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1.0 Summary

Project Snapshot:

e 995 total trees tagged and assessed by WLCA remain in the landscape as of the date of
writing. These trees are tagged #1 through #875, and #1,106 through #1,245. Trees removed
from the landscape have been deleted from the database, and two “control points are within
this tag number range. Less than twenty tree specimens within this tag number range have
been removed since the original survey, due to decline in condition, death, vehicle impact,
vandalism, etc.

e 542 removals are proposed by project team, including:

o 374 “standard trees” as defined by the project landscape architect.
0 75 “street trees” as defined by the project landscape architect.
0 93 *“development area trees” defined by the project landscape architect.

e 6 transplants are proposed by project team. These are large protected-size sycamore trees
located along North Wolfe Road.

e 105 additional removals are suggested by WLCA in addition to the 542 removals already
proposed by the team. This grouping includes evergreen tree specimens (mainly coast
redwoods) found to be in “very poor” overall condition (i.e. a tree with a rating of less than 30
overall condition rating points), or “dead per follow-up assessments by WLCA on 12/8/2017
and 1/9/2018.

e 447 trees are to be retained on site per the most current iteration of the tree disposition sheet
P-0602B dated 7/31/2018. Many individual specimens in this group are in very poor overall
condition, or dead (see the list of 105 additional removals suggested by the author).

Roughly 9% or more of the total coast redwood population at Vallco is now dead, up from 5% in
2015. Many of these trees were already in very poor overall condition when originally surveyed in
2015.

Fifty-three (53) evergreen tree specimens (again, mainly coast redwood specimens) have newly
fallen into the “very poor” overall condition category since the original 2015 tree survey by WLCA.
The prolonged California drought condition which persisted from roughly 2012 through 2016 was
the main cause of this decline. Roughly 30% of the total coast redwood population at Vallco is
now in the “very poor” category, up from 16% in 2015.

The average loss of overall condition rating points by Vallco tree specimens observed by WLCA
between the original 2015 WLCA tree survey and the January 2018 WLCA resurvey and report
update was roughly minus 5 to minus 10 points per each evergreen tree, out of a total of 100
points possible in the tree condition rating system used by WLCA.

There were also a small number of coast redwood specimens which experienced an uptick in live
twig density and live twig extension, resulting in increases in overall condition ratings for those
trees.
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Important note on survey limits: The above-noted additional 105 total dead and very poor overall
condition trees suggested by WLCA to be removed as of January 2018 does not include any of
the hundreds of shamel ash and other various deciduous tree specimens along east perimeter
road and west perimeter road, as those deciduous trees were not able to be accurately

reassessed in January 2018 due to Winter leaf drop (aka “leaf senescence”). Most of the

deciduous trees along the perimeter roads were completely defoliated as of WLCA’s 1/9/2018 re-

survey.

The following matrix summarizes existing conditions at the site, and includes detailed information
on tree disposition related to the current proposed development entitled Vallco Town Center
Project. The information was too complex to be presented in standard bulleted format:

SUMMARY TABLE 1.0

Municipal

Line o . . Condition i Total
Number Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
Tree tag
numbers
ranging from
#1 through
#875, and from None
#1,106 through exce t]lor
1,245, with . eXcep
. Ranging | six (6) trees
Total trees at control points from to be
1 : and trees Various " " 995
site dead” to | transplanted
already “ ”
good”. as noted
removed from
below on
the landscape line 2
since 2015 ’
included as
blank rows in
the Excel tree
database.
Fair to
Good
F(’)L"ts?ge(‘éit{eg? #260, 261, (see
2 AN 262, 414, 415, California sycamores Excel tree Yes 6
Cupertino tree
: 416 data table
ordinance)
for more
details).
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. o Municipal
Line _ : : Condition X Total
NI Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
Transplants .
initially proposed Six (6) I:Ga(l;;)z.)
by tsejlm é\é\g‘CA protected trees Condition
3 congi%erin in medians California sycamore (protected (see Yes 6
retainin thge #260, 261, specimens) Excel tree
ning 262, 414, 415, data table
trees in-situ, or 416 for more
removing the ' )
trees details).
ST'?‘FEE'ERD (Tag Numbers)
Directand | 4 (1.7) 101, (108-114), (115-200), 203,
Removals indirect
proposed by conflicts with (205-208), (210-218), (229-259), (Various
(264-269), 271, 272, (294-327), 329, o
4 team per sheet proposed condition No 374
P-06028B demolition and (331-375), (376-413), (417-427), ratings)
iteration new (445-449), (476-489), (490-518), 521,
2/31/2018 construction 566, (684-703), 720, 723, 728, 739, 744,
' (731-733), 745, 771, (1215-1220), 1222,
1223, 1234, 1244.
STREET TREE (Tag Numbers)
Removals Di';fj‘i’:eacrt‘d #8,9, 11, 13, (25-27), 31, (36-40), 67, 68,
proposed by conflicts with 70, 88, 106, 107, 219, 220, (222-224), (Various
5 team per sheet roposed (225-228), 263, 270, 273, 274, 276, 278, condition No 75
P-0602B der[;olii)tion and 279, (285-292), 330, 430, 434, 438, 439, ratings)
iteration new 443, (450-454), (456-459), 462, 464, 9
7/31/2018 construction (1106-1113), (1127-1133).
DEVELOPMENT
TREE
Direct and
Removals indirect
proposed by conflicts with (Tag Numbers) (Various
6 team per sheet proposed condition No 93
P-0602B demolition and #(89-100), (1134-1214). ratings)
iteration new
7/31/2018 construction.
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. o Municipal
Line _ : : Condition X Total
NI Description Details Species Ratings Péc:;tiﬁggn Count
Note: In this
evergreen
tree grouping, (Tag Numbers)
ADDITIONAL WLCA did not Overall
TREES include #281, 283, 435, 440, 441, 467, 468, 519, condition
deciduous 522, 536, 547, 555, 564, 567, 583, 592, ratings
Suggested to be trees along 597, 598, (603-608), 610, (628-631), between
. removed by east (633-637), 639, 646, 648, 653, 654, (659- Jero No 105
WLCA due to perimeter 661), (669-672), 675, 677, 683, (704- (dead)
“dead” or “very road or west 708), 711, 714, (716-719), 721, 722, and 29%
poor” overall perimeter (724-727), 735, 736, 758, 763, 764, 768, (“ver
condition road that 777, 780, 786, 787, 794, 804, (807-817), y
ratings. were out of | 821,825, 827, 834, 836, 840, 843, 846, | PO
leaf for the 852, (853-856), 867, 873, 1119.
winter as of
1/9/2018.
RE'-IFFEEI-E”SON (Tag Numbers)
Will require #10, 12, (14-24), (28-30), (32-35),
PrOPOStetd by tthe temporary | (41-50), (53-66), 69, (71-87), (102-105),
%f’riiaiﬁgénor? irrigation plus 221, 275, 277, (281-284), (428-429),
site, per sheet chain link root |  (431-433), (435-437), 440, (441-442),
F;-OGOZB protection 444, 455, 460, 461, 463, (465-467),
8 iteration zone fencing (468-475), 519, 522, (524-547), (Various) No 447
2/31/2018 and/or trunk (549-550), (552-564), (567-583),
' buffer wraps (585-683), (704-708), (710-719), 721,
Note that all during 722, (724-727), 729, 730, (734-738),
trees from construction (740-743), (746-770), (772-875),
> for the duration | (1114-1125), (1127-1233), (1235-1243),
matrix line 7 )
of the project. 1245.
above are
included in this
count.
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. o Municipal
Line o : : Condition X Total
NI Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
West penme_ter Proposed
road trees in o .
L utility trenching
vicinity of
d per street plan
trenching.
sheet
Various tag P-0406
numbers (#571 Expect
to #871, etc.) otgntial
9 b . Coast redwoods, shamel ash, etc. Various No 300+
. I negative
Tree disposition: .
. impacts to
Unknown until e
L o trees if utilities
finalized building .
. not installed
set of plans is : : .
, using pit to pit
overlaid onto O
directional
tree plot sheet bore
P-0602B to technolo
verify. 9y
Proposed
utility trenching
East side of east | per street plan
perimeter road. sheet
P-0406
Various tag
numbers (#518 Expect
10 to #570, etc.) poten.tlal Shamel ash, Chinese elm, etc. Various No 50+
negative
Tree disposition: impacts to
Unknown until trees if utilities
building set of not installed
plans is using pit to pit
available for directional
review. bore
technology
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. o Municipal
Line o : : Condition X Total
NI Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
Proposed
utility trenching
per street plan
sheet
P-0406
Potential root
loss to tregs Propo.sed. Giant sequoia, coast redwood, shamel
along east side | communication ash Ranges
of N. Wolfe Rd. line trench f g
Tree tag running north- rom yery
M| rumbers (10, | sounbetween |, (e baLSIo oA waneste | poorfo | No | o
431, 432, 433, freeway 280 for remova? such as #434 and %435p egr ’ .
434 435,437, | and Block 12 s . ; P
line 5 of this matrix).
etc.) development
(if the utility is
not installed
using pit to pit
directional
bore
technology)
Only limited
impact
assessment
was performed | WLCA reviewed tree species proposed
Conceptual by WLCA, due for use by the landscape architect Olin
b to the Studio in 2016, and offered alternatives
Landscape plan | : i d d
and Irrigation conceptua ~ to some species or cultivars deeme
. nature of the inappropriate. WLCA also offered limited
12 plan impacts to : A
- current analysis of potential landscape and
existing trees . L O -
designs shown irrigation trenching impacts to existing
(as applicable) on proposed trees.
PP plan sheet
P-0603, etc. See section 5.0 of this report below.
available as of
the date of
writing.
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2.0 Assignment & Background

Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist (WLCA) was initially retained in 2015 to tag and assess 895
trees throughout the existing site that extends from perimeter road west to perimeter road east,
and from freeway 280 to Stevens Creek Boulevard, Cupertino, California, including median trees
along North Wolfe adjacent to the project site. The east boundary of the survey area was a
property owned by Apple Inc. The west boundary of the survey area was a developed single
family residential area. Tags in this area are tagged #1 through #875 (round-shaped tags), with
median trees tagged as #1,106 through #1,125 (racetrack-shaped tags) along N. Wolfe Road.

Additional trees #1,126 through #1,245 were later tagged and assessed by WLCA in 2018.

WLCA'’s initial work product consisted of an Excel tree data set in PDF format, along with digitally
marked up tree location maps. The initial proposed development set of plans had not yet been
developed at that time, and was not available for review.

A secondary tree study was also completed by WLCA, which involved tagging, assessing, and
locating on a topo sheet all trees located north of the project site in a triangular lot known as
‘Alternate Lot West', situated between the northwest corner of the project site and freeway 280.
Trees in this area were tagged as trees #876 through #1,105, with round- shaped tags to #1,000,
and racetrack-shaped tags for trees numbering greater than 1,000. Twenty (20) additional North
Wolfe Road median trees #1,106 through #1,125 were added at this time, using the racetrack-
shaped tags as noted above.

WLCA was retained in September 2015 to prepare a formal written arborist report that was to
include the following items:

a) Review the set of proposed plan sheets as available in September 2015. If possible, note
conflicts where initial proposed utilities and construction may impact trees being retained, and
discuss adjustments to the plans as applicable.

b) Update the existing Excel tree data spreadsheet to note an “X” in removal column indicating
tree to be removed.

c) Discussion of trees to be retained and trees to be removed, including species overviews,
condition ratings, etc.

d) Note trees protected per Cupertino City Tree Ordinance being retained and removed.

e) Note trees suggested by WLCA to be removed due to very poor condition.

f)  Note possible adjustments to the scope of construction to optimize tree survival and/or
preserve important trees on the site as applicable (see also item ‘a’ above).

g) Note irrigation and soil moisture deficit concerns and options.

h) Note tree part failure risk concerns.

i) Archive digital images of some important or otherwise noteworthy tree specimens and include
those images in the report.

i) Attach the updated Excel tree data charts and a master tree location basemap to the report.

k) Prepare recommendations for transplanting on-site for significant sized trees that are
expected to be removed as a result of site plan work, with new install locations to be noted by
Consultant on the proposed site plan drawings. Specifications for holding trees in boxes, etc.
(i.e. “box holding” recommendations for irrigation, maintenance, etc.).

) Recommendations for tree protection and maintenance based on arboriculture BMPs, with
phased protection and maintenance conforming to the current proposed demolition and
construction phases 1, 2, and 3.
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All of the above items are included in this written report. Most of the information has been

presented in matrix (table) form, for ease of reference. The WLCA tree data sheets (Excel

format) are attached to this report.

2017-2018 Updates:

WLCA reviewed the new tree disposition plan sheet P0602, iteration date 1/02/2018, which
shows trees to be retained, trees to be removed, and trees to be transplanted as small
color-coded circles along with each tree’s numeric tag number. This sheet is attached to
this report for reference of existing tree locations.

WLCA revisited the site on 12/8/2017 and assessed all tree specimens along Stevens
Creek Blvd and along North Wolfe Road to determine overall condition ratings. These
ratings were added to the rightmost column of the tree data table. The data table with these
updated ratings is attached to the end of this report. Due to time constraints, no trees in
areas other than these two major street planting zones were reassessed.

One important note: Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei) undergoes an unusual Fall season leaf
senescence (dieback) during which time each individual tree specimen loses a portion of its
leaves. The actual loss of leaves falling to the ground may range from zero to 50% or more
of an evergreen ash'’s tree’s entire foliar canopy, and is considered a normal process as
might occur on a deciduous tree species. The problem with this unique senescence in
evergreen ash trees is that the variation in total loss of foliage in Fall makes it very difficult
for an arborist to visually assess the tree’s overall condition rating from the ground in an
accurate manner. Therefore, the condition ratings determined by WLCA on 12/8/2017 for
evergreen ash trees along Stevens Creek Blvd and along N. Wolfe Road are considered
“approximate” due to this variability in leaf loss, since in many cases the loss of foliage on
these trees appeared to be due both to normal Fall leaf senescence and to twig and branch
dieback resulting from years of California drought conditions.

WLCA revisited the site on 1/9/2018 to determine overall condition ratings for all of the
evergreen tree specimens throughout the entire Vallco project site (e.g. coast redwoods,
southern magnolias, etc.). During this most recent site visit, shamel ash, pears, Chinese
elms, and other deciduous tree specimens were omitted from the study, given that by
January, these trees had lost most or all of their foliage for the winter leaf senescence
period. Determining accurate overall condition ratings for these trees was no longer
possible by this date of survey.

The report summary section was completely updated to show current tree tag number tree
disposition, based off the tree disposition sheet P0602 iteration 1/02/2018. In addition to the
list of trees to be removed by the project, additional trees currently dead or in very poor
overall condition are included in a separated updated list of WLCA-suggested trees to be
removed. Various report tables were updated to account for the significant change in tree
overall condition ratings observed in this most recent field assessment.

WLCA reviewed the 1/2/2018 iteration of conceptual utility plans, grading and drainage
plans, landscape plans, etc., and commented on these throughout this report update where
applicable.

WLCA reviewed the 7/31/2018 iteration of the tree disposition sheet P-0602B prepared by
Olin and Rafael Vinoly Architects. Trees #1,126 through #1,245 were tagged, assessed,
and added to the Excel tree data spreadsheet at this time. Other trees were also added to
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the survey by WLCA at the request of Sandis Civil (project engineer). Arborist report
section 1.0 was updated at this time, except for summary table 1.0 lines #9, 10, 11, and
#12, which are based on WLCA's review of the older January, 2018 conceptual civil set of
plans. Other sections of the arborist report were similarly revised, after assessment of tree
disposition sheet P-0602B dated 7/31/2018. No other plan sheets were assessed during
the 8/18/2018 arborist report revision.

3.0 Observations & Discussion

3.1 Predominant Tree Species at Property

Percent of total tree
Tree Species Number of individuals . po_pulatlon of 895 .
individuals surveyed in
Spring 2015
Shamel ash o
(Fraxinus uhdei) 399 45%
Cogst redwoo_d 319 36%
(Sequoia sempervirens)
Pine species
(mainly Pinus radiata and 65 (approx.) 7%
Pinus pinea)

As seen above, the tree population percentages of coast redwood and shamel ash along the
project property perimeter are far too high for a stable urban forest situation. In an ideal world, we
would stratify the population out using a large number of tree genera and species to guard
against pest and disease outbreaks (and abiotic issues such as drought conditions) that could
potentially wipe out a large percentage of the tree population.

The existing monoculture type planting was from an earlier era when the project site was
originally built out and planted using mainly coast redwood and shamel ash. These trees are very
heavy water users, and have been suffering for years during the continuing California drought
conditions with subnormal rainfall. Supplemental very heavy irrigation on a regular basis
throughout the year is crucial to keeping coast redwood and shamel ash alive and vigorous.
However, the ash and redwood specimens at the site have not been receiving this level of
irrigation, and are spiraling into decline and in many cases death.

At this time, the property owner is not proposing any significant alterations to the perimeter tree
populations on the property, and the screening benefit of the perimeter trees will remain as long
as individual trees are alive and thriving. Note also that many of these trees are not actually on

the project property and are actually within a public utility right of way (personal communication,
project property owner 10/23/2015).

WLCA Update 1/15/2018: 30% of the coast redwoods along the Vallco perimeter roads are now
in “very poor” condition, and 9% of the coast redwoods are “dead”. These trees are suggested by
WLCA to be removed due to their limited usefulness in the landscape, and are noted by tree tag
number in Summary Table 1.0, Row 7.

11 of 48
Site Address: North Wolfe Road, Cupertino, CA Version: 8/20/2018
© Walter Levison 2018 All Rights Reserved
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com



mailto:walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

l)))l Walter Levison | ét

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401 ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor ISA Certified Arborist #WE-3172A

3.2 Tree Condition Studies

Overall Tree Condition Ratings for Two Main Species in Population as of January, 2018:
(Not including alternative lot west)

Tree Number of D) Very Poor
Species individuals (as of (as of Poor Fair Good | Excellent
P 01/2018) | 01/2018)
Coast 319 Est. Est. Est. Est. Est. >
redwood 30 97 30 105 55
Est. o
Percent of 9%, Eusr;[ .f:rsc? rf ' Est Est Est
0 . . . o
redwogd (100%) up frpm 16% in 9% 33% 17% <1%
population 5% in 2015
2015
Dead Very Poor
ST::?es il:l\gwi%iracl)sf (as of (as of Poor Fair Good | Excellent
P 12/2017 | 12/2017)
Shamel
ash
(Only the
overall
condition
ratings of
trees along 399 2 76 185 126 10 0
Stevens
Creek Blvd
and along
N. Wolfe
Rd.
updated
12/2017)
Percent of
Sg"i‘s?e' (100%) <1% 19% 46% 32% 3% 0%
population

Interestingly, the above study originally showed somewhat of a bell curve form, where most of the
tree individuals rated out with overall condition ratings in the middle portion of the rating range
(range is from dead (0%) to excellent (90% to 100%). However, after WLCA's reassessment in
2018, the coast redwood bell curve became misshapen, with a disproportionate number of trees

12 of 48
Site Address: North Wolfe Road, Cupertino, CA Version: 8/20/2018
© Walter Levison 2018 All Rights Reserved
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com



mailto:walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

l)j)l Walter Levison “gt

CONSULTING ARBORIST 1‘\ :

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401 ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor ISA Certified Arborist #WE-3172A

(roughly 63% of the total population) ending up in the “very poor” and “fair” categories. What
basically occurred was that many of the trees in the “poor” category declined over the last few
years of drought, and fell into the “very poor” category, thereby reducing trees remaining in the
“poor” category.

If droughty conditions continue in California with subnormal natural winter period rainfall, many of
these trees could continue spiraling into decline and end up with all ratings in the dead, very poor,
and poor portion of the rating range, unless very heavy irrigation were to be commenced at this
time and continued regularly through the entire winter.

(WLCA update 2018): In fact, we did experience continued droughty conditions through 2016,
which caused an additional 71 trees (mainly coast redwood specimens) to either newly fall into a
state of “very poor” condition (i.e. drop below the threshold of 30% overall condition rating points)
or newly die outright (see list of trees in row 5 of the summary section table). Although a few
coast redwood specimens did improve in terms of overall condition ratings, the above average
rainfall that occurred in the 2016-17 water year did not seem to significantly improve the overall
tree health or structural status at Vallco. The 2017-2018 water year was below average.

Author’s Side Note / Shamel Ash Assessment:

WLCA was requested to reevaluate all shamel ash specimens proposed to be retained by the
project team as per tree disposition sheet PO602 iteration date 01/02/2018, along the North Wolfe
Road and Stevens Creek Blvd. major view corridors. The result of this site visit was that a larger
number of trees were found to be in very poor overall condition (i.e. between zero and 29%
overall condition rating). Trees in very poor condition are typically recommended to be removed
from the landscape due to limited safe and useful life expectancy. As of 12/10/2017, WLCA
added all shamel ash specimens in very poor condition (only specimens along the above-noted
two street planting areas) into the “WLCA Recommends Removal” category, noted by tag number
in the summary table above in this report.

It was relatively very difficult to assess the ash specimens in December 2017, due to the fact that
individual ash specimens tend to hold onto their leaves in Fall/Winter at varying rates that range
from 100% retention to roughly 50% retention, even though the species Fraxinus uhdei is
generally known to laypersons as “evergreen ash”. This presents a problem with visual
assessment, since many trees will lose a large percentage of their foliar canopy as part of normal
leaf senescence that resembles the process for deciduous trees. The tree may be termed “partial
deciduous” given its tendency to lose foliage.

The species also drops a profusion of winged keys or “samaras” (the fruits of the ash tree) which
fall from short stems along extended branches that appear as fruit clusters in the tree. This
causes the tree to appear further denuded in Fall, and to the casual eye may look as if the tree is
“dying”. In fact, all of the branches that hold samaras are living stems, and are in no way related
to twig dieback or other decline of the tree’s health or structure. The presence of the denuded fruit
cluster branches does however further complicate the visual assessment of an evergreen ash
tree’s status in Fall and Winter, as it creates bare patches in the canopy that appear “dead”
unless the arborist assessor can identify the presence of the tiny stems present along the cluster
branches from which the samara fruits disengaged.
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3.3 Drought Effects on Project Site Trees

Given the current low soil moisture conditions that have been present in the San Francisco Bay
Area for multiple years now, and continued subnormal natural rainfall conditions, the moisture
available to the coast redwood and shamel ash tree root zones at the project site is very minimal.
This has resulted in chronic loss of live twig density and live foliar density in the trees, which is
expressed visually as desiccated, dead patches of canopy seen in the trees, especially in the
outermost, uppermost sections of the tree canopies of individual specimens along the east and
west sides of the west perimeter road (see images below in this report).

It is not clear whether tree vigor (new live twig and foliar growth) will be or can be boosted
through either very heavy, sustained supplemental irrigation of the trees’ root zones, or through
natural rainfall finally occurring after the (existing) prolonged period of subnormal soil moisture.
Generally, trees that decline to an overall condition rating of poor (i.e. less than 50%) will not
increase in vigor until very heavy irrigation is applied over an extended period of 6, 12, or even 18
months™ to the trees’ entire root zone areas. Even after this type of serious irrigation regime
commences and is continued for the extended period, the trees may still not respond favorably,
and will continue to decline.

High quality irrigation water with low ionic content needs to be available for supplemental
irrigation of coast redwoods. See section 3.5 below for more information.

! Levison, Walter. Professional consulting experience with irrigation of coast redwoods on construction

sites on South Bay and Peninsula, Bay Area locations, between 1999 and 2015.
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3.4 Soil Moisture Deficit / Moisture

Requirements

Shamel Ash and Coast Redwood Moisture Requirements

In order to keep coast redwood and shamel ash specimens from
declining in live twig density, live twig extension, and live foliar
density over time, a very heavy irrigation regime will need to be
set in place as an over-grade no-dig type system placed over the
ground throughout the open soil root zones of individual trees
and groupings of these trees being retained at the project site.

Although the actual volume of supplemental water to be applied
per week per coast redwood specimen varies with soil
conditions, weather, solar exposure, and other issues, the
following is a set of rough guidelines for water application based
on the author’s experience. Note that use of a heavy mulch of
coarse chipper truck type wood chips lain over the ground
surface in a 4 to 6 inch thick layer can significantly reduce
evaporation, and thereby help reduce supplemental irrigation

needs:
Per Month,
Supplemental Irrigation Per Week Year-Round
(See Tier 4 for Winter Rain Periods)
. i Suggest : Based on a standard
. Tier 1 “Optimal” for an 1x/week 20 gallons per each 1 inch of trunk set forth by another

individual coast redwood

irrigation event

diameter

consulting arborist

. Tier 2 Moderate level
(OK for trees with grafted root
systems, etc.)

Suggest
1x/week
irrigation event

10 gallons per each 1 inch of trunk
diameter

. Tier 3 During water use
restriction periods

Suggest
1x/week
irrigation event

5 gallons per each 1 inch of trunk
diameter

. Tier4
During Winter Storms
(Regular heavy rain events)

Temporary shutoff of irrigation system
OK between December and March,
depending on intensity of and
frequency of rain events.

. Optional: Fog, Spray, or Mist
Systems

(3x to 7x/week)

Site Address: North Wolfe Road, Cupertino, CA

© Walter Levison 2018 All Rights Reserved

Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

15 of 48

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

Version: 8/20/2018



mailto:walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

l’))l Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401 ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor ISA Certified Arborist #WE-3172A

WLCA generally recommends that irrigation events occur once
weekly (1x/week) throughout the entire “open soil sections of
the root zones” of the trees, which may be as large as 25 feet
radius or more in some cases. The trees’ root zone areas need
to be allowed to “dry down” as water percolates through the
uppermost few feet of the soil profile, and is then used by the
trees (transpired) or evaporates into the atmosphere
(evaporation from open soil). As noted above in this section,
use of mulch is beneficial if a layer 4 inches thick can be placed
over the open soil root zone areas of the trees, between
approximately 1 foot out and 25 feet out from the trunks of the
trees.

Optionally, we could install some type of fogging system to
augment moisture uptake by the trees by adding fog water to
some lower canopy or mid canopy locations. Redwoods in their
natural range along the Northern California coast and Oregon
coast forests derive a significant percentage of their water
moisture through direct acquisition of fog water through their
needles®. Thus, use of a fogging system could potentially be of
great benefit to the trees, if such as system could be affixed to
locations near canopies at varying elevations above grade. At
right is an image of an actual installed aerial misting system in

use on local peninsula Bay Area project redwood specimen.
These systems would require a substantial initial investment in
piping, mistheads, and labor to install, but have been beneficial

in terms of increasing tree survival during hot or windy periods, according to other arborists and
nurserymen | spoke with in 2015.

3.5 lon Content in Recycled Water / Standards

Many municipalities such as San Jose and Palo Alto are using recycled water as a regular
component of their City parks irrigation regime. However, this does come with known drawbacks.
Coast redwoods are known to be sensitive to ion concentrations in soil water per the text
referenced below>. The text notes that coast redwood has low tolerance of boron ion in recycled
water. lon sensitivity of coast redwood as related to other ions such as sodium, chloride, or
ammonium was not specifically noted in the text. However, per the author’s conversations with
numerous city arborists and consulting arborists in the Bay Area, coast redwood appears to have
low tolerance of specific ionic content in water in addition to boron ion.

