5.7 mph 
 95 seconds saved over the corridor 

Southbound  
From 8.1 mph to 9.1 mph  

 98 seconds saved over the corridor 

Traffic Improvements 



Regional Transportation 
Improvements 

• Widening of I-4 
• Light rail 
• Commuter rail 



Next Steps 

1. Present Draft Plan August 15th 

2. Request Commission formally present this option to FDOT for evaluation August 27th. 

3. Monitor & participate in the FDOT PD&E process 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



































 



 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 

BACKGROUND: 
One of the many things that make Winter Park our special home is the lush 

tree canopy.  In recent years, it has become apparent that the mature 
canopy is in a state of decline and will require significant effort to rebuild 

over the next several years.   
 

Staff has developed a draft Urban Forestry Management Plan (UFMP) that 

sets the stage for addressing the policy questions required to work towards 
maintaining the canopy of the future.  The draft plan was presented last year 

to the City Commission and Tree Preservation Board.  After initial 
discussions a sample street was developed to explain visually the required 

work to be done.  Staff has refined the draft plan and is working with the 
Tree Preservation Board to host a community meeting in on Monday, 

September 30.  Staff plans to make final recommendations regarding the 
UFMP and the associated policies to the Commission in October.   

 
 
STRATEGIC QUESTIONS: 

1. ROW Pruning 

a. Who should be responsible for pruning ROW trees? 

i. If city, how should we fund? 

1. Through growth in the budget 

2. Tax increase 

3. Reduction in other services 

ii. If adjacent property owners? 

1. Do we continue to prune with city resources once a 

high hazard? 

2. Do we implement more aggressive code 

enforcement? 

 

 



2.  Replanting the ROW 

a. Should the adjacent property owner have a say in replanting 

process 

i. Tree – yes or no? 

ii. Species selection? 

b. Who should be responsible for watering the tree? 

3. Tree Diversity 

a. What should our effort to diversify be? 

i. Should we establish a percentage of oak to be planted in 

the ROW? 

ii. Should we infill ROW with other species? 

b. What effort should be made to encourage species diversity on 

private property? 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
1. ROW Pruning 

a. The city should begin to take responsibility for ROW Tree 

Maintenance 

i. The expectation should be that we will grow into the 

responsibility by reducing and eliminating hazards first and 

working towards a routine maintenance schedule over 

time.  The process is expected to take 5-7 years.  Hazard 

mitigation pruning and dead tree removal would be the 

focus for the first three years. 

ii. The city is currently funding a portion of the work and has 

made significant operating changes over the last two years 

to increase productivity within the funding .  As part of the 

FY 2014 budget, the City Commission allocated an 

additional $250K towards dead tree removal and hazard 

mitigation pruning. It is anticipated that an additional two 

years of heavy funding will be required before a more 

normal program can be estimated.  Recommend funding 

through growth in budget and additional operational 

efficiencies over the next two years and then revaluate 

need.  

2. Replanting the ROW 

a. Adjacent property owners should have a say in both replanting 

the ROW and the species selection.   



i. While most property owners are excited to know the ROW 

will be replanted, staff can encourage those that may have 

concerns to participate through offering educational 

materials and one-on one conversation.  Additionally, if the 

city decided to take responsibility for the ROW 

maintenance, that will alleviate some of the financial 

concerns that are barriers today regarding future 

maintenance of the trees.   

ii. Staff can suggest and encourage certain species, however, 

would like to have the flexibility to plant the homeowners’ 

selection if it is within the city’s selection criteria.  

b. Homeowners should be encouraged to water and care for newly 

planted trees.  Reducing the demand on city staff to water 

increases their availability to prune and maintain mature trees.   

3. Tree Diversity 

a. Scientific research and history show that we should make efforts 

to diversify species. 

i. One of the many gems of Winter Park is the beautiful 

canopy.  Staff clearly understands the importance of 

maintaining this look for future generations.  Through 

proper planning and recognition that the City will be at risk 

for significant tree loss if an oak disease finds its way to 

Florida, we can maintain a beautiful canopy.  Staff 

suggests a goal of planting no more than 50% oak in the 

ROW over the next five years.  This is not a goal of 

reducing oaks to 50 percent of the canopy it is a short 

term goal, specific to the planting of new ROW trees, to 

determine a five year impact of encouraging diversity.  

Clearly, the goal could be changed at any time. 

ii. Further, staff recommends diversifying species within the 

oak family and not replanting laurel oaks within the ROW 

(due to their long-term maintenance costs). 

b. Staff recommends encouraging diversity on private property.  

This can be accomplished by working with homeowners, 

developers and through tree give-a-ways such as Arbor Day, 

Run for the Trees and Earth Day.  

 
 



ATTACHMENTS: 
 Urban Forestry Master Plan Timeline 

 Draft Urban Forestry Management Plan 

 Tree Inventory & Risk Assessment Report 

  



 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  



Urban Forestry Master Plan Timeline 

 

Date Action 

May-October 2012 Staff Development of Draft Plan 

November 2012 Received Lippi Study 

December 3, 2012 Overview of Draft Plan with City 
Commission  

December 20,  2012 Review of Draft Plan with Tree 
Preservation Board 

March 2013 Creation of sample street based on 
Lippi Study 

June 2013 Individual Tree Tours with 
Commissioners 

August 22, 2013 Review of revised draft plan with 
Tree Preservation Board.  
Preparation for Community 
Meeting. 

September 30, 2013 Community Meeting UFMP 

October 14, 2013 Adoption of UFMP by Commission 

November 11 & 25, 2013 Revision to Code, if necessary 
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OUR TREES - YESTERDAY AND TODAY 
Long before Winter Park founders Oliver Chase and Loring Chapman 
stepped foot on land we now call Winter Park, our city was already 
home to its first trees – pines. Pines were so prevalent in this area 
during the 1800s that the main canals that currently join our lakes 
were built to ship logs to the city’s first saw mill on Lake Virginia. Log 
transportation needs are long gone and now those canals serve us 
for our leisure boating needs between our chain of lakes. 
 
As Winter Park began establishment in 1882 and officially 
incorporated into the “Town of Winter Park” in 1887, more and 
more northerners found refuge from the harsh winters and made 
Winter Park their home. The warm Florida climate was conducive to 

growing citrus. Slowly but surely our pine forest became prolific with citrus groves as a lucrative 
business for its northern settlers.  
 
In December 1894, the town experienced “The Big Freeze” where 
temperatures dropped to 24 degrees. In February 1895, a second 
freeze hit at 17 degrees killing all of the crops of oranges and all 
the trees as well. It wasn’t until 1911-1912 that the first 
prosperous orange crop reappeared in Winter Park. 

 
 
 
 

Yesterday’s pine and orange trees transitioned into 
today’s oak trees.  In the 50s and 60s, laurel oaks (quercus 
laurifolia) began sprouting throughout the town. Laurel 
oaks were wildly available at the nurseries, known to grow 
fast and bear attractive leaves, therefore providing the 
canopy we enjoy and treasure today.  
 

In addition to The Big Freeze, another act of Mother Nature that forever changed our urban 
forest was the hurricanes of 2004. Over 8,000 trees were destroyed in those series of storms 
and Winter Park is still feeling the impact of that natural occurrence. 
 
Even with the natural effects of Mother Nature and time, we are still able to enjoy the benefits 
of approximately 75,000 - 85,000 trees in our rights of way, parks and on private property, with 
the city’s rights of way being the most visible and home to the thousands of laurel and live oaks 
(quercus virginiana) that beautifully line our city streets and neighborhoods. 
 
A healthy population for trees and people should always include diversity in age and species. 
This Urban Forest Management Plan will help ensure the longevity, vitality, healthy growth and 
management of one of Winter Park’s most treasured assets – its trees.  

Piney Woods 
Road 

Summerfield Road 

The Big Freeze 



BENEFITS OF A HEALTHY URBAN FOREST 

 
Before discussing an urban forest management plan, one must first understand what an urban 
forest is.  An urban forest, as defined by “American Forests”, is an ecosystem composed of trees 
and other vegetation that provide environmental, economic and social benefits.  This includes 
street and yard trees, vegetation within parks and along public rights of way and waterways. 
 
More than 80 percent of Americans live in an urban environment. In an urban forest many of 
those benefits of trees are directly related to humans, in fact, there are numerous studies that 
have proven trees provide economic, social, and environmental benefits to our daily lives.  
Urban trees are a vital part of a functioning ecosystem.  
 
Trees provide the following benefits to an urban environment: 

 Create shade and protection from weather 

 Improve air quality by helping to filter pollution 

 Provide areas for recreation and solace 

 Protect water quality by filtering pollutants 

 Absorbing stormwater runoff 

 Moderate local climate by mitigating urban heat islands 

 Reduce summer cooling and winter heating costs, thereby reducing energy demands 
from buildings 

 Reduce the carbon footprint 

 Provide food/habitat for wildlife 

 Buffer noise/wind/land use changes 

 Increase real estate value 

 Traffic calming 

 Aid in crime reduction 

 Increase economic activity 

 Assist in healing processes by providing calmness and tranquility  
 
Given the identified benefits of trees mentioned above, it is appropriate that a community put 
in place an urban forest management plan designed to protect and ensure a healthy and 
thriving urban forest. 
 

  



WHAT IS AN URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN? 
 

 
The purpose of an urban forest management plan is to: 

 provide a framework for ensuring that the trees and forests of the city are appropriately 
cared for according to community goals 

 provide guidelines when making decisions about trees and the green infrastructure 
which contributes to the city ecosystem based upon scientific research and identified 
industry standards 

 help improve and coordinate management of trees and tree canopy  
 direct the practices for tree planting, removals, canopy development, utility line 

clearance, roadway and street sign clearance, and parks tree maintenance 
 provide equitable forest benefits including recreation, education, improved human and 

environmental health, and monetary savings generated by maintaining a healthy tree 
canopy 

 justify budget requirements to maintain and sustain a healthy urban forest now and for 
future generations 

 
An urban forest management plan is a holistic approach to enhancing and managing the entire 
urban forest and the community in which we live.   This document will change and evolve as 
environmental factors that affect the urban forest are identified, conditions changes, and 
research progresses. Much like the urban forest itself, this plan is a renewable resource.   



OUR URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
 

MISSION 
Strategically maintain Winter Park’s urban forest 

through utilizing best management practices, and scientific research 
to maintain existing trees and replace and plant a variety of species over time to 

create a renewable and sustainable forest for today and future generations. 
 

   
Key goals: 
 Preserve and protect existing tree canopy 
 Reduce risk, prevent injuries to people and damage to their property 
 Mitigate tree hazards in public areas 
 Enhance and restore forest quality through species and age diversity 
 Maintain and plant trees to coexist with urban services  
 Expand forested areas 
 Create appropriate infrastructure areas to allow for sufficient space for mature trees to 

grow 
 Provide community outreach and education 
 Promote interdepartmental coordination on the care of city trees 



OUR URBAN FOREST 
 
In 2005, the city hired ArborPro, Inc., a full service urban forestry and software consulting 
company to perform an inventory of right of way (ROW) trees. The survey found: 

 there are approximately 25,500 ROW trees  
 ROW trees are fairly evenly dispersed in each quadrant 
 condition of the trees within each quadrant is fairly consistent: reaching the end of 

useful life and are beginning to decline 
 almost half of the ROW trees were two oak species: 

1. 29 percent laurel oak  
2. 20 percent live oak  

 
 
Laurel oaks are the prominent trees located in our ROW. Laurel oaks have a life span of 
approximately 50-70 years depending upon site conditions (streets, pavement, sidewalks, etc.) 
and other environmental factors. The laurel oaks in Winter Park: 

 are predominately between 20” to 50” diameter at breast height (DBH) - measured at 4 
½ feet above the ground 

 are between 45-60 years of age (middle-aged to maturing/declining) 
 
Based on the 2005 survey and an increasing demand of removal of dead/dying ROW trees, an 
additional study was requested during the summer of 2012 to: 

 perform a risk assessment on a sample of 300 ROW trees, 75 trees per quadrant 
 provide an assessment tool 
 prescribe treatment for each tree in accordance with ANSI A300 standards and ISA Best 

Management Practices     
 
The study was awarded to Mr. Chuck Lippi, Board Certified Master Arborist, president/owner of 
Advanced Tree Care, Inc. City arborists’ agree the trees selected for risk assessment were 
consistent with the other trees in the ROW.  
 
 



The tree assessments were conducted in accordance with: 
 ANSI A300 Standards on Tree Risk Assessment 
 Best Management Practice on Tree Risk Assessment as recommended by two leading 

arboricultural researchers:  DR. Ed Gilman, University of Florida and Dr. Kim Coder, 
University of Georgia.    

Each tree received: 
 “Level 2 Basic Assessment” which includes a detailed visual inspection of the tree and 

its surroundings and a sound testing of the lower trunk and root flares with a rubber 
mallet.   

 measurement on the Clark-Matheny rating system which identifies three 
characteristics:   

1. probability of failure 
2. size of the tree part that may fail 
3. target (person or property) that could be injured or damaged if the tree 

failed 
o A fourth characteristic, tree species, was added to Winter Park’s rating model.   

Each tree identified in the study was then measured on the 14-point risk 
assessment and a specific treatment was prescribed.   

 
As the city works toward building an inventory for purposes of prioritizing and planning work, 
each of the city’s arborists will use the 14-point rating scale and categories to assess trees. (See 
appendix for Mr. Lippi’s full report.) 
 
