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Frank Ono

International Society of Arboriculture
Certified Arborist # 536
Society of American Foresters Professional Member 48004
1213 Miles Avenue

Pacific Grove CA, 93950
Telephone (831) 373-7086

March 2, 2017

Monterey Bay Builders
Mr. Eric Barstad

P.O. Box 366

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

RE: 220 Upper Walden Road -Dead Monterey Pines
APN: 241-241-011-000
Mr. Barstad;

A visual tree assessment (VTA) was requested for several unstable trees at the above
referenced property due to liquefaction of the soils. Trees are failing on this property and
other adjacent properties; they are falling over without any root disturbance. The VTA
determined there are three trees with tree hazard evaluation form (THEF) scores of 10 or
higher which need immediate removal (trees that rate a score of 12 present the most
likelihood of failure). The THEF score rates the relative hazard of trees based upon the
criteria of probability of failure, size of failure part, and target from the Photographic Guide
to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas (Mattheny and Clarke). This letter and the
accompanying THEF score sheet may be submitted with other required documents as part of
an application for tree removal by the property owner (or their designated representative).
The report (and photos which must be submitted in color) is background information for use
by the County of Monterey to determine under what circumstances a permit may be issued.

Tree Risk (Hazard) Evaluation Score

The tree(s) assessed for hazard risk are identified as follows:

e Tree #28 is a 36” diameter Monterey pine located along the south property line. The
tree is falling over. It is uprooting due to moisture in the soils and heavy wind load.
The tree has a THEF score of 11.

e Tree #41is a 26” diameter tree located near the building. The tree has poor structure
and dying; it also will fall over soon due to the saturated soils. The tree has a THEF
score of 11

e Tree #47 is a 22” diameter Monterey pine dying from bark beetle attack. The tree
has a THEF score of 10.
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Assessment

The soils on this property are water logged and unstable. Considerable subterranean water
has emerged to the surface and has cause a number of trees to become unstable. Significant
damage to adjacent areas will occur when failure occurs. Target ratings factored into the
THEF score include new structures and adjacent properties. Removal of the trees will not
significantly alter air movement, contribute to erosion, or create a significant impact to
wildlife; no active bird or animal nesting sites were observed at the time of assessment.

Tree Removal

After proper authorization, the trees shall be removed by a licensed insured professional tree
service. No surrounding tree protection is necessary when the tree drop zone is clear of
vegetation. Tree removal shall be consistent with safe arboricultural work practices utilizing
removal of trees and their parts in smaller manageable pieces and roped down carefully so
as not to damage any surrounding trees or plants. The use of specialized equipment may be
authorized if it can be shown that no damage to surrounding ecosystem will be sustained.
At no time shall the trees be dropped in one piece so as to damage any surrounding trees or
property. Tree wood and clippings are to be disposed of consistent with current California
Department of Forestry guidelines which would include stockpiling of material on site or
disposal at an approved refuse site. When the listed trees are removed, other immediately
remaining trees adjacent these should be inspected for potential for pruning (utilizing
current arboricultural standards) and deadwood removal.

Replanting

The County of Monterey through the Carmel Area Land Use plan has tree replacement
conditions as part of a tree removal permit when sufficient space exists to replant that does
not create an overcrowded vegetated situation. The County requires a 2:1 replacement for
removed trees which measure 24” or larger in diameter at breast height and/or a 1:1 ratio
replacement for trees measuring less than 24” in diameter. It is therefore recommended
replanting be with six (6) five-gallon size Monterey pines in locations near or adjacent
where the trees are removed (if five gallon is unavailable, smaller sizes may be substituted).
In addition, the County also requires independent monitoring of replanted trees to insure
replanting is successful (the term of monitoring is at County discretion, typically one —three
years dependent on the type of permit).

Disclosure Statement

Use of report: This letter and the THEF score sheet are to be considered and used as
background information for the current tree removal application process implemented by the
County of Monterey. The report is prepared to assist the County, along with other required
documents, in determining if and under what circumstances a permit may be issued.

Inspection limitations: The inspection of the tree consisted solely of a visual inspection from
the ground. While more thorough techniques are available for inspection and evaluation,
they were neither requested nor considered necessary or appropriate at this time. This report
is based on a visual inspection of tree condition and for obvious defects. It is not intended to
constitute a complete health and hazard evaluation. Further investigation would be required
to more definitively evaluate the health and hazards posed by the subject trees, some of
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which may not be disclosed by visual inspections. Investigations include but are not limited
to core samples, root crown excavation, and visual inspection of the entire trees by
climbing. Please be advised that healthy trees and/or limbs may fail under certain
conditions, and that the above recommendations are based on industry standards of tree
care.

Urban Foresters/Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge training
and experience to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance their health and beauty
and to attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or
disregard the recommendations of the arborist or to seek additional advice. Trees and other
plant life are living, changing organisms affected by innumerable factors beyond our
control. Trees fail in ways and because of conditions we do not fully understand.

Urban Foresters/Arborists cannot detect or anticipate every condition or event that could
possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Conditions are often hidden within the trees
and below ground. Urban Foresters/Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or
safe under all circumstances, for any specific period or when a tree or its parts may fail.
Further, remedial treatments, as with any treatment or therapy, cannot be guaranteed.
Treatment, pruning, bracing and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the
scope of the arborists skills and usual services such as the boundaries of properties, property
ownership, site lines, neighbor disputes and agreements and other issues. Therefore, urban
forester/arborists cannot consider such issues unless complete and accurate information is
disclosed in a timely fashion. Then, the urban forester/arborist can be expected, reasonably,
to rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information provided. Trees can be
managed but not controlled. To live near trees, regardless of their condition, is to accept
some degree of risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate
all trees.

Hazard/hazard potential: For the purposes of this evaluation and/report, a tree or tree part
that presents a threat to humans, livestock, vehicles, structures, landscape features or other
entity of civilization from uprooting, falling, breaking or growth development (e.g., roots).
While all large landscape trees in proximity to such targets present some degree of hazard
regardless of their condition, such inherent hazard is not intended as within this definition
and its usage in this evaluation and report. As trees and other plant life are living, changing
organisms effected by innumerable factors beyond our control, F. O. Consulting and its
personnel offer no guarantees, stated or implied, as to tree, plant or general landscape safety,
health, condition or improvement, beyond that specifically stated in writing in accepted
contracts.

Thank you very much and please feel free to call if there are any questions or if | can be of
further assistance.