The following table derived from information in the below-referenced text provides some
guidelines for total ion content of various ions in recycled water at levels that could be deemed
“safe” for trees with low tolerance (high ion sensitivity), although this is only a guideline, and was
published more than 10 years ago:

2 Burgess SSO, Dawson TE (2004). The Contribution of Fog to the Water Relations of Sequoia
sempervirens (D. Don): Foliar Uptake and Prevention of Dehydration. Plant Cell Environs. 27:1023-1034.
% Costello, Perry, Matheny, Henry, and Geisel (2003). Abiotic Disorders of Landscape Plants: A Diagnostic
Guide. UC ANR Publication 3420. ANR Communications Services. Oakland, California.
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Unsafe for Tree
Content Range : ;
o Type of 2 ) - Species with Low
Irrigation Water lon Measurement Considered S:afe'for Tolerance to Stated
Landscape Irrigation |
ons
TDS Total .D|ssolved Mg/ <450 450 10 2,000
Solids
Salinity Mmhos/cm <0.7 0.7t0 3.0
Boron Mg/l <0.5 0.5t01.0
Chloride
(surface bubbler Mg/l <140 140 to 300
irrigation)
Chloride
(sprinkler irrigation) Mg/ <100 >100
Sodium
(surface bubbler SAR <3 3t09
irrigation)
Sodium
(sprinkler irrigation) Mg/l <70 >10

Salinity tolerance of various tree species proposed in project tree palette by the landscape
architect is noted in the reference shown in this report as citation #3. WLCA is in communication
with the landscape architect staff to discuss salinity tolerance issues.

EXISTING REDWOODS

The new project does not propose to use recycled water for irrigation of the existing redwoods
being retained as perimeter screening (personal communication 10/23/2015, property owner).
Therefore, the ionic content of irrigation water appears (at the time of writing) to be an issue with
new proposed tree plantings only.

USE OF RECYCLED WATER BLEND AND FLUSHING SEQUENCES

To reduce ion content in irrigation water to acceptable levels per the above matrix guidelines,
recycled water with high ion content can be blended with standard municipal drinking water prior
to running it through irrigation systems for surface application to trees. Per the property owner,
this blending will be performed seasonally during nhon water-restriction periods in order to comply
with local regulations regarding potable water use for landscapes during drought periods.

Another “trick” that can be performed to reduce ionic content remaining in the root zones of trees
is to use recycled water for a number of irrigation cycles (e.g. 4 to 9 cycles), then “flush” the root
zones by using a 5" or 10" irrigation cycle of 100% municipal drinking water (anecdotal
reference). This would require that a very detailed record of irrigation be maintained by a
groundsperson on site, to record exactly when recycled water and drinking water was applied to
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very specific landscape zones. Both recycled water and drinking water would need to be available
side by side as irrigation system inputs with manual levers that would be operated by the
groundsperson.

OAK TREES BEING INSTALLED

Per discussions with arborist Dave Muffly who is an expert in oak tree selection and cultivation,
oak species being installed at the project should be provided with municipal drinking water as the
irrigation water source, without any blending with recycled water. This is recommended to avoid
potential problems with ion sensitivity by the oaks. Mr. Muffly notes that an adjacent project will
not use recycled water for irrigation of the oaks (this project is also within the jurisdiction of City of
Cupertino, and has recycled water piping that will be used for irrigation of non-oak landscape
zones).

As regards the project roof planting area where many oak species will be installed, we may need
to develop a special dual piping system which will allow for recycled water and standard drinking
water sources to be piped up separately. This would allow the two water sources to be applied in
an alternating manner and/or blended in a tank prior to being applied to sensitive species such as
the oaks and fruit bearing orchard trees, to reduce the overall ionic content being applied to the
landscape over time.

RECYCLED WATER EFFECTS ON FRUIT-BEARING ORCHARD TREES

WLCA Update January 2018: The green roof planting plan sheets are no longer proposing
use of fruit trees as plantings for the green roof area, except for Lapins cherry (Prunus
avium ‘Lapins’). As noted on the plans, however, the tree species proposed to be installed
at the Vallco site are “subject to change”.

Per the text referenced in citation #3 in this report, fruit-bearing tree species originally proposed
by the team for the rooftop orchard which were to be for human consumption are noted in the text
as exhibiting “low” relative tolerance to ionic content in recycled water used for irrigation. Given
that fruit bearing orchard trees generally require heavy irrigation, this is of concern if recycled
water is going to be used on the project’s greenroof where the orchard areas will be located. As
noted above in this section of the report, blending recycled water with municipal drinking water
can bring down ionic concentration to levels below the safe thresholds noted above in the matrix.
Flushing the tree root zones by use of 100% drinking water on a periodic basis may also be a
viable method of reducing ionic concentration buildup in the root zones of the trees, such as the
example WLCA noted of 4 to 9 irrigation cycles using recycled water, followed by a 5" ora 10"
irrigation cycle using 100% municipal drinking water (anecdotal reference).

Per the author’s recent conversation with a Northern California soil scientist who specializes in
orchard soils, the inability for fruit trees such as cherry, apricot and apple to tolerate ion content in
recycled water used for irrigation appears to be verified. Blending and/or other dilution is
warranted.

Again, use of a dual piping system to bring up both standard drinking water and recycled water
sources to the greenroof may be able to solve the problem of ionic content in recycled water
being applied to the orchard areas, as it will allow us to blend the two sources of water and/or
apply them to the landscape in an alternating manner to flush salts through the soil.
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WLCA suspects that over time, municipal recycled water may become of increasingly higher
quality in terms of ionic content being reduced to below the low-tolerance sensitivity threshold of
0.7 Mmhos/cm salinity. Refer to the ionic content table on page 14 above for more information.

SPRING 2018 / NEW INFORMATION ON LOCAL SOURCE OF HIGH QUALITY

RECYCLED WATER FOR LANDSCAPE PLANT USE

WLCA spoke with Mr. Lyle Frohman of San Jose Recycled
Water Treatment Plant in December, 2017 regarding the
newest and best recycled water “blend” now available as a
retail product for sale to certain municipalities for use as
surface landscape irrigation®. Mr. Frohman detailed the
following information:

a. The Santa Clara Valley Water District’'s new facility came
online in 2014, called the “Silicon Valley Advanced Water
Purification Center”. This 72 million dollar facility treats
wastewater to the tertiary level, and is thus actually
potable (theoretically drinkable), with extremely low levels
of TDS (total dissolved solids).

b. South Bay recycled water from the new plant is then
“blended” with City of San Jose Recycled Water
Treatment Plant’s recycled water of higher ionic content,
thereby achieving an overall (average) TDS of 490 parts
per million®: below the treatment target threshold of 500
TDS for use as surface landscape irrigation water.

c. This recycled water “blend” is then sold wholesale to four
customers:

i. City of Milpitas.

ii. City of San Jose.
iii. San Jose Water Company.
iv. City of Santa Clara.

fls

CONTACTS
SBWR

City of San José Environmental Services Dept.
Media contact: Jennie Loft (408) 535-8554

RECYCLED WATER RETAILERS

City of Milpitas Water & Sewer

Public Works Department

1265 North Milpitas Boulevard, Milpitas, CA 95035
Phone: (408) 586-2600 www.ci.milpitas.ca.gov

City of Santa Clara Water & Sewer Utility
1500 Warbutron Avenue, Santa Clara, CA 95050
Phone: (408) 615-2000 www.santaclaraca.gov

San Jose Municipal Water System - Recycled Water
Engineering & Operations

3035 Tuers Rd., San José, CA 95121

Phone: (408) 535-3500 www.sanjoseca.gov

San Jose Water Company
110 W. Taylor 5t., San José, CA 95110
Phone: (408) 279-7900 www.sjwater.com

These customers then sell the water blend as a retail product to commercial customers located

within their jurisdictions.

These four entities can be contacted to determine if the recycled water blend is available
for purchase by Vallco for use as landscape irrigation water (see contact details above

right).

Use of the South Bay blended recycled water which tests at less than 500ppm total
dissolved solids means that we would no longer have to worry about landscape tree or
plant sensitivity to ionic content in the water, and no additional dilution/blending would be
needed prior to our release of the water onto the greenroof or street level planting areas.

* It is not known whether this special recycled water “blend” is available to City of Cupertino area

customers such as Vallco.

> Average TDS per 2017 City of San Jose water recycled water quality report at:
sanjose.gov/recycled water/retail customer information / water quality reports
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3.6 Effects of Proposed New Utility Plan on Woody Roots

The negative effect of proposed new utility trenching per project sheet P-0406 iteration January,
2018 on existing trees to be retained could be significant to severe, depending on the actual final
alignments of these utility trenches. The current plan sheet shows utilities as conceptual routing
only, and it is therefore difficult to determine actual impacts to specific trees. However, WLCA did
note various groupings of trees and expected (potential) impacts to those trees from utility
trenching, in the summary table 1.0, lines 9, 10, and 11, above in this report.

Typical woody lateral root growth extends from trees at least 3X to 5X the canopy dripline radius
per previously published arboriculture science texts. This growth is generally present between
grade elevation (i.e. soil surface) and down to approximately 24 inches below grade in our
western Bay Area urban clay-based soils, though in some cases, older redwoods and oaks can
achieve large diameter woody root growth at depths as far as 50 to 60 inches below grade6

For tree stability maintenance, it is acceptable to sever roots at locations within 25 to 30 feet of
large diameter coast redwoods and shamel ash. However, utility trenching within 25 feet of those
trees may cause severe negative impacts to the trees’ health and structural condition, resulting in
premature decline and/or death. In those cases where utilities need to be routed within 25 feet of
large trees being retained, WLCA suggests using pit to pit directional bore technology whereby
conduit is pushed and pulled below the root systems of trees being retained, thereby allowing for
almost complete root preservation when done correctly. See image of pit to pit directional bore in
action below on one of my projects in the Bay Area. In this particular case, the bore started above
ground, and ended at a pit. Typical method would be to start and end at a small dug pit.

® Levison, Walter. Professional experience on Bay Area construction sites from 1999 to 2018.
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4.0 Risk of Failure/ Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (TRAQ)

Prior to the newer International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) TRAQ system (tree risk assessment
qualified) coming into place as the new international standard for tree part and whole tree failure
risk assessment, arborist consultants referred to an older numeric system of 12 points which
consisted of:

(Outdated Rating System)
e Failure potential of identified part (1 to 4 points)
e Size of part (1 to 4 points)
e Target rating (1 to 4 points)

The final numeric “hazard rating” derived from this system ranged from 3 to 12 points7.

The newer system is based on alpha-type ratings, and requires the tree risk assessor to attend a
rigorous training class sponsored by the ISA, after which the assessor takes a final exam.
Assessors that pass the final exam are then given the title “tree risk assessment qualified”, after
which time they are allowed to use the published system and its components® and prepare
information on tree risk in written reports. Qualified tree risk assessors must retake the
qualification course and exam every few years to renew status as tree risk assessment qualified.
The basic TRAQ process has been amalgamated into a matrix below (next page) for readers of
this report.

Note that TRAQ risk ratings are derived after consideration of various different failure modes (e.g.
branch, scaffold limb, mainstem, whole tree) and different targets such as vehicles, pedestrians,
bicyclists, residential structures, commercial buildings, etc. Target frequency and duration at a
specific target zone, such as cars and pedestrians stopped at a traffic light, are considered when
determining target “occupancy”, in order to determine risk of tree part failure and impact of that
tree or tree part onto that specific target at that moment when the target is occupying the target
zone radius.

" Matheny, Nelda and Clark, James. 1994. Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas. 2™ edition.
International Society of Arboriculture, Urbana, Illinois.

® Duster, Julian et. al. 2013. Tree Risk Assessment Manual. International Society of Arboriculture,
Champaign, Illinois.
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TRAQ Protocol Amalgamation

|Likelihood of Failure Likelihood of Impacting Target
Very Low Low Medium High
. . Somewhat | .
Imminent Unlikely . Likely Very Likely
Likely
S hat
Probable Unlikely  |Unlikely el 7
Likely
Somewhat
Possible Unlikely  |Unlikely  |Unlikely omew
Likely
Improbable Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely

in many severe weather conditions.
|Possible: Failure could occur, but it is unlikely during normal weather conditions.
IProbahle: Failure may be expected during normal weather conditions.

|Imprnhahle: The tree or branch is not likely to fail during normal weather conditions and may not fail

[imminent: Failure has started or is most likely to occur in the near future, even if there is no significant

wind or increased load.
I I I I I

Very Low: Remote chance that failure will impact target. Rarely used site fully exposed; occassionally
used site partially protected. Rarely used trail or trailhead in a rural area, or an occassionally used area
that has some protection due to other trees between the failure and the target.

Low: Not likely that failure will impact target. Occassionally used area fully exposed; frequently used
area partially exposed; constant target well protected. EX: a little-used service road next to the tree, or
a frequently used street with a street tree between the assessed tree and the street.

Medium: Even odds that failure will impact target. Frequently used area fully exposed on one side of
tree; constantly occupied area partially protected. EX: suburban street next to street tree, or a house
partially protected by an intermediate tree.

High: Likely that the failure will contact the target. A fixed target is fully exposed. EX: near a high-use
road or walkway with an adjacent street tree.

| I I
Likelihood of Failure Consequences
and Impact Negligible |Minor Significant |Severe
Very Likely Low Moderate |High Extreme
Likely Low Low Moderate |High
Somewhat Likely Low Low Low Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low

|Negligible: low value damage or disruption, no personal injury.
Minor: low to moderate damage, small disruptions to traffic or communication lines, or very minor
personal injury.

Significant: moderate to high value damage, considerable disruption, or personal injury.
Severe: high value damage, major disruption, severe personal injury or death.
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As of August, 2018, approximately 526 trees at the project site are proposed to be removed from
various sections of the existing property, and approximately 109 additional trees are proposed by
WLCA to be removed due to very poor overall condition or structural and/or health issues that are
unmitigable, for a total of approximately 635 (potential) removals out of 995.

The project team proposes to retain 463 trees on site, assuming that the 109 trees proposed to
be removed by the author will simply remain in the landscape. This tree grouping consists mainly
of coast redwoods and shamel ash, along the perimeters of the site that are vulnerable to
proposed construction damages in terms of both subgrade impacts to roots from utility conduit
and pipe trenching, soil compaction, etc. and above-grade physical impacts to the trunk tissues
and canopy live wood and foliage.

Use of WLCA and/or other arborists as construction period tree monitors will help minimize risk of
tree damages that could increase risk of whole tree and tree part failure and impact to targets.

Designing around trees to avoid deep excavation, trenching, grading, construction, and other
work within 20 horizontal feet of trunk edges can go a long way toward reducing impacts to the
trees being retained, and reducing risk of tree failure and impact to targets.

Given the existing issue of soil moisture deficit (i.e. “drought stress”) and lack of adequate
irrigation to boost soil moisture within the root zones of trees being retained, WLCA expects that
many of the trees to remain may actual become moderate risk or high risk specimens over time
due to their premature decline in terms of loss of live twig density. As an example of our current
risk exposure and future risk of tree failure and impact to targets as related to irrigation, WLCA
offers the following sample risk assessment of a typical coast redwood along the west perimeter
road:

SAMPLE RISK ASSESSMENT FOR A COAST REDWOOD TO REMAIN AT THE PROJECT

Typical coast Lielinzos @ Risk of
yPedwood Cene o Likelihood ITEEBIg Lielinees Failure and
. Location (Average : target of failure | Consequences
SpedmEn existing) i el edestrians | and impact Lifzre1e
Mode of Failure 9 P P (Existing)
and cars
#7210 8871 | VoSt
side of Somewhat
Failure Mode: west Fair Possible High Likel Significant Low
Branch " | perimeter y
road
. S Likelihood of Risk of
Tyfégs\locc?;m Condition L(')‘;?;!?Sroed impacting Likelihood Failure and
specimen / Location (Future (Future target of failure | Consequences Impact
P . estimated) pedestrians | and impact (Future
Mode of Failure est.)
and cars est.)
#7210 8871 | Vet very poor
side of (If trees . . .
Failure Mode- west not heavily Probable High Likely Severe High
Whole Tree pe:gr;lzter irrigated
year
round)
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EXISTING “ELEVATED RISK” TYPE TREES

Although outside of the initial scope of WLCA's tree assessment assignment, it is noteworthy that
some existing trees exhibiting significant lean off from vertical, girdling roots, and/or woody
buttress roots severed on one or more side of the root plate during landscape irrigation pipe

trenching and/or sidewalk replacement could be categorized as “elevated risk” type trees that
currently rate out as moderate or high risk of failure and impact to target. These include trees
proposed by the project team to be retained, such as, but not limited to trees #435 and #726.

The author has suggested that these trees be removed due to very poor overall condition ratings,

as noted in the summary table above in this report.

There may be many additional trees that become “elevated risk” specimens due to root loss, root
damage, and continued soil moisture deficit, during the actual construction of phases 1, 2, and 3

at the project over time. Use of heavy irrigation at the site starting now (2018) may be very

beneficial in the long run in terms of reducing dieback and lengthening expected useful lifespan of

the trees by providing good soil moisture to trees being retained.

5.0 Landscape & Irrigation Pipe Installation Concerns

Demolition of Existing Planters /
Concerns:

Demolition of existing curbs, planting areas,
asphalt parking stall surface materials, etc. to
make way for new landscaping may cause
significant or severe damage to the below ground
portions of trees being retained such as shamel
ash at the southwest end of the site along the
south boundary of the former Sears parking lot
(see sample blowup at right, showing proposed
planting plan, street level, sheet P-0605, January,
2018 iteration).

WLCA'’s main concern in areas such as this
involves demolition crew activities during removal

o
bl

4 A

~ STEVENS CREEK BOULEVARD

'

of surface hardscape and deep curbs, which may be comingled with existing woody tree root
systems. When pulling out the curbs and hardscape piece by piece, these roots may become
tangled with the machinery bucket teeth and be pulled, ripped, or otherwise destroyed or

damaged in the process. Therefore, an arborist monitor is suggested during demolition of any
material within approximately 20 feet of a tree to be retained. As noted above in this report, we
know that woody tree roots can extend laterally as far as 3x to 5x the canopy dripline distance
from the trunk edge, which means that a 20 foot radius canopy tree may theoretically have roots
extending as far as 60 to 100 feet radius out from trunk, even under asphalt, if there are no
physical impediments to growth extension such as deep curbs or deep foundation footings.

Irrigation Pipe Trenching / Concerns:

New irrigation pipe trenching will need to be performed in a manner that allows for maximum

lateral woody root retention when within 20 horizontal feet of trees being retained. Toward this
end, we will need to modify the standard (typ.) municipal code 18 inch depth of cover spec detail
used in most jurisdictions for schedule 40 PVC piping, and instead use one of the following

options:
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a. Option 1: “No Dig".

This irrigation type uses flexible 2" diameter tubing that starts at a
PVC riser at 20 feet or farther from a tree trunk of a tree being
retained, and proceeds to snake over the ground to locations
within 20 feet of a trunk of an existing tree where irrigation is
needed. Bubblers are either affixed to the tubing itself, or to
offshoot ¥4” diameter tubing with bubblers. There is also emitter
line that is available in ¥2” diameter, with built in bubblers, though
these tend to clog easily.

The no-dig option is optimal in terms of protecting lateral tree
roots extending out from existing trees. However, vandalism is
always a problem. The tubing can be buried slightly by covering it
with a 4 inch thick layer of wood chip mulch to avoid some
vandalism, but further measures may need to be taken to keep
the tubing flush with the soil surface, such as pinning down the
tubing with professional grade steel landscape U-pins, etc. See
image at right.

b. Option 2: “Six Inch Cover” Rule:

Use a modified specification such as a
setup where a maximum of six (6) inches
of soil cover is specified as the maximum FiNv<H GRACE
allowable vertical space between top of
newly installed PVC irrigation pipe and
original soil grade elevations, within 20 ’
feet of a tree trunk. Below is a sample P4 £
specification side cut detail showing this o T =
“shallow cut” type setup that was used for =
a recent project where new landscaping
was to be installed within 20 feet of . : = i
valuable cedar specimens being retained T\ s O ETE T COMPACTED ToMATEH
in Palo Alto, California. S~ TR HETIVE ALRROUNCINA 20

CURB OR PAVING EDGE

1] [~ ‘ — |__- —13 HOH-PRESSURE LATERAL LINE

c. Option 3: UV-Resistant PVC Pipe: SI=T=TE=EEEEEN =S

— 2" CLEAN SAND UNDER IRRIGATION
LINES

VALVE CONTROL WARES, BUNDLE

PRESSURE MAINUNE

Use a grey colored UV-resistant type PVC
pipe that can be laid directly over grade in P S REUCED
sunlight. This type of piping is typically SUBJECT T CONF RIATION B PROJECT
referred to in the landscape trade as “gray FroneeR

pipe”, and is often used for solar rooftop

installation applications. See image below

|"|ght Pacific Plastics
1/2 inch Sch. 40 UV Resistant PVC Pipe
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6.0 Tree Transplant Options

Trees currently proposed by the project team for transplant include six (6) protected-size9
California sycamore specimens protected by City tree ordinance #414, 415, 416, 260, 261, and
#262. These are larger trees, some of which exhibit defects such as mainstem lean off from
vertical, and/or lopsided canopy form.

The trees are all currently in “fair” overall condition, except for tree #262 which is in “good” overall
condition. Typically, trees rated in “fair” condition are not good candidates for transplant.

Transplanting, depending on whether a tree is immediately moved and installed at another
location, or is boxed up and held above ground with temporary irrigation for a number of months
or years prior to permanent reinstallation at the transplant site, can cost on the order of $5,000 to
$20,000 or more per tree for larger trees (e.g. a 15 inch diameter coast live oak). Thus, the costs
of transplant are generally infeasible in terms of the cost of transplant versus appraised dollar
values of the trees.

Typically, smaller diameter trees such as those 10 inches trunk diameter or less, in good overall
condition (i.e. 70% overall condition rating or better), with upright, symmetrical branch and limb
architecture are the best candidates for transplant.

Larger diameter trees, older trees, trees in poor or fair condition, and specimens with
asymmetrical root systems, sloping root systems on a non-level slope, and those which exhibit
asymmetrical above-ground branch architecture, are for the most part not good transplant
candidates.

Given these conditions, the survivability rate of the proposed six (6) transplants noted above may
be 25% to 45% at best. Contact tree movers for quotes and for further assessment of
transplantability, such as Brightview Landscape Services (formerly known as Valley Crest Tree
Care, with its extensive tree moving division).

7.0 Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

Any legal description provided to the consultant/appraiser is assumed to be correct. Any titles
and ownership to any property are assumed to be good and marketable. No responsibility is
assumed for matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised and evaluated as
through free and clean, under responsible ownership and competent management.

It is assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinance, statutes,
or other government regulations.

Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified
insofar as possible; however, the consultant/appraiser can neither guarantee nor be
responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others.

The consultant/appraiser shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of
this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an
additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule and contract of engagement.

° Per City of Cupertino tree ordinance.
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Unless required by law otherwise, the possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply
right of publication or use for any other purpose by any other than the person to whom it is
addressed, without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of the consultant/appraiser.

Unless required by law otherwise, neither all nor any part of the contents of this report, nor copy
thereof, shall be conveyed by anyone, including the client, to the public through advertising,
public relations, news, sales, or other media, without the prior expressed conclusions, identity
of the consultant/appraiser, or any reference to any professional society or institute or to any
initiated designation conferred upon the consultant/appraiser as stated in his qualifications.

This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the consultant/appraiser,
and the consultant’s/appraiser’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified
value, a stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be
reported.

Sketches, drawings, and photographs in this report, being intended for visual aids, are not
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or
surveys unless expressed otherwise. The reproduction of any information generated by
engineers, architects, or other consultants on any sketches, drawings, or photographs is for the
express purpose of coordination and ease of reference only. Inclusion of said information on
any drawings or other documents does not constitute a representation by Walter Levison to the
sufficiency or accuracy of said information.

Unless expressed otherwise:

information contained in this report covers only those items that were examined and reflects the
conditions of those items at the time of inspection; and the inspection is limited to visual
examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, or coring. 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.

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.
Arborist Disclosure Statement:

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training, and experience to
examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and 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.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a
tree. Tree are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often
hidden within trees and below ground. Arborist cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or
safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments,
like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the
arborist's services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes
between neighbors, and other issues. Arborists cannot take such considerations into account
unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then
be expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information
provided.
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Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some
degree of risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate the trees.

8.0 Certification

| hereby certify that all the statements of fact in this report are true, complete, and correct to the
best of my knowledge and belief, and are made in good faith.

o

Signature of Consultant Walter Levison

9.0 Digital Images Archived 2015 Onward (WLCA)

Tree # Image Tree #

285 to 289 to

be removed, 277 to 284,
looking looking north
northeast
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Tree # Tree #

Sycamore
260 initially
proposed by
team to be
transplanted.

WLCA
suggests
removal of

tree, or
redesign the
plan to work
around it.

261 and 262 to
be
transplanted,
looking south

416 initially
proposed by
the project
team to be
transplanted
(WLCA
suggests
removal of
the tree, or
redesign of
the project to
work around

it)

414, 415, and
416 to be
transplanted
per current
proposed plan.

29 of 48
Site Address: North Wolfe Road, Cupertino, CA Version: 8/20/2018
© Walter Levison 2018 All Rights Reserved

Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com


mailto:walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

)

Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

heave (vertical
displacement)
along the east
side of tree 431
to be retained.
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Tree # Imao S——
S
426 to 444 Close-up of
i the roots
along west side
' severed
of Alexander’s
along the
Steakhouse J
west side of
Some of these tree 438,
trees are (suggested
by WLCA to
suggested by o
WLCA to be
removed),
removed due doring
to safety (risk) g
concerns
replacement.
Sidewalk

Infrastructure
such as this
with roots likely Redwoods
travelling under 423. 424
the hardscape 425,t0 bé
should be left removed at
in-situ instead the
of being ' steakhouse
removed (if parking lot
possible), .
since severe
root loss could
occur if the
walk were
rebuilt. Use
diamond
grinding to
level.
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Tree #

Image

Tree #

Image

Italian stone
pines in JC
Penny parking
lot, looking
south.

Trees 338 to
358 to be
removed along
the east side of
the JC Penny
parking lot.

Example of
redwoods
and ash
specimens
332, 333,
and 335 in
very poor
condition
due to soil
moisture
deficit, at the
JC Penny
parking lot.

Looking
southward
along
Perimeter
Road East.
Chinese
elms and
other
screening
trees 522 to
541 are
shown in this
image, and
will be
retained
along the
roadway.
The property
behind the
trees is
owned by
Apple, Inc.
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Tree # Image Tree #
In contrast to
dead
Redwoods rSeSigv%%tis
500, 501, and ) ,
and 502
502 are dead :
i shown in the
in the _
image at left,
southeast
corner of the redwoods
JC Penn 505 and 510
[ ) at right are
parking lot _
in decent
area. These C¢
trees are _ condition
just 30 or 40
planned to be ;
removed eet west.

' The trees
are to be
removed.

Shamel ash
Shamel ash prisiaghed
and redwoods o
396 to 404 to _
which are to
be removed at o
i e removed
the west side
from the
of JC Penny _
arking lot east side of
g N. Wolfe Rd.
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Tree # Tree #
Close-up of
tree 267 to be
removed, Grove of
which exhibits redwoods
asevere 204 to 218,
girdling root most of
issue due to i
_ . which are to
planting strip be removed
width which :
sevorely just west of
_ Dynasty
restricted Restaurant
normal lateral .
root extension
from the trunk
Redwood
specimens
Looking south along e
west side of
down west west
perimeter road, perimeter
at rows starting road are
with tree 240 suffering
on left (row to severely
be removed), from soil
and 704 at moisture
right (row to be deficit, and
retained) are generally
declining or
dying
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screen along
the west side
of west
perimeter road
as shown here
near tree 771
is in danger of
dying due to
soil moisture
deficit.
Replacement
of these high
water-use trees
with drought
tolerant
evergreen
species is a
viable option.

Tree # Image L
Looking
south along
' west
Monterey pine erimeter
726 rates out X i
/ road, again
with a probable 5 i
_ _ o _ with trees on
risk of failure : f left to be
due to lean, - d
girdling roots, i os 16
etc. This tree is = : sc(;tL:?rfwla?g)
in WLCA'’s and trees on
suggested i right to be
removal list. 2 i
N retained
= -3 (tree 772
— southward)
The dense

Looking south along west perimeter road.

The trees at right are trees 752 southward,
and 852 southward, and are currently
proposed to be retained.