The results of the study found: 

 the tree population is reaching maturity 
 the tree population is exhibiting signs of increased decay  
 weak branch structure leads to leading to higher failure rates 
 45 percent of the trees in the sample contained extensive decay, which is much higher 

than most surveys in other communities.  
 
Because our trees are in a declining and maturing state, leaving the decay and weak branch 
structure accelerates the demise of the tree and introduces risk to humans, therefore pruning is 
suggested.    
 

 

 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 Move towards a more routine pruning program.   
 



THE IMPORTANCE OF DIVERSITY 
The science of arboriculture and urban forestry has changed drastically since the City of Winter 
Park’s urban forest canopy was originally established in the mid-1900s. Urban foresters were 
not aware of the potential detriment of a monoculture of species or the importance and 
benefits of age diversity.  Urban Foresters have also learned that routine maintenance is 
essential to maintaining vigor and vitality in the development and enhancement of the urban 
forest.   
 
While the United States Forest Service suggests cities should have no less than 40 percent 
canopy cover (private and public trees), our urban forest consists of 55 percent of tree canopy 
coverage. With a majority of trees being planted at the same time and roughly the same species 
(laurel and live oaks), our tree canopy is in a critical stage.  Renewal and maintenance is 
necessary to preserve and expand its beauty and benefits to our community. In addition to 
maintaining the goal of at least 40 percent canopy cover, there are two key elements to 
preserving and enhancing the canopy: age diversity and species diversity. 
 
Age Diversity 
A healthy canopy is a lot like a healthy community, it benefits from trees of all ages just as a 
community benefits from having residents of all ages.  Luckily, Winter Park has always placed 
high in importance the planting of new trees.  Trees from both the ROW and private property 
contribute to the beauty of the canopy.  The city provides giveaway trees and has offered many 
opportunities for residents and children to learn about planting trees through programs like the 
Arbor Day, Trees for Peace, Run for the Trees, and Earth Day.  The city has also partnered with 
good neighbors, such as the Winter Park Live Oak Fund that helped replant over 700 ROW trees 
after the 2004 hurricanes. In addition, the city has aggressively replanted ROW trees in each of 
the four quadrants within the city between 2009-2012.  All of these efforts have prepared us 
well to continue to build on establishing an evenly distributed age to the canopy.    
 
In addition to actively replacing trees on the city’s ROW, the city maintains an ordinance 2895-
12 that requires tree removals on private property be replanted.  The ordinance was recently 
modified and requires the following: 

 Removal of trees determined by the city to be dead, hazardous or beyond recovery 
requires replacement with one approved shade tree having a minimum caliper of 3” 

 Removal of healthy trees having a DBH of at least 9” and less than 19” requires 
replacement with one approved shade tree having a minimum caliper of 3” 

 Removal of healthy trees having a DBH of 19” or greater requires a replacement with 
two approved shad trees having a minimum caliper of 3” 

 
 
 
If a balance between removals and replacements continues as the dying and declining trees are 
removed the city will move toward having a well age diversified urban forest within ten years.   



 

 
 
Species Diversity 
Urban forests compete with many other human needs in a built environment, such as buildings, 
homes, sidewalks, roads, size of planting strip, and utility facilities. It is important to put “the 
right tree in the right place” or the tree will either fail to thrive or create a myriad of side-
effects that will be costly and detrimental to human habitation. The United States Forest 
Service recommends the urban forest be comprised of mostly species native to the region 
focusing on age, size, and species diversity.  United States Forest Service research has proven to 
avoid species monoculture, the urban forest should have a species composition of no one 
species comprising more than 10 percent of the population.  Species diversity, wood type, wind 
resistance, and insect/disease resistance should be considered.  
 
The potential for deforestation can be detrimental and in epidemic proportions in urban 
environments due to insect and disease infestations.  Historically many cities have experienced 
deforestation at different levels.   For example, 

 Denver, Colo., was nearly deforested in 1948 due to Dutch elm disease 

 The City of Winnepeg, Manitoba spends $3 million annually just to combat the deadly 
Dutch Elm Disease 

 Emerald Ash Borer was the killer of millions of ash trees in Minnesota and Michigan  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

 Where possible, replant a shade tree near the place of a removal in the city ROW.  If there is 
a conflict, such as a power line, sidewalk, etc. consider replanting an appropriately sized tree 
near the removal site “Right Tree, Right Place” 

 Replant private trees in accordance with city Ordinance 2895-12 
 



The City of Winter Park is not immune to these types of deforestations, in fact urban trees are 
more susceptible to disease than those in a natural, undisturbed environment.  The following 
are examples of the most common diseases that can be a threat to the city’s trees:   

 Hypoxylon Canker is a secondary fungus that causes cankers and eventually death of 
oak and other hardwood trees.   Relatively healthy trees are not 
invaded by the fungus; however the fungus is known to be present 
in many healthy trees and lies dormant in the inner bark.   The 
hypoxylon fungus will readily infect the sapwood of a tree that has 
been damaged, stressed, or weakened.  Hyxpoxylon is considered 
a weak pathogen in that it is not aggressive enough to invade 
healthy trees.   Several trees are weakened and stressed within 
the City of Winter Park and many trees have been diagnosed with 
hypoxylon canker and removed. There is no known control or cure 

for the disease.   
 

 Oak Wilt is yet another disease that threatens many areas of the country by killing oak 
trees.  It was identified in the early 1940’s and has been verified in 24 states.  Oak wilt is 
killing oak trees, including live oaks at an epidemic rate in central Texas and occurs in 
South Carolina.  Oak wilt is caused by a fungal pathogen which invades the water 
conducting tissues.  It is a potential future threat to Florida, but to date the disease has 
not been identified in the state.  According to the University of Florida there is great 
concern regarding oak wilt since live oak, laurel oak, shumard oak, and willow oak are 
high risk species.  All of these trees exist in the City of Winter Park and comprise over 50 
percent of our species. 
 

 Sudden Oak Death has recently been introduced and is capable of causing symptoms 
from leaf spots, to bleeding cankers, to plant death.  It is at this time restricted to 
coastal areas, but has the potential to spread. Several host species can be attacked by 
sudden oak death. In 2002 sudden oak death had 29 host species; in 2008 there were 45 
host species noted and as of 2012 up to 100 species could be affected.  The fungus can 
spread by movement of infected host material, infested soil, irrigation water, and wind-
blown rain.  Because this is a new pathogen, the best option in controlling spread of this 
disease is preventing the introduction and establishment of the pathogen in new areas.  
Currently only foliar dieback disease has occurred in Florida and no oaks have died from 
sudden oak death in Florida. 
 

 Laurel Wilt has caused serious damage to red bay, avocado, and other trees in the laurel 
family in Florida as well as other southern states.  Laurel wilt continues to expand at a 
rapid pace in Florida. This disease was first detected in the United States in 2002 and in 
Florida in 2005.  In July of 2011, Laurel wilt had been identified in only a few counties, 
but today it is a widespread killer of the native red bay. 
 

(See appendix for additional discussion regarding tree diseases and insect infestations 
associated with species monocultures)  



In urban areas, foresters must choose to diversify rather than chancing devastation and 
deforestation as a result of a species monoculture.  Maintaining healthy trees and planting 
different species are key aspects of preventing forest devastation.  
 
 

EXAMPLES OF ALTERNATIVE SPECIES TO ESTABLISH A DIVERSE CANOPY* 
*This is not a complete list, only examples of alternative species 

 

Canopy Shade Trees Medium Trees Understory Trees 

Trees with a mature height of 
50 -70 + feet that cannot be 
planted under overhead 
electric utility facilities and 
must have a minimum of 6’ 
planting strip. 

Trees with a mature height at 
30-45 feet and can be 
managed if planted near 
overhead electric utility 
facilities and must have a 
minimum of 4’ planting strip. 

Trees with a mature height of 
15 to 25 feet tall that can be 
maintained under overhead 
electric utility facilities and 
must have a minimum of a 
3’planting strip. 

 Cultivars of live oak 
Cathedral 
Highrise 
Parkside 
Millennium 

 Nuttall Oak 

 Shumard Oak 

 Sand Live Oak 

 Willow Oak 

 Bald Cypress 

 Ash 

 Red Maple & cultivars 

 Sweetgum 

 Southern Magnolia 

 Winged Elm 

 Sycamore 

 Tulip Poplar 

 Swamp Chestnut Oak 
 

 Riverbirch (Duraheat) 

 Sweet Bay Magnolia  

 Chinese Elm (Drake, Allee) 

 Little Gem Magnolia   

 Southern red cedar  

 Bracken’s Brown Beauty 
Magnolia  

 DD Blanchard Magnolia  

 Redbud 

 East Palatka Holly  

 Savannah Holly 
 

 Chickasaw Plum 

 Nellie Stevens Holly 

 Eagleston Holly 

 Dahoon Holly 

 Pear (cultivars) 

 Cherry (cultivars) 

 Crepe Myrtle 

 Japanese Blueberry 

 Flowering Dogwood 

 Golden Trumpet 

 Fringe Tree 

 Loquat 
 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 Begin planting a wider variety of ROW trees to include no more than ____ percent of a 

single species, while emphasizing maintaining a canopy of at least 40 percent shade.   
 Expand the variety of oak planted within the city.  Plant no more than ____ percent of a 

single species and no more than ___ percent oak each year.   
 Through improved educational programs, encourage wide variety of plantings on private 

property. 
 Plant a wide variety of trees in city-owned park land.  Provide educational signage on 

unique trees. 
 Select Arbor Day and other tree giveaways based on species that are underrepresented. 
 Offer special planting opportunities for residents and businesses willing to diversify. 



MAINTAINING TREES IN THE RIGHTS OF WAY  
 
Right of way trees (ROW) are trees planted close to the 
road, generally between the sidewalk and the road on 
city property.  According to the existing city code 58-
296, the adjacent property owner is responsible for the 
maintenance and care of the tree.  This portion of the 
ordinance has remained in place for many years, while 
other sections have been modified.   

 
Two factors, the 2004 hurricanes and the acquisition of the electric utility system, encouraged a 
more thorough evaluation of pruning and management of its trees.   
 
Prior to the 2004 hurricanes, the city’s forestry crews were able to supplement the work of 
residents by courtesy pruning to: 
 lift the canopy 
 clear for line-of-sight 
 dead wooding trees 
 remove hazardous trees 
While the urban forest was beginning to see signs of aging, the hurricanes caused much 
damage and increased the rate of aging and decay for many trees.  
 
The damage from the hurricanes, combined with an increased work load and multiple years of 
non-growth budgets, limited the city’s forestry crews ability to continue to provide pruning of 
ROW trees, as a courtesy to the residents, causing further deterioration.  Forestry staff has 
been primarily focused on hazard mitigation and dead tree removal.  Because the city provided 
pruning, as a courtesy for the residents, for many years in the past and the city has planted 
many trees within the ROW in recent years, many residents are unclear about their 
responsibility to maintain trees adjacent to their property.  According to current code, the 
adjacent property owner is responsible for the maintenance and care of the tree. 
 
In addition, after acquiring the electric utility system, the city became hands-on on the day-to-
day management of its tree trimming especially around power lines.  Recently, the city has 
enhanced its arborists’ knowledge bank and team to better understand and manage its urban 
forest.  It can now use the combined experience and education of staff to address the 
appropriate prescriptions for its maturing trees. 
 
Removal of dead/diseased trees 
Trees throughout the ROW and in city parks and facilities are assessed for risk and prioritized 
for removal.  Currently, trees are identified for evaluation by concerned residents, business 
owners, or city employees. The trees are being assessed and prioritized based on the scientific 
criteria previously identified. A value is identified for each tree ranging from highest risk to 
lowest risk.  The trees with the highest risk rating are prioritized to the top of the removal list.   



 
The scientific approach to evaluating the trees helps determine the value of pruning vs. 
removal.  It is often better for the canopy, budget and overall quality of the urban forest to 
remove and replant verses pruning, then later removing.  Removal of diseased trees is 
sometimes recommended rather than pruning to prevent spread of the disease and fight the 
inevitable. In addition, pruning is recommended due to budget restrictions and aesthetic 
purposes. 
 
Pruning and dead wooding 
As previously mentioned, city code calls for the adjacent property owner to maintain the ROW 
trees, however, currently the city will remove dangerous or potentially hazardous limbs from 
trees in the ROW.  The remainder of the tree is left unpruned and is the responsibility of the 
adjacent property owner to prune and maintain. 
 
There are several benefits to the city potentially taking responsibility for ROW tree 
maintenance:   
 Consistency in treatment and maintenance of the trees would be accomplished by 

establishing a maintenance cycle and a pruning program consistent with ANSI A300 and ISA 
Best Management Practices 

 Improve the health and longevity of the trees and reduce potential hazards 
 Implementation of a pruning policy for small trees. Routinely pruning a small tree will result 

in the following: 
o correct structural problems 
o reduce/eliminate co-dominant leaders, unbalanced crowns, rubbing/crossing 

branches 
o remove dead branches 
o correct growth patterns which have the potential to obstruct line of sight, interfere 

with overhead electric utilities, or even buildings and other structures 
o maintenance of trees conducted under supervision of certified arborists 

 
Maintenance of ROW trees is no small task and certainly comes with significant costs.  While 
budget will be discussed in a later section, it is important to note that the city’s current forestry 
budget does not include funding for maintenance of ROW trees. 
 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 Continue to prune and remove trees from ROW as necessary to minimize potential 

hazards 
 Always prune according to ANSI A300 and ISA Best Management Practices 
 Consider shifting responsibility of ROW tree maintenance to city, provided a funding 

source can be established. 
 Begin pruning small trees to establish proper growth patterns. 



