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Tree Ref Specles Height{m) oL e
i P ght (m Radius (m) m* Square(m)
™ Cheny 5.5 29 26 51
T2 Spruce 7.5 1.6 8 2.8
T3 Norway Maple 8 14 7 2.6
T4 Hoerse Chestnut 8 20 13 36
TS Beech 7 1.4 7 2.6
T6 Alder 1" 36 M 6.4
T7 Norway Maple 10 30 28 53
G8 Hazel 5.5 1.4 7 26
T9 Rowan 6 1.6 8 2.3
T10 Oak 13 47 69 83
T11 Qak 12 40 49 70
T2 Qak 12 37 43 66
G13 Cotoneaster 5 1.0 3 1.7
G4 Chemy Laurel 5 1.2 5 2.1
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