Trees along the left side (east side) of west

perimeter road are to be removed.
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Tree # Tree #
Shamel ash
trees 8 and 9
to be removed
at the
southwest
corner of the
project site.
Note curb and
asphalt
displacement
from root
growth. When _ .
this hardscape Looking east at shamel ash specimens 9
is removed and through 36, many of which are to be retained
replaced near along this south border of the site. Again,
atree, severe removal of or alteration of existing curb and
root loss and asphalt materials could cause severe root
root damage B O PR : damage to these already drought-stressed
occurs, specimens, resulting in further tree decline or
resulting in tree death.
decline.
R to L:
Looking
Looking southeast at
shamel ash
southeast at
42 through
shamel ash 23
50 to be
through 35, retained at
many of which the
are propqsed southeast
to be retained.
property
corner.
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Tree # Image . Tree # Image
Monterey pine
51 at the
southeast Looking
corner of the north at
project site. shamel ash
This tree was a 55, 57, 59,
high risk of 61, 63, 65 to
failure and be retained
impact to site along the
users, and was west side of
removed from North Wolfe
the landscape Road.
for safety
purposes.
Southern Looking
magnolias north at
1106, 1107, shamel ash
1108 proposed 102, 103,
by the project 104, and
team to be 105 to be
removed from retained.
the median on Note
North Wolfe canopy
Road, are in dieback in
decline due to the form of
severe soll live twig
moisture density
deficit. decline.
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Tree # Image Tree # Image
Long-lived, | 7 &
drought-
tolerant,
strong-
Looking wooded oak
northeast at species like
shamel ash these two
461 to 475, existing holly
most of which oaks 97 and
are to be 98 to be
retained along removed at
the east side of . the project
North Wolfe e N ol LS PN | site are
Rd. examples of
trees
appropriate
for new
landscaping.
BELOW:
IMAGES FROM FOLLOW-UP SITE ASSESSMENT ON 12/8/2017
Fruits are
borne as
long clusters
of “keys” or
“samaras”
on
Looking north evergreen
ash
along N. Wolfe speci
Rd. The pecimens,
extending a
shamel ashes, reat
although they digtance
are referred to
B along a
as “evergreen - . e stem
ash”, actually makingi it Note the short whispy stems that remain
go deciduous relatively behind on the fruit branch clusters after the
to some difficult to evergreen ash samaras drop to the ground.
degree, with determine These are an indication that the woody stems
leaf drop from the in this image are alive and are actually
ranging from ground associated with a recently-dropped fruit
zero to +/- 50% whether cluster, rather than representing a dead
of the entire bare stems or dying tissue region of the canopy. In some
foliar canopy. are dead or cases, there are both dead stems and bare
are simply fruit branches mingled 'Fogether throughout an
going evergreer_l_ash, maklng det_ermlnatlon of
through overall condition ratmg very c_jlfflcult during the
normal leaf Fall/Winter period.
drop and
fruit drop in
Fall.
37 of 48
Site Address: North Wolfe Road, Cupertino, CA Version: 8/20/2018
© Walter Levison 2018 All Rights Reserved

Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com


mailto:walterslevisonjr@yahoo.com

l)))J Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401 ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor
Tree # Image Tree #
Looking east A .
combination
down Stevens
of dead
Creek Blvd.
stems and
The evergreen . .
; live bare fruit
ash specimens cluster
along this
branches
south boundary
. extended
section of the
) L south over
site exhibit
both bare Stevens
Creek Blvd.
areas where
. (a close-up
fruit clusters - . : -
Y, W s ¢ of an
dropped, and —
evergreen
dead stems
ash
scattered specimen in
hrough h
t Oli?egsu“ € the center of
. ’ the left-hand
simultaneously. .
image).

10.0 Tree Maintenance Recommendations

The following matrix shows all tree maintenance recommendations by WLCA for those trees
located south of the “alternate lot west” area.

Important Notes When Reviewing Table 10.0 Below:

e Trees being removed as shown on the proposed tree disposition plan sheet P-0602B iteration
7/31/2018 are shown in parentheses in the following table (i.e. the 484 trees noted by tag
number in report summary table 1.0, row 4).

e Trees recommended to be removed by WLCA due to very poor condition, extreme lean, etc.

are shown in parentheses in the following table (i.e. the one-hundred thirty-six (136) WLCA-
recommended removals noted by tag number in report summary table 1.0, row 5).

TABLE 10.0 UPDATED 1/15/2018

Tree Tag Number

NlIJ_rIr?Eer MaméiréaénecstieAdctlon (WLCA-recommeqded Phase
removals noted in
parentheses)
(#8, 9)
reducton praningon | #104 . )
1 lengthy sections of Prior to phase 1 demoalition.
#414 (transplant)
canopy

#442
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Maintenance Action
Suggested

Line
Number

Tree Tag Number

(WLCA-recommended
removals noted in
parentheses)

Phase

Arborist cable and/or
bracing installation per
ANSI A300 support
system standards

(#443)

Prior to phase 1 demolition.

Verify Spring, 2018
leafout of tree. If no
leafout occurs, then
remove tree as “dead”

#(518), 554

Arborist monitor tree for
stability and for declines
in vigor.

(Pre-project trenching or
other pre-demo site prep
work that occurred in
2015 resulted in root
damage to many of
these trees, the impacts
of which may have been
significant or severe)

(#225, 226, 228), 282,
283, (285), (454), (459),
460, 463, 465, 468, 469,
473, 475, (695), 737, (744),
865, 1115, 1122, 1123,
1124, 1125,

2xlyear.

Remove one of two
existing codominant
mainstems at the fork, by
an ISA Certified Arborist,
per ANSI A300 pruning
standards.

(#246)

Prior to phase 1 demolition.

WLCA Field Update
1/9/2018:

Remove tree as soon
as possible (now) as
an “imminent risk of
failure and impact”.
Tree mainstem fork is
actively splitting with
visible separation of
the two mainstems.

(#95)

Now.
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Line
Number

Maintenance Action
Suggested

Tree Tag Number

(WLCA-recommended
removals noted in
parentheses)

Phase

Commence heavy
weekly irrigation over
root zone, and continue
through winter. Rate of
approx. 25 to 100
gallons per tree per
week, year-round.

Consider use of aerial
based sprinkler systems
and/or aerial based
misting systems to be
installed in redwood
specimens.

(All trees to remain)

As soon as possible,
continuing 1x/week
minimum, year-round.

Add 4-inch thick layer of
chipper truck type wood
chips over soil to reduce
irrigation water
evaporation. Pull mulch
out at least 6-inches to
12-inches away from
trunk edges to avoid
moisture retention at root
crown.

(All trees to remain)

Prior to start heavy periodic
irrigation.

Remove electrical utility
company guy wire and
strapping that is
surrounding the trunk.

#669

Call local utility
representatives to
schedule this tree for
removal. Currently in 10%
overall condition as of
1/9/2018.
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11.0 Tree Protection Recommendations

Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Numbers

ROOT
PROTECTION
FENCE

5-foot high chain
link, hung on 7-foot
long 2-inch diameter
iron tube posts
driven 24- inches
into the ground, at
max. 6-foot spacing
on-center.

The first grouping below is the initial list
of all 447 trees to be retained per tree
disposition sheet P-0602B iteration
7/31/2018, including the 105 trees
proposed by the author to be removed
due to very poor condition ratings
and/or elevated risk of failure and
impact.

The second grouping below is a
separate list of the 105 trees suggested
to be removed by WLCA that are either

dead or in very poor overall condition
(which may end up being retained and
protected in-place, at least temporarily,
in order to maintain screening benefits
during project construction, until final
phase landscape renovation work
commences).

#10, 12, (14-24), (28-30), (32-35),
(41-50), (53-66), 69, (71-87), (102-105),
221, 275, 277, (281-284),
(428-429), (431-433), (435-437), 440,
(441-442), 444, 455, 460, 461, 463,
(465-467), (468-475), 519, 522, (524-
547), (549-550),(552-564), (567-583),
(585-683), (704-708), (710-719), 721,
722, (724-727), (729-730), (734-738),
(740-743), (746-770), (772-875),
(1114-1125), (1127-1233), (1235-1243),
1245.

#281, 283, 435, 440, 441, 467, 468,
519, 522, 536, 547, 555, 564, 567, 583,
592, 597, 598, (603-608), 610, (628-
631), (633-637), 639, 646, 648, 653,
654, (659-661), (669-672), 675, 677,
683, (704-708), 711, 714, (716-719),
721, 722, (724-727), 735, 736, 758,
763, 764, 768, 777, 780, 786, 787, 794,
804, (807-817), 821, 825, 827, 834,
836, 840, 843, 846, 852, (853-856),
867, 873, 1119.
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Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action Sample Image Tree Tag Numbers

TRUNK BUFFER

20 wraps of orange
plastic with wood
boards overlaid and
duct taped in place
around the wood.

Wrap all trees being retained that are
directly adjacent to construction work
(construction crew can exclude any
trees being retained that are located
behind “companion trees”, where the
companion trees act as de-facto
barriers to block construction work
contact with the mainstem (trunk).

Use an entire roll of
orange plastic snow
fencing wrap for
each single tree
being retained.

WOOD CHIP
MULCH

4 inch thick layer of
chipper truck type
wood chips (not
bark chips).

Apply wood chips where possible
around all open soil root systems of
. trees to remain.
Place over entire
open soil root zone
areas, and pull 6 to

12 inches away
from tree trunk

edges.
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Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action

IRRIGATION

Sample Image

Tree Tag Numbers

TEMPORARY
Heavy 1x/week

25 to 100 gallons

per tree, per week,
minimum,
year-round.

Use over-grade
systems only, such
as PVC piping set

over the ground
(image above right),
or hand-watering via

- 20-feet is minimum radius for temporary irigation ~

Roaoting depth is mainly between zero inches and

‘24 Inches below onginal grade elevation.

Irrigate

-~

Imigate

Root elongation is typically at least
2 to 3w the canopy dripline radius

tow-behind tank and

spray apparatus
with fire hose

(image below right).

Where possible, over all open soil root
zones of all trees to remain. Note that
roots grow laterally outward from the
trunk of a tree to far beyond the canopy
dripline, at sites where there is soil root
zone available for the roots to do so.
Therefore, irrigation is often very
beneficial when performed over open
soil areas that are far from the trunk
edges of trees.
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Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action

Sample Imag

ROOT PRUNING

Back-dig around
exposed roots, and
prune at right angle

to root growth
direction, removing
all broken,
shattered, or
otherwise damaged
sections of roots.

Use only blades
with large teeth that
are specifically
labelled as “pruning”
blades or “green
wood” blades (see
image at right).

Tree Tag Numbers

Where applicable during excavation,
trenching, grading, etc.
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Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action

HARDSCAPE TO

REMAIN OR USE

RUBBER PAVER
PANELS

Allow existing
hardscape areas to
remain where
possible, to avoid
root loss and root
damage (see image
at right).

Grind down areas
where slab
displacement has
occurred, using a
diamond saw.

Replace using
screed and rubber
sidewalk
components where
possible, to allow for
future upward
displacement “bend”
of the material (see
image, below right,
from a Stanford
University rubber
sidewalk project
installed by McGuire
& Hester).

Arborist monitoring
required during
demolition within 20
feet of trunks.

Sample Image

Tree Tag Numbers

(Various, to be determined).
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Line
Number

Tree Protection
Action

TRENCHLESS
SOLUTIONS FOR
UTILITY
UPGRADES

For all trenching,
including utilities,
drain pipes,
downspout drain
lines, etc., for all
items to be installed
within 20 feet of
trunks of trees being
retained, the
following are viable
methods used in the
industry to go
“trenchless” without
having to cut
through lateral
woody tree root
systems (see
images at right).

Solutions include:

A: Directional bore
(see image at right).

B: Static pipe
bursting, which
allows for pipe
diameter increases
(see image at right).

C: Pull-through pipe
burst (“lateral
bursting”) using a
pull-through “pig”
(see image at right,
courtesy of HTEC).

Sample Image

Tree Tag Numbers

g8 el
Above: Directional bore near tree being retained,
Hetch Hetchy system water delivery pipe
(image copyright WLCA 2017).

il

=

HAMMERH=AD
TaEvCILES EQUIPMENT

TRENCHLESS SOLUTIONS EVENTS | CONTACT |

HOME
NEWS
PRODUCTS

.......... c
e, g nd sewes lred. Pigse buursting fliows the
and elminating up 1o 85 percent of pucavation work
and featares

oquisener a5 an eSective mathed ta replace o
pithof the existing ublies. reducing ublly stike

STEALS & DEALS
PARTS & SERVICES

Above: Static bursting for pipe diameter upgrade.

compared to open-cut methods. Harr ead beacts the

designed b nciease productvity.

(Various, to be determined).

For areas where these items are to be
aligned at distances greater than 20
linear feet offset (radius) from trunk

edges of trees being retained, standard

trenching methods and materials can be
used (e.g. bucket excavator, Ditch
Witch trenching machines, etc.).

Trenchless solution equipment is
available locally in the San Francisco
Bay Area from:

Photo courtesy of Hammerhead Trenchless
Equipment Co. (HTEC).

TRENCHLESS SOLUTIONS

Ditch Witch Bay Area Office
8240 Enterprise Drive
Newark, CA
Phone: (510) 657-5722

-

LATERAL BURSTING
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Line Tree Protection
: mple Im Tree Tag Number
Number Action Sample Image ee Tag Numbers
IRRIGATION :
PERMAN ENT 12 Inc!_1 Sc:_l 40 U\_c' Re's.ismnt PVC Fipe

Use no-dig over-
grade tubing, or
max. of “6 inches of
cover within 20 feet
of trees” as callout
specification on all
plans.

There are two
methods that can be
utilized for these
types of situations:

a: Flex tubing laid
over grade, with
either built-in
emitters, or with a
minimum of two (2)
high-flow type 2"
diameter adjustable
flood bubblers that
emit up to 2 gallons
per minute flow rate,
set around each
single newly
installed tree

(see images at
right).

(Various, to be determined).

For areas where irrigation pipes are to
be aligned at distances greater than 20
linear feet offset (radius) from trunk
edges of trees being retained, standard
solid PVC irrigation pipe trenching can
be specified (e.g. 18 inches min. cover
depth, etc.)

b: UV-resistant
“UVR” PVC piping
that can be laid
directly over-grade
in full sun. This
material is not
vandal-resistant,
and would probably
need to be shielded
with a sleeve of
steel conduit or
other tubing to
protect the pipe
from crushing or
other vandal-related
damage (see image
at right).
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12.0 Attached, Tree Data Charts, Updated 8/20/2018 (WLCA)

13.0 Attached, Tree Disposition Plan #P-0602B, 7/31/2018,
(Rafael Vinoly Architects)

14.0 Attached, Tree Fact Sheet (Coast Redwood)
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Vallo Tree Daia by wiaker Levson, Consuking Asborst WLCA)
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To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan

[Tree Tag #

Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

WLCA Notes from

Saientifio Name
Common Name ) Spring 2015 Survey

(Genus,

'Soil Molisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™

Topped or Severely
Restricted in Planter|

Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
(Direction Noted)
(Direction Noted)
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)
LLopsided Canopy
Historical Stem
Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)
Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)
(Note Height)
Root Extension

Inon-native specles)
Trunk Lean

Height and Canopy
Spread (ft.)
Health & Structural

\Very Poor Condition
specified native and

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant
Trunk 1 (In.)
Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
Adjusted Trunk
"Protected Tree™

Author

13.0 13.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3018 20130 25:;::" poor e 1 X

10.8 109 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 25/20 50185 40% poor | moderate 7

139 13.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30/25 80/45 50% fair moderate

16.6 16.6 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35/30 55160 57% fair moderate

22,0 22,0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45145 75180 66% fair good 12

18.3 133 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3515 50185 43% poor | moderate

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

27.8 27.8 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/30 65165 65% fair moderate canditions. Current
condition Is approximately
47% or "poor”.

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
Needs endwelght | prolonged Bay Area drought

19.9 19.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56/30 70180 64% fair moderate w reduction pruning canditions. Current
condition is approximately
40% or "poor”.

Needs endweight
26.2 26.2 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/40 60/50 55% fair | poor to mod GR reduction pruning

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

27.0 27.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/30 80/50 65% fair | poor to mod N conditions. Current
condition is approximately
40% or "poor”.

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

28.8 28.8 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 60/60 60% fair moderate s GR conditions. Current
condition is approximately
7% or "poor”.

Tree appears to be
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
20.2 20.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/25 56150 63% fair | poor to mod E condition Is approximately
25% or "very poor”. Trees in
very poor condition are
-

b

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
22.2 22.2 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/25 60/50 55% fair | poor to mod s conditions. Current
condition is approximately
7% or "poor”.

ot
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[Tree Tag #

To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan
\Very Poor Condition

Author
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant

Trunk 1 (In.)

Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

specified native and
Inon-native species)

"Protected Tree™

Common Name

Saientifio Name
)

(Genus,

Height and Canopy
Spread (ft.)

Health & Structural

Ratings

(0-100% each)

'Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)

Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)

LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)

Trunk Lean
(Direction Noted)
Historical Stem

Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)

Topped or Severely

Pruned In Past

Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling

Roots (GR}

Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)

Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)
(Note Height)

'Soil Molisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™

Root Extension
Restricted in Planter|

WLCA Notes from
Spring 2015 Survey

Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

24.7

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/28

60% fair

moderate

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
condition is approximately
40% or "poor”.

24.8

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

60/30

60/145

55% fair

moderate

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

66/30

56/56

55% fair

moderate

Tree appears to be
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
condition is approximately
42% or "poor™.

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

45/25

on

0% dead
(not
verified)

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

31.6

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/30

86/48

59% fair

moderate

GR

10to 12

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
condition is approximately
48% or "poor”.

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

45/25

60/50

55% fair

moderate

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

20

218

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

50/35

56/56

55% fair

poor to mod

21

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

35/20

50160

55% fair

moderate

GR

32.3

32.3

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

56/50

75186

70% good

good

24.5

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/30

65140

50% fair

moderate

30

GR

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

24

20.7

29.7

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

56/40

86/50

60% fair

moderate

GR

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

50/30

55145

50% fair

moderate

30

serious GR

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

26

20.2

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

35/35

50150

50% fair

moderate

GR

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
condition Is approximately
45% or "poor”.

20100
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[Tree Tag #

To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan
\Very Poor Condition

Author
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant

Trunk 1 (In.)

Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

specified native and
Inon-native species)

"Protected Tree™

Common Name

Saientifio Name
)

(Genus,

Height and Canopy
Spread (ft.)

Health & Structural

Ratings

(0-100% each)

'Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)

Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)

LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)

Topped or Severely
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling

Splitout Evidence
Roots (GR}

Trunk Lean
(Direction Noted)
Historical Stem
(Note Elevation)

Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)
Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)

(Note Height)

Root Extension
Restricted in Planter|
Soll Moisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™)

WLCA Notes from
Spring 2015 Survey

Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

7% fair

moderate

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

60/40

75145

60% fair

good

GR

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

29

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/35

70/50

60% fair

good

GR

Tree appears to be
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
canditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or “fair”,

30

20.5

205

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

50/40

60/55

58% fair

good

3

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

1810

36% poor

moderate

BRC

Stunted

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately
25% or "very poor”. Trees In
very poor overall condition
are generally considered
good candidates for removal
from the sinca

32

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

66/35

80/40

50% fair

moderate

83

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/35

60/50

57% fair

moderate

GR

Diameter estimated.

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

34

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

50/25

50/140

45% poor

Tree out of leaf.

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

Current
condition is approximately
1% or “poor”.

35

233

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/25

60/55

57% fair

moderate

36

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

556/45

86/60

63% fair

moderate

87

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

60/35

70160

65% fair

good

38

18.2

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

50/25

86/50

56% fair

moderate

23.0

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/40

65150

57% fair

good

Diameter estimated.

Tree appears to be declining
In live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.
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To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan

[Tree Tag #

Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

WLCA Notes from

Saientifio Name
Common Name ) Spring 2015 Survey

(Genus,

'Soil Molisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™

Restricted in Planter|

Inon-native species)
Height and Canopy
Topped or Severely
Pruned In Past

Spread (ft.)
Health & Structural

Ratings

Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)
Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)
(Direction Noted)
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

(Note Elevation)

\Very Poor Condition
specified native and

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant
Trunk 1 (In.)
Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk
"Protected Tree™
(0-100% each)
Trunk Lean
Historical Stem
Stem Decay
Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)
(Note Height)
Root Extension

Author

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

28.2 282 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/45 80/45 52% fair moderate 8 25 GR conditions. Current
condition is approximately
36% or "poor”.

18.3 18.3 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/20 60/50 55% fair moderate NE

Tree appears to be
in live twig density due to
28% very poor s s prolonged Bay Area drought

poar conditions. Current
condition is approximately
36% or "poor”.

8.5 6.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 20/8 30/26

24.0 240 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 65160 63% fair good N GR Diameter estimated.

30.7 30.7 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/36 66/45 56% fair good 8 GR

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig denslty due to
prolonged Bay Area drought
conditions. Current
condition is approximately

% or "poor”.

18.0 18.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/20 50150 50% fair | poor to mod N

30.5 30.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 66/36 66/45 56% fair good 8 GR 7to®

26.0 26.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 70160 67% fair good N Diameter estimated.

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

31.8 31.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/30 60/56 57% fair | mod to good 8 GR canditions. Current
condition is approximately
36% or "poor”.

24.5 245 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/25 55155 55% fair moderate N

Tree appears to be declining
in live twig density due to
prolonged Bay Area drought

39.5 39.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 56/40 56/56 55% fair moderate E serious GR canditions. Current
condition is approximately
36% or "poor”.

TREE REMOVED.

TREE REMOVED,
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.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
-3 L £S5 ._§_5 < s < S5 8 fas § 3s (Genus, ) e I 33 288 35 25 gﬂé e 258 ,é égmgg §§ 2Z | Spring2015Survey | "g4i2018, and 772018
T SE>a 88 bt ) - = ag % = 25 5= a 898 wo 3 o
3| 8f |Sgfpud | 85%| f | P | P | P || f Es§ 31 Bf 355 | fr sy i 3R (B3| BY | nag | g (B 3 i
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60% Fair. Same condition as
169 18.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45125 65160 63% fair good E E previously noted in past
years.
Tree appears to be declining
from prolanged Bay Area
318 31.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/40 60150 §5%fair | moderate w GR drought conditions. Current
condition is approximately
35% or "poor”.
218 21.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50125 65160 60% fair good
Tree declining moderately.
18.3 18.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50720 55/55 §5%fair | moderate w Overall condition Is now
roughly 50% (Fair).
19.5 19.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/30 65160 63% fair good E
26.4 26.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 60/55 s8%fair | moderate w
33.8 33.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/30 60150 55% fair good E 1
24.9 249 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel a5/35 6555 60% fair good w
244 24.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 85135 60160 60%fair | moderate E
27.9 21.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/25 50150 S0%fair |poortomod| W
3.5 31.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55140 70/656 68% fair good
20.8 20.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel a025 50150 S0%fair |poortomod| W
207 20.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50125 65153 55% fair good E GR
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e8 E - - - - - ~ |8% [ 8 3 25 3 50 - 282 ] o3 2 - 2c = Updated Overall Condition
.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o e < 6 | © Egd 33 (@enus, ) i "'é 35 g3 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é ggwgg §§ ZE  [Serenissune 0112018, and 7/2018
= | §F | 6E3 8% = P = M F = (833 €8 =3 =8 3o Zto 23 =3 3 3t Ion a Eg2% w2 g3
$) 35 |g3Bped(fe:| P | E| P | E PP SEsy: g1 EH iss Bs | 5y | 2B | EP | 243 55 | <BR | 5E |85:8%| 3z | 38
13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 g ag T IeS -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
a7.8 e Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/25 70183 68% fair good w
18.3 18.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55125 65/65 65% fair | moderate | W
possible
41.0 4.0 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55160 60/56 58% fair |mod to good| NW In:l::ll‘on
lssues
19.4 19.4 holly oak Quercus llex 45120 60/60 60%fair | moderate w 0% °".‘.’;::: :.?“"m"
13.2 13.2 holly oak Quercus ilex 26120 80160 60%fair | moderate | W 5% overall condition ™fair™.
a0.8 0.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/45 8555 60% fair good 10
24.3 24.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei §6/26 56/50 §0%fair | moderate E serious GR
26.2 28.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/35 50150 50% fair poor w 18
28.0 28.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei §6/30 80160 60% fair | moderate E
21.4 21.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 50150 50%fair | moderate | W
202 20.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s0/18 40150 47% poor | poortomod|  E
15.8 15.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel a5/15 40130 5% poor poor w
17.0 17.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/35 86/40 50% fair moderate serious GR
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.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§§ - ~ @ v | w2 B8 § i (@enus, ) 5c g, Se 388 | 12 35 | 35| i< €59 &5 ggwgg §§ ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
& z | sE%8 588 | I ] & Iz 8 =5 EEs | £3 2 | 2% 3 58 | 3 £Es2 iz 53
g| 88 |s8gpuz | g§E| § | P | E | P | §| g Essst gz EH —,gé B2 | bpy | 2B | EE | Bdg| 5c | ¥pe | 52 |giedz| 33 | 32
= 23 | 3z -1 I3 I3 = I3 I3 £ 12a3 & a2 & 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 IHZ 28 H-F 2Z 833cz -1 8c
7 212 2.2 Shame ash Fraxinus uhdel 66126 66166 66%fair | poor tomod| W GR
80 28.2 282 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/35 80150 S5%falr | moderate | E
] 247 247 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66136 66160 53%fair | moderate | W
82 10.0 19.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 85120 45150 48% poor | poortomod |  E
83 17.8 17.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/30 80/56 7% fair moderate w
84 212 212 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 85/30 56155 S5%falr | moderate | E
85 203 203 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55130 85160 esntair [MOpermetel W
86 28.2 282 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/35 85150 58% fair good GR
87 228 228 Shame ash Fraxinus uhdel 66136 85156 60%fair | mod to good|  NW
88 5.9 5.0 15.8 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 911 66/65 65%fair | moderate L °'v';‘.’;:' not
2 23.5 23,6 Canary lsland | o, .+ canariensis 25118 20176 78%good |  good 70% overall condition "good™
1D of species not
verified. Tree
20 16.0 16.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 18125 3030 30% poor | moderate GR appears tobe | 25% overall ‘:‘:.‘.’m“ “very
infected by pine po
pitch canker fungus.
Tree has bark beetle
Issues and/or pine | 25% overall condition "very
01 204 204 Monterey pine | Pinus radiata 26126 40140 40% poor | poor to mod aitoh canker noor-