CLEARING VEGETATION (tree limbs, branches, leaves) 
 

In addition to standard ROW maintenance, it is necessary in an urban environment to prune the 
trees to coexist with modern day conveniences such as electric lines and roadways.  To protect 
the trees as much as possible and to minimize the impact on the trees health related to the 
pruning, all tress are pruned according to ISA Best Management Practices and ANSI A300 
Standards.  Each tree is different, therefore, each tree requires a different prescription as to 
how it will be pruned.   
 
Street Tree Clearance 
In order for fire trucks, garbage trucks and general delivery 
trucks to safely pass through the streets of Winter Park, limb 
heights are required to be above 13’6” and for a clear 
triangular line of sight (see graphic to the right).  Similarly, the 
city code also mandates a clearance of 8’ above sidewalks.  In 
both cases, ISA Best Management Practices and ANSI A300 
Standards are utilized to properly prune the tree.  As a result, 
there will be situations where the tree will be pruned closely 
to the standards set and at other times it may require 
removing the limb at the trunk.  Each tree will be handled 
individually and the minimum cut necessary will be made to 
provide a safe clearance while utilizing proper arboricultural 
pruning methods.  

 
Utility Line Clearance 

The city has a municipal owned electric utility where overhead 
power lines are forced to coexist with lush tree canopies. A standard 
function of an above ground utility operation is to clear conflicts 
within a safe distance of the utility lines in order to keep utility 
employees and people safe, minimize interruption of service and 
equipment failures as a result of limb or small animal conflict.  Most 
electric utility companies (investor- or municipal-owned) in the 
United States including Florida operate under specific clearance 
guidelines of 10 feet.    
 

Winter Park does not prune based strictly on a given distance from the electric equipment, but 
rather considers the individual tree and equipment that are in conflict and makes the minimum 
cut necessary and prunes in accordance with ANSI A300 Standards and ISA Best Management 
Practices. Decisions are also based on safety of the utility workers and residents, and the 
potential for power failure. Electric line clearance is currently on an approximately three year 
schedule (depending on species).   
 

Triangular line of sight  



In addition to pruning to eliminate conflict, the Electric Utility Department recently proposed a 
program to the City Commission to underground its overhead primary (7,200 volts) wires within 
a     12-20 year period.   
 
Placing electric overhead wires underground will eliminate conflicts between electric facilities 
and trees and will significantly reduce and ultimately eliminate the electric system’s need to  
prune trees. Seventy five undergrounding projects have been identified and prioritized based 
on the following quantitative criteria: 
 

Criteria Point System 

Tree density per mile 
of primary conductor 

0-40 points based on ranking of tree density 

Visibility of overhead 
electric facilities 

arterial roads 
20 points 

collector roads  
15 points 

other local roads 
10 points 

rear lots 
0 points 

Type of construction 3-phase mainline 
feeder  
20 points 

3-phase                 
non-mainline feeder 
10 points 

2-phase lateral  
5 points 

Single-phase 
lateral  
2 points 

Electric System 
reliability experience 

Poor reliability 
20 points 

Average reliability 
10 points 

 Good reliability  
0 points 

 
Using the above criteria each line segment that makes up a project is evaluated and is weighted 
by length and the points are summarized by project.  The project with the most points is ranked 
number one in priority for undergrounding.   The application of the above criteria results in 
assigning the highest priority for undergrounding to the overhead line segments with the most 
tree conflicts, serving the most customers (construction type), with the most visibility, and 
experiencing the worst reliability.  The full list is available on the city’s website 
cityofwinterpark.org > Departments > Electric Utility > Electric Undergrounding Priority List   
 
During the interim period, i.e. until undergrounding is complete, the electric department will 
adhere to the following standards with regard to pruning trees in conflict with overhead electric 
facilities: 

1. On a tree by tree basis, prune trees to the minimum clearance necessary for safe and 
reliable operation of the electric system, while maintaining proper pruning techniques 
as identified by ANSI A300 Standards and ISA Best Management Practices” Utility 
Pruning of Trees” ISA pruning standards.  If a line is scheduled for undergrounding in less 
than 5 years, prune as follows: 

a. If a line is scheduled for undergrounding in less than 3 years, line clearance 
pruning will be carried out only if absolutely required. 

b. Coordinate line clearance pruning such that lines that are scheduled for 
undergrounding in the 3-5 year timeframe be scheduled for only one pruning. 

c. Coordinate line clearance pruning such that lines that are scheduled for 
undergrounding in the 5-8 year timeframe be scheduled for only two prunings, 

http://cityofwinterpark.org/Docs/Departments/ElectricUtility/ElectricUndergroundingPriorityList.pdf


d. Electric lines that are scheduled for underground after 8 years will be pruned 
approximately every 3 years to achieve electric system reliability and in 
accordance with ANSI A300 Standards and ISA Best Management Practices. 

2. In addition to line clearance pruning, the removal and replacement of declining trees 
will be coordinated with the undergrounding program.   

 

 
CITY PARKS AND FACILITIES 
This section is to come at a later date.  
 
FUNDING  

 
Historically, arboriculture functions have been separated into three sections: 

1. Forestry Division 
2. Code Enforcement Division 
3. Electric Utility Department 

 
Each division or department was responsible for their individual tasks, but there was little 
coordination among teams.  In 2011, an internal tree team was created to begin developing 
strategies to manage the growing needs of the urban forest from a better coordinated 
approach.  The team consisted of members from forestry, code enforcement, electric and 
administration.  Many changes have been implemented as a result of the tree team’s work, the 
most significant being the reorganization of the individual divisions to a single division and the 
development of the electric undergrounding master plan.  From this report, policy decisions are 
expected and additional operating adjustments are also anticipated.   
 
Development of a budget and work plan that supports the recommendations of this plan are 
critical to its success.   
 
  

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 Prune ROW Trees in accordance with city code 59-298, ANSI A300 and ISA Best 

Management Practices for street clearance to include lifting the canopy on the roadway 
and sidewalks and triangular line of site clearance for traffic signs and devices.  

 Prune trees in conflict with electric utility line in accordance with City of Winter Park 
Utility Vegetation Management Guidelines, ANSI A300 and ISA Best Management 
Practices 

 Continue to underground electric utility lines in accordance with the Undergrounding 
Master Plan. 



Budget 
Below is a chart of city resources spent on the various arbor tasks.  Funding for electric utility 
pruning comes from electric utility revenues while the forestry and code enforcement functions 
are funded with General Fund resources.  On average, over the last five years, the city 
collectively has spent just over $1.5 million on tree care.   
 

 
 
Fees collected for private tree removals have been used to offset the cost of planting, 
education, and in 2012 and 2013, to assist with dead tree removal.   

 
 
  



Currently within the General Fund Forestry Division, the following services are provided: 

 Planting and watering of new trees 

 Tree evaluation/demand trimming 

 Emergency tree work (both in-house and contracted) 

 Parks and other city property tree care and maintenance 

 Contracted ROW - dead tree removal, street tree clearance  

 Special projects (holiday decorations, etc.) and educational opportunities (Arbor Day, 
Trees for Peace, etc.) 

 
To consider the additional costs associated with full maintenance for the ROW trees, the Tree 
Risk Assessment study performed by Mr. Lippi, was used to extrapolate the findings of that 
report over the estimated entire ROW canopy of approximately 25,000 trees. His findings were 
specific to laurel oak, which represent approximately 29 percent of the canopy.   
 
To identify the cost for the remainder of the ROW maintenance, costs were reduced by 15 
percent for live oaks (20 percent of the species) and 50 percent for other remaining species (51 
percent of the species).   
 

 
 
(See appendix for ROW tree removal & pruning priority levels) 
 
  

Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3

Estimated 

Total

ROW Maintenance Laurel Oak (29%) 73,000                299,000          353,000              725,000$       

ROW Maintenance Live Oak (20%) 42,000                174,000          205,000              421,000$       

ROW Maintenance All Other (51%) 63,000                260,000          307,000              630,000$       

178,000$           733,000$        865,000$           1,776,000$    

Priority 1 Priority 2 Large Tree Small Tree

Estimated 

Total

ROW Maintenance Laurel Oak (29%) 267,000              467,000          1,261,000          62,000            2,057,000$        

ROW Maintenance Live Oak (20%) 155,000              271,000          732,000              36,000            1,194,000$        

ROW Maintenance All Other (51%) 232,000              407,000          1,098,000          54,000            1,791,000$        

654,000$           1,145,000$    3,091,000$        152,000$       5,042,000$        

ROW Tree Pruning

ROW Tree Removal



The total costs to complete a full cycle of maintenance of the ROW trees, based on their current 
condition, and is estimated at just over $6.8 million. Below are three potential options while 
there are several options that could be considered: 
 

 Continue operating with existing resources 
o Hypothetically, this would equate to a 24-year pruning cycle, however, to 

actually complete the pruning cycle would be difficult because high priorities 
would continue to dictate how the budget is spent.  
 

 Enforce the existing code 
o In this scenario residents would be forced to maintain the trees more 

aggressively. Any work not completed by the residents would be completed by 
the city and a lien would be placed on the property (similar to the lot clean up 
procedure). 

 Include ROW tree maintenance as standard city services 
o This would require additional funding and resources. 

 

 
 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 Staff recommends including ROW tree maintenance as a standard city service.   

 
 Include small tree maintenance as part of in-house staff assignments 
 Continue to seek operational efficiencies 
 Re-evaluate plan after first pruning cycle is complete.   
 



 
CONCLUSION 

From the very first day our city founders stepped foot on Winter Park land, this community has 
always valued its trees and its urban forest.  The Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) has 
been created to chart a future for a healthy urban forest and to assist members of the 
community to keep it healthy and thriving for years to come.  The UFMP, like the urban forest, 
is as a living document that will continue to grow and adapt to the community’s ever-changing 
needs. 
 
The protection of the city’s natural resources through the management of the urban forest 
allows its natural functions of recharging ground water, protecting streams, reducing heat 
islands, providing shade and wildlife habitat, and sequestering carbon and other pollutants, to 
flourish. The UFMP ensures the priority and importance of the safety of the city’s residents and 
its tree canopy’s green infrastructure.  
 
Winter Park was established 1882 and now after 130 years of transformation and growth, the 
City of Winter Park’s urban forest requires the attention of its community to properly and 
strategically restore, revitalize and enhance it to its maximum potential. 
 
City staff and the citizens of our community can use this UFMP to accomplish its mission to 
“strategically maintain Winter Park’s urban forest through utilizing best management practices, 
and scientific research to maintain existing trees and replace and plant a variety of species over 
time to create a renewable and sustainable forest for today and future generations.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



APPENDIX 
ADDITIONAL TREE DISEASES AND INSECT INFESTATION EXAMPLES 

 Chestnut Blight defoliated much of the northeastern United States in the early 1900’s 
by the infestation and attack on the American chestnut.  The American chestnut 
comprised nearly 50% of the eastern hardwood forest.  Many foresters believed that 
the American chestnut was the perfect tree.  It was used for lumber, source of food for 
humans and wildlife, and furniture to name a few.  It was first observed in 1904 in a 
New York zoo; and by 1940 the American chestnut had been destroyed as a commercial 
species.  The fungus spread up to 50 miles a year wiping out American chestnuts in its 
native range.  The American chestnut still sprouts from old stumps, but it is short lived 
as the disease attacks before it can become mature.  It will be several hundred years 
before the American chestnut could thrive again.   
 

 Dutch Elm Disease (DED) was first found in the United States in the 1930’s in Ohio.  It 
was a major epidemic from the 1930’s to 1960’s killing hundreds of thousands of elms.  
New Haven “The Elm City” became nearly treeless, the disease continued to spread 
reaching Detroit in 1950, Chicago in 1960, and Minneapolis by 1970.  Denver was 
practically deforested in 1948 due to Dutch elm disease that attacked American elms.   
Denver, much like the City of Winter Park wanted a beautiful, uniform tree canopy 
quickly and started aggressively planting American Elms in 1904.  The American elm was 
the predominant shade tree of choice throughout the Midwest.   It was planted in yards, 
along streets, and in parks reaching from New England west to Colorado and north to 
Canada.  Minnesota had about 140 million elms by 1950.  Dutch elm disease has spread 
over 50% of the American elm population and has been reported in all states except the 
desert southwest.  The largest surviving urban forest of elm trees in North America is 
believed to be in the city of Winnipeg, Manitoba where close to 200,000 elms remain.  
The City of Winnipeg spends $3 million annually to aggressively combat the disease.  
They continue to lose 1500-4000 elms per year to Dutch elm disease.  Minnesota lost 
8,000 diseased elms in 2004 and 3800 in 2003.  The American elms that were lost thirty 
years ago were replanted with ash, honey locust, linden, and maples.  What we have 
found is that these trees often times have problems too. 
 