Sincgrely,

//%[_,

ran Ono
Certified Arborist #536

This report is based on a visual inspection of tree condition and for obvious defects. It is not intended to constitute a complete health and hazard evaluation.
Further investigation would be required to more definitively evaluate the health and hazards posed by the subject trees, some of which may not be disclosed
by visual inspections. Investigations may include but are not limited to core samples, root crown excavation, and visual inspection of the entire tree or trees by
climbing. Please be advised that healthy trees and/or limbs may fail under certain conditions, and that the above recommendations are based on industry
standards of tree care. This report is made with the understanding that no representations or warranties, either expressed or implied are made that any trees
referred to in the report or located on or adjacent to the subject property are sound or safe.
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PHOTOGRAPHS

Tree #28 is listing over and uprooting; the tree was standing traight up several weeks ago
and has moved several degrees to the south
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Tree #47 is dying and unstable in the soils; it will be compromised once tree #46 is removed
(permitted due to construction).
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Tree #41 is standing but shifting in the saturated soil. The tree has poor structure and will
fall or break apart due to its poor branch attachment.
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# 20
A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 24 etion

SHe/AdOresS: 220 U }0 @é U C/)@D HAZARD RATING:
Map/Location: AtEPN7 orce Lo _ﬂ + % + 5

_;;/__

: / Failure  + + Targel 2ard
Owner-public _____ private _ %" unknown other Potentigd  of part Rating Rating
Date: o Inspector: YD) __ Immediate action needed
Date of tast inspection: N*?gds further inspection

Dead tree

TREE CHARAGTERISTICS 3 -
Tree #: & $peeies: M . ‘f/ e w{‘
DBH: 2?1,9: tunks: ] Height 85 Spread: .5.0
Form: Generally symmetric  [Jminor asymmetey  [J major asymmetry  {]stump sprout [ stag-headed

Grown elass: dominant [lco-dominant  [lintermediate [ suppressed
Live crown ratinzgg_i % Ageclass: [Jyoung (Isemi-malure {JImature [eover-malure/senescent

Pruning history: [ crown W excessively thinned [ topped [ erown raised {7 pollarded [ crown reduced £ flush cuts L1 cabled/braced
{ Tnone ZTmultiple pruning evenis  Approx. dates:

Speciat Value: [Ispecimen £ heritage/historic ([l wildiife [Tunusual O strest tree [Jsereen fishade {lindigenous Eprotected by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH

Foliage color: Wﬁal Dchlorotic  [lnecrotic. Epicormies? Y @ Growth abstructions:

Foliage density: W [ sparse Leaf size: ormal  Osmall Cstakes [Dwirefties lsigns Ucablés
Annual sheot growth: [ lexcellent [ﬂaﬁ.;w poor  Twig Dieback? Y @ Creurb/pavement [ guards

Woundwaod development: ] excellent ysrage  Clpoor (lnone [ other

Vigorclass: (lexcellent [Javerage l’ﬁm O poar

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS __

Site Characler m@m Elcommercial [iindustrisl  DOpark Dopenspace [Clnatural D3 woodlandMorest
Landscape type: parkway [Jraisedbed Olcontainer Omound [llawn [3etmib bosder 3 wind break
krigation: fione [adequate [linadequate [DJexcessive T trunk wettled

Recent site distorbanse?’ ¥ )N Llefhstruction [l soil disturbance  [Jgrade change [ )line clearing {1} sile clearing

o, dripline paves: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100% Pavement lifled? \"”@

% dripiine w/ {itl soil: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-00%

% tripline grade lowered: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soil probiems: A'drainage lgam ] compacted (Jdroughty (lsaline ) alkaline Lacidic [ }small volume [ ] disease center I Lhistafy of fail
Clelay Dexpansive lslope ©  aspect:

Obsiraclions: [liights [lsignage [fine-of-sight [lview |7loverhead lines LTunderground uliliies [l trafiic [ladjacentveg. 10
Exposure to wind: [Jsingle tree (] below canopy [lahove canopy [ recently exposed 173 windward, canopy edge EME o windthrow
Prevailing wind direction: Occurrence of snowfice storms  [Inever  iseldom  [reguiarly

TARGET £
{ise Under Tree: E’@iﬂ_g [Jparking Cltmflic Clpedestrian [l recreation {landscape [lhardscape [ small features L3 utility lines

Can target be moved? ‘{@ Can use be restricted? Y@ D// -
Occupancy: Ooccasionaluse  (lintermittentuse [l frequent use onstant use

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




# 0D

TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:
Suspect root ret: YCD Mushraom/conk/bracket presenl: Y/ N 1D:
Exposed reofs:  [lsevere [moederale ZloW Undermined: [Isevere {Jmoderate Z\ﬁ(
Rootpruned: _ distance from trunk Rootarea affected: __ % Buttress wounded: Y AN~ )Whean:
Restricted roct area:  [lsevere [ Imoderate i'ﬂ‘lﬁ’ atential for root faiture: evere  moderate [llow
LEHN:& deg. from vertical [ natural m Ol seit-corrected  Soil heauing@

llecayinplaneollean: Y N Roolsbroken Y N Sail crackin@hl

Gompounding facters: Leanseverity:  ['issvere ([“imoderate [Jlow

CROWN DEFECTS: tndicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = maderate, 1 < low)

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Paor taper

Bow, sweep
Codominapts/forks
Mulliple atlaghmenis
included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers

Girdling
Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity
GConks/mushrooms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting halefbee hive
Deadwsod/sitibs
Borers/termites/ants
Cankers/galis/burls
Previous failure

HAZARD RATING 5 -
Tree part most likely ta fail: MS Failure potential: 1 - low; 2 - medium: 3 - high; 4 - severe
inspection period: annual biannual other Size of part. 1 - <6” (15 cm). 2 - 6-18” (15-45 cm);

AP AR il B
Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Raling = Hazard Rating 3 -18-30” (45-75 cm); 4 - >30” (75 cm)

Targel rating: 1 - oceasional use; 2 intermittent use;
* & _i_ & __/_/___ 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use

HAZARD ABATEMENT

Prune: [l remove defective part  [1reduce end weight [lerownclean [Jthin {1 raise canopy [Jcrown reduce  { Irestructure  [Ishape

Cabie/Brace: Inspect further: Clroot crown [ldecay (laerial ['1monftor

Remwetree:@' Replace Move farget: Y@ Dther:
Efect on adjac®hl trees:  Ldafone ™ (| evaluate

Dﬂ@ [governing agency  Date: 3 / 3-_4/ / z

Naotification:

COMMENTS




A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas

TREE HAZARD E VALUATION FORM 34 eation

SHe/Address. HAZARD BAT!NG / )
Map/Location: % = _ﬁL
o I Fadlure + Size rget = Hadard

Owmer: public private _\" = _ ' unknown other Potential  of part Rating Rating
Date: Mpeclor DOrsiDd Immediate action nesded

Needs further inspeclion
— Dead tree

Date of last inspection;

TREE GHARACTERISTICS -
weed: &f [/  species: /f"‘_:/ ; f/ 2N

DBH: _&ﬁ # ol tronks: __L_ Heigmz_g;av Spread: 3 ()

Form: [ generally symmetric Dﬂm:mmelry O major asymmetry  Cistump sprovt  lstag-headed

Crown class: ominan!  Cleo-dominant  [Jintermediate  [1suppressed _
Live crown ratio: _LQ_ % Apeclass:_ Olyoung Ulsemi-malure [Ulmatwre  [¥Gver-malure/senescent