Infection.
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g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - ~ @ v | w2 B8 33 (@enus, ) 5c B ge 288 | 38 35 | 35| i< €58 &5 ggmgg §§ ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
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Cupaniopsis
02 16.5 166 carrotwood, or rdioides, or 20116 2610 15% very | oor to mod 0to8 30% overall condition "poor™
caracb tree Ceratonia sil poar
Cupaniopsis
93 1.6 1.6 “;:f;'l’f;z;" anacardioldes, or 2015 50130 45% poor | moderate 4to7 30% overall condition "poor™
Ceratonia siiiqua
Cupaniopsis
04 13.0 13.0 “;’.‘:':{;’;:;“ rlioides, or 20/20 45136 40% poor | poor to mod 6to12 30% overall condition "poor™
Ceratonia siliqua
Active crack is
Cupaniopsis opened. Tree -
85 6.0 6.0 60 | 8.0 35.0 “;:f;'l’f;z;" anacardioldes, or 20/20 85110 30% poor good consldered "extreme| 57 overall °°;'r‘3'"°" very
Ceratonia siliqua risk™ of failure, po
Remove ASAP.
96 34.0 34.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40125 66166 57% fair good 45% °"°""l';‘;'r‘.‘.’"'°" “very
o7 15.3 15.3 holly oak Quercus llex 2025 75075 75%good |  good 80% overall condition "good”
08 14.0 14.0 holly oak Querus llex 26126 78076 76%good |  good 70% overall condition “good”
0 1.8 1.6 holly oak Quercus llex 22120 7070 70% good | moderate 78% overall condition "good”
100 123 123 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 18115 5060 §0%fair | moderate SE 1D of spacles not | 20% overall condition "very
verified. poor’
101 16.0 16.0 Monterey pine | Pinus radiata 28120 50150 S0%falr | moderate 30% overall condition "poor”
102 260 269 Shame ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/36 50136 40% poor | moderate
108 247 247 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/35 50140 45% poor | moderate E
104 166 166 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55130 55150 50% fair | moderate E Needs endwelght
" . reduction pruning
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16.0 16.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 45145 46% poor | moderate E X 4
217 217 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50135 6050 5% fair good x x
19.4 19.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 8045 §6%fair | moderate | 8 X
15.9 15.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35130 56155 5% fair | poor to mod
14.4 14.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36126 40140 40% poor | poortomod| N
18.9 18.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 4530 40130 35% poor poor 1
X 20.7 2.7 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 45135 80/55 §7%fair | moderate Measured at 2 feet. | 30% overall condition "poor™
x 19.4 194 Monterey pine Pinus radiats 258 o 0% Dead 0% (Dead)
S Bark beetle Issues
X 20.0 | 16.0 43.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 30120 26126 o poor w andior pine pitch 0% (Dead)
P canker fungus.
x 41.0 41.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 35135 56145 50%fair | moderate s Measured at 2 feet, | 7 °’°""::;‘:"'°" “very
19.8 19.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 50140 43% poor |poortomod| E X
127 12.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35125 45150 47% poor | poor to mod x
14.4 14.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36126 40145 45% poor | poor to mod X
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79 79 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 26115 30130 30% poor poor X
10.3 10.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 2520 asi50 48% poor | poortomod|  E x
1.4 1.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2620 40130 37%poor |poortomod| E X
10.9 10.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30720 80150 §T%fair |modtogood| E x
8.3 8.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 26115 40130 30% poor poor E GR
2
x 30.1 30.1 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 60/25 30130 30% poor poor X x 0% °"°"'Lz:‘:.‘.""°" “very
55% fair (? Tree condition
229 229 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56/40 80/50 Tree s GR needs to be verified
leafless). after spring leafout.
24.9 24.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60730 40140 40% poor poor GR x
12,0 120 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50120 30130 30% poor poor E H
25.1 25.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/35 asi55 50%fair | moderate E E @R x
19.4 19.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50135 40150 42% poor poor E X
L
4.0 4.0 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55%fair | moderate x p:;_‘:::: |:::|1
Located at P1
4.0 4.0 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 16/3 70150 56% fair moderate X parking level.
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42 a2 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 18i3 70150 §5%fair | moderate X ';‘:f:,':: feby
4.4 a4 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
43 43 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 18i3 70150 §6%fair | moderate x ';‘:f:,':: ety
4.0 a0 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
4.8 a8 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 18i3 70150 §6%fair | moderate x ';‘:f:,':: feby
a7 a7 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
48 a8 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 18i3 70150 §6%fair | moderate x ';‘:f:,':: feby
7.8 49 12.7 Flous species Ficus sp. 2012 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
68 | 44 10.9 Ficus species Flous sp. 2012 70150 §6%fair | moderate X ';‘:f:,':: feby
6.8 6.8 Flous species Ficus sp. 20112 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
59 | 3.7 2.8 Ficus species Flous sp. 2012 70150 §6%fair | moderate X ';‘:f:,':: feby
5.0 43 2.3 Flous species Ficus sp. 20112 70150 55% fair | moderate x ';:f:::: ,:::,1
50 | 44 9.4 Ficus species Flous sp. 2012 70150 §6%fair | moderate X ';‘:f:,':: feby
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144 5.0 14.0 Ficus species Flous sp. 2012 70150 §6%fair | moderate ';:f:,‘:: foty
145 24.7 24.7 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 3525 60160 60%fair | moderate 26% °V°"'Lz:':.‘.’m°" “very
146 81 81 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 2016 60/50 57% fair moderate
147 72 7.2 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kewakamil 1512 40140 40% poor poor
Sequola qood”
148 422 42.2 coastredwood |, oeduol 60125 80/80 80%good |  good 80% overall condition "good
149 28.0 28.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5515 35145 40% poor poor 30% overall condition "poor™
Needs root orown
excavation.
150 4.0 74 flowering cherry|  Prunus serrulata 1218 30130 30% poor | ? Out of leat BRC Candition not
g verified (tree out of
leaf during survey).
151 27.7 217 coast redwood Sequole 60120 8060 66% fair good 50% overall condition "fair™.
Sequola
162 312 3.2 coastredwood |, seduol 6115 80/60 60%fair | moderate 5% overall condition “fair™.
158 20.5 20.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5515 60160 60% fair | moderate 65% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola qood”
154 18.0 18.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 50116 70170 70% good | moderate 76% overall condition "good'
156 20.0 20.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5015 7070 70% good | moderate 75% overall condition "good™
Sequola
166 274 274 coastredwood |, oedhol 60118 76175 76%good | good 5% overall condition “fair™.

12094



Vallo Tree Daia by wiaker Levson, Consuking Asborst WLCA)
1

5 5 T — r =
5 H ® 23 2 3 2 c H] -
e 2 P &8 s g 2o s = g 4 o H g%
H - H ' H g 3 e s 2 s | % iz = . H
3: 83 2 | 3 23 z g . ig | i3 53 3 | g5 85 | 8% 5| 8 | sz a8
H $28 E | = = = = = | = |28 [ g6 Scientific Name S _ HE H geu g3 K] 232 38 SE 23 |23 F| 2= 1 WLGA Notes from | UPdated Overall Gondition
3§28 | 933 |fep| 22 E | E 2 35 g8 | SN | (onumpocen) | 32 a ; 82 | off | 35| f5 | ziE| sz | 398 | & Eldzg| £3 | g% | sewevissue | ORURE
g &z | 588 | © E2q -1 a =< 3e8 2 $ | 850 | 3 2| 8u | §8%8=2 S d
[ ° sEza 45 x = = = x = 882 €8 2 £8 3o geo 23 3 2 3 T2 £E588 w2 g3
8| 25 |SiEgus zas| (| E | P P | B| B 3Esi: g1 EH iss § | epy | B | IF | B283| %5 | £p | s |§E3if 33 | 38
- =0 L4433 [ -T2 13 13 - 13 13 - -1 e @ c ") ITesS o JZF - = - Ins =0 mo e o< OFnEL 43 [ 1
167 20.0 29.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 608 70170 70% good | moderate 85% overall condition “fair™.
P Root system severed
158 212 212 coast redwood aquoia 60115 50140 40%poor | poor during ADA ramp | 55% overall condition "falr™
sempervirens
installation.
Root system severed
169 349 34,9 coast redwood | _Seducis 70125 80140 48% poor | poor to mod during ADA ramp 35% overall condition
empervirens Installation. poor.
160 16.2 162 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior | 5512 7020 85% poor | moderate 3 50% overall condition "fair".
161 14.6 148 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior s50/6 40120 27% very poor 17 45% overall condition
poar ‘paar”,
tree species out At various
162 114 1.4 ool Genus species 45118 50125 82%poor | poor A vatious
163 216 2.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 46130 30130 30%poor | poor [
184 18.8 18.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/30 35135 a5%poor | poor
168 21.4 21.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/30 30130 30%poor | poor [
166 16.9 18.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35125 25125 zs;i::"
167 21.8 21.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40126 30130 30%poor | poor GR
168 124 124 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 85120 50140 45% poor | poor to mod GR
169 204 204 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 20125 26126 25%very |\ ory poor
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170 269 259 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55130 55140 45%poor | poor severe GR
" 0.2 402 coast redwood Sequole 60125 80180 80% good | moderate 119118 75% overall condition.
172 212 2.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45130 55145 49%poor | poor
173 21.2 21.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6518 45145 45% poor poor 0% (Dead).
174 206 205 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/40 30130 30%poor | poor
175 265 265 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel s5/40 50160 5% fair | moderate
178 225 225 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 56/40 26130 27:;::" very poor
Sequola 26% overall condition "very
177 a1s 315 coast redwood ol 65/25 55160 8% fair | poor to mod oy
178 5.7 9.5 strawberry tree | Arbutus unedo 16015 70150 60% fair | moderate 30% °"E;‘" condition
179 8.1 8.1 strawberry tree | Arbutus unedo 2012 80/60 70% good good 36% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
180 2.2 2.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 56126 1618 15:;::" very poor
181 1.6 1.6 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5516 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor % overall ‘:;’:,L’_'"” very
Sequola % very 5% overall condition "very
182 21.2 21.2 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 656112 85 poar very poor 3
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183 13.8 13.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45118 20120 2“:;::" very poor
184 1.9 1.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4512 515 5’;;’::" very poor
188 13.3 13.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 5018 20120 2“:;::" very poor
186 8.7 9.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3012 a8 “;::r"y very poor
107 34.7 3a.7 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s §6/26 80160 60% fair | moderate §0% overall condition “fair™.
Eucslyptus
188 12.2 12.2 ":'J:;I?:'" polyanthemos 50/20 20120 z"%o::" very poor 26% overall ‘:I'_‘."m" “very
9 (seedlling) P poor™.
Sequola 20% overall condition "very
189 18.4 184 coastredwood |, nednol 60120 40140 40% poor poor aoor-.
Sequola 26% overall condition “very
180 26.9 26.9 coast redwood e s 70125 40140 40% poor poor o,
dollar gum Eucalyptus
191 176 176 polyanthemos 60/36 60/50 58% fair moderate 56% overall condition "fair™.
seedling I ing)
Sequoia 10% very 15% overall condition "very
102 223 223 coast redwood e s 7012 10110 oor | very poor o,
Sequola 40% overall condition
103 21.0 210 coastredwood |, oeduol 7018 5050 §0%fair | moderate ety
Eucslyptus
194 20.4 20.4 ":'J:;I?:'" polyanthemos 60/20 40140 40% poor poor % °"S":"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
9 (seedling) P
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
195 218 278 coastredwood |, oedhol 70120 30130 30% poor poor aoor-.
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Sequola
19.5 19.5 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 66/20 5656 55% fair moderate X X 66% overall condition "fair".
Sequoia 75% overall condition
80.1 80.1 coast redwood rvirens 75/25 70170 70% good | moderate X X ~good".
5.0 5.0 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 1612 40140 40% poor poor Stunted.
6.0 6.0 evergreen pear | Pyrus kawakamil 2013 40140 40% poor poor GR X ba :&mzﬁ;m.
25% very Infected with
X 10.1 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 22/20 30/120 poar moderate GR X baaterial fireblight.
TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE
TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE
tullp tree
(VD nat verified - Liriodendron High risk of failure.
X 18.6 18.6 ‘tree out of leaf tullpifera 60/20 on 0% dead GR Dead tree.
during survey)
TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE
Possible steep
36.0 36.0 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 80/30 75175 75% good good hlllsl(’)::u ::ablllly 0% °".‘.’;::: :.?_"‘“"“
s Possible steep
244 244 coast redwood ‘ ;mm”‘ 75/20 76186 70% good good hilislope stability | §5% overall condition "fair™.
issues.
Possible steep
hillslope stability
issues. Needs
Sequoia arborist cabling 40% overall condition
20.9 299 coast redwood rvirens 80/25 75140 50% fair good 25 between mainstems, poor™.
or remave one of
two malnstems, If
retain tree.
Possible steep
hillslope stabllity
issues. Needs
Sequoia arborlst cabling 85% overall condition
322 32.2 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 80/25 75140 50% fair good 30 between mainstems, "poar™.
or remove one of
two mainstems, it
retain tree.
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TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE
Possible stability
49.0 49.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85125 75160 65% fair | moderate [ :::::n: z‘;:\',': 5% overall condition “fair™.
been severed.
Sequola 35% overall condition
14.9 149 coastredwood |, oeduol 50115 86/65 e6%fair | moderate X X oot
22.0 220 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 6515 75075 75% good | moderate x x 5% overall condition “fair™.
Tree appears dead,
tulip tree g
R 0% dead but may simply be
X 18.0 16.0 Lebtrioion Liriogenaron 36/30 oo (Confirm in w abave ground
prhwiadiiboond pife) spring) dormant untll spring
le:
Sequola 26% overall condition “very
x 313 313 coast redwood e s 75125 75185 70% good | moderate x o,
20.3 20.3 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 50120 80/60 70%good | good w
15.4 15.4 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 50120 75185 70%good |  good w
13.8 138 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior 50120 76165 70%good | good w
tullp tree (‘;':;;;:ﬁz o Verlfy condition
D ntverified-|  Liriodendron once tree has leafed
x 174 174 tree out of leaf tullpifera E&20 o ':::J':fn w out (or not) In
during survey) In spring) spring.
Tree Is In decline with an
20.8 20.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 40150 43% poor |poortomod | W X apparent overall condition of]
roughly 30% (Poor).
26.8 26.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55135 60155 s8%fair | moderate
Tree Is In decline with an
19.3 19.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 5050 §0%fair | moderate apparent overall condition of]
roughly 35% (Poor).
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Tree s in decline with an
196 19.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66136 80166 s8%fair | moderate E apparent overall condition of|
roughly 30% (Poor).
0.4 304 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel s5/40 7045 5% fair good E E GR 12 x
18.4 184 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50116 40150 40% poor | poor to mod w
25.4 25.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5535 50140 48% poor | moderate E Roots severed on
west side.
166 166 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45125 50130 37%poor | moderate E e 0to1 Rooks severed on
26% very Roots severed on
x 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45125 30120 s poor E 0to5 14 podbpiiby
1.6 1.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30126 40130 36% poor | moderate E Rooks severed on
Sequoia 90% 80% overall condition
0.6 2.6 coast redwood o s 2512 90190 oo | good vty
Sequola 20% 80% overall condition
a9 89 coastredwood | Sodudle 3014 00100 oxoomont | 900d b
144 144 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45120 35045 ae%poor | poor
19.3 19.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/30 40145 42% poor | poor tomod | E
1908 19.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 50140 4T%poor | moderate | E ot
164 164 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50126 36136 36%poor | poor E
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17.8 17.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/25 56/40 50% fair moderate
17.4 17.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55125 55155 55%fair | moderate
6.5 6.5 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30116 751656 70% good | mod to good
9.2 9.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3518 75160 72% good | mod to good
6.8 6.8 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30118 70/145 54% fair | mod to good serious GR
8.1 8.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3018 70160 70% good | mod to good
Sequola 80% overall condition
8.4 6.4 coast redwood P rvirens 3010 86/86 86% good good ~g00d",
Sequoia 80% overall condition
5.4 5.4 coast redwood rvirens 3010 85/85 85% good good good™,
Sequola 75% overall condition
5.7 8.7 coast redwood P rvirens 3010 86/86 86% good good ~g00d",
Sequoia 75% overall condition
4.6 48 coast redwood rvirens 25M0 75175 75% good good good™,
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
8.7 6.7 (out of leaf) Cult. 3014 86/65 76% good good N
Two codominant
5.8 5.8 "?Zﬁ.’g"','}'u.".'ﬁ" Fyrus gu"f'y‘”' 2513 85160 68% fair good see notes mainstems. Remove
one of two.
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana Root crown
4.9 4.9 (out of lea) Cult. 2410 86/50 55% fair moderate N anomaly.
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flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana Varlous
78 7.8 (out of leaf) Cult. 3018 86/56 62% fair good N elevations
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
6.5 6.5 (out of leaf) Cult. 3012 85165 75% good good N
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
8.3 6.3 (out of leaf) Cult. 3012 86/56 60% fair good N 12
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
6.1 6.1 (out of leaf) Cult. 20/10 85/60 68% fair good
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
3.8 3.6 (out of leaf) Cult. 18/8 86/76 80% good good
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
73 7.8 (out of leaf) Cult. 30/15 85165 73% good good
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
7.5 7.5 (out of leaf) Cult. 3018 86/56 63% fair good 7
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
9.0 2.0 (out of leaf) Cult. 30/20 85145 55% fair good X 7
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
7.5 7.5 (out of leaf) Cult. 30156 86/50 58% fair good X 7
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
74 7.4 (out of leaf) Cult. 30/15 85155 65% fair good X 10
flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana
8.7 6.7 (out of leaf) Cult. 30156 86/60 67% fair good X X
flowering pear Pyrus callerysna
4.9 4.9 (out of leaf) Cult. 2512 85165 69% fair good X
Tree is in roughly the same
California overall condition rating as
X 3569 359 X sycamore Platanus racemosa 65/46 686/50 60% fair moderate w w nated in prior years. Tree to
Y be transplanted per project
team.
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Tree is in roughly the same
Bark sloughing at | o1y condition ratiny
g as
. . . us racemosa ir | mode zero noted in prior years. Tree
x | 228 | 210 w7 x Callfornla | /g tan 65145 75145 7% fal derate Nas GR |Seenotes| 4y serot. root crown, POSslbly | oo in pri Treeto
sycamore atright due to irrigation be transplanted t
r spray. e transpl -;.m per projec
Tree Is In roughly the same
Galffornia averall condition rating as
X 15.4 15.4 X sycamore Platanus racemosa 45/30 70170 70% good | moderate NE NE 11t noted In prior years. Tree to
Yy be transplanted per project
team.
Tree condition is roughly the
13.56 13.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36116 50/145 47% poor | moderate 8 8 GR ‘same as previously noted in
past years.
14.9 149 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/20 55155 55%fair |poortomod| S s
19.0 19.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/20 56/40 45% poor | moderate GR 25
20.8 20.8 Sh Roots have been
. . amel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/30 50130 35% poor | poor to mod x severed
29.7 287 Shi Roots have been
. % amel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/36 66/30 30% poor good swW sw GR severed.
26.5 26.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55125 7555 85% fair good s X
274 274 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/25 76148 55% fair good serious GR 25 X
Root system Tree condition appears to be
28.7 28.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 80/35 7555 83% fair good 10 a8, mm‘;‘rl ca) | declining. Current condition
Y rating is roughly 48% (Poor).
Sequola
35.2 36.2 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 60/20 7070 70% good | moderate X
19.3 19.3 coast redwood Sequole 7012 68/70 68%fair | moderate x
Sequola
23.3 23.3 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 60/12 7070 70% good | moderate X
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Sequola
23.9 239 coast redwood semparvirens 60112 7070 70% good | moderate X
17.0 17.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55116 65165 65%fair | moderate X
at root Tree condition same as
154 15.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50112 40130 34% poor poor E Srown X noted in prior years.
Tree condition appears to be
18.3 19.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50725 50040 40% poor | moderate E E serlous GR H declining. Current condition
is roughly 30% (Poor).
Tree condition appears to be|
21.0 210 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/25 60150 §5%fair | moderate w w GR declining. Current condition
Is roughly 48% (Poor).
Tree condition appears to be|
P declining. Current condition
26.7 26.7 coast redwood s 50720 80180 80% good good Is roughly 70% (L.e. the low
sempe, end of "Good" condition
rating range).
Tree condition appears to be|
164 18.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40120 30145 37% poor poor serious GR X declining. Current condition
Is roughly 30% (Poor).
20% very Condition same as noted in
x 21.2 21.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50735 30120 poor very poor [ H Roots severed. orior yoars.
Tree In same condition as
15.0 15.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35118 30130 30% poor poor E GR X Roots severed. previcusly noted in past
years.
Tree In decline. Current
x 18.1 184 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/20 40130 35% poor | poor to mod E GR X Roots severed. "?(‘,‘:’:r:;;sf;ﬁ'::;?‘
consider removal of tree.
Tree In same condition as
144 14.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 40140 40% poor poor GR X previcusly noted in past
years.
18.4 18.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50725 50040 44% poor |poortomod| E E GR H Roots severed.
17.0 17.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40/45 80/60 60% fair moderate N
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24.3 243 coast redwood | Sequcis 6015 70170 70% good | moderate x
15.7 15.7 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 6015 7070 70% good | moderate x
Apical meristem
Tree in decline. Current
X 26.9 26.9 coast redwood | Sequcs 6015 50185 63%fair | moderate X :":"Li’;%‘;"::l’;‘,f aandition is 26% (Very Paor).
rompe) "‘l'olmn otk | Suggest remove this tree.
14.8 14.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40720 asigs 40% poor | poortomod| W serlous GR x Tree in dacline, Gurrent
- 4 poor | po condition Is 30% (Poor).
Tree In decline. Current
2.2 242 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50140 56145 48%poor | moderats | W serious GR [ condition ia 36% (Poar).
Tree Is In decline due to
Sequoia chronic droughty conditions. |
16.3 16.3 coast redwood e s 350 70170 70% good | moderate Curront conaion radag
60% (Fair).
TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE.
18.7 18.7 fernpine | Podocarpus gracilior | 3018 50140 a5%poor | moderate | W 5 x
205 2.6 8.8 southern | o olia grandiflors 1816 26126 25%very | orypoor | W 9 X X
" . magnolia & poar Ty po
208 17.3 17.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 305 35135 a5%poor | poor
207 124 124 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 2616 36120 2“:;::" poor
Sequola 16% very 26% overall condition “very
208 18.8 18.8 coast redwood e s 6012 15115 oor | very poor o,
209 16.0 16.0 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45116 30/145 40% poor poor
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Sequola 20% very
x 23.3 23.3 coast redwood | SIWOE 60115 20120 oor | very poor H §0% overall condition “fair™.
x 15.2 15.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2518 20015 ";‘5::" very poor X
Sequola 70% overall condition
269 | 16.0 M9 coast redwood | SIWOE 70128 80160 60% fair | moderate X ao0d
17.2 17.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35125 55/60 §5%fair | moderate | NW
Sequola 5% very
X 19.0 19.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 4510 85 poar very poor X
x 20.14 20.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 2015 1010 “’;‘5::" x 8
175 1.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 50140 40% poor | poortomod| W []
x 17.7 177 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40720 30125 “;i::" poor x Oto8
Sequola
214 214 coast redwood | SIWOE 5015 75176 76%good |  good
Sequoia 70% overall condition
18.2 18.2 coast redwood s 5015 75070 73%good | good ooodn,
208 20.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/36 50150 §0%fair | moderate | W §0% overall condition ™fair™.
27.0 21.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/45 8555 60% fair good w 8
at root
arown due
184 161 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35/20 50126 32%poor | moderate | W GR .Fr,"“’kl or
Irrigation
most likely
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313 200 209 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45135 50135 45%poor | poor w GR x
Root system on
314 206 306 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel s5/45 70140 s0%fair | Good A
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
318 218 218 coast redwood | Sequcs 6012 55180 57%fair | moderate oor
Root system on
316 185 18.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55120 50145 48% poor | moderate A
317 10.2 10.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45112 40140 40%poor | poor 35% °"E;‘" condition
318 0.0 29 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel o2 45145 45%poor | poor
319 18.8 18.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/30 50150 50% fair moderate
320 13.3 133 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel a2 50140 45% poor | moderate
321 182 16.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50120 55180 56% fair | mod to good
az2 1.9 1.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 4515 40140 40%poor | poor
323 0.4 0.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45112 30130 30%poor | poor
324 128 12.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40112 30140 a5%poor | poor
azs 74 7.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 28112 20120 2“:;::" very poor
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13.0 13.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 46120 45155 48%poor | poor x
1.9 1.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 4512 30130 30%poor | poor E erR x
TREE HAS BEEN REMOVED
FROM LANDSCAPE.
142 142 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45120 35140 88%poor |  poor s x
16.7 167 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40120 30140 36%poor | poor s X
10.4 104 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30120 40135 aT%poor | poor s s x
Sequola 5% very
X 18.9 189 coastredwood |, nednol 6112 si5 oar” | very poor X 0% (Dead).
x 18.4 18.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5518 515 5’;;’::" very poor X 0% (Dead).
10.6 186 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 45155 §0%fair | moderate X
x 16.0 16.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5012 515 5’;;’::" very poor X 0% (Dead).
x 0.6 26 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 2610 1010 10%ee | moderate mainstem x
x 8.8 8.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 257 515 5’;;’::" very poor malnstem X
8.7 8.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3078 3010 15:;::" poor mainstem X
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339 128 128 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40120 40140 40%poor | poor w
240 143 143 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50120 35140 38%poor |  poor
341 109 10.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3s/8 10110 1“:;::" very poor mainstem
342 12.0 12.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4518 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor malnstem
Verify condition
343 13.7 13.7 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45118 36/36 36% poor poor ance tree leafs out
In spring.
344 7.3 7.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2012 20120 z“;i::" very poor
345 14.4 14.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50120 40130 36%poor | poor
348 10.7 10.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2512 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor E
347 1.3 11.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 26112 2610 ":‘o::" poor
348 12.9 12.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4518 25120 z“;i::" very poor
349 12.2 12.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30/20 26126 25:;::" very poor
350 14.2 14.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5015 20120 z“;i::" very poor
351 14.6 148 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30/20 40125 2‘:;::" poor to mod
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1.7 1.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 26120 1010 1“:;::" verypoor | W w X
17.7 177 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 35135 a5%poor | poor E x
13.4 13.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36120 45135 40%poor | poor x
12.5 12.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3515 20015 “;‘5::" very poor X
18.0 18.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45/30 2010 15:;::" verypoor | W s X
208 20.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 545 40150 46% poor " x
10.0 109 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36115 oo 0% dead E E x
Pine species 40% overall condition
18.3 18.3 (ot varined Pinus sp. 30120 8055 65% fair good N 0to 1 foot x b
24.4 244 "‘";',‘;"’"‘ Pinus pines 30/36 90160 7% good | excellent 65% overall condition ™fair™.
26.6 26.6 '“";’I‘n'e”"‘ Pinus pinea 30730 60160 60% fair | moderate x x Measured at 2 feet. | 65% overall condition “fair™.
28.8 28.6 "‘";',‘;"’"‘ Pinus pines 26/36 70170 0% good |  good X Measured at 2 feet, | 50% overall condition “fair™.
Tree out of leaf.
x 7.2 7.2 red oak Quercus rubra (not 2015 80/50 60% fair good Needs tralning | 19% overall condition "very
verified) poor™.
pruning.
Tree out of leat. -
X 5.5 6.6 oak species Quercus sp. 12/8 60/40 40% poor | moderate X 5 Needs training 5% overall condition "very
pruning. .
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th 10% overall condition "v
X 7.3 7.3 ::’.“gn:':: Magnolia grandiflora 1813 40140 40% poor | poor to mod X °"°"'p:°". jon “very
17.0 17.0 '“";’I‘n'e”"" Pinus pinea 18125 80150 60% fair good N x Measured at 3.5 feet | 50% overall condition “fair™.
X 243 243 Hallan stone Pinus pinea 26130 80135 a6%poor | good N 5 X 20% °"°""",:°".""'°" “very
Mtalian stone Measured at 3.5 30% overall condition
20.2 20.2 e Pinus pinea 2530 8035 a5%poor | good N erR 7 x s bt
2.8 23.8 Mallan stone Pinus pinea 26130 50150 50%fair | poor to mod 10 WMeasured at 2.0 S o
Verify species in
5.7 5.7 tree :’;‘::';‘ out|  Genus, species) 255 75155 65%fair | moderate spring after full
leafout.
26.3 26.3 Aleppo pine |  Pinus halepensis 30/36 20160 70% good 0od x Codominant | 540, o orall condition “fair™
" - Laady 9 g mainstems at 5 feet. ‘
21.6 | 18.7 40.3 '“";’I‘n'e”"" Pinus pinea 30/35 80/70 75% good good N X 65% overall condition “fair™.
southern 25% very 20% overall condition "very
X 7.4 7.4 magnolia | Mesnolia grandiora 20115 26126 oar” | very poor X aoor-.
In parking lot of Benihana
x 7.2 7.2 tulip tree "’”h;"""";""” 1218 20110 15%0:;:" very poor N x x x near Hyatt construction
pife P project. Sandis #1225,
In parking lot of Benlhana
X 5.6 5.8 tulip tree Liriodendron 1218 2010 15%very |\ ory poor X X X near Hyatt canstruction
tullpifera poar
project. Sandls #1224.
southern 26% very 10% overall condition “very
x 5.6 5.6 agnoha | Magnolla grandifiora 180 25125 oor | very poor x o,
th 20% overall condition "v
X 7.8 7.6 ::’.“gn:':: Magnolia grandifiora 19112 35136 35% poor poor X °"°"'p:°". jon “very
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378 70 7.0 ::’.“;::,’l: Magnolia grandifiora 2014 20120 2“:;::" very poor 20% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
southern 26% very 20% overall condition "very
am 65 6.5 e | Magnona grandifiora | 14i12 25125 Pve? | very poor oy
southern 20% very 20% overall condition "very
380 74 7.4 eineta | Magnolia grandifiora | 2110 20120 eee? | very poor oor
Mtalian stone 43% overall condition
381 23.0 377 i Pinus pinea 25/30 75155 64% fair | moderate oo
382 208 20.8 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 26126 70180 @5% fair | moderate GR §3% overall condition ™fair™.
383 19.5 19.5 '“";’I‘n'e”"‘ Pinus pinea 25/30 80/65 74% good good GR “% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
304 220 22,0 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 26/30 70180 @5% fair | moderate Measured at 2.0 | goo. overall condition fair™.
385 33.2 33.2 '“";’I‘n'e”"‘ Pinus pinea 25/35 60130 38% poor | moderate 2% °"S":"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
southern 15% very 10% overall condition "very
386 4.5 4.5 magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 13/8 1616 poor very poor poor”.
southern 20% very 30% overall condition
387 78 78 e | Magnona grandifiora | 1i18 20120 %ve¥ | very poor oo
southern 20% very 15% overall condition "very
388 75 7.5 eeta | Magnolia grandiffora | 18115 20120 eee? | very poor oor
389 31.9 54.2 Italian stone Pinus pinea 30/45 50140 47%poor | moderate 44% overall condition
pine poor”.
300 13.2 26.2 Hallan stone Pinus pinea 26115 80130 a6%poor | good 35% °"E;‘" condition