 The Bronze Birch Borer has negatively affected the urban landscape and forests by 
attacking all native and introduced birch species including white birch and river birch 
especially in the Northeastern United States, Midwest, and Canada.  Records from the 
late 1800’s describe widespread damage.  Today the bronze birch borer often 
contributes to mortality of woodland birch during severe drought or other stress. 
Silvicultural (silviculture is the practice of managing the establishment of growth, 
composition, health, and quality forest to meet diverse needs and values) practices that 
increase stand health and vigor should reduce bronze birch borer attacks, as is the case 
with most insect/disease infestations. 
 



 More recently the Emerald Ash Borer has adversely impacted many ash trees in cities in 
the Midwest including Minneapolis, MN.  Minneapolis has lost several thousand ash 
trees due to the Emerald ash borer.  Michigan replanted ash after losing elms in the 
1960’s.  Now, Michigan has lost 7 million ash trees to the Emerald ash borer. 
 

ROW TREE REMOVAL & PRUNING PRIORITY LEVELS 
 
Trees that were marked for some form of maintenance received one of the following 
descriptive classifications. All work should follow ANSI A300 Pruning Standards 6: 
 
ROW tree removal priority level 

Priority 1 Removal Trees designated for removal have defects that cannot be cost-
effectively or practically treated. The majorities of the trees in this category have a large 
percentage of dead crowns, decay and/or pose an elevated level or risk for failure. Any 
hazards that could be seen as potential dangers to persons or property and seen as 
potential liabilities to the client would be in this category. Large dead and dying trees 
that are high liability risks are included in this category. These trees are the first ones 
that should be removed. 
 
Priority 2 Removal Trees that should be removed but do not pose a liability as great as 
the first priority will be identified here. This category would need attention as soon as 
“Priority 1” trees are removed and “Priority 1 Prune” is done. 
 
Priority 3 Removal Trees that should be removed, but pose minimal liability to persons 
or property, will be identified in this category.  

 
ROW tree pruning priority level 

Priority 1 Prune Trees that require priority one pruning are recommended for trimming 
to remove hazardous deadwood, hangers, or broken branches. These trees have broken 
or hanging limbs, hazardous deadwood, and dead, dying, or diseased limbs or leaders 
greater than four inches in diameter. 
 
Priority 2 Prune These trees have dead, dying, diseased, or weakened branches 
between two and four inches in diameter and are potential safety hazards. 
 
Large Tree Routine Prune These trees require routine pruning to correct structural 
problems, shorten sprawling branches with excessive end weight, remove dead 
branches or vines, or correct growth patterns which would eventually obstruct traffic or 
interfere with utility wires or buildings. End weight reduction pruning is considered part 
of “Routine” pruning. Trees in this category are large enough to require bucket truck 
access or manual climbing. 
 
Small Tree Routine Prune These trees require routine pruning to correct structural 
problems, remove dead branches or vines, or correct growth patterns which would 



eventually obstruct traffic or interfere with utility wires or buildings. Trees in this 
category are small enough to use a ladder or pole saw. 
 
Training Prune These are generally smaller trees that can benefit from early structural 
pruning that will improve the structure by reducing or eliminating co-dominant leaders, 
unbalanced crowns and other structural problems. 

RISK ASSESSMENT FORM 
 
Address: 
 
Tree #: 
 
Species:                                               Size: 
 
 
Health condition (decay fungi, sparse foliage, declining)  
excellent, good, fair, poor, dead 
 
Structural Condition (co-dominant leaders, dead branches, decay/cavities)  
excellent, good, fair, poor 
 

1. Probability of failure of the tree or part of the tree 
(1=low probability, 2=moderate probability, 3=moderate to high probability, 4=high 
probability) 

 
2. Size of the tree part that may fail  

(1=smaller branch, 2=large branch, 3=entire tree) 
 

3. Target (person or property) that could be injured or damaged if the tree failed  
(1=low target value, 2=moderately occupied or valued target, 3=moderate to high target 
value, 4=high target value such as busy street, occupied home, playground) 

 
4. Tree species  

(1=strong, decay and wind resistant species such as live oak, 2=moderate decay and 
wind resistance such as sweet gum, 3=weaker, decay prone species such a laurel oak) 

 
 
Hazard Score: 
 
Work Priority Rating: 
 
Urgency/Overhead Utility/Notes: 
 
Date:                                                              Name: 



 
 
 

 
 

 
 



City of Winter Park
Tree Inventory and 

Risk Assessment Report
by 

Chuck Lippi

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #FL0501B
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #443

and Daniel Lippi
ISA Certified Arborist #FL6145A



...................................................................................Introduction! 3

.........................................................................................................Summary! 3

.....................................................................................................Background! 3

.....................................................................................................Assignment ! 3

..............................................................................Limits of the Assignment ! 3

....................................................................Purpose and Use of the Report! 4

...................................................................................................Assumptions! 4

.....................................................................................Testing  and Analysis! 4

...............................................................................................Data Collection! 5

..................................................................Risk Assessment Rating System! 5

........................................................................................Pruning Categories! 7

.....................................................................................Observations ! 8

..............................................................................Tree Species Distribution! 8

..........................................................General Tree Species Characteristics! 9

.........................................................Tree Health and Structural Condition! 11

..........................Discussion of Problems and Defects Observed! 12

...................................................................................Codominant Leaders! 13

.....................................................................................Conclusions! 18

...........................................................................Appendix A Definitions! 20

.................................................................Certification of Performance! 21

...............................................................................................References! 22
!
! Appendix B  Tree Inventory Data

 Page 2 of 22                                                                       September 7, 2012
City of Winter Park

Tree Inventory and Risk Assessment Report

! Chuck Lippi, Advanced Tree Care, Inc.!
 

 Registered Consulting Arborist #443    Board Certified Master Arborist FL-0501B
 



Introduction

Summary

A tree inventory and risk assessment was made of a sample of 300 street trees 
in Winter Park, Florida using techniques and methods described in ANSI A300 
Standards1 and Best Management Practices: Tree Risk Assessment2.  Because 
of the predominance of the relatively short lived laurel oaks (Quercus laurifolia) in 
our sample areas, tree population is reaching its mature age and the 
accompanying problems of increased decay and weak branch structure. More 
maintenance directed at trees with a higher potential for failure should be 
implemented.

Background

We were asked to provide a proposal to do a risk assessment of a sample of 300 
trees in Winter Park. We provided a proposal on May 18, 2012 that was 
approved on July 18, 2012. The survey and risk assessment was performed on 
September 4 and 5, 2012.

Assignment

Our assignment was to:

• Do a risk assessment of 300 street trees
• Recommend an appropriate course of action for maintenance and remediation 

Limits of the Assignment

We visually inspected each tree for the inventory and assessment. We did not 
survey any broadleaf or conifer trees under 8 inches in diameter or any palm 
trees.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural 
failure of a tree. Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully 
understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees, below ground or not clearly 
visible from the vantage point on the ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a 
tree will be healthy, safe or adequately protected under all circumstances or for a 
specified period of time. Likewise, remedial, protective and mitigating treatments 
and recommendations cannot be guaranteed.
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Purpose and Use of the Report

This report is prepared for the City of Winter Park and is public record. The main 
purpose of the tree inventory is risk assessment. A tree inventory identifies 
apparent tree problems and provides the starting point for a long-term 
management plan, which allows for effective use of tree maintenance funds, and 
allows for more accurate budget projections.This tree inventory and assessment 
provides information on the species, size and condition of the street trees in the 
City of Winter Park. If this type of risk assessment is continued, an additional 
benefit is the City is on record as having risk assessment procedures in place 
and an on-going risk assessment program following national standards.

Assumptions

The tree survey was done on September 4 and 5, 2012.  Our observations and 
conclusions are as of that period. A severe storm or other environmental factors 
can change the observations and maintenance recommendations.

Testing  and Analysis
!
The Risk Assessment was done in accordance with ANSI A300 Standards on 
Tree Risk Assessment 3 and the companion publication Best Management 
Practices, Tree Risk Assessment.,4 Tree structure and health 
recommendations follow procedures and techniques of two of the country’s 
leading arboricultural researchers: Dr. Ed Gilman, professor of environmental 
horticulture at the University of Florida and Dr. Kim Coder, professor at the 
University of Georgia. 

On each tree evaluated we performed a Level 2 Basic Assessment, which is a 
detailed visual inspection of a tree and its surrounding site. The Level 2 
Assessment includes a 360-degree visual inspection from ground level on each 
tree and sound testing of the lower trunk and root flares with a rubber mallet to 
listen for tonal variations that may indicate internal hollows or decay. When there 
is sufficient evidence gathered under a Level 2 Assessment for additional 
evaluation of a tree found to have significant structural defects such as visible 
cavities, decay or indications of possible decay from a sounding test, we 
recommend a Level 3 Advanced Assessment with a Resistograph to determine 
the extent of internal decay and strength loss. A Resistograph is a drilling device 
that measures and graphs wood strength as the narrow ⅛-inch drill bit passes 
through the different layers of solid and decayed wood. Level 3 Advanced 
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Assessment is not part of the scope of this assignment and can be arranged in a 
separate contract.

We identified the species of each tree, measured the diameter and added a 
uniquely numbered black nylon tag secured to the tree with a 3-inch stainless 
steel nail (Figure 1). Each nail was driven only partially into the tree to allow room 
for tree growth in diameter, which pushes the tag outward along the nail toward 
the nail head as the tree grows in girth. Generally, we attach the tags to trees at a 
height of about 7 to 8 feet out of reach of the curious and facing away from the 
flow of traffic whenever possible.

Data Collection

Both empirical data as well as subjective data was gathered on each tree. Data
was collected on HanDBase, a data collection database application used on our
handheld smartphones.

Empirical data included:
1. tree tag number 
2. tree species
3. tree diameter (DBH)
4. location

The subjective data included:
1. health condition (excellent, good, fair, poor, dead)
2. structural condition (excellent, good, fair, poor)
3. structural problems such as codominant leaders, dead branches, decay/

cavities, health problems such as decay fungi, sparse foliage, declining
4. maintenance recommendations such as pruning, dead branch removal and 

other work
5. risk assessment rating (see below)

Risk Assessment Rating System

The risk rating score is a measure of relative tree health and structural condition 
on the tree populations found along the city’s right-of-way. We rated each tree 
evaluated according to a risk assessment rating system developed by consulting 
arborists Dr. James Clark and Dr. Nelda Matheny. The Clark-Matheny rating 
system applies a score for three tree characteristics (items 1 through 3 below). 
We added the forth category, tree species. 
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1. Probability of failure of the tree or part of the tree 
(1=low probability, 2=moderate probability, 
3=moderate to high probability, 4=high probability)

2. Size of the tree part that may fail (1-smaller 
branch, 2=large branch, 3=entire tree)

3. Target (person or property) that could be injured or 
damaged if the tree failed (low target value, 
2=moderately occupied or valued target, 
3=moderate to high target value, 4=high target 
value such as busy street, occupied home, 
playground)

4. Tree species (1=strong, decay and wind resistant 
species such as live oak, 2=moderate decay and wind resistance such as 
sweet gum, 3=weaker, decay prone species such a laurel oak)

Different tree species vary in their strength, wind resistance, tolerance of 
construction damage (fill soil, cutting roots, soil compaction), life span and 
susceptibility to decay or other pests. In our opinion, tree species will affect how 
trees respond to urban landscape stresses and should be considered as part of 
the tree risk assessment. Tree species were rated on a 3-point scale with a “1” 
rating given to a long-lived, strong tree such as a live oak . A “2” rating was given 
to trees with moderate lifespans and strength such as a sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua). A rating of “3” rating was given to trees with relatively short life spans 
and generally poor strength such as laurel oaks (Quercus laurifolia).

Trees were rated in each category and the sum of the four categories represents 
the Hazard Score. The higher score means a higher risk for that category. The 
highest risk  tree could attain a hazard rating of 14. The lowest risk tree could 
have a hazard rating of 4. Trees receiving a score in the mid-range, 6 to 8 may or 
may not require maintenance depending on budget considerations and available 
resources. Trees with a rating between 9 to 14 should be mitigated, in our 
opinion, with greater urgency given to trees with higher scores in this range.

According to Clark and Matheny.5 “Thus hazard ratings cannot strictly define a 
numerical line for action between either removal and retention or treatment and 
no treatment. This must be an administrative decision, one made by owner and 
manager. In municipal situations, where an agency might manage a very large 
number of trees, there may be practical limits to the amount of work that can be 
undertaken and only the most severe and significant hazards may be addressed. 
Some level of risk will always be present when people live among trees. The 
decision of how much risk is tolerable remains with the owner and manager.”
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Figure 1 For identification purposes 
tags were attached to each tree at a 
height of about 7 to 8 feet above the 
ground.



Pruning Categories

Trees that were marked for some form of maintenance received one of the
following descriptive classifications. All work should follow ANSI A300 Pruning
Standards6:
• Priority 1 Removal  Trees designated for removal have defects that cannot be 

cost-effectively or practically treated. The majority of the trees in this category 
have a large percentage of dead crown, decay and/or pose an elevated level or 
risk for failure. Any hazards that could be seen as potential dangers to persons 
or property and seen as potential liabilities to the client would be in this 
category. Large dead and dying trees that are high liability risks are included in 
this category. These trees are the first ones that should be removed.

• Priority 2 Removal Trees that should be removed but do not pose a liability as 
great as the first priority will be identified here. This category would need 
attention as soon as “Priority 1” trees are removed and “Priority 1 Prune” is 
done.

• Priority 3 Removal Trees that should be removed, but pose minimal liability to 
persons or property, will be identified in this category.