Pruning history: [ crown Weiy thinned 3 topped E]crowu rais j paiiarded EJcruwn reduced [} flush cuts L] cabied/braced
_Jnone mulliple pruning evenls  Approx. dates:

Special Vatue: [specimen [ heritage/istoric Cwildife [Tunusual Ol sireettree [screen [ ishade Ulindigenous LATOTECied by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH

Foliage coloe:  [Trnormal £l chlorotic !E‘ﬁmlic. Epicormics? - Y @) Growth abstructieas:

Foliage density: {3 normal L_.umws{ Leaf size: D normal M Dstakes Owirefties Clsigns 13 cablés
Annual shoot grawth:  (lexcellent  [Javerage 9416’0'; Twiy Dieback? @N Oleurb/pavement {7 guards

Woundwoad development:  (lexcelent Uaverage  Llpoor M& i other

Vigorclass: Clexcellent (Javerage (lfair or

Major pestsfiliseases: 1 E / =S

SITE CONDITIONS ___

Site Character tsidence [ Jcommercial {lindusiial Opatk Dopenspace Onatural [ woodlandvorest

Landscape type:  [lparkway  [lraised bed {Olcontainer O mound [Ofawn [ shiub border [ wind break

{rrigation: Dfﬁe O adequate D‘?ﬂmm Elexcessive Ul trunk wettied

Receat sile dislurhanne’@l nstruction [ 1soil disturbance  [Jgrade change [ )hine clearing [ sile clearing

% dripline paved: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100% Pavement fited? VY @

% dripline wf fill soif: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75100%

% dripling grade lowered: ,D% 10-25% 25-50% 5H0-75% 75-100%

Soii problems: inage Wa compacted T droughty Clisaline {alkatine [dacidic [Jlsmall volume 1disease center famfﬁ?y of kil
Elelay Dexpansive [Jslope °  aspect:

Obstruclions: [llights [Jsignage [lline-of-sight [lview [Joverhead lines [Tunderground utiliies [lirafiic ) adjacentveg. U
Exposure to wind: [ single tree Eiéjlaw canopy [labove canopy (Jrecently exposed U lwindward, canopy edge [ area prone to windthrow
Prevailing wind direction: ,)C/ Occurrence of snow/ice storms  [[1pedsT  [lseldom [l reguiarly

TARGET e
Use Under Tree: uilding E 'Iparking Clirafic Tlpedestian [lrecreation (Zlandscape [lhardscape [small features O3 ulility lines

Can target be moved? Y Can use be restricted? Y @ D/w
Ocoupancy: [Joccasionatuse  (Tintermittentuse U frequent use oRstant use

The international Society of Arboriculure assumes no responsihility lor conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.
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TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:

suspect root ol ¥ JN Mushraom/conly/bracke! present: Y‘”@ D
Exposed raets:  [lsevere  [lmodarate DJoVa/ * Undermined: [Jsevere Jmoderate mi%

Reat pruned: dislance from trunk Root area alfecled: ___ % Buttress wounded: Y é ) When:
Resfricted root area:  [lsevere ] moderate MPﬂlenliai for root faiture: o gre  Omoderate liow
LEAN: deg. fromvertical  [Jnatural  Clunnatural [ self-corrected  Soil heavingzﬁj\l

Decay in plane of lean: Y " Rools broken Y(f) Soil cracking: @N
Compounding factars: = A % Leanseverlly: {lissvere (PModerate [ liow

CROWN DEFECTS: Indigate presence of individual delfecls and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, | = low)

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poar taper

Bow, sweep
Codominants/forks
Multiple alachmenis
inciuded bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Waunds/seam

Decay

Cavily
Conks/mushrooms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting halefbes hive
Deadwood/stubs = =
Borers/termites/ants '3 <, ; S

Cankers/galis/burls
Previous faiture

HAZARD RATING "
Tree part most fikely 1o fail: / CZ»:: 7)75 Failure potential: 1 - low; 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe
inspection period: annual biannual other Size of part: ; : ‘;:3“5 3';‘)752 - ﬁ’?i" “2‘45 ;g‘)'-
failure Potergial + Size of Part + Target Raling = Hazard Rating L B W I c;ln}.. -2 0" ( C"_u
Target rating: 1 - occasional use; 2 intermitient use;
7 2 i - i_ = _LA 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use

HAZARD ABATEMENT

Prune:  [lremove delective pari [l reduce end weight [lcrownclean {Jthin { 1raise canopy [ crown reduce [ restructure  [lshape

Cabie/Brage: Inspect further: [Jroot crown [Cldecay ilaeriat [l monitor

Remnvelree@\f He;:m:/e?@ N Move targel: YE N) Other:
Eflect on adjacest trees; | Wiong, 1 1evaluate /
Naotification: @eﬁ; Im;:r O governing agency Datez_’éésr / 7

COMMENTS
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A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas

. TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 24 esition
SHAAITESS: QQ O VFPeER Ul PERD HAZARD RATING:

e/ (&
Map/Location; Z 7_1/ L/ r~ES —3 + . + / /

, , Failure + BSize + Tarfel Hazard
Chermer; public private unknown other Potential  of part Rating Rating
Date: %peﬂm; OsrJD '

]

Immediate aclion needed
Date of last inspection: Needs further inspection
Dead iree .
TREE CHABAGTERISTICS -
Tree "7/ 2 Sperigs: M 1/4 A 4
DBH: _ A <S¢ ol trunks: Z y‘? O spread: 2 -
Form: [} generally symmetric inor asymmelry  [(Jmajor asymmetry I stump sprost [l stag-headed

Crown class: [ dominant Wﬂam Ointermediate [ suppressed _
Live crown ratio: __B_C?% Ageclass: [lyoung [semi-mature {Imatwre [doWer-mature/senescent
Pruning history:  [lcrown W{]excassively thinned Jtopped O crown raised Tl pollarded O crown reduced ] tlush cuts T cabled/raced

) none ultiple pruning evenls  Approx. dates:
Speciat Value: [Ispecimen Elheritagefistoric Clwildiife Tunosval O streettree [Jscreen Tlshade [ lindigenous Tlnsetected by gov. agency
TREE HEALTH :
Fotiage ¢olore: L normal B’ﬁﬂmﬁc Mic. Epicormics? Y @ Growth abstructions:
Faliage density: {3 normal 158 Leafsize: [Jnormal Demili/ Dstakes Clwirefties [Cisigns L[] cablés
Annual shoot grawth:  Dlexcellent [ average wm{ Twig Diehack?@ N Deurb/pavement {7l guards
Woungdwood development:  [Jexcellenl [Daverage [l ~fione Dother
Vigorclass:  Clexcellent [laverage [l fair Doﬁpym

Major pests/diseases: ;2)@25‘1‘” /s

SITE CONDITIONS
Site Character: I}k@s lcommercial [lindustial DOlpatk  [Jopenspace Ulnatwral T woodiand\ores!
Landscape type: parkway [Oraisedbed Clcontainer Dmound [Oiawn [t border 13 wind break