oo




Vallo Tree Daia by wiaker Levson, Consuking Asborst WLCA)
Revsed 812012018

5 5 T — r =
H H ) 23 z T 2 c H S
&c H . 58 H e zem - = o s o H g%
H - H ' H g ] e s 2 5| B iz = . H
32 | 2% 2 |8 23 5 = L 288 | SE 8 | e55 | B+ £ § | s s 3
e8 E - - - - - ~ |8% [ 8 3 25 3 50 - 282 ] o3 2 - 2c = Updated Overall Condition
.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o @ v | e | o BEEg 33 (@enus, ) 5c B ge 238 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é ggmgg 5% ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
-4 13 S5EZa g8 T 4 -3 23 rs:3 o 1] 23 3 =3 3 e a Eg%a i 2 23
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| 88 | Ice? 11 E E e E E £ |gads & a2 E 2ES o S22z 38 =8 TaZ 28 1R 22 |SIBEZ 14 8c
124 | 120 2.4 ttallan stone Pinus pinea 26130 80160 67% fair good E E 3 M 45% °V:;:';:_°"d"'°"
14.6 146 Italian stone Pinus pinea 2518 80/65 68% fair good E X 40% overall condition
pine oor
143 14.3 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 20120 70170 0% good |  good e X §6% overall condition ™fair™.
10.3 10.3 tree :’;‘::';' out|  Genus, species) 35/20 80/65 75% good good
0.8 2.8 tree spodles out|  (Genus, species) 36120 20165 7% good |  good w
x 18.1 184 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6512 7070 70% good | moderate Steep slope 18% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
X 20.6 206 coastredwood |, nednol 65112 76175 76%good | moderate Steep slope oor
13.4 13.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 80170 74%good |  good Steep slope
1.3 11.3 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36116 30/30 30% poor poor Steep slope
213 213 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 6050 s5%fair | moderate [ Steep slope
202 20.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 46120 50135 40%poor | moderats | W 8 10 On steep slope.
18.4 18.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 5125 6045 5% fair good [ On steep slope.
16.0 15.0 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40118 40140 40% poor poor w ] 8 On steep slope.
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g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o e v 6 | © Egd i (@enus, ) i "'é 35 g3 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é ggmgg §§ EE | Serirozmssuney 0112018, and 7/2018
[ 55 | 5Eza 8% = P = M = = [882 €8 23 rs:3 3o o 23 =3 3 3t Ion a £E50% b g3
= < T = ; 2 s 8
2| 8 | SEEpuzieii| B P P | P PP ogEy: i H 853 | 53 | 883 | BE| RE |33% | :F | cBR | 5B |3iidE) i | :f
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404 26.7 26.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5636 40140 40% poor poor varlous On steep slope.
elevations
a0s 20.5 20.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/35 40135 40% poor poor 7 On steep slope.
208 174 17.4 coast redwood | Sequcs sor8 7070 70% good | moderate On steep siope. | 2% °'°"::°'L‘“'°" “very
407 41 a1 southern Magnolia grandifiora 151 515 §%very | oy poor 0to10 0% (Dead)
d s magnolia g poor Ty po
southern 10% very varlous 10% overall condition "very
408 5.9 9.7 magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18/6 1010 poar very poor elevations poor”.
a09 18.3 18.3 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 5515 85/65 65% fair | moderate 50% overall condition “fair™.
a10 207 20.7 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 8613 5/65 5% fair | moderate 50% overall condition ™fair".
Sequoia 40% overall condition
a1 22.4 224 coast redwood s 5518 60160 60% fair | poor to mod e
2 X amel asl raxinus ul ir goot
a2 324 324 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei €5/36 6/56 5% fai d
a13 15.6 15.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/18 50140 45% poor | poor to mod
Team proposes to transplant|
Galifornla Will need endwelght | tree. Current condition
414 2256 226 sycamore Platanus racemosa 65/30 50/145 50% fair moderate GR reduction pruning at roughly the same as
Y west side of canopy. | previously noted In past
years.
Team proposes to transplant
Galffornia tree. Current condition
a15 18.3 18.3 e | Piatanus racemosa 60730 50150 50%fair | moderate eR roughly the same as
Yy previously noted in past
years.
Team proposes to transplant|
Galifornla tree. Current condition
a1e 17.8 17.8 oyoamore | Platanus racemosa 50/20 50150 §0%fair | moderate GR roughly the same as
Y previously noted in past

years.
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a7 10.2 19.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30126 75156 70%good |  good
a18 1.5 1.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3015 asi40 40% poor | moderate @R
419 17.3 17.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35/40 80/50 55% fair moderate GR
420 114 1.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35125 7570 70% good |  good
a 19.7 13.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36126 50150 §0% fair | poor to mod
a22 14.3 143 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30730 75045 60% fair good
423 204 294 coast redwood Sequola 70120 70170 70% good | moderate 60% overall condition ™fair™.
N o sempervirens N
Sequoia 45% overall condition
a2¢ 33.6 33.6 coast redwood s 70018 60160 60% fair | moderate “poor~
425 249 249 coast redwood Sequola 65/15 70170 70% good | moderate 60% overall condition ™fair™.
" . sempervirens N
a26 27.8 21.8 coast redwood Sequola §5/20 75168 70% good | moderate 5% overall condition “fair™
. g sempervirens ’
az7 17.3 17.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/20 40140 40% poor poor
Tree is declining. Appears to
be In 40% overall condition
{Poor), with normal leaf
a28 20.0 20.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/35 50150 50% fair | poor to mod soneacance plus twig and
branch dieback from
drougtht-induced decline.
Codominant | Tree is declining. Appears to
a9 220 220 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei §6/36 70156 5% fair good mainstems fork at 13| be in 45% overall condition
Teet (Poor),
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.| B2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 §§ 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
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TREE IS DEAD. TREE
430 274 27.4 giant sequoia Metasequola 5115 85145 §6% fair | poor to mod Tree was limbed up. | REQUIRES REMOVAL FROM
glyptostroboldes THE LANDSCAPE.
Tree in decline, with a
a31 27.9 21.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/45 as130 40% poor | poor to mod current overall condition of
34% or "Poor”.
Tree in decline, with a
432 24.0 24.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei §6/36 50160 §6% fair | poor to mod aurrent overall candition of
44% or "Poor™.
Tree in decline, with a
ourrent overall cendition of
433 16.9 18.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60125 75(60 63% fair good 50% or ~Fair-. (~Falr" ranges|
from 50% to 89%).
Roots were severed | TREE IS DEAD. TREE
234 20.3 203 glant sequola Buirspis I 5112 36120 26% very poor during installation of| REQUIRES REMOVAL FROM
alye! P ADA walkway. THE LANDSGAPE.
26% ver Roots severed
435 311 311 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/45 40120 it poor @R during sidewalk | Same condition as previous.
P replacement
Sequola Diameters
438 23.0 36.0 coast redwood somperirens e5/18 75160 5% fair good catimatod,
Tree currently in the same
437 21.7 217 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60730 30130 30% poor poor condition as previously
noted.
Roots severed
438 23.6 23.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei e5/18 80130 37% poor | moderate during sidewalk
replacement
Crown raising
Sequoia pruning was 45% overall condition
439 27.0 21.0 coast redwood s 75118 7070 70%good |  good performed i limb up hoor
this tree.
Tree currently in 28% overall
440 187 18.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60730 35135 36% poor | very poor O orior o speing | condition (Very Poor). Trae
d g po "y po P eh ':' 9 suggested by WLCA to be
removed.
Tree currently in 28% overall
a1 21.2 21.2 Sh Roots severed candition (Very Paar). Tree
¥ . amel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/45 50150 50%fair | moderate during sidewalk o by WLGAa b
replacement suggested by o
removed.
Roots severed
during sidewalk Tree appears to be in
a2 a1.2 81.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/45 80145 53%fair | moderate replacement . Will | decline. Current overall

need endweight
reduction pruning.

condition is 46% (Poor).
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443 4.0 41.0 cosstredwood |, Sequola 70120 76160 68% fair good Gable Instaliation 45% °"E;:';f.°"""'°"
a4 21.5 21.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/30 70150 60% fair | moderate
445 154 164 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/18 50150 50% fair moderate
aas 214 214 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 7015 75175 75% good good 50% overall condition “fair™.
247 175 1.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/20 56/50 §2% fair | poor to mod
a8 15.7 15.7 coast redwood Sequole 70110 60160 60% fair | moderate Tree was limbed up. | 50% overall condition “fair™.
449 16.5 16.6 coast redwood ‘ Ssqur:ll:”‘ 7010 60/60 60% fair moderate Tree was limbed up. | 50% overall condition "fair™.
a50 15.5 15.5 coast redwood Sequole 70110 80150 §5% fair | moderate Tree was limbed up. | 50% overall condition “fair™.
a51 19.6 19.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50126 70156 60% fair good
Current condition rating is
a52 21.5 21.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/30 50135 40% poor | poor to mod roughly the same as noted in
previous years.
453 15.0 15.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 5010 1010 1“:;::" very poor
Current condition rating is
a54 20.4 20.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6535 50140 47% poor | poor to mod Roots damaged. pr':v'l‘g::y”'::;‘d":: ;:“
years.
456 177 1.7 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45118 30/136 33% poor poor Roots damaged.
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[Tree Tag #

To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan
\Very Poor Condition

Author
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant

Trunk 1 (In.)

Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

specified native and
Inon-native species)

"Protected Tree™

Common Name

Saientifio Name
)

(Genus,

Height and Canopy
Spread (ft.)

Health & Structural

Ratings

(0-100% each)

'Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)

Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)

Trunk Lean
(Direction Noted)
Historical Stem
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Topped or Severely
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)

Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)

(Note Height)
Root Extension
Restricted in Planter|
Soll Moisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™)

WLCA Notes from
Spring 2015 Survey

Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/20

40136

37% poor

poor w

Same condition rating as
noted in prior years.

285

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

65/35

50160

55% fair

moderate w

May be declining in
condition. Current condition
is roughly 45% (Poor).

458

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/35

30/140

36% poor

poor to mod

varlous
elevations

Bark sluffing off.
Phloem/bark
disorder.

Same condition rating as
noted in prior years.

459

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

75/45

60/60

60% fair

moderate

Roots damaged.

460

31.8

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

65/45

80/56

59% fair

moderate

Roots damaged.

255

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/40

50150

50% fair

poor to mod

Tree declining. Current
overall condition is roughly
35% (Poor). Extensive twig
dieback apparent.

462

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

40115

50/140

45% poor

moderate

Tree declining. Current
averall condition is roughly
28% (Very Poor). Tissue
necrosis and bark inclusion
at fork noted. Trees in very
poor condition are typically
suggested to be removed.

463

21.0

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

556/45

75180

70% good

good w

Roots damaged.

Tree appears to be in decline|
due to chronic drought
conditions. Current overall
condition roughly 55% (Falr).

464

341

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

55/30

65145

48% poor

moderate E

Tree appears to be in decline|
due to chronic drought
conditions. Current overall
condition roughly 40%
{Poor).

465

22,8

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/30

56146

50% fair

moderate w

Roots damaged.

Tree Is currently In same
condition as nated in
previous years.

466

20.3

203

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

65/30

60/145

50% fair

modtogood| E

Tree appears to be in decline|
due to chronic drought
conditions. Current overall
condition roughly 40%
{Poor).

487

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

65/45

37% poor

moderate

GR

Tree declining. Current
averall condition is roughly
28% (Very Poor). Tissue
necrosis and bark inclusion
at fork noted. Trees in very
poor condition are typically
suggested to be removed.
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Updated Overall Condition
WLOCA Notes from | peyinne & NOTES 1212017,

Saientifio Name
Common Name
) Spring 2015 Survey | 4412018, and 772018

(Genus,

'Soil Molisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™

Topped or Severely
Restricted in Planter|

Inon-native species)
Height and Canopy
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

Spread (ft.)
Health & Structural

specified native and
Ratings
(0-100% each)
Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)
Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)
(Direction Noted)
Historical Stem
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)
Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)
(Note Height)
Root Extension

Trunk Lean

[Tree Tag #

To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan
\Very Poor Condition

Author
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant

Trunk 1 (In.)

Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)

Diameter Inches @

AdJusted Trunk
54" A.G.

"Protected Tree™

468

24.8

24.6

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

66/30

40% poor

poor

Roots damaged.

Tree declining with apparent|
extensive twig dieback.
Current averall condition is
roughly 20% (Very Poor).
Tissue necrasis and bark
Inclusion at fork noted.
Trees in very poor condition
are typically suggested to be|

remaved.

469

252

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

50/30

38% poor

poor

GR

Roots damaged.

Tree is currently in same
condition as noted In
previous years.

470

27.7

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/35

40% poor

poor

Appears to be experlencing
normal Fall leaf senescence
(leaf drop).

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

4015

45145

45% poor

poor

Appears to be experiencing
normal Fall leaf senescence
(leaf drop).

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

50/20

46145

45% poor

poor

Appears to be experlencing
normal Fall leaf senescence
(leaf drop).

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

60/45

75165

68% fair

good

9 and 10 (not
verified)

Roots damaged

Tree appears to be

somewhat declining. Current|

overall condition Is roughly
57% (Fair).

474

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/30

75180

65% fair

good

GR

Tree appears to be

somewhat declining. Current|

averall condition is roughly
50% (Falr).

475

28.7

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

60/45

70/85

68% fair

moderate

Roots damaged.

Tree is declining, with an
estimated 43% overall
condition rating (Poor). Leaf
fall appears to be a combo of |
normal leaf fall plus twig and
branch dieback.

476

15.2

16.2

Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdei

30/25

36140

38% poor

poor to mod

‘Shamel ash

Fraxinus uhdel

35/20

20/120

20% very
poor

very poor

478

18.9

16.9

coast redwood

Sequola
sempervirens

40115

50% fair

poor

20% overall condition "very
or”.