• Priority 1 Prune Trees that require priority one pruning are recommended for 
trimming to remove hazardous deadwood, hangers, or broken branches. These 
trees have broken or hanging limbs, hazardous deadwood, and dead, dying, or 
diseased limbs or leaders greater than four inches in diameter.

• Priority 2 Prune These trees have dead, dying, diseased, or weakened 
branches between two and four inches in diameter and are potential safety 
hazards.

• Large Tree Routine Prune  These trees require routine pruning to correct 
structural problems, shorten sprawling branches with excessive end weight, 
remove dead branches or vines, or correct growth patterns which would 
eventually obstruct traffic or interfere with utility wires or buildings. End weight 
reduction pruning is considered part of “Routine” pruning. Trees in this category 
are large enough to require bucket truck access or manual climbing.

• Small Tree Routine Prune  These trees require routine pruning to correct 
structural problems, remove dead branches or vines, or correct growth patterns 
which would eventually obstruct traffic or interfere with utility wires or buildings. 
Trees in this category are small enough to use a ladder or pole saw.

• Training Prune These are generally smaller trees that can benefit from early 
structural pruning that will improve the structure by reducing or eliminating 
codominant leaders, unbalanced crowns and other structural problems.
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Observations

Tree Species Distribution  

There were 300 trees evaluated in this inventory/risk assessment. Nine species 
of trees were found in the areas surveyed. Figure 2 illustrates the distribution of 
the different tree species. Laurel oaks were by far the predominant species with 
242 trees followed by live oaks  with 42 trees. There were  five sweetgum and 
three red maple (Acer rubrum). The “other” group  in Figure 2 consists of two 
camphor trees (Cinnamomum camphora),  two slash pine (Pinus elliottii), two 
hickory trees (Carya glabra), one Chinese tallow tree (Sapium sebiferum) and 
one water oak (Quercus nigra).
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Figure 2



General Tree Species Characteristics 

Laurel Oaks  A commonly found street tree and park tree is the laurel oak. Dr. 
Ed Gilman, Environmental Horticulture Professor at the University of Florida and 
one of the country’s leading arboriculture researchers, describes the tree, “Laurel 
oaks have a life span of 50 to 70 years.  Tree trunks and large branches often 
hollow from decay and wood rot.  The smallest trunk injury or improper pruning 
cut can result in columns of decay inside the trunk which are 10, 20 or more feet 
long.” Gilman goes on to say, “It (the laurel oak) grows well as a street tree and 
will serve the community well, but hollows with age as it approaches 50 years 
old.”7

Dr. Mary Duryea, Associate Dean for Research and Forestry Professor at the 
Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences of the University of Florida, has been 
studying hurricane damage on the trees for the past 20 years. Dr. Duryea has 
made lists of the trees she has found to have the lowest wind resistance and the 
highest wind resistance. The live oak is on her list of the trees with the highest 
wind resistance. The laurel oak on the contrary is listed a having medium-low to 
low wind resistance. The wind-resistance list has subsequently been 
incorporated in several University of Florida Extension Service Publications.8, 9

Pamela Crawford, a landscape architect who studied storm damage in the fall of 
2004 following the multiple hurricanes, wrote in her book Stormscaping:
Landscaping to Minimize Wind Damage in Florida, “We had more reports of 
laurel oaks down than any other tree in central and north Florida. If you have one 
of these within falling distance of your house, remove it, especially if it is an older 
tree. Laurel oaks are weaker and shorter lived than live oaks and the four storms 
of 2004 proved that the older ones were particularly dangerous.” 10

Live Oaks  Because the Southern live oak was the second most predominant 
street tree in the survey, it is worth noting some of its attributes. The Southern 
live oak is a native tree, which is considered to be one of the premier tree 
species in the United States. According to Dr. Gilman,  “A large, sprawling, 
picturesque tree, usually graced with Spanish moss and strongly reminiscent of 
the Old South, live oak is one of the broadest-spreading of the oaks, providing 
large areas of deep, inviting shade. An amazingly durable American native, it can 
measure its lifetime in centuries if properly located and cared for in the 
landscape.”11  He goes on to say live oaks have a reputation for being a tough 
tree and have very good wind resistance.
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Pamela Crawford, a landscape architect who studied storm damage in the fall of 
2004 following the hurricanes, wrote in her book Stormscaping: Landscaping 
to Minimize Wind Damage in Florida, “Live oak is a large tree that has 
consistently been categorized as the most wind-tolerant shade tree for the entire 
state of Florida.”12

Problems and Defects Observed
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Figure 3 Note that one tree can have more than one defect and they often do. Nearly every tree had some degree 
of decay, which is common with older oak trees. But the predominant defect being “extensive decay” is rather 
unusual and indicative that the predominant species is laurel oak instead of live oak, which is less prone to decay.



Tree Health and Structural Condition

Each tree was also evaluated as to its overall health and structure. It is important 
to understand that health and structure are two separate and independent 
considerations. A tree can be healthy yet have poor and hazardous structure. 
Live (green) trees can fail and sometimes do. Structurally sound trees sometimes 
decline and die from poor health. Most of the trees evaluated (77 percent) had 
only fair or poor structure mostly because of codominant leaders. Twenty three 
percent of the trees had good structure. Trees with codominant leaders can be 
classified as “codominant leader without included bark” and “codominant leaders 
with included bark”. Trees with codominant leaders with included bark are much 
more prone to failure than trees with codominant leader and no included bark. A 
codominant leader with included bark is shown in Figures 6 and 7. 
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Figure 4 Most of the trees are in good health Figure 5 Most of the trees had fair or poor structure



Discussion of Problems and Defects Observed

Decay -- The number of trees found with extensive decay is 45 percent. Usually 
in our surveys we find the larger percent of the trees have only a small amount of 
decay or small cavities which is quite normal for middle-aged and older trees.  
Thirty eight percent of the trees had moderate levels of decay or moderately 
sized cavities and 17 percent of the trees had small cavities or a small amount of 
decay.  Decay is more common as trees age. Some species such as live oak are 
more resistant to decay and can live many years with cavities that appear to be 
quite large. Laurel oaks, on the other hand, do not resist decay well and often 
become hollow and weakened by decay because of a small wound or broken 
branch that allows infection by decay organisms.

Dead Branches -- Trees were evaluated by the amount of dead branches 
observed in relation to the size of the crown. There are two classifications: “Dead 
branches less than 10 percent of the crown” and “Dead branches greater than 10 
percent of the crown”. Large dead lateral branches are an indication of significant 
tree health and structure problems. Seventeen percent of the trees surveyed had 
extensive dieback and dead branches greater than 10 percent of the crown. 

Dead branches are not always an indication of a tree problem. Mature trees 
naturally shed lower and interior branches that are getting too much shade and 
not producing sufficient carbohydrates for the tree. Forty four percent of the trees 
surveyed had a small amount of dead branches less than 10 percent of the 
crown. Six percent of the trees surveyed had dead branches with hangers. 
Gravity will eventually cause dead branches to fall. And dead branches over 
streets and sidewalks can become hazardous. So a regular program of dead 
branch spotting and removal is an important aspect of any tree maintenance 
program. 

Dead branches appearing in the upper crown of a tree can be a sign of more 
serious problems usually associated with root problems or advanced internal 
decay. Nearly 20 percent of the trees surveyed had dead branches in more than 
10 percent of their crowns. This is a large number of trees with serious problems. 
Dead branches in the upper crown should be examined by a qualified arborist.
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Codominant Leaders 

Another significant defect observed was 
codominant leaders with included bark 
-- the most failure-prone type of 
codominant structure. Until recently, the 
last 10 to 15 years or so, many plant 
nurseries would cut the tip off nursery 
trees at a height of about 10 to 12 feet 
to cause sprouting and make the tree 
bushy.  This procedure was done on 
nearly all nursery trees to provide what 
was then a desirable tree shape.  Now 
we know that clustered branches 
emerging from about the same location 
on the trunk create weak structure.  
These rapidly growing lateral branches 
clustered together on the trunk often 
form included bark, which means the 
branches are weakly attached to the 
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Figure 6 This laurel oak has a typical branch cluster 
about 12 feet above the ground. One of the leaders has 
decayed leaving a large decayed area (yellow arrow) 
where several codominant leaders are attaached to the 
trunk. This is a hazardous tree.

Figure 7 Two leaders with included bark are 
shown. These two leaders are more prone 
to failure by splitting when the tree crown 
becomes larger and strong wind conditions 
occur.

Figure 8 This stock photo from USDA Forestry files shows how a 
codominant leader with included bark splits off from the main trunk.



trunk.  Included bark on clustered branches is not a problem while the tree is 
small.  But as the tree grows in size and these lateral branches elongate and 
become heavier, branch failures begin to occur.  As end weight increases and a 
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Figure 10 This Google Maps Street View photo of a 
New York Avenue tree that recently failed near the 
intersection with Fairbanks Avenue. Notice the 
codominant leaders. Some leaders have included 
bark and some do not.

Figure 11 This is a photo of the same 
tree in Figure 7. Note the decay 
extending down into the trunk from 
the crotch with included bark Photo 
by WP Electric Utility employee.

·Figure 9 This stock photo from USDA Forestry files 
shows how a codominant leader with included bark 
becomes decayed where the multiple leaders push 
against each other as they grow and increase in 
diameter. Long branch end weight will eventually 
make the leader or branch unstable.



force such as strong wind is applied to the branch, the branch fails by splitting 
where it is attached to the trunk (Figures 8 and 9).  Another problem with 
clustered branches identified by Dr. Gilman is, “The crowded limbs chokes the 
leader, and they develop few side branches so they taper poorly.  This makes 
them weak.”13

Today approximately 35 to 50 years after leaving the nursery and being 
transplanted into the landscape, we can still readily see where the nursery had 
cut the tip out of the street trees causing a cluster of branches emerging from 
near the same location on the trunk. We can now see a cluster of large, heavy 
lateral branches emerging from about the same height of the trunk at about 10 to 
15 feet above the ground (Figure 8).  The clustered branch defect created in the 
nursery years ago is still evident today and is what, in our opinion, has made so 
many of the laurel oaks prone to branch failure.
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Figure 12 The distribution of trunk diameters (DBH) is a good indication of the distribution of 
tree age. A majority of the laurel oaks are are between 20 inches (middle age) to 50 inches 
(mature and declining). Winter Park has an aging laurel oak population that will require more 
maintenance to reduce risk in the near future.



Laurel Oak Age Distribution -- Because the laurel oak is the predominant tree 
found in the survey on the public right-of-way, we analyzed the DBH of the laurel 
oak population (Figure 12).  

Maintenance

Maintenance -- Maintenance needs and recommendations are shown in Figure 
13.  Individual tree information is found in the data sheets in Appendix B. 
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Figure 13



Tree Removal -  In all 39 trees were marked for removal in either Priority 1, 
Priority 2 or Priority 3 removals. There were only four Priority 1 Removals which 
are the most urgent.

Risk Assessment -- Each tree has a Risk Assessment score based upon the 
four risk factors -- likelihood of failure, size of tree part likely to fail, target, and 
tree species. The higher the score, the higher the risk.  The distribution of the 
Risk Assessment scores is shown in Figure 14. The City’s aging laurel oak 
population is clearly indicated by the larger number of trees in the higher risk 
areas. Generally trees with a hazard score over 10 need mitigation. Trees 
scoring between 8 and 11 should be considered for mitigation if funds are 
available. Always treat the trees with higher scores first.
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Figure 14 Higher risk score values indicate higher risk

Increasing Risk



Conclusions
!
A tree inventory and risk assessment provides valuable information for managing 
and maintaining an urban forest. Although no tree can be deemed safe and risk-
free, a properly executed tree inventory and risk assessment can provide an 
organized and methodical way to deal with the trees that present the greatest 
risk. It allows for using limited resources to take care of the trees in greatest need 
of maintenance first and then taking care of trees with lower risk assessment 
scores as the budget and time permit. Use the tree inventory as a baseline for 
your on-going tree maintenance. Update each tree record when pruning work, 
sidewalk work or any escavation around a tree is done. Also record tree branch 
failures.

Maintenance -- There has been a lot of pruning research in the last few years on 
how to reduce the failure risk on mature trees with large codominant limbs. Much 
of that work has been done by Dr. Ed Gilman of the University of Florida. He has 
been cited several times in this report. Previously he recommended reduction of 
codominant leaders by 15 to 25 percent to reduce end weight. More recently he 
has been teaching that the amount of cure for large codominant limbs should be 
the removal of 50 up to 60 percent of the end weight. In our opinion, with the 
predominant laurel oak species many with poor structure, it is important for the 
City to be more aggressive in reducing branch end weight on trees with higher 
risk scores. Dr. Gilman has been giving a number of hands-on pruning courses 
around the state this past year. It would be beneficial for City tree maintenance 
crews to attend one of the Gilman pruning courses.

Sidewalks --  As with most municipalities, dealing with sidewalk-tree 
infrastructure conflicts in an on-going battle. Often we observed trees with health 
problems such as upper limb dieback and/or sparse foliage adjacent to recent 
sidewalk repairs, which are easily discernible by the different color of the newer 
sidewalk slabs. Dealing with sidewalk lifting is an important aspect of controlling 
risk and improving safety. There are many new construction techniques that are 
better for trees than simply cutting roots, which can destabilize a tree. In effect 
cutting roots substitutes one risk (tripping) for another -- tree instability and tree 
decline. An arborist knowledgeable in sidewalk construction techniques should 
always be part of the sidewalk repair process.