Irrigation: one Dadequate [Dinadequate [Jexcessive [ tronk wettled

Recent site distorbance? Y Ul construction [ soil disturbance (3 grade change [ 1line clearing {1sile clearing

% dripline paved: @ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100% Pavement lifled? ¥~®

% dripline wf till soil: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lawsered; - 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-76% 75-0%

Snil probiems: mm compacted T3 droughty Clsaline [ alkatine [ acidiec T1small volume [l disease center Elhistory of fail
Clelay Clexpansive Dislope °  aspect:

Obstructions: DIngnage Clfine-of-sight [lview {Jloverheadfines [lunderground ufifiies [ltraffic (Tladfacentveg. [
Exposure fo wind: [Tsingle tree w“r canopy (Jabove canopy [ recently exposed [l windward, canopy edge [ area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: __- Occurrence of snow/ice storms FMD seidom  {Jregularly

TARGET "
Use Under Tree: Qﬁtﬁ%paﬂﬁng Cltraffic  [Ipedestian  Tlrecreation llandscape [ hardscape [Jsmall features [ ulility lines

Can target be moved? Y Gan use be restricted? Y
Decopancy: [ loccasionaluse  [lintermittentuse ([ irequent use [M;a;t:se

The International Society of Arboricuiture assumes no responsihility far conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.
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TREE DEFECTS

RQUT DEFECTS:

Suspect root rot: @ Mushraom/conk/bracke! present: -\‘@ ID:

Exposed roots:  [lsevere Tl moderale Undermined: (lsevere Dlmoderate [low—"

Roat pruned: distance from trunk ~ Roof area alfecled: %  Buliress wounded: Y When:
Restricted root area: [lsevere [lmoderale 1 Polential far raol fallure: f%f Dmaoderate  [Nlow
LEAN: __ _ deg.fromverical [Jnatural [Junnatural [self-corrected  Soif heavingy” ¥ N

Oecayinplaneof lean: Y N Roo!s broken Y N Soil srackin@l

Gompounding factors: mm Leanseverity: [isevere [Tmoderate [Jiow

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicale presence of individual defecls and rate their severity {s = severe, m = moderate, | = low)

DEFECT ROOT GROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANGHES
Poor taper

Bow, sweep
Codominanis/forks
Mulliple allachments
Included bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavily
Gonks/mushrooms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Loogefcracked bark
Nesting holefbee hive _
Deadwoed/siubs S
Borers/termiles/ants _— <
Cankers/galls/burls -
Previous failure

HAZARD RATING

Tree part most fikely to fait:

Failure potenlial: 1 - low; 2 - mediunm; 3 - high; 4 - severe

- T ry ” " g
inspection period: annual biannual other Size of part: ; ; :85 35;5(‘;2"}?52 = 5)'1?1 (12045(;;“) )
: : ; ing = H . - 18- 5-75cm); 4 - > cm
Failure Polential + Size of Part + Target Rating - azargd Raiing Target rating: 1 - occasional use: 2 intermitient use:
+ * i— - . 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use
HAZARD ABATEMENT

Prune:  [remove defective part  (1reduce end weight [lcrownclean [Jthin [ ratse canopy [Jcrownreduce L] restrycture [l shape

Cable/Brace: e Inspect fuher: {1root crown [Ddecay I Taerial [J]monitor

Remaove iree: @) RW N Move {arget: \'@ Dther:
Etfect on adjacent irees: E_"? [ I evaluate / /
Notification: W anager [ governing agency Date: 2 2L // 7

GOMMENTS




Frank Ono

International Society of Arboriculture
Certified Arborist # 536
Society of American Foresters Professional Member 48004
1213 Miles Avenue

Pacific Grove CA, 93950
Telephone (831) 373-7086
Cellular (831) 594-2291

April 27, 2017

Monterey Bay Builders
Mr. Eric Barstad

P.O. Box 366

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

RE: 220 Upper Walden Road -Dead Monterey Pines
APN: 241-241-011-000

Mr. Barstad;

A visual tree assessment (VTA) was requested for several Monterey pine trees at the
above referenced property needing removal due to instability and their deteriorating
condition. The VTA determined the four trees with tree hazard evaluation form (THEF)
scores of 10 (trees that rate a score of 12 present the most likelihood of failure). The
THEF score rates the relative hazard of trees based upon the criteria of probability of
failure, size of failure part, and target from the Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of
Hazard Trees in Urban Areas (Mattheny and Clarke). This letter and the accompanying
THEF score sheet may be submitted with other required documents as part of an
application for tree removal by the property owner (or their designated representative).
The report is background information for use by the County of Monterey to determine
under what circumstances a permit may be issued.

Tree Risk (Hazard) Evaluation Score Assessment

The tree(s) assessed for hazard risk are identified as follows:

ID# | Diameter Species Reason for Removal THEF Rating
31 20 Monterey pine Beetles 10
32 20 Monterey pine Beetles 10
33 30 Monterey pine Beetles 10
34 24 Monterey pine Beetles 10

The listed trees in the above chart are unstable and diseased, as evidenced by their
thinning and dying crowns; they are capable of failure to fall onto the structure being
built. Removal of the tree(s) will not significantly alter air movement, contribute to
erosion, or create a significant impact to wildlife; no active bird or animal nesting sites
were observed at the time of assessment.

220 Upper Walden Road, Carmel CA
April 27, 2017 Not an Official Monterey County Document



Tree Removal

After proper authorization, the trees shall be removed by a licensed insured professional
tree service. No surrounding tree protection is necessary when the tree drop zone is clear
of vegetation. Tree removal shall be consistent with safe arboricultural work practices
utilizing removal of trees and their parts in smaller manageable pieces and roped down
carefully so as not to damage any surrounding trees or plants. The use of specialized
equipment may be authorized if it can be shown that no damage to surrounding
ecosystem will be sustained. At no time shall the trees be dropped in one piece so as to
damage any surrounding trees or property. Tree wood and clippings are to be disposed of
consistent with current California Department of Forestry guidelines which would
include stockpiling of material on site or disposal at an approved refuse site. When the
listed trees are removed, other immediately remaining trees adjacent these should be
inspected for potential for pruning (utilizing current arboricultural standards) and
deadwood removal.

Replanting

The County of Monterey through the Carmel Area Land Use plan has tree replacement
conditions as part of a tree removal permit when sufficient space exists to replant that
does not create an overcrowded vegetated situation. The County requires a 2:1
replacement for removed trees which measure 24” or larger in diameter at breast height
and/or a 1:1 ratio replacement for trees measuring less than 24” in diameter. It is
therefore recommended replanting be with six (6) five-gallon size Monterey pines in the
location near or adjacent each removed tree (if five gallon is unavailable, smaller sizes
may be substituted). In addition, the County also requires independent monitoring of
replanted trees to insure replanting is successful (the term of monitoring is at County
discretion, typically one —three years dependent on the type of permit).