479

221

coast redwood

Sequoia
sempervirens

50/20

on

0% dead

0% (Dead).
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480 1341 1341 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30118 46146 45% poor poor
a81 20.0 20.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35125 asias 45% poor poor
282 0.8 2.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3010 30120 25:;::" poor
a8 12.7 12.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3018 50140 50%fair | moderate eR
484 15.9 169 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3018 80/50 55% fair moderate
a8s 18.7 18.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30720 5555 §5% fair | moderate
486 22.3 22.3 coast redwood Sequola 5018 70170 70% good | moderate 68% overall condition ™fair™.
" * sempervirens N
Sequoia 70% overall condition
a87 21.9 21.9 coast redwood s s0/18 7070 70% good | moderate ooodn,
488 12.4 124 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3018 50136 40% poor | moderate
a89 8.0 8.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30720 55135 45% poor | moderate
490 143 143 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36/36 56145 47% poor | poor to mod
a91 8.3 9.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2012 40120 27;‘5::" poor
492 0.1 9.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2618 50136 40% poor | poor to mod
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13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
. X amel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30118 46130 36% poor | poor to mod
a04 18.8 13.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30730 40140 40% poor poor
495 13.0 13.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 3018 26120 22:;::" poor
a6 79 7.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2512 30120 zs;i::" poor
4907 10.2 10.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30/20 26130 2‘:;::" poor
498 1.8 1.8 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakamil 20720 50140 44% poor poor Fireblight infection.
499 4.0 4.0 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 06 o/o 0% dead
500 21.4 21.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5515 o 0% dead 0% Dead.
Sequola 15% very
501 19.0 19.0 coast redwood somperirens §5/15 16115 ooor | | very poor Steep slope. 0% Dead.
Sequoia
502 24.4 24.4 coast redwood s 5512 o 0% dead 0% Dead.
503 8.7 6.7 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 13114 40/40 40% poor poor
504 08 | 8.0 18.9 oak species Quercus sp. 35730 80150 60% fair good @R Steep slope
Sequola 70% overall condition
5056 323 323 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 50/36 70170 70%good | moderate Steep slope ~g00d",
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10.0 10.0 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakami 26115 40140 40%poor | poor E E X Fireblight infection.
x 7.6 76 20% very
z . evergreen pear |  Pyrus kewakamil 1815 20120 oor” | verypoor | N N x Fireblight infection.
109 10.9 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamil 26/26 40130 36% poor poor N N X Fireblight infection.
southern 16% very
x 72 | 68 | 55 19.6 agnoha | Magnolla grandifiora 2505 15115 oor | verypoor | N x
20.0 28.0 cosstredwood |, Sequola 60125 80/80 80%good |  good X 70% overall condition
Roots damaged on
14.4 14.4 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kewakamil 20125 40150 44%poor | poor x grade, Fireblight | 55% overall condition "fair™.
infection.
8.0 6.0 southern | o olia grandiflors 1508 50130 37%poor | moderate X x 30% overall condition
magnolia (-] .
5.6 5.6 ';“:::I';: Magnolia grandifiora 1810 40140 40% poor poor E x
th
44 4.4 ::’.“gn:,:: Magnolia grandiflora 186 40140 40% poor poor E X
x 10.5 10.5 evergreen pear | Pyrus kawakamil 25120 30130 30% poor poor E E x Fireblight infection. | 29% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
X 10.6 10.6 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakami/ 26120 30140 36% poor poor E e X Fireblight infection. | 20% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" “very
x 6.5 6.5 ';“:::I';: Pyrus kewakamil 1377 40130 30% poor |poortomod| E 4to7 18% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Out of leaf. Overall
23.2 232 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 56/60 §8%fair | poortomod| W w condition veriy in
spring after leafout.
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123 123 Chineseelm |  Uimus parvifolia 50140 86/70 70%good | moderate | SE X
18.2 132 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 20/30 60160 60%fair | moderate
10.2 10.2 Chineseelm |  Uimus parvifolia 40120 70160 70%good | good E X
20.6 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35135 6050 5% fair good
20% very
X 124 124 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30120 20120 oar” | very poor
18.4 134 Chineseelm |  Ulmus parvifolia 35135 60155 60%fair | moderate | E x
19.9 19.9 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36/36 50/145 50% fair | poor to mod
12.7 12.7 Chineseelm |  Ulmus parvifolia 2530 75185 70%good |  good E E x
219 219 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4545 86156 60%fair | moderate GR
125 125 Chineseelm |  Ulmus parvifolia 20/30 6050 s5%fair | moderate x
13.7 137 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36126 5050 §0%fair | moderate | W w
15.2 15.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40125 56/30 2% poor | moderate | S erR 5
14.4 144 Chineseelm |  Uimus parvifolia 40135 70160 67%fair | moderate | E E X
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545 174 174 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40/30 76I86 64% fair good Tight forks at 8 feet.
546 1.2 1.2 Ghinese elm | Ulmus parvirolia a0 70160 66% fair | moderate
547 12.5 12,6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40120 26126 25:;::" very poor GR
s TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE.
549 18.3 16.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45/30 86/56 61% fair moderate
550 175 175 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel s0/30 75165 70%good |  good
s51 TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSGAPE.
52 1.2 1.2 Ghinese elm | Ulmus parvirolia 25125 60160 60% fair | moderate
553 142 142 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30720 75185 70%good | good
Tree out of leaf. ID
54 40 40 elm specles Uimus sp. 2010 75175 75%good |  good not verified at time
of writing.
565 0.8 2.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 20116 1010 1“:;::" very poor 0to10
556 168 16.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 0730 55160 Se%fair | moderate oto1 Vehicle Impact scar.
57 1290 129 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50125 35135 36%poor | poor
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.| &2 289 §.x| 2 z 2 | 2| 2 |E2 25 | CommonName |  SclentificName 2z 58 ge 8.y | 82 | 5= | @3% | °d 86z | L |EessS| E £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
5| 52 £S5 ._§5 < s < S5 8 fas 3s (Genus, ) e I 33 288 35 85 ] 5= 258 FH égmgg §§ 2EZ | Spring2015Survey | "4115018, and 7/2018
EE = $8a - ° = a -} = 25w T = auw re ‘e o
[ s§Eza 45 M = = x = = ] € z £2 T2 F%o 3 =8 T 3 ~ £E%2% w2 £3
8| 25 |SiEgus zas| (| E | P P | B| B 3Esi: §: H HER A I IR AN
= =0 | ares -1 I3 I3 = I3 I3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
227 227 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s §6/20 80160 60% fair | moderate X 50% overall condition ™fair".
31.8 31.6 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - §5/20 80145 §5% fair | moderate 25 x 60% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola 37% overall condition
16.6 16.6 coastredwood |, seduol 50115 80/50 §3%fair | moderate X ety
Sequoia 48% overall condition
25,6 256 coast redwood e s 5515 6060 60%fair | moderate x onor
Sequola 35% overall condition
12,0 120 coastredwood |, seduol 36110 80140 47% poor | moderate X ety
321 | 134 | 122 57.7 coast redwood Sequole 55125 70170 70%good | poor x 55% overall condition "fair™.
Sequola varlous 45% overall condition
218 278 coastredwood |, neduol 50115 40130 36% poor poor clovations X ety
174 174 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5012 60160 60% fair | moderate x 50% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola 40% overall condition
17.7 177 coastredwood |, seduol 50112 66/65 e6%fair | moderate X ety
315 | 9.0 0.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 60720 75075 75% good | moderate x 5% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola 45% overall condition
21.6 | 10.5 320 coastredwood |, seduol 60115 80/60 60%fair | moderate X ety
Sequoia
817 317 coast redwood e s 70125 80180 80%good |  good x 60% overall condition "fair™.
Sequola 20% very 20% overall condition "very
x 8.3 83 coastredwood |, oedhol 3616 20120 oar” | very poor H aoor-.
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5| 52 £S5 ._§5 £ s < s s s 3o b (Genus, ) e ‘-é 33 288 35 85 | gus 5= 258 FH 255‘5; §§ ®E | Sering2015Survey | 413018, and 712018
cE = $8a - ° = a -} = 25w T = auw re ‘e o
[ rd s§Eza 45 M = = x = = 882 €8 2 £2 T2 F%o 3 =8 T 3 e Esl% w2 23
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13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
289 269 Soquola
g . cosstredwood |, Sequola 70120 85165 6% fair | moderate x 60% overall condition “fair",
Sequoia
159 | 73 2.2 coast redwood uoka s0/15 65165 65% fair | moderate x 50% overall condition “fair".
Soquola 45% overall condition
263 26.3 cosstredwood |, Sequole 5013 85165 65% fair | moderate x e
19.9 19.9 coast redwood Sequola s0/14 65165 65% fair | moderate x 52% overall condition “fair".
210 210 cosstredwood |, Sequole s012 80160 60%fair | moderate x AT o o tion
28.3 233 coast redwood Sequola 60/12 65165 65% fair | moderate x 62% overall condition “fair".
Soquola 35% overall condition
26 | 50 30.6 cosstredwood |, Sequole 6010 30140 36%poor | poor x e
212 2.2 coast redwood Sequola 8510 50140 45%poor | poor x 50% overall condition “fair".
Soquola 28% very 35% overall condition
x 260 26.0 cosstredwood |, Sequola 08 26135 eery | very poor x e
Sequoia 30% overall condition
144 144 coast redwood uola 4010 30130 80% poor | poor to mod s 0tos x ks
Soquola 45% overall condition
18.4 18.4 cosstredwood |, Sequole 5013 65155 50% fair | moderate x e
19.2 19.2 coast redwood 8“7’”‘“’ m‘ - 255 40125 30% poor | moderate ;sel(_l':;'.f":; X 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
12.8 12.8 cosstredwood |, Sequola 5618 50140 45% poor | poor to mod s X 35% °"E;:';f.°"""'°"
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Sequola
X 127 | 83 210 coastredwood |, seduol 36110 oo 0% dead dead 1 X 0% (Dead)
Shear crack through
Sequola 20% very 20% overall condition “very
x 19.5 195 coast redwood 506 30110 very poor x the malnstem ¢
sempervirens poor enaituciaaiy. poor™.
Sequola
27.0 270 coastredwood |, Sodudle 75126 86/65 e6%fair | moderate X 60% overall condition “fair™.
Canker developing
Sequoia 35% overall condition
18.8 18.8 coast redwood 6518 50140 a5%poor | poor w x on trunk at 5 feet °
sempervirens ptad ‘Poor™.
266 2.6 cosstredwood |, Sequole 7014 40140 40%poor | poor X 30% °"E;‘" condition
187 | 17 21.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 409 40130 35% poor BRC X 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
X 173 17.3 cosstredwood |, Sequole 5015 26126 25:;::" very poor X 25% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
Sequola 26% very 26% overall condition “very
x 16.7 16.7 coast redwood e s 5012 25125 oor | very poor w x o,
Sequola 25% very
X 86 (X coastredwood |, seduol 3617 26126 moer” | very poor X 0% (Dead)
Codominant
x 26.4 26.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 6018 20130 zs;i::" poor X mainstem fork at 20 | 25% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
sempel Toet. -
x 16.4 15.4 cosstredwood |, Sequola 5610 16120 ":‘o::" very poor X 15% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
x 22.4 22.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 6014 30130 30% poor poor w x 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
274 274 cosstredwood |, Sequola 7018 36/35 36%poor | poor X 30% °"E;‘" condition
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3| §2 = »—§5 £ g < s s s 3o b (Genus, species) e ‘-é 33 288 35 85 ] 5= 258 FH égmgg §§ 2EZ | Spring2015Survey | "4115018, and 7/2018
cE = $8a - ° = a -} = 25w T = auw re ‘e o
[ rd s§Eza 45 M = = x = = 88 €8 2 £2 T2 F%o 3 =8 T 23 e £E%2% w2 £3
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13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
Sequola 28% very 25% overall condition "very
x 13.0 13.0 coast redwood | SIWOE 3078 40120 poor | Roor to mod H ooor
39.4 39.4 coast redwood 8“7’”‘“’ m‘ - 7515 7070 70% good good x °""‘°"s"°°::"""‘ at| 5% °".‘.’;::: :.?_""m"
Sequola
8.0 8.0 coast redwood | SIWOE 26/4 1] 0% dead dead H 0% (Dead)
Sequoia
26.5 28.5 coast redwood s 75018 75075 75%good |  good x 65% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola
323 32.3 coast redwood | SIWOE e5/15 7070 70% good | mod to good x 60% overall condition ™fair™.
Sequoia 40% overall condition
15.4 15.4 coast redwood s 5010 50150 50% fair poor x hoot,
Sequola 47% overall condition
24.4 24.4 coast redwood | SIWOE e5/11 56/50 53% fair mod X “paarn,
Sequoia 40% overall condition
10.14 10.1 coast redwood s 25/9 85145 55% fair mod X ey
Sequola
26.7 26.7 coast redwood | SIWOE 7018 56/60 §8% fair | poor to mod X §6% overall condition ™fair™.
Sequoia 40% overall condition
12.5 12,5 coast redwood s a5/10 50140 50%fair | moderate X ey
Sequola 40% overall condition
16.3 16.3 coast redwood | SIWOE 3510 50140 §0%fair | moderate X ety
Sequoia
12.8 12,6 coast redwood s a5/11 80150 §5% fair | moderate x 5% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola
23.4 23.4 coast redwood | SIWOE 5115 50150 50% fair poor X §6% overall condition ™fair™.
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g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o @ v | e | o BEEg 33 (@enus, ) i “’-é 35 g3 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é ggmgg §§ ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
e 5 | 5Eza 8% = P = M s | = 3 € 23 £8 3o g0 23 =3 £3 3 Ion a EZ2% w2 23
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Sequola
623 264 264 coastredwood |, seduol 7516 5050 50% fair poor §7% overall condition “fair™.
624 15.9 15.9 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 7012 50140 48% poor poor 50% overall condition “fair™.
626 19.7 26.1 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 6510 50150 50% fair poor 50% overall condition “fair™.
626 19.6 19.6 coast redwood Sequole 6010 6050 5% fair | poor to mod 50% overall condition "fair™.
627 229 229 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 76112 60/50 53% fair poor 60% overall condiition “fair™.
24
628 144 144 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - a5i8 20130 5;‘5::" very poor 10% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
629 1.9 1.9 coast redwood | Sequcis 2817 1010 1“:;::" very poor 0% (Dead)
630 12.0 12.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 3510 35135 35% poor poor 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
631 16.2 16.2 cosstredwood |, Sequola 45115 20120 2“:;::" very poor 2 20% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
632 15.5 15.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5018 40130 35% poor | poor to mod 30 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
633 0.3 2.3 coast redwood | Sequcs 40110 36136 36% poor poor 20% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" “very
2
634 1.5 1.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5012 20120 “;i::" very poor 10% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
635 18.4 18.4 coast redwood | Sequcis 5012 1010 1“:;::" very poor 0% (Dead)
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13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
a3 200 20.9 coast redwood | Sequcis 7018 26126 25:;::" very poor 18% overall condition (very
One of two
Sequola 26% very 5% overall condition (very
637 138 138 coast redwood 5015 25125 very poor mainstems was
sempervirens poor e, oor).
Sequola
638 279 279 coast redwood | Sequcls s0/25 78175 75% good | mod to good 68% overall condition (fair).
Sequola 26% very Difficult to assess | 18% overall condition "very
630 108 108 coast redwood ol asie 25125 Pve? | very poor ieteg oy
640 214 214 cosstredwood |, Sequole 7012 40140 40%poor | poor 30% °"E;‘" condition
641 1908 19.6 coast redwood Sequole 60112 85155 60%fair | moderate 45% °V5;:"',f.°"dm°"
642 303 30.3 cosstredwood |, Sequole 76120 50150 50%fair | moderate 4 ovoral ondtion
643 24.3 24.3 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 70018 80/55 56% fair | moderate 50% overall condition “fair™.
644 114 114 cosstredwood |, Sequole 5612 50160 50% fair poor 0% °"E;:';f.°"""'°"
645 22.8 22.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 7012 40135 38% poor poor 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Sequola 27% very S-trunkformat | 24% overall condition "very
646 148 223 coast redwood | Sequcs 50110 48120 s poor covtain Holante. oor
647 31.5 31.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 75125 80/80 80% good good 0% °".‘.’;::: :.?""m"
648 49 a9 cosstredwood |, Sequole 2615 30130 30%poor | poor 1% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
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e 5 | 5Eza 8% = P = M s | = 3 € 23 £8 3o g0 23 =3 £3 3 Ion a EZ2% w2 23
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Sequola
649 26.7 2.7 coastredwood |, seduol 65112 5050 §0%fair | moderate 50% overall condition “fair™.
650 22.4 224 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 65/18 50150 50%fair | moderate 50% overall condition “fair™.
Sequola
661 20.6 2.6 coastredwood |, seduol 70120 80140 §6%fair | moderate 67% overall condition “fair™.
652 15.9 15.9 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 6516 40140 40% poor poor 45% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
Sequola 20% very
653 16.0 16.0 coastredwood |, oeduol 60110 20120 oar” | very poor 0% (Dead)
2
654 20.5 20.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5516 30115 “;i::" very poor 16% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Sequola
55 26,0 36.0 coastredwood |, neduol 7016 5050 50%fair | poor to mod 3 50% overall condition “fair™.
Sequoia
656 27.3 21.3 coast redwood e s 7515 60140 50%fair | poor to mod [ 56% overall condition "fair™.
Sequola 48% overall condition
657 19.8 19.8 coast redwood P rvirens 70116 45145 45% poor poor "poar™.
658 30.8 30.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 7018 30135 30% poor poor 4to8 45% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
659 10.0 10.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 3614 ol 0% dead dead 0% (Dead)
8-trunk form
Sequola 26% very 30% overall condition
660 23.0 23.0 coast redwood 7015 30120 very poor between 60 and 65 °
sempervirens poor oo alormtinn ‘Poor™.
661 12.4 12.4 cosstredwood |, Sequole 308 50130 36%poor | moderate 20 28% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
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.| B2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o e v | e | o BEEg 33 (@enus, ) i "'é 35 g3 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é 55“’53 §§ EE | Serirozmssuney 0112018, and 7/2018
= | §F | 6E3 8% = P = M F = 832 €8 =3 =8 3o Zto 23 =3 3 H] Ion a Eg2% w2 g3
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Sequola
7.7 17.7 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 5015 80/46 50% fair moderate X 50% overall condition "fair".
1.2 1.2 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 5010 56150 50% fair | poor to mod x 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
Sequola 40% overall condition
1.0 1.0 coastredwood |, seduol 5010 50150 50% fair poor X ety
20.4 20.4 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 65/18 80/55 58%fair | moderate x 59% overall condition “fair™.
209 209 cosstredwood |, Sequole 7026 40150 48%poor | poor X 45% °"E;:';f.°"""'°"
16.7 16.7 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 6518 40150 45% poor poor x 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
Sequola 30% overall condition
0.4 94 coastredwood |, oeduol 407 30136 36% poor poor X ety
This tree has @
PGAE guy strap
around Its trunk
which may
Sequola 10% overall condition "very
x 0.9 2.9 coast redwood a7 30130 30% poor poor x eventually girdle the ¢
sempervirens stem, possibly poor”.
causing loss of
stability within the
stem cross section.
2
x 10.7 10.7 coast redwood s"’;’vl""‘m - 406 20120 “;i::" very poor X 18% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Sequola 25% very 15% overall condition "very
X 74 74 coastredwood |, nednol 3018 26126 oar” | very poor H aoor-.
Sequola 26% overall condition “very
x 149 149 coast redwood e s 5012 40140 40% poor poor x o,
222 222 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 30135 33% poor poor X
24.2 242 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55125 35140 36% poor poor x
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Atall
X 15.0 15.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 5016 20130 25:;::" very poor elevations X
Various
16.6 16.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 6518 30130 30% poor | very poor ol x
10% v Atall
X 17.6 176 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/18 10110 P“rry very poor elevations X
13.4 13.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 6018 45145 45% poor |poortomod| E x
127 127 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50114 40130 36% poor poor E [ x
15.6 158 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60125 50135 40% poor |poortomod|  E x
17.3 173 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 625 45145 46% poor | moderate E X
142 142 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50125 45130 35%poor |poortomod| E ° x
15% v Posslble destabliized
X 10.7 18.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6/30 2610 oer) | verypoor | E E 5to6 x root plate. High risk
Ls tree. Remove.
x 12.2 12.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/20 15115 15;‘5::" very poor X
X 10.6 10.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45120 1618 15:;::" very poor E e X
4.0 4.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 1516 50150 50%fair | moderate x 59% overall condition “fair™.
1.4 1.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 40135 37%poor |poortomod| E E X
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[ i sE3a 82w x x x x x = [8Bg Ee £s £ 2 2 Ea 23 ] 2 2 s 22% 4 £3
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Sequola
4.5 a5 coast redwood | SIWOE 2008 7070 70% good | moderate X 5% overall condition “fair™.
x 15.9 15.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/20 10110 1 “;i::" very poor E E X
Sequola
4.9 4.9 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 18/6 70170 70% good | moderate X 65% overall condition "fair™.
x 10.8 10.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35125 15115 15;‘5::" very poor E x X
226 226 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5135 6/50 §8% fair | mod to good|  E E H
28.0 28.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 70/40 85(50 §T%fair |modtogood| E E ] x
213 2.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 70135 40140 40% poor poor 18 X
Roots severed with
28.3 28.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 0085 80150 §5% fair | moderate E E x decay, on west side
of raat system.
23.9 23.9 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 75130 50150 §0%fair |poortomod| E X
253 253 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 75130 asigs 43% poor |poortomod|  E GR 1 x
Sequola 10% overall condition "very
X 8.2 8.2 coast redwood | SIWOE 28110 56/60 §6% fair | poor to mod X aoor-.
x 8.4 8.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 28M0 o 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
Sequola
x 7.5 7.6 coast redwood | SIWOE 28110 (] 0% dead dead H 0% (Dead).
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X 8.2 8.2 coast redwood | Sequcis 2617 40140 40% poor poor X 0% (Dead).
Sequoia 10% very
x 8.1 8.1 coast redwood s 257 1010 poor” | very poor x 0% (Dead).
Sequola
20.3 20.3 coast redwood | SIWOE a0/20 40140 40% poor | poor to mod X §0% overall condition ™fair™.
x 1.3 1.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 3058 o 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
Sequola 5% very 4% overall condition “very
X 10.3 10.3 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 30/4 85 poar very poor X 3
x 11.0 11.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 3058 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor 1 X 13% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
X 5.0 5.8 coast redwood | Sequcis 2608 1010 1“:;::" very poor X T% overall condition "very
Sequoia 15% overall condition "very
x 1.5 1.5 coast redwood s 308 40140 40% poor poor x poor
TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE.
Sequoia 35% overall condition
12.3 12.3 coast redwood s 358 40140 40% poor x hoot,
Sequola 10% very
x 1.3 1.3 coast redwood | SIWOE a0i4 1010 oor | very poor H 0% (Dead).
Sequoia 30% overall condition
8.4 8.4 coast redwood s 308 30130 30% poor poor x hoot,
Sequola 40% overall condition
1.4 114 coast redwood P rvirens 35/6 40/40 40% poor poor X "poar™.
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Sequola 15% very 15% overall condition "very
X 73 7.3 coast redwood P rvirens 30/6 1616 poor very poor X poor”.
19.5 19.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5015 45145 45% poor poor x % °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
X 43 43 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 1716 ol 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
x 10.4 104 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 307 20120 z“;i::" very poor X 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
X 7.0 7.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 20/4 ol 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
x 1.4 1.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 4015 o 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
X 9.4 9.1 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 5017 ol 0% dead dead X 0% (Dead).
x 15.3 15.3 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5012 10110 1“:;::"” very poor X 14% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
Sequola 20% very 17% overall condition "very
X 15 1.6 coastredwood |, seduol 5010 20120 oar” | very poor X aoor-.
21.0 21.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/20 50140 48% poor | moderate E E X 0% °"S":"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
X 13.9 13.9 coast redwood | Sequcs 509 16015 15:;::" very poor x 15% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" “very
x 22.0 22.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55125 35140 38% poor poor x 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
X 209 209 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 50126 30126 2‘:;::" verypoor | SE SE X 28% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
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727 13.6 136 cosstredwood |, Sequola 5012 40125 30%poor | poor X 15% °"°"':;:°".""'°" “very
728 12.8 12.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 4510 1015 13;‘5::" very poor 0% (Dead).
720 0.0 2.0 cosstredwood |, Sequole 405 60130 46% poor | moderate 35% °"E;‘" condition
Sequola Difficultto assess |  40% overall condition
730 140 140 coast redwood ol 09 50150 0% fair | moderate sty b
731 14.7 14.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 56126 26126 25:;::" very poor
782 24.3 24.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55125 25125 zs;i::" very poor GR 7
733 19.2 19.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55130 40138 38%poor | poor
734 174 174 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/30 35135 35% poor poor “;’:‘,’r'l'::e?:"“af&:"
X 17.6 17.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 56126 20120 2“:;::" very poor E 1 "’:::gj)" X
Various
x 19.1 194 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4535 25125 zs;i::" very poor elevations X
Roots severed and
737 207 207 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55130 30140 36%poor | poor 20 o e
738 217 2.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel s0/30 40140 40%poor | poor GR
730 23.7 23.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel €5/30 26126 25:;::" very poor
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740 26,0 26.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45135 86/50 56% fair good GR
741 245 245 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50130 40140 40% poor poor
742 272 27.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/30 50140 48% poor | moderate Varlous
" - Lag elevations
743 20.1 30.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/40 6045 S0%fair | moderate
744 26.2 262 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §6/30 50140 45% poor | moderate Roots pruned near
745 142 142 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30120 35130 35% poor poor
746 24.4 244 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 80/50 §6%fair | moderate
747 18.6 18.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60125 80130 38% poor | moderate @R various
- - pof elevations
GR
748 2.7 2.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56/30 50145 49% poor | moderate serious
condition.
749 16.0 16.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50120 30130 30% poor poor
750 17.3 173 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 40140 40% poor poor
751 15.8 15.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55125 25125 zs;i::" poor Circling roots.
752 18.5 18.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/30 56146 50% fair moderate
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19.8 19.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 50145 49%poor | poor E E X
218 21.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65125 56140 45%poor | moderate | E E x erR x
20.4 204 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5625 80/50 §6%fair | moderate | E X
18.4 184 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/30 50145 49% poor |poortomod|  E E erR [ x
16.8 16.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60125 40140 40%poor | poor 8 X
x 19.3 19.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/30 25125 zs;i::" very poor E E X
10.2 18.2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60130 36/35 36%poor | poor E E X
208 20.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60135 40130 a5%poor | poor E E x
16.4 15.4 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 8035 40%poor | moderats | E E 8 X
17.4 174 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50135 35135 35% poor erR x
X 23.5 23,6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel €5/36 1618 15:;::" very poor E ° X
x 13.6 13.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/20 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor E x
16.0 16.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 30130 30%poor | poor E E X

e




Vallo Tree Daia by wiaker Levson, Consuking Asborst WLCA)
1

5 5 T - = =
5 H ) 2% z s 2 c ] S
s £ P @38 H £ I s s 8 H ia H g%
H ] e ' H g 3 5o g z 5| ¢ iz - . H
L W2 3 [ 23 £ - H] 288 | SE 8 | e55 | B+ £ 3 5 gz as
¥ E - - - - - ~ |3% 3 5 1 g 5 3 5a g 882 ] o2 = - 2= s Updated Overall Condition
- E 2 230 .| 2 z z z z z [E2 £o | CommonName | Sclentifio Name =3 ] £ § Scy &=z £z @328 Pa 85 3% |zifss| s § @ WLCA Notes from | p.yinoe & NOTES 12/2017,
A RN 1 R A - S R S TP i Cemwaecen | 32| sy | 82 g3l |38 3 (853 o | 858 8 flded) 3R B oo o
= | 8 | BE3e 8% = P = M F = (833 €8 23 =8 3o H 23 =3 3 3t Ion a Eg2% w2 g3
8= 8§ R [543 Fae ] 28 £ sEs3 s E5
g| S |s8gpus |9§s| 5| §| E | E | 5| g |Esy 2 iz 3z 353 §s | epy | 82| SE |33 55 | <B% | 52 |85:if| 33 | 5
= =0 arEes> [ W-1 = = = = = = <n¥ 13 o c ") ITesS o S2= - = - Ins =0 mo e o< oOZXw 43 [ 1
766 18.5 18.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50/30 40140 40% poor poor GR
767 18.8 18.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60730 35145 40% poor poor
20% very Roots damaged on
768 145 14.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56/30 20120 oar” | very poor arade.
serious.
769 23.8 23.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/35 55135 40% poor | moderate girdiing
root
770 18.3 16.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei §6/26 30130 30% poor poor
™m 18.1 18.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel §5/30 80145 §5% fair | moderate
Sequola 75% overall condition
72 33.8 338 coastredwood |, neduol 75120 7070 70% good | moderate ao0d
78 16.4 18.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 60/18 60160 60% fair | moderate 50% overall condition "falr™
774 18.5 18.5 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘,m 60115 75160 67%fair | moderate 80% overall condition "fair”
Sequola -
775 10.7 10.7 coast redwood s E 80150 §5% fair | moderate 40% overall condition "poor™
Sequola 75% overall condition
778 342 342 coastredwood |, seduol 75126 70170 70% good | moderate ao0d
Sequola 20% overall condition “very
7 7.8 78 coast redwood s 25/6 55(35 40% poor | moderate boors
Sequola 75% overall condition
778 20.8 28.8 coastredwood |, neduol 75126 70170 70% good | moderate ao0d
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2] 168 168 coast redwood | Sequcis 50113 85156 60%fair | moderate 75% overall condition
780 7.0 7.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 356 56135 45% poor | moderate 28% °"°"'Lz:‘:.‘.""°" “very
701 218 218 cosstredwood |, Sequole 66115 80140 47%poor | moderate 30% °"E;‘" condition
782 32.1 321 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 35/20 7070 70% good | moderate 5% °".‘.’;::: :.?_""m"
Sequola .
783 26.0 26.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 85/20 70170 70% good | moderate 70% overall condition "good.
Sequola -
784 16.1 16.1 coast redwood e s 7515 70185 70% good | moderate 50% overall condition “falr
785 219 219 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 76116 70170 70% good | moderate 80% overall condition "fair”™
786 13.0 13.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - s0/8 50135 40% poor poor 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
787 17.8 17.8 coast redwood P rvirens 65/10 80/36 40% poor poor poor”.
Sequola -
788 20.1 20.4 coast redwood e s 2015 6060 60%fair | poor to mod 50% overall condition “falr
Sequola .
780 23.4 23.4 coastredwood |, seduol 80115 76170 73%good | moderate 70% overall condition "good.
Sequola -
780 19.5 195 coast redwood e s 8018 75075 75% good | moderate 60% overall condition “falr
Sequola
791 174 322 coastredwood |, neduol 70120 70160 66% fair 5% overall condition “fair™.
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Sequola .
702 20.2 28.2 coastredwood |, seduol 90120 70170 70%good | moderate 70% overall condition "good.
Sequoia
783 219 219 coast redwood e s 7015 66160 62%fair | moderate 58% overall condition "fair™.
Sequola 27% overall condition "very
704 22,0 220 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 50116 60/40 47% poor | moderate Apical stem splitout poor”.
785 24.0 24.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85/20 7070 70% good | moderate 70% overall condition "good.
Sequola 76% overall condition
796 45.5 46.6 coast redwood P rvirens 90/30 78176 76% good good ~g00d",
797 14.8 14.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - s0/8 50140 47%poor | moderate Supressed In shade % °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
7908 12.8 128 coastredwood |, neduol 60112 80140 48% poor poor 20 aoor-.
709 226 226 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 80/18 7070 70% good | moderate 65% overall condition “fair™.
800 2.8 21.8 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s e5/13 5/65 5% fair | moderate 65% overall condition ™fair".
801 17.3 17.3 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 55/9 50150 50% fair poor 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
802 32.5 32,6 coast redwood | Sequcls 20126 50150 50% fair poor "'f"";‘l"‘u':";““' 50% overall condition "fair™
803 15.0 15.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 60/9 30130 30% poor poor 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
804 324 32.4 cosstredwood |, Sequole 2018 80/60 60%fair | poor to mod 20% °"°""l';‘;'r‘.‘.’"'°" “very
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805 13.0 13.0 coast redwood | Sequcis s0i5 40140 40% poor poor S-trunk form 30% °"E;‘" condition
Sequola -
806 16.8 18.8 coast redwood s 5010 80/55 58%fair | moderate 40% overall condition "poor™
807 124 124 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 6012 5056 53%fair | poor to mod 0% (Dead)
Sequoia 5% overall condition (very
808 24.5 24.5 coast redwood s 20720 40130 33% poor poor 5 'soor)
Sequola
809 11.0 11.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 56116 60/50 66% fair | poor to mod 37% overall condition (poor)
810 15.0 15.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 758 10110 “’;‘5::" very poor 0% (Dead)
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
811 5.6 5.6 coast redwood P rvirens 30/6 40/30 35% poor poor poor”.
812 23.2 23.2 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 80/20 o 0% dead dead S - trunk form. 0% (Dead)
Sequola 10% very 7% overall condition (very
813 13.3 13.3 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 70/16 10110 poar very poor or)
Sequoia
814 24.4 24.4 coast redwood s 85120 o 0% dead dead 0% (Dead)
816 9.0 9.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 40/5 ol 0% dead dead 0% (Dead)
816 16.5 16.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 80M2 50150 50% fair poor 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Sequola 15% overall condition "very
817 1.9 119 coast redwood P rvirens 35/6 50140 43% poor poor poor”.
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818 26.4 26.4 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 80/18 80160 60% fair | moderate 0% overall condition "fair™
819 12.4 12.4 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5513 50140 45% poor poor 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
820 26.3 26.3 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 90/25 66/60 58%fair | poor to mod 70% overall condition "good.
821 48 a8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - a3 o 0% dead dead 12% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" Tvery
Sequola -
822 23.4 23.4 coastredwood |, seduol 90120 5050 50% fair poor 18 55% overall condition “falr
823 17.9 17.9 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 100M5 50135 40% poor poor 70 40% overall condition "poor™
824 20.3 2.3 cosstredwood |, Sequole 100120 40140 40% poor | poor to mod 26 75% overall condition
825 7.8 7.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 3058 40120 “;i::" poor 18% °"°"'Lz:‘:.‘.""°" “very
Sequola -
826 114 14 coastredwood |, seduol 36112 80/50 50%fair |poortomod| E Bow form trunk. | 40% overall condition "poor™
827 10.7 10.7 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 3510 o 0% dead dead Bow form trunk. 0% (Dead)
Sequola 30% overall condition
828 "7 "7 coastredwood |, seduol 5018 30130 30% poor poor 20 ety
829 21.2 21.2 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 95125 7070 70% good | moderate 70% overall condition "good.
830 16.2 152 cosstredwood |, Sequola 4018 46130 37% poor | poor to mod 20 35% °"E;‘" condition
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« | 82 23¢9 .| 2 2 z T = | 7 |E2 = £o | CommonName | Sclentifio Name S5 8 8 g § 8cw | 82 £z | @3% | %a tog 3% |zifss| s § @ WLCA Notes from | poyinog & NOTES 12/2017,
3| §2 = »—§5 £ g £ s || ¢ 3o b (Genus, ) e I 33 288 35 85 | gus 5= 258 FH 255‘5; §§ ®E | Sering2015Survey | 413018, and 712018
EE = $8a - ° = a -} = 25w T = auw re ‘e o
[ s§Eza g2 = = = x = = ] € z £2 T2 F3e 3 =8 T 3 ~ £E%2% w2 £3
A L HE AR R R R IR R i §1 | #8 BGpy il u i B R os i ;i
= =0 | ares -1 I3 I3 = I3 I3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
1.0 1.0 coast redwood | Sequcis a0i8 30140 37% poor poor sw x 30% °"E;‘" condition
Sequoia 30% overall condition
13.0 13.0 coast redwood e s 4511 60155 s8%fair | moderate x “poor™
266 266 coast redwood | Sequcis 70130 70165 60%fair | moderate 30 x 78% overall condition "good™
x 5.8 5.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 30/5 20120 z“;i::" very poor SE X 6% overall ‘:;’:,L’"'” “very
Sequola 45% overall condition
168 | 11.0 26.8 coastredwood |, seduol 86118 80/50 6% fair | poor to mod 2 X ety
x 8.8 9.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 3012 25125 zs;i::" very poor s X 0% (Dead)
Sequola 30% overall condition
16.2 162 coastredwood |, neduol 45110 50140 46% poor | poortomod | W NW X ety
23.9 23.9 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85/20 45145 45% poor poor x 60% overall condition "falr™
26.4 26.1 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 90/25 60/60 60%fair | moderate X 70% overall condition "good.
2
x 108 | 8.0 19.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 60/8 35135 35% poor poor 20 x 0% °"°""'.::|'_‘.‘f'"°" “very
Swaep form trunk.
2.2 2.2 coast redwood | Sequcls 8013 80150 §3% fair | poor to mod x Apical meristem 85% overall condition
rompe) appears gone. paar”.
Sequoia 75% overall condition
272 | 85 5.7 coast redwood e s 2015 70170 70% good | moderate x vy
X 10.8 10.8 coast redwood ‘ Ssqur:ll:”‘ 56/4 10110 1 n;f;::ry very poor 16 X 40% overall condition "poor™
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.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - ~ @ v | w2 B8 33 (@enus, ) i "-é 35 288 | 38 LH §is | o= €58 &5 ggmgg 5% ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
[ 5 | 5Eza 82| X P = M = = > € 23 rs:3 3o o b-34 =3 3 3 Ion a ES08 w32 23
8| 25 |SiEgus zas| (| E | P P | B| B 3Esi: §: H S5 | B8 | 3Pz | &E | BE | E2r) 50 | iR B: 3fid3| 3 58
= =0 | ares -1 I3 I3 = I3 I3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
164 16.4 coast redwood | o:w“ o 80/20 80140 50% fair | poor to mot X 75% overall condition
28.2 28.2 coast redwood ‘m - 90/25 7070 70% good | moderate x 0% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
x 14.7 147 coast redwood | ;W“’M"""mm 4516 50145 48% poor | poor to mod X 25% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" “very
15 | 05 21.0 coast redwood ‘m - a5/0 50150 50% fair | poor to mod X 36% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
239 239 coast redwood | o:w“ o 20/20 50150 50% fair | poor to mot x 35% °"E;‘" condition
20.5 20.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 80/18 80150 §5% fair | poor to mod x 55% overall condition "falr™
Sequola .
18.3 183 coastredwood |, Sedudle 8016 66160 54%fair | poor to mod E X 56% overall condition "falr
245 24.5 coast redwood ‘m - 95/25 65150 60% fair | moderate X Sweep form trunk. 30% °"S;:"'“‘,’.°""'"°"
X 125 | 69 19.4 coast redwood | o:w“ o 5618 80150 §0% fair | poor to mod 1 x 20% °"°""I'D:‘;'r‘.‘.""°" "very
X 1.8 | 7.8 19.8 coast redwood ‘m - 35/18 15115 15;‘5::" very poor 2 X 18% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
X 18.5 18,6 coast redwood | ;W“’M"""mm 7018 40136 38% poor poor 30 X 15% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" "very
x 15.4 154 coast redwood ‘m - 7018 56150 53% fair | poor to mod x 2% °"°""'.::|'_‘."'"°" “very
x 10.4 104 coast redwood | ;W“’M"""mm 4519 40136 40%poor | poor X 25% °"°"‘:;:°".‘“"°" “very
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.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o e v | w| @ Egd 33 (@enus, ) i "-é 35 g3 33 LH 55'.% 23 €58 “é ggmgg 5% EE | Serirozmssuney 0112018, and 7/2018
[ 55 | 5Eza 8% = P = M = = [882 €8 23 rs:3 3o o 23 =3 3 3t Ion a £E50% b g3
= < T = ; 2 s 8
$) 35 |g3Bped(fe:| P | E| P | E PP SEsy: g1 EH 355 Bs | 5y | 2B | EP | 243 55 | <BR | 5E |85:8%| 3z | 38
13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 g ag T IeS -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
214 214 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 86125 6650 50% fair | poor to mod X 50% overall condition "fair”™
19.5 19.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85120 80150 §5% fair | moderate x 55% overall condition "falr™
Sequola 45% overall condition
9.8 9.8 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 5§0/10 40/36 38% poor poor X Supressed in shade "poar™.
222 222 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85120 60160 60% fair | moderate x 55% overall condition "falr™
26.0 26.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘, s 90/30 80160 60% fair | moderate X 65% overall condition ™fair".
20.6 20.6 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 80/25 60/60 60%fair | moderate x 70% overall condition "good.
Sequola 78% overall condition
315 3.6 coastredwood |, neduol 90120 76175 76%good | good X b
23.8 23.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 9515 70185 68% fair | moderate x 50% overall condition "falr™
8-trunk form.
24.0 24.0 coast redwood | Sequcls 9016 80140 a7%poor | moderate | W x T s 1 | 50% overall condition “fair™
cankered.
Sequoia 45% overall condition
310 | 1338 443 coast redwood s 95/28 80150 §5%fair | moderate | W 3 x “poor™
Sequola 25% overall condition "very
X 6.5 6.5 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 30/6 86/45 55% fair moderate X Supressed in shade poor”.
16.3 18.3 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - s0/18 7070 70% good | moderate x 80% overall condition "falr™
16.0 16.0 coast redwood - s"’",:,’,‘,m 76116 70160 68%fair | moderate X 40% overall condition "poor™
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.| &2 230 S.x| 2 2 2 2 | 2| 2 |EE 22 | common Name |  Scientific Name =g 8 8 £S Sog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | FE |5e38%| © £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - o e v 6 | © Egd 33 (@enus, ) 85 "'é 35 238 33 LH Sﬂé 23 €58 “é e §§ EE | Serirozmssuney 0112018, and 7/2018
= | 8 | BE3e 8% = P = M F = (833 €8 23 =8 3o H 23 =3 3 3t Ion a Eg2% w2 g3
2 s= £ £ £ £ £ £ B E 5 £s £s 2 d 88 H 25 £ s283 £ =
g| 8 |sggpu2 |sgf| 5 ) 5| | 5| | : gEs¥ P 8z 3z 353 §s | efy | 22| EP |3483| 55 | <28 | 53 |z2:%E i3 =&
= =0 arEes> [ W-1 = = = = = = <n¥ 13 o c ") ITesS o JZF - = - Ins =0 mo e o< oOZXw 43 [ 1
Sequola .
27.6 27.6 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 85/20 78176 76% good good X 70% overall condition "good.
25.8 25.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 95125 75175 75% good good x 70% overall condition "good.
Sequola
23.7 | 158 3.3 coast redwood | SIWOE 50/20 6/56 60% fair | moderate E 2
Sequola 26% very
x 18.9 13.9 coast redwood s 6512 25125 poor poor
Sequola
10.5 10.6 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 309 36/30 30% poor poor
Sequoia
141 141 coast redwood s a5/10 40140 40% poor poor
(START OF
Alt. Lot | “ALTERNATE Sequola
West" LOT WEST" 31.0 31.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 75/18 70170 70% good | moderate
SURVEY)
ﬁ'“';:.' 23.7 23.7 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6518 66/60 63% fair | poor to mod x
Alt. Lot Sequola
Weot 19.2 19.2 coast redwood | SIWOE 5115 65/60 63% fair | poor to mod X
ﬁ'“';:.' 22.8 228 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 75018 85/65 65% fair | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
Weot 20.6 20.5 coast redwood | SIWOE 5118 6/56 60% fair | moderate X
ﬁ'“';:.' 208 | 119 s2.7 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 75018 80150 58%fair | moderate 3 x
Alt. Lot Sequola
vl 33.3 33.3 coast redwood | SIWOE €5/20 80160 60% fair | moderate X
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.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
2| g2 £38 "§_5 = 3 4 3 S| 3 3%‘-‘5 32 (Genus, ) 33 a,é o %‘38 25 25 ai’é SE 256 né ngsg §§ RE | Spring 2015 Survey 0112018, and 7/2018
= | §F | 6E3 8% = P = M F = (833 €8 =3 =8 3o Zto 23 =3 3 3t Ion a Eg2% w2 g3
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Alt. Lot Sequola
883 West" 1.4 114 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 30/8 30/136 33% poor poor
884 ﬁ'“';:.' 31.5 31.5 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 9018 60/60 60% fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola
885 | Db Lo 324 324 coastredwood |, oedhol 96125 76175 76%good | moderate
886 ﬁ'“';:.' 8.8 9.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - a5/6 30130 30% poor poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
887 | Db LY 265 2.6 coastredwood |, oedhol 7518 66/65 6% fair | poor to mod
888 ﬁ'“';:.' 20.0 29.0 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 85/25 60/55 58% fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola 25% very
ss9 | DL LY 16.3 163 coastredwood |, neduol 4519 26126 oor poor
890 ﬁ'“';:.' 16.9 18.9 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - 5012 o 0% dead
Alt. Lot Sequola
01 | Db L 20.6 2. coastredwood |, seduol 625 oo 0% dead
802 ﬁ'“';:.' 8.8 8.8 coast redwood 8"’;’”""“" - E o 0% dead
803 | A Lot 26.4 26.4 coast redwood | Sequcis 75120 70170 70% good | moderate
Botryspheria fungal
infection noted as
Alt. Lot Sequoia canker progression
sa | O L 18.3 18.3 coast redwood e s 6512 40130 35% poor | moderate along o omitor
progressicn over
time.
805 | A Lot 20.4 20.4 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 45/30 85176 79%good |  good
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soe | A Lot 26.2 26.2 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 45125 20130 50% fair good
807 ﬁ'“';:.' 0.6 2.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 2512 65/60 64%fair | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola
898 West" 17.8 17.8 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 45116 60/60 60% fair | poor to mod
899 ﬁ'“';:.' 1.4 11.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 4515 60140 50%fair | moderate Sweep-form trunk.
Alt. Lot Sequola
900 West" 19.7 19.7 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 60/16 36/36 36% poor poor
901 ﬁ'“';:.' 41 a1 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 30/6 35135 35% poor | moderate
Alt. Lot S
90z | L% 0.5 9.6 coast redwood - ""’,:,’,‘, s 3612 66145 50%fair | moderate Mainstem splitout.
208 ﬁ'“';:.' 14.7 147 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - a5/15 85/65 65% fair | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola
904 | DL 129 129 coastredwood |, oedhol €5/15 70170 70%good | moderate
205 ﬁ'“';:.' 14.7 147 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - §5/20 8570 68% fair | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola
908 | Db L 19.3 19.3 coastredwood |, oedhol 70120 70170 70%good | moderate
907 ﬁ'“';:.' 16.0 16.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6012 60145 50% fair poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
908 | DL 6.4 64 coastredwood |, oeduol 26/10 70140 §0%fair | moderate

