Design options for tree root environments




Aliens from a subterranean world — understanding their

needs for survival
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The harsh reality that is the urban CE




Rooting environment zones in hard landscape

. < Zone 1. Planting pit; typically approx. 2.25 m2

Zone 2. Tree establishment zone; where additional provision might be
® *r |made to create suitable rooting environment, typically approx. 10-15 m2

o deliver integrated infrastructure and compatible longevity - target area
in excess of 40 m2

N

Fone 3. Provision for maturity; design of the below ground environment




- Zone 1. Planting pit; typically approx. 2.25 m2

Zone 1: A hole in the ground large enough to plant a standard — extra heavy
standard tree and provide a small amount of good quality growing medium (max 2.0
m3), usually capped with a permeable surface such as a metal grill.

* Compilation of growing medium should consider surface finish and envisaged
loading of the planting pit i.e. potential for compaction

* Planting pit will usually incorporate irrigation/aeration pipe

* Too frequently, this is still the full extent of provision made to ensure the tree’s
success, resulting in; a limited chance of survival, low chance of healthy
establishment and poor chance of reaching maturity, along with an unnecessarily
high chance for negative impact to other infrastructure.



Rooting environment zones

Zone 2. Tree establishment zone; where additional provision might be

N

Imade to create suitable rooting environment, typically approx. 10-15 m2

Zone 2: Over the last decade or so we have seen increased provision to
enable tree establishment in the urban environment and Zone 2 is where the
majority of recent product and technique innovation has been focussed.

* The key principle being; to provide a load bearing substructure to hard
surfacing, that can accommodate uncompacted growing medium which
contains those key ingredients we have identified

* The main challenges being; limited available space, other demands on that
space, loading to which the surface will be subject and of course, COST of
these systems.



Rooting environment zones

N

o deliver integrated infrastructure and compatible longevity - target area

one 3. Provision for maturity; design of the below ground environment
in excess of 40 m2

Zone 3: This is the most challenging of all, as it requires a holistic
® . .

change in mindset to the way we design and manage the

subterranean urban landscape.

Such change is critical to achieving maturity and longevity of our
urban treescape.

Main areas of opportunity for innovation and change:

* New build — the blank canvas offers maximum opportunity
* Regeneration and restoration projects

* Infrastructure installation and/or improvement projects
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Case study 1: Crating system incorporating skeletal soil
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Case study 1: Crating system incorporating skeletal soil

Lail -50 50 150
165.9500 N == .
E N B O SaRVN - -u—.-.. \ -..— .--‘-—'\:--'-.4—;@;-—'-4“-1 150 il mux 1. Imported topsorl: High quality fisbie, calcarsous sandy
A - R mumusmswrm
‘ Qo (o} " . 5 o] - 2 Scaton pHT 179 m»:mm“m
: . . | e .. |15 matier {<15% by valume).
\ 14 mnmmuﬂnmwn
@ &® o 1°
- o 1= > Bolmzl&cyu 1OPOIRULSOH, GOS0 e Of e
[ g O excavated doy free stockpiled soll (as inspected with NW) with
| I 4 AN ' | Eventy mix in enriched biochar at 5% by volume prior o
\ ‘-" : lat
: 1 4 mix 3. 75-150mm clean sggregate Lovel fill 10 depth of
o ogon ey [ ~ RS : and compect mechamncally. cover with site soil mix
. \...g'.?;z:.i;..‘ﬁ{.-««ﬁa-n Q‘\"j} 4 .~ RS ) immmmhwwmnu”m
AR AL PRSI e e e e o g o ey e v .,:‘-_.t_——-.--,—-»-r-ﬁ“%..{:‘. . _1 : - wgcma?nzmnmbmﬂm'
<4 a : - > ] r D@ < 2 X roothall. To be instalied simultanecusly mix 1.
Bt 120 Oo PR : 471 ‘L‘*:y 2oy reSs, Seae. geogridimash (as for
s . - = e X -= (an d-d'ﬁmcoh)bm«ﬂw
s 5T I TEONE [ AN retain sol mix 3 within pisnding pit void,
N — ol e Pt
FE S e e Rs | Guys 0.9, Platypus, secured in substrate 1 stabliise

i s rootbell. instalied as part of Stva Cell Installation in advance of
= free planting.
y 1200 :\Pﬂ&nhnhmdﬂn&hlﬂ“hﬂbmm"'




Case study 1: Crating system incorporating skeletal soil




Case study 2: Construction within RPA of existing trees
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Case study 2: Construction within RPA of existin
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Case study 2: Construction within RPA of existing trees
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