Disclosure Statement

Use of report: This letter and the THEF score sheet are to be considered and used as
background information for the current tree removal application process implemented by
the County of Monterey. The report is prepared to assist the County, along with other
required documents, in determining if and under what circumstances a permit may be
issued.

Inspection limitations: The inspection of the tree consisted solely of a visual inspection
from the ground. While more thorough techniques are available for inspection and
evaluation, they were neither requested nor considered necessary or appropriate at this
time. This report is based on a visual inspection of tree condition and for obvious defects.
It is not intended to constitute a complete health and hazard evaluation. Further
investigation would be required to more definitively evaluate the health and hazards
posed by the subject trees, some of which may not be disclosed by visual inspections.
Investigations include but are not limited to core samples, root crown excavation, and
visual inspection of the entire trees by climbing. Please be advised that healthy trees
and/or limbs may fail under certain conditions, and that the above recommendations are
based on industry standards of tree care.

220 Upper Walden Road, Carmel CA 2
April 27, 2017 Not an Official Monterey County Document



Urban Foresters/Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge
training and experience to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance their health
and beauty and to attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees. Clients may choose to
accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist or to seek additional advice.
Trees and other plant life are living, changing organisms affected by innumerable factors
beyond our control. Trees fail in ways and because of conditions we do not fully
understand.

Urban Foresters/Arborists cannot detect or anticipate every condition or event that could
possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Conditions are often hidden within the
trees and below ground. Urban Foresters/Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be
healthy or safe under all circumstances, for any specific period or when a tree or its parts
may fail. Further, remedial treatments, as with any treatment or therapy, cannot be
guaranteed. Treatment, pruning, bracing and removal of trees may involve
considerations beyond the scope of the arborists skills and usual services such as the
boundaries of properties, property ownership, site lines, neighbor disputes and
agreements and other issues. Therefore, urban forester/arborists cannot consider such
issues unless complete and accurate information is disclosed in a timely fashion. Then,
the urban forester/arborist can be expected, reasonably, to rely upon the completeness and
accuracy of the information provided. Trees can be managed but not controlled. To live
near trees, regardless of their condition, is to accept some degree of risk. The only way to
eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees.

Hazard/hazard potential: For the purposes of this evaluation and/report, a tree or tree part
that presents a threat to humans, livestock, vehicles, structures, landscape features or
other entity of civilization from uprooting, falling, breaking or growth development (e.g.,
roots). While all large landscape trees in proximity to such targets present some degree
of hazard regardless of their condition, such inherent hazard is not intended as within this
definition and its usage in this evaluation and report. As trees and other plant life are
living, changing organisms effected by innumerable factors beyond our control, F. O.
Consulting and its personnel offer no guarantees, stated or implied, as to tree, plant or
general landscape safety, health, condition or improvement, beyond that specifically
stated in writing in accepted contracts.

Thank you very much and please feel free to call if there are any questions or if | can be
of further assistance.

Sincerely,

Frank Ono
Certified Arborist #536

This report is based on a visual inspection of tree condition and for obvious defects. It is not intended to constitute a complete health and hazard
evaluation. Further investigation would be required to more definitively evaluate the health and hazards posed by the subject trees, some of which may
not be disclosed by visual inspections. Investigations may include but are not limited to core samples, root crown excavation, and visual inspection of the
entire tree or trees by climbing. Please be advised that healthy trees and/or limbs may fail under certain conditions, and that the above recommendations
are based on industry standards of tree care. This report is made with the understanding that no representations or warranties, either expressed or implied
are made that any trees referred to in the report or located on or adjacent to the subject property are sound or safe.

220 Upper Walden Road, Carmel CA 3
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PHOTOGRAPHS

-
LEs

434, #33, #32, and #31
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W

2 £ #3.%,;
Tree #31, #32, #33, #34
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A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas

5 TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 2 esiion

SuerAddress: RO U @@R LS8 e j HA%BD RATING: 4 / 0
MapfLocation: @5{5 _!,J) E oF @U!’ 1)) /mf’C[} = } *

non

Failure + Sizz + Target Hazard
ﬁwnerJh private unknown other Potential  of part Rating Rating
oate: A7/ 7 Inspector: OO o Immediate action needed
Date of last inspection; Needs further inspection

e Dendtree
TREE {%I?IABTEBISTIES
Tree #: Speeigs: - SAIEE
DBH: jﬁ; sottrunks: ] Height §Q -

Form: [Q‘ﬁr);lry symmetric  [Imjnor asymmetry [l major asymmetry Ll stump sprout [1stag-headed

Crown elass:  [J dominant %minant Dlintermediale {3 suppressed
Live crown ralio: / o ar, Ageelass: [lyeung [semi-mature %rﬂ ] over-mature/senescent

Pruning histery: lerowsrcleaned [ excessively thinned [ topped O crown raised T pollarded £ crown reduced £ flush cuts [ cabledfbraced
one ] multiple pruning events  Approx. dales.

Special Yalue: Jspecimen [ Jheritage/historic Clwitdiife TJunusual O siveettree [ Jscreen {lshade [ lindigenous mmd by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH _~ _
Fgliage color: %ﬂi Eé;r?ﬁc Oinecrotic. Epicormips? - Y@ Growth obstructions:
rse

Foliage density: (5 normal Leal size: ormal  [Jsmall Osiakes [Owireies Clsipns  [Jcables
Annual sheot grawth:  Clexcellent  [laverage Dﬁm{ Twj Diebat:k?@ N Olcurb/pavement [ guards
Woundwood development:  [Dexcellent [ avegage oor Clnone Clother

Vigorglass: lexcellent  [laverage [fair  (lpoor

Major pests{diseases:

SITE [:BNBIT!GRS <

Site Characler: Er/u!ence Dleommercial  [lindustial  [Tipark Topenspace Onpioial O woodland\orest

Landscape type: arkway Clraisedbed  [lcontainer Cmound  lawn Qfﬁ;mer 3 wind break

krigation: pne Dadequate [inadeguale Dexcessive  Llirunk weblled

Recent site distarhanee? N [lepnstrucfion  [3 soil disturbance E}gélchange [ Hine clearing [l sile clearing

%, drigline paved: 10-25% 25-50% S0-75% 75-100% Pavoment lited? Y @

% dripline wj fill sail: 10-25% 25-50% S0-75% _ 75100%

% dripfiae grade lowered: 0% 10-25% 2550 5075%75100% |

Sail probiems: {]drainage Da%w O compacted O droughty [saline [Jakatine [acidic [1small volume ) disease center D;history of fail
elay  dexpansive [lslope °  aspect

Obstrugtivas: [lliohts [1signage [liine-of-sight [lview |Jloverhead fines []underground utifities Cliaftic [Tadjacentveg. 15
Exposure ta wind: fhgle lree ﬁ/jaw canopy [labovecanopy [Jrecently exposed 1.Jwindward, canopy edge [ area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: _ £/ (&~  Occurrence of snowyice siarms ever {Jseldom [Jregulary