70 a9




Vallo Tree Daia by wiaker Levson, Consuking Asborst WLCA)
Revsed 812012018

5 5 T — r =
H H ) 23 z s 2 c H S
ac = D %o 9 3 = = g 8 _ [ 2o — £ "
32 L2 . 3 8 28 H ’3 = Zog gﬁs §§ § 5%5 %‘5 53 5 £ 5t §§ Updated Overall Conditi
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Alt. Lot Sequola
909 | LI 27.0 27.0 coastredwood |, oedhol 75120 5050 50% fair poor
910 ﬁ'“';:.' 229 229 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 75M8 66/65 65% fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola
o1 | AL 20.4 204 coastredwood |, oedhol 75120 70170 70%good | moderate
912 ﬁ'“';:.' 25.5 25.5 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 75M8 60/50 55%fair | poor to mod S-form trunk.
Alt. Lot Sequola
o1s | AL 20.2 20.2 coastredwood |, oedhol s 70170 70%good | moderate
914 ﬁ'“';:.' 23.5 23.5 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 7018 50160 54% fair poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
916 West" 148 14.8 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 75/16 56/56 56% fair poor
916 ﬁ'“';:.' 16.2 26.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5516 75170 70% good | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola
97 West" 14.5 145 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 4510 40140 40% poor poor
918 ﬁ'“';:.' 28.9 28.9 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 8015 40140 40% poor poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
ot9 | AL 17.2 172 coastredwood |, seduol 5014 oo 0% dead
920 ﬁ'“';:.' 24.4 24.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 80M2 7070 70% good | moderate
o1 | A Lot 2.5 216 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 45120 85146 §6% fair good
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Aot 17.8 17.8 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 25118 70136 40%poor | good E e
ﬁ'“';:.' x 122 | 84 21.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - s0/4 o 0% dead x
Alt. Lot Sequola
Weot 124 124 coastredwood |, oedhol 7010 80/50 §5% fair | moderate N X
ﬁ'“';:.' 20.8 20.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6514 85/65 65% fair | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
West" 7.5 7.5 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 35/6 80/40 50% fair moderate 8 X
ﬁ'“';:.' 1.2 1.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - a5i8 50140 47%poor |poortomod| S x
Alt. Lot Sequola
West" 18.7 18.7 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 60/10 70/85 68% fair moderate 8 X
ﬁ'“';:.' 25.4 25.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 75120 7070 70% good | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
vl 19.9 19.9 coast redwood | SIWOE 7518 70170 70%good | moderate E X
ﬁ'“';:.' 15.2 15.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6518 60/60 60%fair |poortomod| E x
Alt. Lot Sequola 5% very
Weot X 14.2 142 coastredwood |, seduol 5618 si5 poor” | very poor H
ﬁ'“';:.' x 8.5 8.5 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - a5 o 0% dead x
Alt. Lot 23,5 236 ] 2
West" . X onterey pine Pinus radiata 66/26 60/45 50% fair moderate swW sw X
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Alt. Lot Sequola 5% very
935 | Db L 13.2 132 coastredwood |, seduol a7 si5 oar” | very poor
936 ﬁ'“';:.' 20.2 20.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 70120 7070 70% good | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola
937 West" 8.0 6.0 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 30/6 o 0% dead
. L 2
938 :v:'v “:.' 15.3 15.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6010 20120 “;i::" very poor
Alt. Lot
939 | LI 43 43 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 26/9 86/85 86%good |  good
840 ﬁ'“';:.' 20.1 204 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6512 40150 45% poor poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
041 | LI 20,0 20,0 coastredwood |, seduol 7516 70170 70%good | moderate
242 ﬁ'“';:.' 5.0 5.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6513 o 0% dead
Alt. Lot Sequola
o3 | LI 228 226 coastredwood |, oedhol €5/15 80/50 6% fair | poor to mod
944 ﬁ'“';:.' 174 174 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6013 7070 70% good | moderate
o4g | A Lot 10.4 19.4 coast redwood | Sequcis e5/15 70185 68% fair | moderate Sweep-form trunk.
948 ﬁ'“';:.' 17.0 17.0 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6512 30130 30% poor poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
947 West" 7.8 78 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 30/6 30/30 30% poor poor
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Alt. Lot 0% dead
Weot 23.0 23.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 1612 oo (©TUMP) X
ﬁ'“';:.' x 12.2 12.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5075 o 0% dead x
Alt. Lot Sequola
West" 16.6 16.6 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 60/18 78176 76% good | moderate X
Alt. Lot Malian stone
Went 245 245 e Pinus pinea 1512 o 0% dead x
Aot 19.5 19.5 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 30/20 80130 40%poor | good E e Severe lean.
ﬁ'“';:.' 227 22.7 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5015 50145 47% poor | poor to mod x
Alt. Lot Sequola 5% very
Weot X 8.7 8.7 coastredwood |, oeduol 26/5 si5 oar” | very poor X
. L 24
:v:'v “:.' ? 7.7 1.7 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 4018 25125 5;‘5::" very poor X
Alt. Lot Sequola
Weot 26,9 269 coastredwood |, oedhol 6120 5050 50%fair | poor to mod X
ﬁ'“';:.' 140 | 13.8 21.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 5513 30130 30% poor poor 2 X
Alt. Lot Sequola 5% very
West" ? 6.4 6.4 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 40/4 85 poar very poor X
ﬁ'“';:.' 21.4 21.4 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6518 45145 45% poor poor x
Alt. Lot 56 55 s 2
West" X X amel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5110 86/60 65% fair good 8 8 X
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Alt. Lot Sequola
981 | Db Lo 2.5 216 coast redwood | SIWOE 60/18 30130 30% poor
962 ﬁ'“';:.' 14.3 14.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 3514 30130 30% poor
Alt. Lot California
963 West" 4.0 4.0 pepper tree Sohinus molle 17 78176 756% good good
964 ﬁ'“';:.' 17.9 17.9 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - ave o 0% dead
Alt. Lot Sequola
965 West" 16.5 16.6 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 56116 30/30 30% poor
. L 2
966 :v:'v “:.' 18.8 18.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 50/5 25125 5;‘5::" poor
Alt. Lot
967 West" 6.8 10.6 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36114 8s/70 75% good good
9268 ﬁ'“';:.' 15.1 15.1 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - asi4 o 0% dead
Alt. Lot
960 | L Lo 5.6 5.8 8hamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36/12 75176 76%good |  good
. L
970 :v:'v “:.' 8.2 9.2 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 408 515 5’;;’::" very poor
Alt. Lot Sequola 20% very
oM | e 7.7 7.7 coast redwood | SIWOE §5/18 20120 oor | very poor
972 ﬁ'“';:.' 222 222 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 65120 85/65 65% fair | moderate
Alt. Lot Sequola Apical meristem has
073 | L 18.5 18.5 coast redwood | SIWOE €5/20 40140 40% poor poor been spiit aut.
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el 26 | qxesS 11 E E e E E £ |gads & a2 E 2ES o S22z 38 =8 TaZ 28 1R 22 |SIBEZ 14 8c
A Lot 10.4 19.4 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e €5/20 78176 76% good | moderate X
f"f“';:_' 232 23.2 coast redwood ‘m . 65116 85165 65%fair | moderate N x
A Lot 108 10.6 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 5612 70185 68% fair | moderate X
f"f“';:_' 10.8 10.3 coast redwood ‘m . 5512 85165 65%fair | moderate x
A Lot 28.6 28.6 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 7015 7070 70% good | moderate X
f"f“';:_' 23.8 23.8 coast redwood ‘m . 80118 60160 60%fair | poor to mod x
A Lot 205 20.6 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 7018 80160 60% fair | poor to mod X
f"f“';:_' 208 20.9 coast redwood ‘m . 80118 75075 75% good | moderate x
A Lot 200 20.0 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 7015 45140 43% poor poor X
f"f“';:_' 162 18.2 coast redwood ‘m . 8015 60160 60%fair | poor to mod x
A Lot 23.0 23.0 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 7018 5165 65% fair | moderate NW x Sweep-form trunk.
f"f“';:_' 28.8 28.8 coast redwood ‘m - 7018 45145 45% poor poor X
A Lot 220 | 167 38.7 coast redwood | ;w“",:,’,‘, e 7018 45145 45%poor | poor X
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Alt. Lot Sequola
987 | LI 19.2 19.2 coastredwood |, oedhol 6112 80/50 6% fair | poor to mod
988 ﬁ'“';:.' 26.7 26.7 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 7015 45145 45% poor poor
Alt. Lot Sequola
989 | LI 10.2 10.2 coastredwood |, oedhol 36112 80/50 §6%fair | moderate
990 ﬁ'“';:.' 27.3 27.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 8016 60/60 60% fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola
91 | LI 26,0 26.0 coastredwood |, oedhol 80117 45145 45% poor poor
992 ﬁ'“';:.' 20.5 20.5 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 8018 45150 48% poor | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola
993 | LI 20.7 20.7 coastredwood |, seduol 7512 30130 30% poor poor
994 ﬁ'“';:.' 33.3 33.3 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6018 45156 50% fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot S
995 | L Lo 16.1 164 coast redwood - ""’,:,’,‘, s 6012 36136 36% poor poor 8-trunk form.
996 ﬁ'“';:.' 16.8 16.8 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6516 56/55 55%fair | poor to mod
Alt. Lot Sequola
997 West" 17.9 17.9 coast redwood ‘ rvirens 65114 80/60 60% fair moderate a5
208 ﬁ'“';:.' 214 214 coast redwood 8"’;'”""“" - 6515 85/65 65% fair | moderate S-trunk form.
Alt. Lot Sequola
999 | LI 23.3 233 coastredwood |, seduol e5/18 80160 60% fair | poor to mod
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Alt. Lot Sequola
1000 | St oo 12,0 120 cosstredwood | 2S00, 60118 66/65 66%fair | moderate X
1001 | At Lot 12.7 127 coast redwood ”;” e s 5013 56150 S4%fair | poor to mod x
Alt. Lot Sequola
100z | fit oo 16.8 16.8 cosstredwood | 2S00, 60115 45150 48%poor | poor X
1003 | At Lot 124 | 120 | 15 35.9 coast redwood ”;”"7 ol 6515 66160 65%fair | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1004 | St -8 20.7 20.7 cosstredwood | SS0R, 7018 40140 40%poor | poor 15 X
1005 | At Lot 13.0 13.0 coast redwood ”;”"7 ol 3514 50145 48% poor | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1008 | St oo 26.7 26.7 cosstredwood | 2S00, 7518 30130 30%poor | poor X
1007 | Al Lot 16.8 16.8 coast redwood ”;” e s 6518 30130 30%poor | poor x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1008 | DL LY 18.9 189 cosstredwood | 2S00, 7018 80/60 60%fair | poor to mod X
Alt. Lot Sequoia 10% very Apical meristem is
1000 | Qb L ? 16.6 16.6 comstredwood | SoTN0R 5518 10110 oor | very poor x iy
1010 | A Lot Q 177 1.7 coastredwood | seduale 66116 1618 18%e | very poor x
ST G
Is girdiing the tree,
d must be
Alt. Lot Sequola 26% very an
101 ? 13.8 13.8 coast redwood 6515 25125 very poor x removed ASAP In
"West" sempervirens poor o weok e
tree being
Alt. Lot Sequola
1012 | Gt oot 2.7 2.7 cosstredwood | 2S00, 7018 80/60 60%fair | poor to mod X
1013 | Al Lot 26.4 26.4 coast redwood ”;” e s 75118 30130 30%poor | poor x
Alt. Lot Sequola 20% very
014 | QL ? 16.4 164 cosst redwood | SS0R, 7013 20120 oar” | very poor X
. L equola 2
1016 f,:'v“:.' ? 18.4 18.4 coast redwood ”:” s 65114 25125 5;‘5::" very poor H
Aplcal meristem
Alt. Lot Sequola
1018 | DL LY 16,8 16.8 cosstredwood | 2S00, 7018 40135 38%poor | poor X defiected off rom
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Alt. Lot Sequola 25% very
o7 | Qb ? 13.4 134 cosst redwood | SS0R, 6113 30120 oar” | very poor X
. L equola 24
1018 f,:'v“:.' 16.9 18.9 coast redwood ”:” s 55116 30120 5;‘5::" poor H
Alt. Lot Sequola
1019 | DL L 26,6 266 cosstredwood | 2S00, 7518 86175 70%good | moderate X
. L 24
1020 f,:'v“:.' ? 6.8 6.8 coast redwood ”:” s 20/4 30120 5;‘5::" poor H
Alt. Lot Sequola
1021 | fb-oF 0.7 (X4 cosst redwood | SS0R, 36112 76166 e6%fair | moderate X
102z | Al Lot 21.0 21.0 coast redwood ‘;;”"7 ol 5513 35140 38%poor | poor x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1028 | fib oo 249 249 cosstredwood | 2S00, 75120 56/65 60%fair | poor to mod X
1024 | Al Lot 17.7 177 coast redwood ‘;;”"7 ol 6014 6065 65%fair | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1025 | fit oot 88 88 cosstredwood | SS0R, 36110 8045 §3%fair | moderate X
1020 | Al Lot 16.5 16.5 coast redwood m;f” e s 4010 6060 60%fair | moderate x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1027 | St oot 20,8 208 cosstredwood | 2S00, e5/14 70170 70%good | moderate X
1oz | Al Lot 18.8 18.8 coast redwood ‘;;”"7 ol 6014 56145 50%fair | poor to mod x
Alt. Lot Sequola 20% very
1020 | QL LY ? 16.4 16.4 cosst redwood | SS0R, 60110 20120 oar” | very poor X Apical stem is dead.
. L equola
1030 f,:'v“:.' ? 17.5 17.5 coast redwood ”:” s 65110 15 5’;;’::" very poor H
Alt. Lot Sequola 5% very
10s | QL L ? 21.0 210 cosst redwood | SS0R, e5/10 si5 oar” | very poor X
1082 | Al Lot 20.7 20.7 coast redwood ke 7018 56140 47% poor | poor to mod a0 x
"West" . g sempervirens poor | po
Alt. Lot Sequola
108 | DL LY 10.6 186 cosstredwood | 2S00, 6113 66/65 e6%fair | moderate X
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Alt. Lot Sequola
1034 | A Lot 2.8 2.8 coastredwood | educle 7018 7070 70% good | moderate x
1036 :th'el;:.t 17.0 17.0 coast redwood "”s;’:mm‘ 7514 70135 50% fair moderate ] X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1030 | A Lot 304 30.4 coastredwood | educle 85125 78175 76%good |  good x
10387 :th'el;:.t 23.3 23.3 coast redwood "”s;’amm‘ 80/15 70160 66% fair moderate X
Alt. Lot Sequola Aplcal stem missing
1oas | At Lot 220 220 cosstredwood |, Sequole 7018 80150 6% fair | poor to mod x porimengoing
1039 :th'el;:.t 259 25.9 coast redwood "”s;’:mm‘ 90/20 70170 70% good moderate X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1040 | AL Let 454 454 coastredwood | educle 80120 70087 70% good | moderate s X
1041 :th'el;:.t 201 291 coast redwood "”s;’:mm‘ 80/15 70170 70% good moderate X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1042 | Al Lot 176 1.6 coastredwood | educle 8010 70180 6% fair | moderate x
1043 :th'el;:.t 36.5 36.5 coast redwood "”s;’amm‘ 85118 75170 73% good good X
Alt. Lot Sequola 20% very
1040 | AL Lot ? 1.6 1.6 coastredwood | educle 017 20120 ivery | very poor X
1046 :th'el;:.t 33.7 83.7 coast redwood "”s;’:mm‘ 90/13 70160 63% fair moderate E X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1040 | AL Lot 278 2.8 coastredwood | educle 9012 85150 §7%fair | moderate | E 7 x
1047 :th'el;:.t 21.0 21.0 coast redwood "”s;’:mm‘ 8012 70160 68% fair moderate E X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1048 | AL Lot 172 1.2 coastredwood | educle 60112 70180 67%fair | moderate | E x
1049 :th'el;:.t 43.9 439 coast redwood "”s;’amm‘ 90/18 70170 70% good good E X
Alt. Lot Sequola
1050 | At Lot 238 2.8 coastredwood | educle 8012 70180 8% fair | good w x
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Alt, Lot Sequola
1081 | A Lot 274 274 cosstredwood | =TOE 9012 70160 70%good |  good w x
1052 | Al Lot 236 236 coastredwood | Sequole 8012 7060 64% fair good w x
Located on steep
105 | At Lot 23.2 232 coast redwood Sequola 8012 70160 64% fair good s X slope. Possible
"West™ sempervirens stabllity issues?
Located on steep
1054 | Al Lot 246 246 constredwood | Sequole 8010 70050 65% fair good s x slope. Possible
stability issues?
Located on steep
1085 | Al Lot 278 278 coast redwood Sequola 8013 70150 e7%fair | good s x slape. Possible
"West™ sempervirens stabllity issues?
1050 | Al Lot 250 259 constredwood | Sequcle 8012 55160 ST%air | poor to mod x
Alt, Lot Sequola
1057 | A Lot 270 210 cosstredwood | =TOE 76016 7070 70%good |  good x
. L aquola
1058 f,:'v“:.' 28.7 28.7 coast redwood ”:” s 75018 7070 70% good good X &";“I::.::::“'
Alt, Lot Sequola moderate to
1050 | A Lt 203 | 220 51.3 cosstredwood | =TNOE 80118 70060 68% fair per 2 X
Alt, Lot 20% very lower
1080 | A Lot x 76 76 white alder |  Alnus rhombifolla 187 3010 s poor x il x
S-trunk form
Alt, Lot Sequola
1081 | A Lot 19.6 196 cosstredwood | =TOE 60112 70066 63% fair good w x between 28ro and 15
106z | Al Lot 0.0 29 constredwood | Sequole asi9 70085 70%good |  good s x
Alt, Lot Sequola moderate to
1083 | A Lot 19.4 194 cosstredwood | =TOE 60112 70066 68% fair per X
1064 | Al Lot 122 122 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 85/30 50150 S0%falr |poortomod| W x
1085 | A Lot 12,0 120 Shame ash Fraxinus uhdel 36126 80160 67% fair good sW sw X
Requires endweight
reduction pruning.
Alt, Lot Mtalian stone Note trunk
10es | A Lot s22 2.2 ol Pinus pinea a0/a0 75045 58% fair good s . e oW
point below
standard helaht.
Requires endweight
reduction pruning.
Alt, Lot Itallan stone Note trunk
1067 | Syt oot 26.7 26.7 ‘ine Pinus pinea 26136 85140 62%fair | moderate | 8 s 8 measured at narrow
point below
standard heiaht,
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Requires endweight
reduction pruning.
1088 | A Lot 24.8 248 Mtallan stone Pinus pines 30/36 75180 66% fair good 12 R oW
point below
standard heioht.
Requires endweight
reduction pruning.
Alt. Lot Malian stone Note trunk
1060 | At Lot 202 242 e Pinus pinea 3035 75160 68% fair good N 18 measee  narrow
point below
standard helaht.
Alt. Lot 25%
070 | O Lo X 16.4 16.4 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 20/20 30120 o o:,';" poor 8 1 X
1074 | Al Lot 0.0 2.0 honey locust | Gledltsia triacanthos 258 35140 aT%poor | poor x
Alt. Lot
1072 | Bt oot 8.3 83 honey looust | Gledlitsia triacanthos 26115 40125 33%poor | poor w X
173 | Al Lot 8.9 89 honey locust | Gledlisia triacanthos 25120 40140 40%poor | poor x
Alt. Lot
1074 | Bboor 8.2 82 honey looust | Gledlitsia triacanthos 2620 40140 40%poor | poor x
1076 f‘:'“';:_' X 78 76 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakamil 1613 25125 zs;i::" verypoor | W x Fireblight infection
1070 | Alt- Lot X 2.8 8.8 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakami/ 20120 26126 25%very |\ ory poor s X Fireblight infection
"West" poar
1077 f‘:'“';:_' 120 12.9 evergreen pear |  Pyrus kawakamil 30/30 30140 35% poor | moderate x Fireblight infection
1078 {.‘\',‘,J;‘;.‘ 0.2 9.2 honey looust | Gleditsia triacanthos 22126 65160 63%fair | moderate X
170 | Al Lot 87 6.7 honey locust | Gledlisia triacanthos 1815 66155 60%fair | moderate x
1080 | A Lot 8.6 86 honey looust | Gledlitsia triacanthos 2620 86/60 €3%fair | moderate X
Will need endweight
1081 :v:'v Lot 19.8 19.8 Italian stone Pinus pinea 30/40 80/70 75% good good E reduction pruning if
est” pine
retained.
Will need endweight
reduction pruning if
1082 | At Lot 328 2.8 ftallan stone Pinus pines 36/30 20160 67% fair good s 15 retained. Note:
Ly measured at 2 feet
elevation.
Will need endweight
1083 :v:'v Lot 224 224 Italian stone Pinus pinea 30/30 80/65 68% fair good N N reduction pruning If
est” pine
retained.
Alt. Lot tallan stone Note: measured at 3
1084 | Sib-OF 23.0 239 Pinus pinea 26126 76145 6% fair good s 4 et grmur bty
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Alt. Lot tallan stone Note: measured at 3
1085 | Db LY 10.4 18.4 ine Pinus pinea 2030 80/50 66% fair good s 4 foet elevation.
. L
1086 f,:'v“:.' 17.6 1.6 '“";’I‘n'e”"" Pinus pinea 30/25 80/65 75% good good S-trunk form.
Alt. Lot dead stand
1087 | L Lo 44 44 (dea ;e a)" "9 | (dead standing tree) 1314 olo 0% dead X
1080 | Al Lot 70 | 70 6.5 205 coast redwood Sequole 250 80180 80%good |  good x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1080 | DL LY 76 7.6 cosstredwood | SS0R, 26/10 80/80 80%good |  good X
100 | At Lot 45 a5 coast redwood Sequole 188 80180 80%good |  good x
Alt. Lot Sequola
oo | QL 126 126 cosstredwood | 2S00, 3010 70170 70%good | good X
100z | Al Lot 47 | 44 88 coast redwood Sequole 2013 80180 80%good |  good x
Alt. Lot Sequola
1008 | DL LY 57 | 63 1.0 cosst redwood | SS0R, 26112 80/80 80%good |  good X
100 | Al Lot 13.4 13.4 coast redwood Sequole 301 70160 66%fair | moderate x
Trunk diameter
estimated. Tree has
1005 | A Lot X 420 42.0 ftallan stone Pinus pines 26/30 80/0 20% very good falled structurally,
L P and is lying on the
ground.
Alt. Lot Malian stone Trunk measured at 2
1008 | Qb L 318 318 e Pinus pinea 25125 8055 64% fair good N N et elovation.
Alt. Lot Liriodendron 25% very
1007 | QL LY X 13.2 132 tulip tree lipitorn 3012 26126 oar” | very poor H
. L Liriodendron
100 | Al Lot ? 12.8 128 tulip tree o apiiorn 250 40130 30% poor poor x
Alt. Lot tallan stone Needs endwelght
1000 | DL LY 279 279 ine Pinus pinea 36145 86166 70%good | good sW sw 20 reduation pruning.
Trunk diameter
estimated. Tree has
Alt. Lot Italian stone failed structurally,
1100 | Qb L 26.0 26.0 e Pinus pinea 20135 o 0% dead and it ing on the
ground as dead
wood
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Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

WLCA Notes from

Saientifio Name
Common Name ) Spring 2015 Survey

(Genus,

Inon-native species)
Height and Canopy
Restricted in Planter|
Soll Moisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™)

Spread (ft.)
Health & Structural

Ratings
Topped or Severely

To be Removed Per
Current Site Plan
\Very Poor Condition
specified native and
Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)
Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
LLopsided Canopy
(Direction Noted)
(Direction Noted)
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

(Note Elevation)
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)

Diameter Inches @
54" A.G.