Urban Forestry Grant Program -- Every February the Florida Forest Service in 
Tallahassee makes available grant applications for various educational and tree 
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maintenance projects. Tree Risk Assessments (Inventories) are primary 
recipients of grant money. I strongly recommend the City of Winter Park apply for 
such a grant in 2013 to start a new Risk Assessment of its many thousands of 
trees. The website for the Urban Forestry Grant Program is http://
www.floridaforestservice.com/forest_management/cfa_urban_grants.html
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Appendix A Definitions

Codominant Leaders – a tree with multiple trunks often beginning as a single 
leader and dividing into two or more leaders of similar size higher up on the 
trunk. Codominant leaders are considered a structural defect because they can 
be prone to failure (splitting). Codominant leaders with included bark are at 
greater risk of failure than codominant leaders without included bark.
Compartmentalization – the ability of a tree to isolate (wall off) damage and 
decay and continue to grow around the damaged area. Trees that are good 
compartmentalizers are better able to withstand damage from injuries such as 
pruning cuts, gashes, lightning strikes, etc.
Condition – an evaluation of a tree’s structure and health. Structural condition is 
not the same as health condition. You can have a healthy tree with poor structure 
that is prone to failure.
Critical Root Zone – this an area around a tree where roots must be protected 
and is another term for Tree Protection Zone
DBH – diameter at breast height, a measurement of a tree’s diameter usually 
measured approximately four and one half feet above the ground
Epicormic sprouts – Excessive sprouting. Short twigs and small leaves growing 
along the upper surface of one or more main branches. The presence of 
epicormic sprouts are an indication of poor tree health, over-pruning, a weakened 
tree.
Included Bark – Bark pinched or embedded between two adjoining stems or 
between a branch and trunk, preventing or reducing the intermingling of branch 
and trunk collars, and preventing formation of a branch bark ridge. An indication 
of a weak union. A crack in the union.
Reduction Pruning – A recommended pruning method that reduces 
(subordinates) codominant leaders and large side branches by reducing their 
size from the outside in. Reduction pruning is often the preferred method of 
taking weight off the ends of branches versus the commonly utilized but 
undesirable method known as “lion tailing” which removes interior branches and 
keeps only the branches out at the end creating instability and increasing risk of 
branch or trunk failure. Also called End Weight Reduction Pruning.
Resistograph – a diagnostic tool that utilizes a 1/8-inch diameter drill bit to 
measure decay inside a tree trunk or branch by measuring and graphing the 
resistance of the drill bit as it moves through the different layers of sound and 
decayed wood.
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Certification of Performance
I, Chuck Lippi, certify that:
· Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the 

structural failure of a tree. Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do 
not fully understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees and below 
ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy, safe or 
adequately protected under all circumstances or for a specified period of time. 
Likewise, remedial, protective and mitigating treatments and 
recommendations cannot be guaranteed.

· I have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or the property that 
is the subject of this report and have no personal interest or bias with respect 
to the party or parties involved.

· I certify that all the statements made in this report are true, complete and 
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief and are made in good faith.

· The analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are my own and are 
based on current scientific procedures and facts.

· My analysis, opinions and conclusions were developed and this report has 
been prepared according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices.

· My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined 
conclusion that favors the cause of the client or any other party nor upon the 
results of the assessment, the attainment of stipulated results or the 
occurrence of any subsequent events.

· There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or 
deficiencies of the plants or property in question may not arise in the future.

· I reserve the right to change my reports/opinions on the basis of new or 
different evidence.

· Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

I further certify that I am a member in good standing of the American Society of 
Consulting Arborists (ASCA), the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) and 
the Florida Urban Forestry Council and am an ISA Board Certified Master 
Arborist FL-0501B and an ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #443.
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Tree$# Species DBH Quadr
ant

Address$# On6street From6street To6street Health$
Condition

Structure$
Condition

Observation1 Observation2 Observation3 Work1 Notes1 Notes2 Notes3 Urgency Likelihood$
Failure

Size$of$
Part

Target Species Hazard$
Score

Date Arborist Utilities

1001 Oak,%Laurel 33 SE 2219 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Poor Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune Central%%leader%
is%relatively%
small%but%dead.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1002 Oak,%Live 28 SE 2199 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Good None%Apparent Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1003 Oak,%Laurel 35 SE 2179 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Poor Poor Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Declining Fungal%conk Priority%2%Prune Numerous%
fungal%conks%.%
Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%Do%
significant%%end%
weight%
reduction%
pruning%30%to%
40%.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1004 Oak,%Laurel 34 SE 2179 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%Do%
significant%%end%
weight%
reduction%
pruning%30%to%
40%.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1005 Oak,%Laurel 25 SE 2159 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1006 Oak,%Laurel 31 SE 2159 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1007 Oak,%Laurel 30 SE 2139 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1008 Oak,%Laurel 27 SE 2139 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1009 Oak,%Live 10 SE 2117 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1010 Oak,%Live 12 SE 2117 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1011 Oak,%Live 10 SE 2107 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Utility%
pole(s)

1012 Oak,%Live 12 SE 2107 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1013 Oak,%Laurel 36 SE 491 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1014 Oak,%Laurel 29 SE 491 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

Decay%visible%
just%above%
codominant%
crotch.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1015 Oak,%Laurel 36 SE 694 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi
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Tree$# Species DBH Quadr
ant

Address$# On6street From6street To6street Health$
Condition

Structure$
Condition

Observation1 Observation2 Observation3 Work1 Notes1 Notes2 Notes3 Urgency Likelihood$
Failure

Size$of$
Part

Target Species Hazard$
Score

Date Arborist Utilities

1016 Oak,%Laurel 21 SE 694 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%%on%%codom%
leader%over%
street

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1017 Oak,%Laurel 36 SE 696 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1018 Oak,%Laurel 27 SE 696 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1019 Oak,%Laurel 38 SE 1907 Whitehall%Dr.% Berwick%Dr Lakemont%%
Ave.%

Good Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%30%to%
40%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%%
failure.%%Large%
internal%cavity%
on%south%side%of%
lower%trunk%%%

%Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 3 3 3 11 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1020 Oak,%Laurel 24 SE 1900 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Significant%
canopy%dieback.%%
Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1021 Oak,%Laurel 38 SE 1900 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune Very%poor%
structure.%Large%
Decay%along%
central%leaders.%
Reduction%
pruning%likely%
ineffective.%%
Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 3 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1022 Oak,%Laurel 42 SE 1906 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 4 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1023 Oak,%Laurel 28 SE 1912 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 4 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1024 Oak,%Laurel 23 SE 1912 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

4 2 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Street%
light(s)

1025 Oak,%Laurel 32 SE 1918 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Declining Fair Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Priority%1%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Urgent 4 3 4 3 14 9/4/12 D.%Lippi
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1026 Oak,%Laurel 28 SE 1918 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 3 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1027 Oak,%Laurel 32 SE 1936 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 3 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1028 Oak,%Live 14 SE 1936 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1029 Oak,%Laurel 38 SE 2010 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 3 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1030 Oak,%Laurel 40 SE 2010 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 3 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1031 Oak,%Laurel 42 SE 2108 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%1%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 3 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1032 Oak,%Laurel 26 SE 2128 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 4 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1033 Oak,%Laurel 33 SE 2128 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

%Large%Decay%
along%central%
leaders.%
Reduction%
pruning%likely%
ineffective%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1034 Oak,%Laurel 13 SE 2138 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Good None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 1 1 4 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1035 Oak,%Laurel 39 SE 2158 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 3 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1036 Oak,%Laurel 34 SE 2158 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%
Removal

Very%poor%
structure.%Large%
Decay%along%
central%leaders.%
Reduction%
pruning%likely%
ineffective%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi
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1037 Oak,%Laurel 34 SE 2178 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%Conk Priority%2%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Very%poor%
structure.%Large%
Decay%along%
central%leaders.%
Reduction%
pruning%likely%
ineffective%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Street%
light(s)

1038 Oak,%Laurel 35 SE 2198 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Good Fair Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%Conk Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.%Weak%
species,%prone%
to%failure.

Hypoxylon%
fungus%found%in%
decay.%Monitor.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1039 Oak,%Laurel 37 SE 2218 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Poor Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%
Removal

Older%specimen%
with%poor%
structure%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 4 3 13 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1040 Oak,%Laurel 15 SE 2218 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Poor Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.%Weak%
species,%prone%
to%failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1041 Oak,%Laurel 27 SE 2218 Whitehall%dr Lakomont%
ave

Berwick%dr Fair Poor Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Poor%Location Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.%Weak%
species,%prone%
to%failure.

Urgent 3 2 4 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Utility%
pole(s)

1042 Oak,%Laurel 29 SE 694 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Poor Poor Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%conk Declining Priority%2%
Removal

Tree%already%
marked%for%
removal%w%dot.%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1043 Oak,%Laurel 24 SE 694 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Fair Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Unsightly%bark%
canker%is%a%
cosmetic%
problem.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1044 Oak,%Live 14 SE 686 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Now%is%time%to%
train%this%small%
tree's%structure.%

Roots%beginning%
to%lift%sidewalk

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1045 Oak,%Laurel 33 SE 686 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Poor Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Large%codom%
leader%over%
street%has%large%
crack.%%%Reduce%
this%branch%by%
at%least%50%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1046 Oak,%Laurel 22 SE 678 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Manage%
epicormic%
growth.

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1047 Oak,%Laurel 22 SE 678 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Fungal%conk Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
on%large%branch%
over%street.%

Conk%too%
immature%to%
identify.%
Unsightly%bark%
canker%is%a%
cosmetic%
problem.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1048 Oak,%Laurel 28 SE 670 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Poor Poor Root%System%
Damaged

Declining Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune Remove%dead%
branches%soon%
before%they%fall.%

%Consider%
removal.

Root%system%
likely%was%
damaged%by%
restriction%is%
surrounding%
pavement,%
water%lines%and%
sidewalk%repair.%

No%Value 3 3 2 3 11 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Water%
lines
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1049 Oak,%Laurel 37 SE 670 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Fair Poor Sprawling%
Crown

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune Remove%dead%
branches%soon%
before%they%fall.%%%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
by%about%40%to%
50%.%

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1050 Oak,%Live 9 SE 630 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Now%is%time%to%
train%this%small%
tree's%structure.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Water%
lines

1051 Oak,%Live 11 SE 624 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Now%is%time%to%
train%this%small%
tree's%structure.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1052 Oak,%Live 12 SE 624 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Now%is%time%to%
train%this%small%
tree's%structure.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Water%
lines

1053 Oak,%Live 25 SE 614 Selkirk%Dr Whitehall%Dr Branchory%
Rd%

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Now%is%time%to%
train%this%small%
tree's%structure.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1054 Oak,%Laurel 24 SE 645 Selkirk%dr Banchory%rd Whitehall%dr Declining Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%
Removal

Previously%
marked%with%
painted%slash.

Urgent 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1055 Oak,%Laurel 37 SE 605 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%%Further%
testing%required%
to%determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1056 Oak,%Laurel 9 SE 613 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Excellent Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1057 Oak,%Laurel 9 SE 623 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Excellent Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1058 Oak,%Laurel 8 SE 637 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Excellent Good None%Apparent Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1059 Oak,%Laurel 31 SE 645 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

Previously%
marked%with%
painted%dot.%

Urgent 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1060 Oak,%Laurel 38 SE 645 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%
Removal

Previously%
marked%with%
painted%dot.%

Urgent 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1061 Oak,%Laurel 32 SE 653 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 2 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1062 Oak,%Laurel 39 SE 653 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

Extensive%basal%
decay%on%large%
older%specimen.%

Reduction%
pruning%is%an%
option.%Must%be%
aggressive%Y%
50%%canopy%
reduction.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi
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1063 Oak,%Laurel 33 SE 661 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Poor Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

Large%central%
cavity%along%
codominant%
leaders.%
Multiple.%
BRanches%
previously%
broken.%

No%Value 4 2 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1064 Oak,%Laurel 32 SE 669 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%Conk Priority%3%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1065 Oak,%Laurel 13 SE 677 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%%

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1066 Oak,%Laurel 33 SE 677 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%%Further%
testing%required%
to%determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1067 Oak,%Laurel 28 SE 685 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1068 Oak,%Laurel 28 SE 685 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%
Consider%
removal.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1069 Oak,%Laurel 23 SE 693 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1070 Oak,%Live 12 SE 2117 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Excellent Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1071 Oak,%Live 12 SE 2117 Selkirk%dr Whitehall%dr Banchory%rd Excellent Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1073 Oak,%Laurel 27 SE 605 Banchory%rd% Selkirk%dr Dunraven%rd Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

Significant%
decay%on%all%
main%leaders.%
Reduction%
pruning%not%a%
good%option.%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1074 Oak,%Laurel 34 SE 0 Banchory%rd% Selkirk%dr Dunraven%rd Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

basal%decay.%%
Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 3 3 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1075 Oak,%Laurel 38 SE 605 Banchory%Rd.% Dunraven%Dr Selkirk%Dr Fair Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
40%to%50%%on%
longer%codoms.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi
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1075 Oak,%Laurel 29 SE 601 Banchory%rd% Dunblane%dr Dunraven%dr Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Fungal%Conk Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1076 Pine,%Slash 12 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Fair Fair None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1077 Oak,%Laurel 18 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1078 Pine,%Slash 15 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1079 Oak,%Laurel 21 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1080 Oak,%Laurel 11 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1081 Oak,%Laurel 15 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1082 Oak,%Laurel 11 SW 0 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Fair None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1083 Chinese%Tallowtree12 SW 160 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Good None%Apparent Priority%3%
Removal