TARGET

{sse tnder Tree: @bﬁiﬁi’n DOlparking Cliafic O pe n drecreation [}landscape lhardscape T smalt features 0 ul:hiy lines
Can targel he moved? Y @

Can use he resticied? B/
Occupaney:  [Joccasional use  [lintermittent use Ll frequent use onstant use

The International Society of Arboricullure assumes no responsibility for conclusions or recommendations derived lrom use of this form.
P& |
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TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS: )
Suspect root mt:@N Mushroom/coni/bracket present: Y (@
vere  Cimoderate  Dliow Undermined: [lsevere £lmoterate m

fT distance from trunk  Rool area alfected: 2552:) bd e Oy Butiress wounded: Y (N When

Exposed roofs:

Root pruned:

fAestricted ront area:  [lsevere [ Jmoderate }Q—N{ Potential for raot falture: D«@e Cimoderate  Cllow

LEAN: ___  deg.fromyertical [Jnawal (1 unnatural 3 selt-corrected Soil heaving: Y@

Oecay in plane of lean: Yb Rools hroken Y @ Soil eracking: v@

Gompounding factors: teansoverity: [lsevere [Imoderate [Jlow

CROWN DEFECTS: indicate presence of individual defecls and rate their severity {s = severe, m = moderate, I = low)

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANGHES
Poor taper

Bow, sweep
Codominantsiforks
Multiple attachmenis
Inciuded bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity
Conks/mushrooms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Lonse/cracked bark
Nesling hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs ¢§ Can
Borers/termites/ants > £ : - - 5
Cankers/gallsfurls o
Previous failure s = .
HAZARD RATING :

Tree part most fikely to tmm—deﬁ 5 ff STIEA Failure potential: 1 - fow; 2 - medium: 3 - high; 4 - severe

inspaction period: annual biannual other Size of part: 1 - <6” (15 cm); 2 - 618" (15-45 cm:
3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30” {75 cm)

Failure Polential + Size of Part + TargetLF;éing = Ha7r£§aiing Tt EalG: 1~ ctcsanaite: 2 idittent iide:
= 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use

HAZARD ABATEMENT

Prune:  [dremove defective part [ reduce end weight  [lerown clean Dlthin {Jratse canopy [Dcrownreduce L restructure  Cishape

Cable/Brage: ____ Inspect further: (hroot erown decay 1laerial [ monitor

Remove iree: @N' RW@ N Moue largel: ¥@ Other:
Ettect on adjacent trees:_itfone [ evaluate

Natification: mmanager O govering agency  Dale: L’/’ 0.{7 / 7
COMMENTS

Mo 2.
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A Photographic Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 204 esison

; L RO U 0 LSl Der) HAZARD RATING: /
SesAddress: TSR Lo o
'_3\ " 7 /: )

Map/Location: M (D& LF Bui D NG 3

Failure + Size +  Target Hazard
Owner; 7!13 private unkmown other Potentiadl  of part Rating Rating

Date: A 7/ lnspectnr ON ') immediate action needed

Date of fast inspection: Needs further inspection
Dead tree

TREE GHARAGTERISTICS

Tee #: 2\ Species:

ot L) sottrnks: [ Heignt _55)_ Spread: L@, |

Form: @'ﬁmlly symmetic  J gunof asymmetry DI major asymmeiry [Clstumpsprout [ stag-headed

Crown elass: O dominant dominant  [lintermediate (] suppressed

Live crown ratio: _£7 59 % Ageelass: [lyoung [Jsemi-mature %&'ﬁ "1 over-mature/senescent

Pruning history: [ crows cleaned [ excessively thinned [ topped O crown raised T pollarded U3 crown reduced [ }Hiush cuts T cabled/brced
orne [ mulliple pruning events  Approx. dates: e

Special Value: [Jspecimen [Jheritageshistoric {Tlwildiife [Tunusual O sireettree [Jscreen [ishade Ulindigenous [Shfrotected by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH

Foliage cotor: [E‘ﬁmal Dchiorotic [ necrotic.  Epicormigs? - Y @ Growth obstructions:

Foliage density: 1 normal E}ﬁse Leaf size:
Annual shest growth:  Clexcellent [ average

pral Dsn% Dstakes DOlwirefties lsigns Ucablés
i N

Crocurb/pavement [l guards

or  Twig [:;e:y?
Woundwood development:  Jexcelient [ auerag;ﬂ?pﬂor one J other
ar

Vigor class: ﬂexceﬂentg Daverage {'.] fair

Major pests/diseases:

SHE CBHBITIBHS

Site Characler E@nm Cleommermial  Clindustrial pack Topenspace DpatGral 3 woodland\orest
Landscape type:  Olparkway [Iraisedbed [Jcontainer [Imound [Tlawn E{;‘:ﬂrﬁer [ wind break
frrigation: ne [Jadeguate [linadequale [lexcessive [litronk wettled

Receont sile disturhanes? k‘f Clepnstruction [ soll disturbance  [Jgradechange [ lNineclearing  [lsite clearing
%, dripline paved: 0% 10-25% 25-50% S50-75% 75-100% Pavement litied? ‘.’@

% driphine wy fill soil: 10-25% 5-50% 5075% 75-00%

% dripiing grade towered: © 0% 10-25% 25-5{3% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll probtems: [ drainage Bﬁ@w O compacted O3 droughty Tlsaline [ latkaling [ acidic [ small volume [ disease center D hislory ol fail
Tclay  Dlexpansive Ulslope °  aspect:

Obstrugtions: (llights [signage liine-of-sight [Jview !Joverhead fines [Tunderground utiifies Clirafiic Uladjocentves. T8

Exposure to wind: Eﬂiﬁ::e 3 below canopy [ Jabovecanopy OJ recenﬁsy/ I windward, canopy edge [ area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: Ht Occurrence of snowsice storms  Edfever  Oiseldom Ul regulasly

TARGET p

{se Under Tree: mng Olparking Cltraffic [ipedestrian Dlrecrestion (llandscape [Thardscape [ smaltfeatures [ ulility lines
Can target be moved? Y (N Can use he restricted? Y (N Eg/
Occopancy:  {loccasionatuse  (lintermittentuse Ll frequent use nsiant use
The International Societ}f' of Arboricuiture assumes no responsihility Jor conclusions or recommendations derived from use of this form.
P |
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TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:

Suspect root ret: ‘l( N) Mushraom/conk/bracket present; ‘f@ n:

Exposed roots:  [isevere [ moderale Undermined: (lsevere Imaderate Dkﬁ;
Rootpruned: ____ distance fromtrunk  Rootaregsflected: %  Butiress wmmde When:
fesiricted root area:  Clsevere  [Imoderale ]DK Potential tor root taiture:  Jsevere  RJhoderate  [llow
LEAN: _______ deg.from @rﬁmﬂ Onatural  Olunnatral  Oseli-corrected  Soil heaving: Y@