Invasive%
species.%
Removal%
recommended.%

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1084 Oak,%Laurel 41 SW 160 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1085 Oak,%Laurel 18 SW 201 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1086 Oak,%Laurel 29 SW 201 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 1 2 2 3 8 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1087 Oak,%Laurel 39 SW 220 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1088 Oak,%Laurel 34 SW 220 Glenridge%
Way

Forrest%Rd Winter%Park%
Rd

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Large%dead%
branch%over%
swale

Shorten%large%
lateral%branches%
next%to%old%
pruning%wounds%
and%cavities

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1089 Oak,%Laurel 29 SW 251 Glenridge%
way

Forrest%rd Winter%Park%
rd

Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Large%decay%on%
central%leader.%
Reduction%
pruning%likely%
ineffective%.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1090 Oak,%Laurel 29 SW 251 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 4 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1091 Oak,%Laurel 27 SW 251 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 2 3 8 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1092 Oak,%Laurel 18 SW 251 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

None%Apparent Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1093 Oak,%Laurel 17 SW 221 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Utility%line%
improperly%
installed.%Tree%
used%as%cross%
support%for%
utility%line.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)
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1094 Oak,%Laurel 18 SW 221 Glenridge%
way

Winter%Park%
rd

Forrest%rd Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Utility%line%
improperly%
installed.%Tree%
used%as%cross%
support%for%
utility%line.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1095 Hickory,%Pignut11 SW 0 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

None%
Recommended

Tree%is%crowded%
by%nearby%live%
oak%and%is%very%
close%to%
sidewalk.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1096 Oak,%Live 24 SW 1960 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1097 Oak,%Laurel 26 SW 1960 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Good Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Pest%Problem Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Some%evidence%
of%borer%activity%%
but%tree%does%
not%appear%
stressed

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1098 Oak,%Laurel 24 SW 1950 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 1 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1099 Oak,%Laurel 17 SW 1930 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
on%west%lateral%
branch

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1100 Oak,%Laurel 18 SW 1930 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Good Pest%Problem Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Evidence%of%
borers%but%tree%
does%not%
appear%stressed

Upper%crown%is%
thinning.%Could%
be%from%
drought.%

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1101 Oak,%Laurel 11 SW 1920 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

Evidence%of%
borers%but%tree%
does%not%
appear%stressed

Upper%crown%is%
thinning.%Could%
be%from%
drought.%

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1102 Oak,%Laurel 25 SW 1920 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 2 2 3 8 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1103 Oak,%Laurel 32 SW 1910 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 2 3 8 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1104 Oak,%Laurel 21 SW 1850 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Overlifted

Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1105 Oak,%Laurel 25 SW 1840 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1106 Oak,%Laurel 34 SW 1820 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Fair Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Center%leader%
has%died%and%
decayed%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1107 Oak,%Laurel 23 SW 1800 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good None%Apparent Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)
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1108 Oak,%Live 13 SW 1750 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended%
on%lower%lateral%
branch

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1109 Oak,%Live 11 SW 1750 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended%
on%lower%lateral%
branch

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1110 Oak,%Laurel 31 SW 1730 Laurel%rd Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Priority%2%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1111 Hickory,%Pignut22 SW 1730 Laurel%Rd Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good None%Apparent Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
on%east%lateral%
branch.%

Very%close%to%
sidewalk.%

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1112 Oak,%Laurel 30 SW 1771 Laurel%rd Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Poor Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Priority%2%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1113 Oak,%Live 20 SW 1721 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Good None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1114 Oak,%Live 19 SW 1721 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1115 Oak,%Laurel 22 SW 1721 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1116 Oak,%Laurel 28 SW 1741 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Declining Poor Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Priority%1%
Removal

75%%dead.% %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Urgent 4 2 3 3 12 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1117 Oak,%Live 13 SW 1741 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Good None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1118 Oak,%Live 11 SW 1771 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1119 Oak,%Laurel 23 SW 1771 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Consider%
removal.

Main%leader%
dead%and%
decayed.%
Possible%column%
of%decay%to%
develop.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1120 Oak,%Laurel 11 SW 1821 Laurel%Rd Lake%Sue%
Ave

Glenridge%
Way

Good Good None%Apparent None%
Recommended

No%Value 1 1 1 3 6 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1121 Oak,%Laurel 23 SW 1821 Laurel%Rd Lake%Sue%
Ave

Glenridge%
Way

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

None%
Recommended

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
40%to%50%%on%
longer%codoms.%

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1122 Oak,%Laurel 22 SW 1821 Laurel%Rd Lake%Sue%
Ave

Glenridge%
Way

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1123 Oak,%Laurel 25 SW 1821 Laurel%Rd Lake%Sue%
Ave

Glenridge%
Way

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/4/12 C.%Lippi

1124 Oak,%Laurel 20 SW 1841 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Declining Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

Previously%
marked%with%
paint%slash%.

Urgent 3 2 3 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi
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1125 Oak,%Live 22 SW 1861 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Reduced%
foliage.%Possible%
drought%stress.%

No%Value 3 1 3 1 8 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1126 Oak,%Laurel 32 SW 1911 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Main%leader%
dead%and%
decayed.%
Possible%column%
of%decay%to%
develop.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1127 Oak,%Laurel 31 SW 1911 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Borer%activity%
found%along%
base%and%main%
lower%trunk

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1128 Oak,%Laurel 26 SW 1931 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1129 Oak,%Laurel 16 SW 1931 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduced%
foliage.%borer%
Activity%found%
along%base%and%
main%lower%
trunk

Decay%along%
main%leader%at%
base.%%Further%
testing%required%
to%determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1130 Oak,%Live 24 SW 1961 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Fair Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduced%
foliage.%Possible%
drought%stress.%

Decay%along%
main%leader%at%
base.%%Further%
testing%required%
to%determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 2 1 3 1 7 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1131 Oak,%Live 28 SW 1961 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Fair Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduced%
foliage.%Possible%
drought%stress.%

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1132 Oak,%Laurel 28 SW 0 Laurel%rd Lake%Sue%ave Glenridge%
way

Fair Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Priority%3%
Removal

Significant%
crown%dieback.%%
Reduced%
foliage.%borer%
Activity%found%
along%base%and%
main%lower%
trunk

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 2 3 11 9/4/12 D.%Lippi

1133 Oak,%Laurel 24 SW 1960 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Previous%branch%
failures%evident.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1134 Oak,%Laurel 28 SW 1960 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%%
Manage%
epicormic%
growth.

Decay%at%codom%
crotch.%
Evidence%of%
previous%branch%
failures.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1135 Oak,%Laurel 26 SW 1900 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Fair Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%%
Manage%
epicormic%
growth.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi
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1136 Oak,%Laurel 32 SW 1900 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune End%weight%
reduction%
pruning%has%
been%done.%
Remove%dead%
branch%over%
driveway

%Vines%
excessive.%Cut%
vines.%

No%Value 3 1 2 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1137 Oak,%Laurel 24 SW 1900 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

End%weight%
reduction%
pruning%has%
been%done.%
Remove%dead%
branch%over%
driveway

%Vines%
excessive.%Cut%
vines.%

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1138 Oak,%Laurel 30 SW 1900 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

End%weight%
reduction%
pruning%has%
been%done%
previously.%Do%
more%next%
pruning%cycle.%

%Vines%
excessive.%Cut%
vines.%

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1139 Oak,%Laurel 27 SW 0 Winter%Park%
Rd

Glenridge%
Way

Lake%Sue%
Ave

Poor Poor Fungal%conk Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Declining Priority%2%
Removal

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1140 Oak,%Laurel 24 SW 1860 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Priority%1%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 3 4 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1141 Oak,%Laurel 20 SW 1860 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Consider%
removal.

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 4 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1142 Oak,%Laurel 26 SW 1860 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
cause.%%
Consider%
removal.

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 3 4 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1143 Oak,%Laurel 21 SW 1840 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 4 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1144 Oak,%Laurel 25 SW 1840 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Poor Declining Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Previously%
marked%with%
painted%dot

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

4 2 4 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1145 Oak,%Laurel 26 SW 1840 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Consider%
removal.

%Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 4 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1146 Oak,%Laurel 40 SW 1770 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Fair Poor Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

%Consider%
removal.

Borer%activity%at%
base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 4 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1147 Oak,%Live 11 SW 1770 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Good Fair None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 4 1 7 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1148 Oak,%Live 18 SW 1740 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 4 1 7 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1149 Camphor 32 SW 1710 Winter%Park%
rd

Glenridge%
way

Lake%Sue%
ave

Poor Poor Declining Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%3%
Removal

USDA%classified%
invasive

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 1 4 2 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi
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1150 Camphor 32 SW 0 Lake%Sue%ave Laurel%rd Winterpark%
rd

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune USDA%classified%
invasive

No%Value 2 2 4 2 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1151 Oak,%Laurel 31 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1152 Oak,%Laurel 27 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1153 Oak,%Laurel 23 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1154 Oak,%Laurel 29 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1155 Oak,%Laurel 27 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1156 Oak,%Laurel 24 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1157 Oak,%Laurel 33 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Good None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1158 Oak,%Live 8 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1159 Oak,%Laurel 29 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1160 Oak,%Live 8 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1161 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)



City%of%Winter%Park
Sample%Tree%Risk%Assessment

Page%13%of%22

Advanced%Tree%Care,%Inc.
Chuck%Lippi%Board%Certified%Master%Arborist%FL501B

Danny%Lippi%ISA%Certified%Arborist%FL6145A Sept 7, 2012

Tree$# Species DBH Quadr
ant

Address$# On6street From6street To6street Health$
Condition

Structure$
Condition

Observation1 Observation2 Observation3 Work1 Notes1 Notes2 Notes3 Urgency Likelihood$
Failure

Size$of$
Part

Target Species Hazard$
Score

Date Arborist Utilities

1162 Oak,%Laurel 24 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1163 Oak,%Laurel 36 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1164 Oak,%Laurel 40 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%Further%
testing%required%
to%determine%
extent%of%decay.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1165 Oak,%Laurel 30 NW 1005 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1166 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Priority%1%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1167 Oak,%Laurel 38 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1168 Oak,%Laurel 39 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1169 Oak,%Live 8 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

None%Apparent Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1170 Oak,%Laurel 25 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Fungal%Conk Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Ganoderma%
spp.%Found%at%
base.%Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1171 Oak,%Laurel 37 NW 1021 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1172 Oak,%Laurel 15 NW 1100 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Declining Poor Declining None%Apparent Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

Previously%
marked%with%
painted%dot%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

Urgent 4 3 3 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)
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1173 Oak,%Laurel 29 NW 1100 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Declining Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%Borer%
activity%at%base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1174 Oak,%Laurel 26 NW 1108 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%Borer%
activity%at%base

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1175 Oak,%Laurel 42 NW 1162 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1176 Oak,%Laurel 34 NW 1162 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Vines%
excessive.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1177 Oak,%Laurel 34 NW 1162 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1178 Oak,%Laurel 33 NW 1162 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1179 Oak,%Laurel 33 NW 1162 New%York%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Consider%
removal.

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1180 Oak,%Laurel 34 NW 1300 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1181 Oak,%Laurel 32 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1182 Oak,%Laurel 41 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1183 Oak,%Laurel 27 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1184 Oak,%Laurel 50 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1185 Oak,%Laurel 32 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

Borer%activity%at%
base

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1186 Oak,%Laurel 35 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%Conk Priority%3%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1187 Oak,%Laurel 38 NW 1330 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

Basal%decay %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1188 Oak,%Laurel 40 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Declining Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 4 3 3 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1189 Oak,%Laurel 26 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Declining Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1190 Oak,%Live 11 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1191 Oak,%Laurel 32 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Declining Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 4 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1192 Oak,%Laurel 38 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi
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1193 Oak,%Live 32 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 1 2 3 1 7 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1194 Oak,%Laurel 43 NW 1504 Park%ave Pennsylvani
a%ave

New%York%
ave

Good Fair Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1195 Oak,%Laurel 36 NW 1504 Pennsylvania%
ave

Webster%ave Park%ave Good Fair Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Consider%
removal.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1196 Oak,%Laurel 28 NW 0 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
40%to%50%%on%
longer%lateral%
branches.%

Some.%Evidence%
of%borers%but%
no%signs%of%
stress.%Recent%
sidewalk%repair%
evident.%Likely%
roots%were%cut.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1197 Oak,%Laurel 30 NW 0 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
40%to%50%%on%
longer%lateral%
branches.%

Some.%Evidence%
of%borers%but%
no%signs%of%
stress

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1198 Oak,%Laurel 29 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Poor Fair Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Crown%dieback%
and%decay%in%
many%lateral%
branches%
increase%risk%of%
failure

%Consider%
removal.

No%Value 2 3 3 3 11 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1199 Oak,%Laurel 30 NW 0 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Good Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended%
40%to%50%%on%
longer%lateral%
branches.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1200 Oak,%Laurel 16 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Fair Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Mallet%test%
positive%on%
northeast%side%
of%lower%trunk.%%
Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1201 Oak,%Laurel 27 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Fair Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%
Removal

Large%%cavity%on%%
southwest%side%
of%trunk.%Mallet%
test%positive%

No%Value 3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1202 Oak,%Laurel 23 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1203 Oak,%Laurel 18 NW 1157 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Recent%sidewalk%
repair%evident.%
Likely%roots%
were%cut%
causing%sparse%
foliage%and%
instability.%%
Consider%
removal.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi
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1204 Oak,%Laurel 18 NW 1157 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1205 Oak,%Laurel 20 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Good Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1206 Oak,%Laurel 19 NW 1184 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Fair Good Fungal%conk Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Recent%sidewalk%
repair%evident.%
Likely%roots%
were%cut.%

Monitor%for%
increased%decay%
and%dieback%of%
crown.%%

Mallet%test%
negative%on%
lower%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1207 Oak,%Laurel 16 NW 1164 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Recent.%%
Sidewalk%repair%
evident.%Likely%
roots%were%cut.%

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1208 Oak,%Laurel 20 NW 1124 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Reduce%one%of%
two%leaders.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1209 Oak,%Laurel 19 NW 1115 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Overlifted

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Sidewalk%
recently%
repaired.%Likely%
roots%were%cut.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1210 Oak,%Laurel 19 NW 1101 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Park%Ave Webster%
Ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Sidewalk%
recently%
repaired.%Likely%
roots%were%cut.%

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1211 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 1104 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1212 Oak,%Laurel 18 NW 0 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Good Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1213 Oak,%Laurel 23 NW 1012 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Stem%Girdling%
Root(s)

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1214 Oak,%Laurel 18 NW 0 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1215 Oak,%Laurel 15 NW 1020 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Poor Fair Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Priority%2%Prune Remove%dead%
branches%in%
upper%crown%
and%cut%vine%
growing%into%
tree%from%vine%
covered%fence

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1216 Oak,%Laurel 24 NW 1012 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%3%
Removal

Basal%decay %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1217 Oak,%Laurel 19 NW 1012 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Fair Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Remove%dead%
branches%in%
upper%crown.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1218 Oak,%Laurel 31 NW 927 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Improperly%
Pruned%Y%
Topped

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%3%
Removal

Basal%decay %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1219 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 927 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

4 2 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi
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1220 Oak,%Laurel 32 NW 927 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune Mallet%test%
positive.%%
Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1221 Oak,%Laurel 12 NW 927 Pennsylvania%
ave

Park%ave Webster%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Mallet%test%
positive.%%
Further%testing%
required%to%
determine%
extent%of%decay.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1222 Oak,%Laurel 27 NW 922 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Fair Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Central%leader%
is%decayed%
which%may%
extend%into%
crotch%area%
with%other%
lateral%
branches.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1224 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 922 Pennsylvania%
Ave

Webster%Ave Park%Ave Good Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Priority%2%
Removal

There%is%a%large%
area%of%decay%in%
the%main%crotch%
where%the%
lateral%branches%
connect%to%the%
trunk.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

4 2 3 3 12 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1225 Oak,%Laurel 28 NW 823 Pennsylvania%
ave

Webster%ave Park%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1226 Oak,%Laurel 18 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Aloma%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Street%
light(s)

1227 Oak,%Laurel 19 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Aloma%ave Chestnut%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.%Tree%
appears%to%be%
declining.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Street%
light(s)

1228 Oak,%Laurel 28 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Aloma%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1229 Oak,%Laurel 17 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Aloma%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1230 Oak,%Laurel 23 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Aloma%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1231 Sweetgum,%American16 NE 0 Phelps%ave Pine%ave Spruce%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 3 2 7 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1232 Oak,%Laurel 13 NE 0 Phelps%ave Pine%ave Spruce%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1233 Sweetgum,%American16 NE 0 Phelps%ave Pine%ave Spruce%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 2 8 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1234 Oak,%Laurel 20 NE 0 Phelps%ave Spruce%ave Walnut%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 3 1 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi
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1235 Maple,%Red 14 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1236 Oak,%Live 24 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Manage%
epicormic%
growth.

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1237 Sweetgum,%American16 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Chestnut%
ave

Good Fair Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

None%Apparent Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 3 1 3 2 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1238 Sweetgum,%American19 NE 0 Phelps%ave Chestnut%
ave

Walnut%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

Possible%
lightning%strike.%
Appears%to%be%
healing%

No%Value 1 2 3 2 8 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1239 Sweetgum,%American17 NE 0 Phelps%ave Chestnut%
ave

Walnut%ave Declining Poor Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Poor%Structure Priority%3%
Removal

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 2 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1240 Maple,%Red 14 NE 0 Phelps%ave Chestnut%
ave

Walnut%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

Large%decay%at%
base.%%Consider%
removal.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1241 Maple,%Red 13 NE 0 Phelps%ave Chestnut%
ave

Walnut%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1242 Oak,%Live 11 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Spruce%ave% Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 3 1 6 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1243 Oak,%Laurel 25 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Spruce%ave% Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%
Consider%
removal.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1244 Oak,%Laurel 17 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Spruce%ave% Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 1 3 3 9 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1245 Oak,%Water 23 NE 0 Phelps%ave Walnut%ave Spruce%ave% Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1246 Oak,%Laurel 26 NE 0 Phelps%ave Spruce%ave% Pine%ave Fair Poor Poor%Structure Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Fungal%Conk Priority%3%
Removal

Ganoderma%
spp.%Found%at%
base.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

4 2 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1247 Oak,%Laurel 23 NE 0 Phelps%ave Spruce%ave% Pine%ave Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%1%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1248 Oak,%Laurel 23 NE 0 Phelps%ave Spruce%ave% Pine%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1249 Oak,%Laurel 18 NE 0 Phelps%ave Pine%ave% Elm%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1250 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Elm%ave% Mayfield%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1251 Oak,%Live 22 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Elm%ave% Mayfield%
ave

Fair Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Small%Crown%to%
Trunk%Ratio

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Vines%
excessive.

No%Value 1 2 3 1 7 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)
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1252 Oak,%Laurel 29 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Elm%ave% Mayfield%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1253 Oak,%Laurel 32 NE 1206 Phelps%ave Elm%ave% Mayfield%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1254 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 0 Phelps%ave Mayfield%ave Palmer%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1255 Oak,%Laurel 26 NE 1017 Phelps%ave Palmer%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1256 Oak,%Laurel 23 NE 1017 Phelps%ave Palmer%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Sprawling%
Crown

Priority%3%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 3 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1257 Oak,%Laurel 23 NE 0 Phelps%ave Palmer%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1258 Oak,%Laurel 28 NE 957 Phelps%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Woodland%
ave

Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Consider%
removal.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1259 Oak,%Laurel 28 NE 957 Phelps%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Woodland%
ave

Declining Poor Fungal%Conk Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%1%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

Urgent 4 3 3 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1260 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 957 Phelps%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Woodland%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1261 Oak,%Live 11 NE 957 Phelps%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Woodland%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1262 Oak,%Live 12 NE 957 Phelps%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Woodland%
ave

Good Fair None%Apparent Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1263 Oak,%Laurel 33 NE 847 Phelps%ave Woodland%
ave

Dale%ave Good Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Poor%Structure Priority%3%
Removal

Entire%base%
hollow

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 4 3 13 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1264 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 847 Phelps%ave Woodland%
ave

Dale%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1265 Oak,%Laurel 19 NE 847 Phelps%ave Woodland%
ave

Dale%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1266 Oak,%Laurel 27 NE 847 Phelps%ave Woodland%
ave

Dale%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%
Branches/Hang
er(s)

Priority%2%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 3 3 3 12 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1267 Oak,%Laurel 33 NE 847 Phelps%ave Woodland%
ave

Dale%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1268 Oak,%Laurel 20 NE 785 Phelps%ave Dale%ave Lakehurst%
ave

Poor Poor Declining Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Sprawling%
Crown

Priority%3%
Removal

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

3 2 3 3 11 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1269 Oak,%Laurel 24 NE 785 Phelps%ave Dale%ave Lakehurst%
ave

Fair Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Poor%Structure Priority%2%Prune %Vines%
excessive.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi
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1270 Oak,%Laurel 25 NE 785 Phelps%ave Dale%ave Lakehurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Vines%
excessive.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1271 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 1683 Phelps%ave Dale%ave Lakehurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1272 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 1683 Phelps%ave Dale%ave Lakehurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi

1273 Oak,%Laurel 21 NE 620 Phelps%ave Walker%ave Taylor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1274 Oak,%Laurel 22 NE 688 Phelps%ave Walker%ave Taylor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.%
Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1275 Oak,%Live 16 NE 688 Phelps%ave Walker%ave Taylor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 3 1 6 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1276 Oak,%Live 15 NE 688 Phelps%ave Walker%ave Taylor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 3 1 6 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1277 Oak,%Live 11 NE 688 Phelps%ave Walker%ave Taylor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

1 1 3 1 6 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1278 Oak,%Live 34 NE 710 Phelps%ave Taylor%ave Windsor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1279 Oak,%Laurel 36 NE 710 Phelps%ave Taylor%ave Windsor%ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1280 Oak,%Laurel 20 NE 0 Phelps%ave Windsor%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1281 Oak,%Laurel 15 NE 0 Phelps%ave Windsor%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)
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1282 Oak,%Laurel 25 NE 790 Phelps%ave Windsor%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1283 Oak,%Laurel 19 NE 810 Phelps%ave Windsor%ave Oakhurst%
ave

Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Sprawling%
Crown

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

%Manage%
epicormic%
growth.

%Weak%species,%
prone%to%
failure.

As%Soon%As%
Possible

2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 D.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1284 Oak,%Laurel 37 NW 910 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Good Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Decay%beneath%
main%crotch%
where%lateral%
branches%attach%
to%trunk

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1285 Oak,%Laurel 34 NW 910 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Fair Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Sprawling%
Crown

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Decay%beneath%
main%crotch%
where%lateral%
branches%attach%
to%trunk

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi Power%
line(s)

1286 Oak,%Live 10 NW 996 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Now%is%the%time%
to%fix%structural%
problems%on%a%
young%tree.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1287 Oak,%Laurel 25 NW 996 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Fair Fair Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Central%leader%
is%decaying.%
There%is%some%
decay%where%
lateral%branches%
attach%to%trunk.%

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1288 Oak,%Live 11 NW 996 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Small%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Structural%
pruning%
recommended.%
Now%is%the%time%
to%fix%structural%
problems%on%a%
young%tree.%

No%Value 1 1 1 1 4 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1289 Oak,%Laurel 22 NW 0 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Fair Fair Fungal%conk%Y
ganoderma

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 1 3 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1290 Oak,%Laurel 37 NW 0 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Poor Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Canker/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Moderate

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Significant%
crown%dieback

Fungal%conk%
present%but%too%
old%to%identify.%

No%Value 2 2 3 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1291 Oak,%Laurel 24 NW 0 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Good Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Consider%
cabling%or%
heavy%reduction%
pruning%for%this%
large%codom%
leader

No%Value 2 3 3 3 11 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1292 Oak,%Laurel 23 NW 0 Phelps%Ave Woodland%
Ave

Palmer%Ave Good Good Codominant%
Leaders%w/o%
Included%Bark

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 3 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi
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1293 Oak,%Laurel 24 NE 0 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1294 Oak,%Laurel 29 NE 0 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Good Fair Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%Small

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

%Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

No%Value 1 2 2 3 8 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1295 Oak,%Laurel 41 NE 0 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%Prune %Reduction%
pruning%
recommended.

Large%decayed%
on%lower%trunk%
south%side.%
Branch%dieback.%

Fungal%conks%
present.%%%
Consider%
removal.

No%Value 2 3 2 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1296 Oak,%Laurel 25 NE 0 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Fair Poor Codominant%
Leaders%w%
Included%Bark

Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
>%10%

Priority%2%
Removal

Large%decayed%
area%with%conks%
at%base%on%west%
side%%decay%
extends%up%
beyond%the%
codom%crotch%
area%weakening%
it%significantly.%

Fungal%conks%
and%branch%
dieback.%

No%Value 2 3 2 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1297 Oak,%Live 20 NE 1650 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Good Good Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 1 5 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1298 Oak,%Laurel 17 NE 1630 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Good Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Dead%Branches%
<%10%

Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

Extensive%decay%
around%base.%If%
tree%is%to%be%
retained,%
significant%end%
weight%
reduction%
pruning%is%
required%

No%Value 2 2 2 3 9 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1299 Oak,%Laurel 17 NE 1620 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Good Good Large%Tree%
Routine%Prune

No%Value 1 1 2 3 7 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1300 Oak,%Laurel 37 NE 1610 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Poor Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Priority%2%
Removal

Double%trunk%%
tree%with%
extensive%
dieback%and%
decay.%

Removing%the%
one%decayed%
leader%will%
make%the%other%
leader%unstable.%
Both%should%be%
removed.%

Tree%#301%will%
also%become%
unstable%of%tree%
#300%is%
removed

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi

1301 Oak,%Laurel 18 NE 1610 Chestnut%Ave Temple%Dr Phelps%Ave Poor Poor Cavity/Decay%Y%
Appears%
Extensive

Priority%2%
Removal

Part%of%a%triple%
tree%cluster%tree%%
with%extensive%
decay.%See%
notes%for%
tree#1300

Removing%the%
one%decayed%
leader%will%
make%the%other%
leader%unstable.%
Both%should%be%
removed.%

Tree%#1301%will%
also%become%
unstable%of%tree%
#1300%is%
removed

No%Value 3 2 2 3 10 9/5/12 C.%Lippi
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