Rootls hroken Y@ Soil cracking: Y/ N

Compounding factors: Leanseverfly:  [lsevere [Cimoderate [Diow

Decay in plane of lean: Y

CROWN DEFERTS: indicate presence of individual defecls and rate their severity {5 = severe, m = moderate, | = low)

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANGHES
Paor taper
PBow, sweep "
Codominants/forks
Multiple attachments
included bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity
Gonks/mushrooms/oracket
Bleeding/sap flow .
Loose/cracked bark Y
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/fstubs 3
Borers/termites/ants S L S < S
Cankers/galls/burls T
Previous fallure

HAZARD RATING el
Tree part most likely to Iaicﬁ-& oTS (? ‘S7EN Failure potential: 1 - low:; 2 - mediuny 3 - high; 4 - severe
Inspection period: annuad biannual other Size of part: 1 - <6” “f’ cm); 2 - G'Ta" (15'4'5 cm);
Failure Potential + Size of Part + Targgclﬁiing = Hazard Rating Target mﬁﬂgza; 12;23&5:“735:'“2}iﬁ‘;;:gegi:;m

+ + = / 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use
HAZARD ABATEMENT
Prune: [ remove defective part [ reduce end weight Clcrown clean [ Jthin {1 raise canopy [ crown reduce tlrestructure  [Jshape
CablefBrace: ___ Inspect fusther: [Jroot crown decay 1 laerdal 1] monitor
Remove iree: éa\l " Repiace? @N Move fargel; Y @ Other:
Ettect on adjacent trees; ne [ evaluate _
Naotification: ner [manager ] governing agency Date: L/; é”zﬂ 7 ) ‘f7
COMMENTS

-
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. TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 24 caiion

SHesAddress: % R D {,/(f%z; 7 bl Qf«'}\) Hﬁ?_?ljﬂ BAT{NG . /0

MaprLagation: FAST 33 DE U= /:):vi-«!ikD!’ G . P ":} * T
B Failure + Size + Target Hazard

Owner: publ private unknown other Potential  of part Rating Rating

nate: =/~ 7 - [ Pspector: onld immediate action nesded

Date of tast inspeciion: Needs further mspection
Dead iree

TREE CHARAGTERISTICS

Tree #: é‘};_ Species: /{// 70 SR /

DEBH: +# of troanks: ’ Height g‘{') Spread: 7 0

Farm: generally symmetric [ minor asymmelry Tl migjor asymmelry  Clstump sprovt [ stag-headed

Crawn class: (O dominant -dominant  [intermediate {3 suppressed

Live crown ralio: &7 8 % Ageclass: [lyoung [lsemi-mature % I_] over-mature/sensscent

Praning history:  {orown c[;e‘ayﬁ excessively thinned [topped U crown raised Clpollrded 3 crown reduced U flush cuts 1] cabled/braced
I none itiple pruning events  Approx. dates: Up et OLAN s

Special Value: [lspecimen [heritage/istoric Clwildiife Tlunesval [hshresttree [Jscreen Fishade i_lindigenous %ﬁ[ﬂd by gaﬁ. agency

TREE HEALTH ‘_
Foliage colo:: Da!ﬁ?gal Olehlorofic [ neerotic. Epzﬁ'ugys?' Y@ Growlh obstructions:

Fodiage density: O3normal arse Leaf size: mal  Clsmali DOlslakes [Jwireffies [Clsigns { Jcables
Annuat shoot growth:  [excellent [average oor  Twig Diebac ?C\D N Oleurblpavement [ guards

Woundwood development:  [Thexcelient [Daverage Ulpoor &Y& Ol other

Vigor class:  Clexcellent [Javerage (llai Hfioar

Major pesis/iseases: ﬁ?m

SITE CONDITIONS

Sitz Character:  Efesidence Dlcommercial  Clindustriasl Olpark  Topenspace  Dpateral  TOwoodlantMores:

Laniiscape type: parkway raisedbed Dcontainer Omound Jlawn 54;) horder ) wind break

frrigation: one [adequale [inadequale [lexcessive [lirunl lied

Recent site distorbanes? O N Elconstrucion  [Jsoil disturbance  ™Grade change [ line clearing Usnle clearing

%, dripline paved: @ 10-25% 25-50% 80-75% 75-400% Pavement lited? V¥,

% dripline w/ till soii: @ 10-25% 2550% 5075% 75-100%

% dripfine prade lawered: 0% 10-25% 50-75% 75-100%

Soi} prablems: [ drainage D@w J compacted {Jdroughty [Jsafine [Jalkaline [lacidic [)small volume [ disease center C};hisiﬁry of lail

Dclay  Ulexpansive [Jslope °  aspect:
Obstructions:  (lliohts ignage  OJdine-of-sight Olview {Joverhead lines ] underground ulilities [Cltraffic  Cladjacentveg. O
Exposure {o wind: ngle tree (I below canopy  {Jabove canopy [ recently exposed 1] windward, canopy edge £ area prone to windgthrow
Prevailing wind direclion: ﬁw/' Occurvence of snow/ice slorms ngver [seldom [Jregularty '

TARGET ; ‘
tise Under Tree: mgn [lparking Cliaffic Cpedestrian (3 recreation £ landscape [ hardscape [ small features (3 utility lines
Gan target be moved? Y C%ﬁj

e -
Can use be restricted? Y B/
Ocespansy:  Joccasionaluse  Clintermiflentuse [ frequent use Constant use

The [nternational Societj of Arboricuiiure assumes no responsibiity lor conclusions or recommengations derived from use of 1his form.
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TREE DEFEGTS

ROOT DEFECTS: ;

Suspect root rat:@l\l Mushreom/conk/bracket present: Y@ iD: _
Exposed roots:  [Wfvere  Timoderate  Tlow Undermised: [Jsevere [Jmoderale Emw/

Raoot pruned: L} 1 distance from trunk Root area allec!ed;’:s_:éb,_% Buttress wounded: Y {N) When:
flestricted root area:  [lsevere [l moderate % Polentiat for root faifure: @ae(e?e O moderate  Dlliow

LEAN: _ _ deg.fromvertical [Jnatural Clunnatwral O self-corrected  Soil nea\eing:@ ]
Becay in plane of lean: Y Ruats breken Y@ Soll cracking: Y @

Compounding faclors: Lean severily:  1lsevere [Cimoderate [Dlow

CROWN DEFECTS: indicale presence of individual defecls and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, { = low)

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Paor laper

Bow, sweep
Codominants/forks
Multiple attachments
inciuded bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Gavity
Conks/mushirpoms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/slubs 5
Borgrs/termites/ants — = '
Cankers/galisfburls
Previous failure

HAZARD RATING £ ;
Tree part most likely to fail: tﬂd:}'?'.i 4_5[ STEpA Fatture potential: 1 - low; 2 - mediam; 3 - high; 4 - severe
Size of part: 1 - <67 {15 cm); 2 - 6-18” (15-45 cm);
3-18-307 (4575 cm); 4 - >307 (75 cm)
Targe! rating: 1 - occasional use; 2 intermittent use;
= : 3 - frequent use; 4 - conslant use

(A \f\au

—
>
-

Inspection period: annual biannual other
Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Fling = Hazard Rating

ol ¥ 2 - i ;
HAZARD ABATEMENT

Prune:  [Jremove defective part (] vreduce end weight [lcrownclean 11thin [lraisecanopy []crownreduce LI restructure [ishape

Cable/Brace: __ _ ] Inspect further: Clroot crown [Jdecay [laerial [ monitor
' > =

Remaove iree: @J Replace, ,.D N Moue largel: Y@ Other:

EHeet on adjacent trees:  (“fnone ({3 ovaluate

Hf.27-77

Notification: gr Eimanager [Jgoverningagency  Dale:

GOMMENTS

e .
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TBEE HAZAHD EVALUATION FORM 204 esition

snesmdaress <2 O L/ fjf T L4 L)L;,U HAZARD RAT".“:gi er L)

[ ) 4 g
Map/Location: Cﬁ 5*# e NE, o= f Vi asi® 3 + ,.)’ £ = I’

i Failure + Size +  Target = Hazard
Ournter: pupic __ e private unknawu other Potential  of part Rating Rating
Date: Y et 2o / Inspector: C:;:"\-ﬁi) Immediate action needed
Date of last inspection: Needs turther inspection

Dead trae

TREE {!H AET EBISTICS
Tree § Speries: /7 f{ SIS EE

DBH: &.’7;{ # of trunks: / Ha:gm- 7&.} Spread: /_gl
Form: Eﬁaﬂysymmemc Ef](mmr asymmetry  Dlmajorasymmelry  Clstumpsprost £ stag-headed

Crownelass: O ﬂogliam dominant  [linfermediate [ suppressed

Live crown ratio: _{,____ o Ageelasss Dlyoung Jsemi-mature m;e ") over-maturelsenescent

Pruning history: [ crown cleaned [ excessively thinned opped [} cmw? raised Ul polfagled (1 crown reduced U1 flush cuts T cabled/braced
lnone B’ﬁm{b{ﬁe pruning events  Approx. dates: {4 AIKPNIDLANS pd

Special Vatue: Uspecimen [heritage/istoric {lwildlife [Ttunusual (Tl streettree | Jscreen [lshade {_lindigenous %cted by gov. agency

TREE HEALTH

Foliage coloe: E‘rmzl [lchlorotic  [1necrofic. Epi;r‘m}s?‘ Y@ Growth ebstructions:
Foliage density: [ normat parse { eaf size: al  [Jsmall Ulstakes [wirefies Clsigns [ Icables
Anpual shapt growth:  Clexcellent Ulaverage vor  Twig t:?,c? & I Deurb/pavement [ guards

one

Woundwood development:  lexcellent Daverage  Elpeor [ other
Vigorclass: lexcellent [Javerage [1fair Gﬁ{a

Major pesis/diseases: /Bffj' s

SITE GONDITIONS

Sife Characler: B@eﬂce Oleommercial  [Jindusirial lpark Jopenspace [Onatural  Tlwoodland\orest

l.andscape type: parkway  [draised bed  Ocontaner Dlmound [lawn Shrub bosder [ wind break

frrigation: Q% Dadequate  [linadequate [Dexcessive [l ironk wetled

Racent site distarbance? (‘DN {epnsiruction P soll disturbance  (¥Qrade change  [lline glearing [ site clearing

% dripline paved: s 10-25% 25-50% S50-75% 75400% Pavement fitled? V{ N

% driphine w/ fill snil; /4 10-25% 25-50% 5075% 75-100%

% driptine grade lowered: 0% 10-25% é;;;g% 50-75% 75-100%

Soi} probfems: ldrainage m;nw Elcompacted (3 droughty [lsaline [Jalkatine [ acidic [Tl small volume U] disease center Djhisiory of fail
Cielay lexpansive {Jsiope ©  aspech:

Obstruclions: Dﬁg:‘ysignage CHine-of-sight [view [{Joverhead lines (Junderground ulitiies [ltraffic [ladfacentveg. O

Exposure to wind: MrSingle tree ?jzelew canopy (labove canopy [J recamtgga:xﬁgd Dlwindward, canopy etige  [3area grone to windthrow
il Occurrence of snowyice starms ever  [Jseldom  Llregulasly ‘

Prevailing wind direction:

TARGET
{fse Under Tree; E’Eufdiﬂg Olparking O traffic Cipedestrian [ recreation {1landscape [lhardscape [small features 3 ulilily lines
Gan target be moved? Y@ Ean use he restricted? YC“:D

Oceupaney. D occasional use  (intermittent use Ul frequent use Btﬁ;;use

The International Society of Asboriculture assumes no responsibility for conclusiens or recommendations derived from use of this form.
D0 §
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TREE DEFECTS
ROOT DEFECTS:
Suspect root mt:@N Mushraom/conk/racket present Y@ 1D:
Exposed roots: mﬁe@ Timoderate T low Undermined: [lsevere [Jmoderate Dﬂ{

Roat pruned: 5[1 distance from trunk  Rool area alfecled: “2;«5‘1.)., Butiress wounded: Y @ When:
Restricted root area: [l severe 1 moderate H—Ih{v’ Potenliat far root fatture: vere  [JImoderate  []low

LEAN: __ deg fromvuerical [Jnatural Dlunnatwral O self-corrected  Soil heaving: Y ®
Decay in plane of lean: Y@ Ropls broken Y Soil cracking: Y{ N

Compounding factors: {eanseverity:  [lsevere [lmoderate [Cllow

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicale presence of individual defecls and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, [ = low)

BEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper

Bow, sweep
Codominants/iorks
Muttiple allachmenis
Inciuded bark

. Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Gavity
Conks/mushrooms/bracket
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting holefbes hive
Deatwood/stubs P < S
Borersftermilesfants -1 by LS S
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous fallure

HAZARD RATING
Tree part most likely to fail: /Q()JTJ é_’f W Failure polential: 1- low; 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe
Size of part: 1 - <67 (15 em); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm);

3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30” (75 cm)

inspection period: annual biannial other

Failure Polential + Size of Part + Targef R 'Ving = Hazarg Rating TR 1 -ooaski s et use:

¥ + = 3 - frequent use; 4 - constant use
HAZARD ABATEMENT
prune:  [Tremove defective part £ reduce end weight [lerownclean [ Jthin () raise canopy [ crown reduce Ll restruclure ["Ishape
CablefBrace: e p Inspect further: (lroot crown {Jdecay 1laerial [_Imonitor
Remove ireeO Repiace’!@ N Move farget: @ Other:
Etiecl on adjacent ireege one { 1evaluate .
Notification: wner [Jmanager [ governing agency Date: L/* g L / 7
COMMENTS .

-

e -
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