[Tree Tag #
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant
Trunk 1 (In.)
Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk
"Protected Tree™
(0-100% each)
Trunk Lean
Historical Stem
Stem Decay
Codominant
(Note Height)
Root Extension

Author

NOTE: TKANEN SN
pines appear to be
falling In small
diameter planter
areas, due to their
root development
having been
severely restricted
in terms of lateral

Alt. Lot
101 | oate

Malian stone
? 18.9 18.9 pine

Pinus pinea 40/30 80/50 50% fair good Nw NwW

Same as 'notes’ for

Malian stone tree #1101. Trunk
pine Pinus pinea 40/28 80147 50% fair good sw sw diameter measured

at 1 foot elevation.

Alt. Lot

102 | e

Same as ‘notes’ for
tree #1101. Trunk
diameter measured
at 2 feet elevation.

Alt. Lot Italian stone

"West™

10% very

1108 paor

X 247 24.7 Pinus pinea 30/25 80/0 good 8 8

Same as 'notes’ for

Malian stone tree #1101. Trunk
pine Pinus pinea 20/20 on 0% dead diameter measured

at 2 feet elevation.

Alt. Lot

104 | ~Westr

Recommend remove
one of twa.
codominant
mainstems at the
fork at 1 foot

elevation.

Alt. Lot

1106 | yoote

Eucalytpus
5.0 4.5 9.6 river red gum comal /s 3010 90/46 60% fair good 1 X

southern Roots damaged on
Magnolia grandifiora 2016 50150 50% fair | poor to mod X grade from mowing

1108 x 8.0 8.0 magnolla o from me

Roots damaged on

southern | o snolia grandifiora 2018 50150 §0% fair | poor to mod X grade from mowing

1107 X 8.8 6.8 magnolia e

southern Roots damaged on
Magnolia grandifiora 28720 55156 55% fair | poor to mod X grade from mowing

1108 x 9.0 9.0 magnolla o from me

Roots damaged from
recent curb
replacement
activities.

1109 X 4.8 41.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/60 80/60 73% good good E X

Roots damaged from
recent curb
replacement
activities.

1110 X 10.5 10.5 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35/20 80/30 80% poor poor w X or 6 X

Roots damaged from
recent curb
replacement
activities.

"mn X 14.7 14.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40/20 30/30 30% poor poor E X or 10 X

Roots damaged from
recent curb
replacement

activities.

1112 X 26.6 26.6 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 65/35 60/60 60% fair moderate sw or X

h
noted at 35 feet
1113 X 33.5 33.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 70/70 86/56 60% fair moderate 35 or X elevation an north
side of canopy
needs to be

1114 18.2 19.2 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35/35 8565 75% good good s s X X

(ponnor e Rocts damages o0
118 girdling root 22,9 229 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 35/35 80/30 45% poor good E E girdling X o i .dll "
situation) root @ :.»..m: -

Roots damaged on
1116 24.2 242 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40/40 80/55 65% fair good X or X grade from mowing
activities.

e oo
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Updated Overall Condition
Ratings & NOTES 12/2017,
01/2018, and 7/2018

WLCA Notes from

Saientifio Name
Common Name ) Spring 2015 Survey

(Genus,

'Soil Molisture Deficit
("Drought Stress™

Topped or Severely
Restricted in Planter|

Live Twig Density
(Very Poor, Poor,
Mod, Good, Exc.)
(Direction Noted)
(Direction Noted)
Splitout Evidence
(Note Elevation)
Pruned In Past
Burled Root Crown
(BRC) or Girdling
Roots (GR)

Overall Condition
Rating (0-100%)
LLopsided Canopy
Historical Stem
Stem Decay
(Note Elevation)
Codominant
Mainstems with
Severe Bark
Inclusion(s)
(Note Height)
Root Extension

Inon-native specles)
Trunk Lean

Height and Canopy

Spread (ft.)
Health & Structural

\Very Poor Condition
specified native and
Ratings

Diameter Inches @

To be Removed Per
54" A.G.

Current Site Plan

[Tree Tag #
Recommends
IRemoval Due to
Project Team
Desires to
Transplant
Trunk 1 (In.)
Trunk 2 (In.)
[Trunk 3 (in.)
Trunk 4 (In.)
Trunk 5 (In.)
[Trunk 6 (in.)
AdJusted Trunk
"Protected Tree™
(0-100% each)

Author

Roots damaged on
grade from mowing
activities.

throughou x

1117 24.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45/40 40130 35% poor poor E t canapy

N
*
~

Roots damaged on
1118 23.0 23.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 55/40 60/50 55% fair moderate w w X X grade from mowing
activities.

UGS GEEESY O
grade from mowing
activities.
15%0::ry very poor X ar Recommend remove
p tree due to very

poor overall

119 X 18.6 18.6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 45/20 16116

Roots damaged on

1120 26.7 26.7 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/40 75165 70% good good N E X X grade from mowing
activities.

Roots damaged on

121 19.7 19.7 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 50/35 80/65 76% good good w w X X grade from mawing
actlvities.

NUUTS URRgeT O
grade from mowing
activities. Vehicle
1122 21.4 214 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 60/35 40/40 40% poor Ppoor w X O0to2 X collision caused
damage to trunk
between zero and 2

Roots damaged on
grade from mowing
1128 18.5 18.5 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 66/30 86/56 58% fair moderate w X or X activities. Root plate
upper surfaces are
exposed.

Roots damaged on
grade fram mowing
1124 15.5 155 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 30/18 40/30 85% poor Ppoor w X or X activities. Root plate
upper surfaces are
exposed.

serlous. Roots damaged on
grade from mowing.
1126 13.8 13.8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdel 40/20 50/30 40% poor | moderate w 8 X girdling X fioto sovere girdiing

root root situation.

1126 TREE REMOVED FROM
LANDSCAPE.

Chiorotic foliage. Soll
1127 X 27 2.7 red maple Aocer rubrum 16/9 80/85 80% Good Good maisture defioit.

Chlorotic foliage. Soil
1128 X 18 1.9 red maple Acer rubrum 138/8 60/60 60% Falr Mod molsture deflcit.

Chiorotic foliage. Soll
129 X 20 2.0 red maple Aocer rubrum 136 56/56 65% Fair Mod maisture defioit.

Chlorotic foliage. Soil
1130 X 1.8 1.8 red maple Acer rubrum 10/5 85185 85% Poor Poor molsture deflcit.

Chiorotic foliage. Soll
13 X 19 19 red maple Aocer rubrum 1is 36/36 36% Poor Poor maisture defioit.

a5 oo
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1132 X 1.4 1.4 red maple Acer rubrum oI5 35135 35% Poor Poor m':":;:’:z::';:‘}‘:]fw
Chlorotic follage. Soll
mas| X 19 1.9 red maple Acer rubrum 1318 37145 30%Poor | Poor e rature St
184 X 42 a2 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 20112 85/65 70% Good |  North 9 feet.
“ss| X 45 a5 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2012 25185 70% Good | North 0to 2 feet.
188 |  X 3.2 3.2 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2512 7070 70% Good Mod
“e7| X a7 a7 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2013 70150 60% Fair Mod 1to 4feet.
1188 | X 3.8 3.6 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 20112 7070 70% Good Mod
1| X 37 3.7 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2013 70170 70% Good Mod West
. D
10| X 43 a3 flowering pear | Pyrus calleryana 15/0 40160 45% Poor Mod F"::’:'a"'li':_'::'l'rf;'“m:e{‘°'
Mma| X a4 a4 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 20116 56156 §6% Fair | Poor to Mod North 0to 5feet.
1142 X 3.7 3.7 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia "Purple Robe' 2414 85170 78% Good Mod
e X 5.4 5.4 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 28118 85/56 5% Fair | Mod to Good 0to 6feet
14| X 3.8 3.8 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 20112 70160 68% Falr Mod

86 oroa
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e | X 3.4 3.4 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2012 70156 1% Fair Mod 0to 8 feet
148 X 3.4 3.4 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia *Purple Robe' 1818 78157 64% Falr Mod Oto 5 feet
a7 X 44 24 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 26114 85176 80% Good |Mod to Good
1148 X 4.2 a2 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia "Purple Robe' 2414 65140 46% Poor Mod “::e:“
e X a7 a7 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2413 70157 63% Fair Mod 0to 6feet
150 | X 5.6 56 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia *Purple Robe' 2018 70150 66% Falr Good Oto 7 feet
1| X 5.0 5.0 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 27118 25160 72% Good |Mod to Good
s2|  x 3.6 a6 Purple Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe'| 22110 55145 48% Poor |Poorto Mod| West | West 0to 4 feet
ss| X 3.8 3.8 Purple Robe | 2//is ‘Purple Robe' 2011 80136 48% Poor |Poorto Mod| West | West Oto3feet| At11feet.
locust
s | x 27 27 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1217 50150 50% Falr Mod West Fireblight Infection.
1ss | X 30 3.0 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 107 50150 50% Fair Mod West Firsblight infaction.
Various
86| X 3.6 a6 Purple Robe | &,1/n/a ‘Purple Robe" 18110 85155 59% Falr | Poor to Mod elev.
locust
areas.
167 X 2.9 29 P“'Ig:’u':r“ Robinia *Purple Robe' 1510 75160 66% Falr Mod West
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Atsix feet
“ss| X 44 24 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 18112 20160 68% Fair and ten
fest.
160 | X 5.4 54 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2018 85/70 80%Good |  Good
25% Very
160 | X 38 36 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1418 25125 o vel Fireblight infeotion.
e1|  x a1 41 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1219 50150 50% Falr Mod Fireblight Infection.
1ez| X 44 41 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1319 4040 40%Poor | Poor Fireblight infeation.
e | x 38 a8 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1378 80180 80% Good | Good Fireblight Infection.
1es| X 5.4 54 Purble rebe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 30/22 76156 63% Fair Mod 0to 6feet.
1166 X 5.4 5.4 P“::";:‘:"' Robinia *Purple Robe' 30720 80168 75% Good |  Good 1to 5 feet.
1ee| X 5.3 5.3 Purble rebe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 30/20 20160 64% Fair Good 0to 7feet.
e | x 28 28 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana oe 4040 40%Poor | Poor Fireblight Infection.
1es| X 5.1 54 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 18512 60160 60% Fair | Good Fireblight infection.
1160 X 47 a7 P“::";:‘:"' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2518 8565 74% Good Good
wn| X a7 a7 Purble rebe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 23116 80165 70% Good Mod
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wn| X 5.2 5.2 Purble rebe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 27118 25160 70% Good |  Good At15feet.
172 X 5.0 5.0 P“::";:‘:"' Robinia "Purple Robe' 22116 75160 68% Falr Good ':fe'x‘ ':;'::' 5to 6 feet.
nm| X 3.2 32 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana ol6 80160 60%Fair | Good Fireblight infection.
| x 26 2.6 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana o5 30130 30%Poor | Poor Fireblight Infection.
s | X 83 63 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 23118 80176 76% Good | Good Fireblight infection.
ue|  x 43 a3 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 17112 85165 65%Falr |  Good Fireblight Infection.
| x 8.3 6.3 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 36123 50130 30%Poor | Good Otots
M| X 5.4 54 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 33128 50130 30% Poor Mod Oto 8 feet
| x 3.0 3.0 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1217 40140 40% Poor | Poor to Mod Fireblight infection.
1180 X 47 a7 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2415 80/60 70% Good Mod ':fe'x‘
e X 4.0 2.0 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2014 7070 70% Good Mod
182 X 5.4 54 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 23118 85/60 70% Good |  Good At5 feet.
e | X 4.8 a8 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 22113 20160 67% Fair Good 3to 5feet
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e8 E - - - - - ~ |8% [ 8 3 25 3 50 - 282 ] o3 2 - 2c = Updated Overall Condition
.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - ~ - v | w2 B8 33 (@enus, ) i “’-é 35 288 | 35 | 3% §is | o= €58 &5 £gasse 3 ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
- eB | 8632 8% = P = M e x 83 L] EE s2 3o g£%o -2} =38 3 23 I8 a Egl%w w2 23
£ 22 € € : E E € S § -3 sc EE o) = 88 H 29 £ SESS & -4
g| S |s8gpus |9§s| 5| §| E | E | 5| g |Esy 2 iz 3z 353 §s | epy | 82| SE |33 55 | <B% | 52 |85:if| 33 | 5
- =0 L4433 [ -T2 13 13 - 13 13 - <n¥ e @ c ") ITesS o JZF - = - Ins =0 mo e o< oOZXw 43 [ 1
1es| X 38 38 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1419 50150 50% Fair Mod Fireblight infection
188 | X 23 23 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana oe 55155 5% Falr Mod Fireblight Infection
1ee| X 2.7 2.7 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana o 85155 55% Fair Mod Fireblight infection
87| x 33 a3 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana o8 35135 35%Poor | Mod 0to 4 feet Fireblight Infection
es| X 5.5 5.5 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 28118 75130 36%Poor | Good 0to 5feet
188 | X 5.8 5.8 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' asi22 85125 30%Poor |  Good Oto 8 feet
0| X a4 a4 Purple Robe | 2//is Purple Robe' 3018 50130 37% Poor |Mod to Good At varlous
locust elev.
Purple Robe . 25% Very 0to10
1| x 68 6.8 "PloRobe | Robinia Purple Robe 85128 85120 o ve Good ot
1ez| X 33 33 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 118 30130 30%Poor | Poor Fireblight infeation.
e | x 24 24 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 107 55155 5% Falr | Poor to Mod Fireblight Infection.
se| X 5.3 5.3 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 30/48 50140 45% Poor | Poor to Mod 009 feet.
106 X 45 a5 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2515 80150 50% Falr Mod 3to 4 feet.
Purple Robe . 0to10
1198 X 6.3 5.3 “’,: :u ';’ Robinia "Purple Robe' 2618 60136 40% Poor Mod toct,
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5 5 o= - r =
5 5 ® 23 z 3 2 < H] =
ac ] D %o s 3 e =3 g 8 3 2o s Te
5 - H 'y H g 3 - < z s | % E = . H
32 | 2% 2 |8 23 5 = L 288 | SE 8 | e55 | B+ £ § | s s 3
¥ E - - - - - ~ |3% 3 5 1 g 5 3 5a g 882 ] o2 = - 2= s Updated Overall Condition
- E 2 230 .| 2 z z z z z [E2 £o | CommonName | Sclentifio Name =3 ] £ § Scy &=z £z @328 Pa 85 3% |zifss| s § @ WLCA Notes from | p.yinoe & NOTES 12/2017,
-3 L £S5 ._§_5 < s < s s s 33 § 3s (Genus, ) e I 33 288 35 25 gﬂé e 258 §§ égmgg §§ 2Z | Spring2015Survey | "g4i2018, and 772018
T LES 4582 - ) - = ag L1 = 25 5= a 898 K-} ° y
| g8 | §E3¢% 888 = | : = £ | £| £ [88< £: i3 £5¢ g2 cas | 38| =8 | B2 8% | %o € SE53 5% 23
3 S| 5858 °g 8 H H 3 H H 3 1‘;‘5' & 25 Sa 283 £3 280 3 - 23 2 58 2 8533 33 58
| 88 | Ice? 11 E E e E E £ |gads & a2 E 2ES o S22z 38 =8 TaZ 28 1R 22 |SIBEZ 14 8c
“e7| X 5.0 5.0 Purple Robe | 2//is Purple Robe' 23118 56130 37% Poor Mod 0to 6feet.
locust
1108 | X 49 a9 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2218 80135 45% Poor Mod Oto 5 feet.
e | X 368 3.8 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 20118 80160 60% Fair | Poor to Mod
1200 | X 4.3 a3 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2718 80135 40% Poor Mod Oto 6 feet.
12| X 3.8 3.8 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 22118 80160 60% Fair | Poor to Mod
1202 X 43 a3 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2518 70160 86% Falr Mod
1208 X 5.0 5.0 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 26/22 76136 48% Poor | Good 0to 5 feet.
1208 | X 4.6 a6 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2218 55(40 40% Poor | Poor to Mod Oto 5 feet.
1206 X 4.0 2.0 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 24/20 56130 36% Poor Poor 0to 5 feet.
1208 | X 5.2 5.2 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 33128 85/60 68% Falr Good 0to 9 feet.
1207 X 43 43 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 26120 25/68 76% Good | Good
1208 | X 3.5 3.5 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 25/18 85/70 TT%Good | Good
1200 X 45 45 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1610 46145 48%Poor | Mod Fireblight infection.
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L W2 3 [ 23 £ - H] 288 | SE 8 | e55 | B+ £ 3 5 gz as
e8 E - - - - - ~ |8% [ 8 3 25 3 50 - 282 ] o3 2 - 2c = Updated Overall Condition
.| &2 230 S.u| 2 z z g | 2| T |E2 2o | Common Name |  Scientific Name 3 8 8 £ § 8cog | 82 g2 | @3% | @a S6z | F: |5e38R| fg £3 | weoaNotestrom | pOLR 0 OTeS 12i2017,
g | &2 £s8 "§—5 - ~ - 7 || @ [Big 33 (@enus, ) i "-é 35 288 | 35 | 3% §is | o= €58 &5 £gasse 3 ZE | Serino2vSSuvey) otizots, ana a0t
[ 55 | 5Eza 8% = P = M = = [882 €8 23 rs:3 3o o 23 =3 3 3t Ion a £E50% b g3
= < T = ; 2 = 2
2| 8 | SEEpuzieii| B P P | P PP ogEy: il H 853 | 53 | 883 | BE| RE |33% | :F | cBR | 5B |3iidE) i | :f
13 =0 | ares -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 g ag T IeS -1 S2F 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
20| X 30 3.0 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1006 35135 35%Poor | Poor Firablight infation.
| x 29 29 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1278 4040 40%Poor | Poor Fireblight Infection.
22| X a2 a2 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2013 85146 49% Poor | Mod to Good 0to 3 feet.
29| X 42 a2 P“'Ig:’“':rb' Robinia "Purple Robe' 2015 50130 37% Poor Mod Oto 4 feet.
1214 X a2 a2 Purble Robe | Robinia ‘Purple Robe' 2017 70150 64% Fair | Mod to Good 3to4feet.
5| x 43 43 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 2012 30130 30%Poor | Poor Fireblight Infection.
1218| X 32 32 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1807 70165 68% Fair Mod
7| x 3.2 a2 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1m 60155 6% Falr | Poor to Mod Fireblight Infection.
18| X 29 29 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1 70165 68% Fair Mod
0| x 3.4 a1 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1878 50150 50% Falr | Poor to Mod Fireblight Infection.
20| X 30 3.0 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 1718 50150 50% Fair | Poor to Mod Firablight infation.
(This plot polnt Is @ shoot
1221 arising from the subgrade
lignotuber of tree tag #590,
and is not an actual "tree”)
12| X 29 29 flowering pear |  Pyrus calleryana 218 30130 30%Poor | Poor Firablight infation.
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5 5 T - = =
5 5 ® 23 z 3 2 < H] =
¥ ] . 88 5 H 2e7 5 =) ] 2 ) H Se
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¥ E - - - - - ~ |3% 3 %5 1 g 3 3 5a g 882 ] o2 = wEx T 2= 5 Updated Overall Condition
.| E2 230 8. u| 2 g z F | £ IEE Eo | CommonName | Sclentifio Name 3z N £ § 8oy | 82 g2 | 3% | %a o 3% |zifss| s £s WLCA Notes from | poyyyoq g NOTES 12/2017,
r| §2 £S5 ._§5 £ 5 4 S|ea| = B2q 32 (Genus, ) 3 "é 382 288 35 85 ] 5= 258 FH égmgg §§ 2EZ | Spring20153urvey | "4115018, and 7/2018
[ 33 = R A - B - =% a = E-] 25w ° = au 202 ° y
[ sEza 4 x = = = = = : € z £ T F3o k-5 =8 T ? e Eslw u 2 23
3| 35 |s3fpuz g38 E | f ) E | P B| B EEiy i §: H 855 | B spy | sE | P B2z 5: | cpe | ER |sEidf) 3@ | :f
= =0 | ares> -1 I3 I3 = I3 I3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES 13 S2% 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
At parking lot near Hyatt
southern construction project. Tree
1228| X 70 7.0 Tagnatia | Magmolia grandifiora 16118 40130 36% Poor | Poor x tagged by WLCA with
racetrack shaped tag
TREE REMOVED FROM
1224 FIELD.
TREE REMOVED FROM
1226 FIELD,
{Tree already in this
1226 database as double-stem
tree tag #504.).
1227 1.7 1.7 Ghinose oM | uimus parvitolia Cult. 1478 90180 85% Good | Good
1228 1.7 1.7 c"";'.'.;l':-:"" Ulmus parvifolia Cult. 1508 20180 85% Good Good
1220 1.8 1.8 Ghinose oM | uimus parvitolia Cult. 1508 90180 85% Good | Good
1250 4.4 a4 c"";'.'.;l':-:"" Ulmus parvifolia Cult. 1818 20180 84% Good Good
1281 Est.22 Est.22 coast redwood | Sequcls 8518 50150 50% Fair | Poor to Mod
1282 Est. 24 Est.24 coast redwood 8"’:;‘,"“"‘ 50/40 95135 5% Poor Poor
1288 Est. 19 Est. 19 coast redwood | Sequcls 75015 40140 40%Poor | Poor
No access to trunk base.
Tree was not tagged by
WLCA.
Sequola
1284 X Est. 15 Est. 15 coastredwood | Sodudle 46113 85166 66% Fair Mod This tree was "rough
plotted” by WLCA, and
added to the Sandis tree
map sheets.
1288 Est. 22 Est. 22 coast redwood | Sequcls 7513 55155 55% Fair | Poor to Mod Dense growth around base.
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o 5 2z < ] =
5 H ) 23 z s 2 c ] S
¥ ] . 88 5 H 2e7 5 =) ] 2 ) H Se
H g H " H 8 ] 5o 5 z 5| ¢ iz - . H
32 | L2% 2 £ 28 5 = 2 238 | 2 555 | i3 ] 5 E H as
s8 E - - - - - ~ |88 [ £8 3 25 3 50 - 282 F o3 2 -3 2 2c = Updated Overall Condition
.| 22 230 S.u| 2 2 z 2 | F [E2 Eo | CommonName | Sclentifio Name s 8 8 H § Scy | 82 £2 | @3% | %a tog 3% |zifss| s E a WLCA Notes from | patinge & NOTES 12/2017,
r| §2 £S5 ..gs £ 5 4 S|ea| = B2q 32 (Genus, ) 3 "é 382 288 35 85 ] 5= 258 FH égégg §§ ®E | Sering2015Survey | 4415018, and 712018
[ 33 = R A - B - =% a = E-] 25w ° = au 202 ° y
= © sE3a 828 | = P = M = x [83¢g €8 z £2 T2 £%o =3 =3 T 3% 3a Eics w2 g3
2| 8 SREpuzieii| B P P | P PP oEEy: i H 853 | 53 | 883 | BE | RE |33% :F | cBR | 5% |:iidE) i3 | :f
13 =0 | ares> -1 3 3 I3 3 3 £ |25 & ag T 2ES 13 S2% 38 =8 ToZ o oSe 2Z CEDEZ 13 1
Two wide-forked codominant|
s mainstems arlse at 16 feet
1238 Est. 26 Est. 26 coast redwood | Sequcls 60118 50145 48% Poor | Poor to Mod above grade.
Dense growth around base.
1287 Est. 20 Est. 20 coast redwood s""”:,:"‘ 65/18 40140 40% Poor Poor Dense growth around base.
1238 Est. 22 Est.22 coast redwood | Sequcls 6al16 50150 50% Fair | Poor to Mod Dense growth around base.
1280 Est. 15 Est. 15 coast redwood s""”:,:"‘ 55110 50087 44% Poor Poor East Dense growth around base.
1240 Est. 32 Est. 32 coast redwood - s% s 70128 80160 60% Fair | Poor to Mod Dense growth around base.
1241 Est. 22 Est. 22 coast redwood s""”:,:"‘ 5015 asias 45% Poor Poor Dense growth around base.
1242 Est. 12 Est. 12 coast redwood - s% s s0/12 80/50 §6% Fair | Poor to Mod Dense growth around base.
1249 Est. 24 Est. 24 coast redwood s""”:,:"‘ 60/15 40140 40% Poor Poor Dense growth around base.
Sequola
1244 X 16,6 166 coastredwood |, seduol 36112 oo 0% DEAD nla
1245 6.0 6.0 fo (Tree previously excluded
. . mpine | Podocarpus gracilior 1058 40140 40% Poor | Poor to Mod trom WLOA survey)
|notes:
1. Helghts were determined using a Nikon Forestry Pro 550 were using a forestry D-tape which converts actual circumfarence to averaged diameter in inches and tenths of inches.

2. In the original 2016 assignment, Walter Levison tagged and surveyed only trees 4.0 inches diameter and greater (at 4.5 feet above grade), using round-shaped tags #1 through #099. For tree tag numbers above #9399, racetrack shaped tags were used, up to tag #1125,
3. Trees #876 through #1105 were located In a trlangular survey area known as "alternate lot west".

4. In a followup assignment in July, 2018, Walter Levison was directed by Valloe Praperty Owner LLC to tag and assess additional trees starting with tag #1126, many of which measured less than 4.0 inches diameter. Most or all of these supplemental trees were excluded from the original tree study, due to trunk diameter being below the study threshold of 4.0 inches, and/or location of trunk
outside the original proposed Valico project area.

5. Parking lot trees were installed in plastic root barriers which severely stunted trees by limiting their root extension. Circular root barriers are considered by arborists to be a direct cause of lack of normal tree growth performance and tree stability.

6. Perimeter trees have not been recelving normal Irrigation, and are declining and dying prematurely due to soll moisture deficit.
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Sequoia sempervirens
Coast Redwood'

Fact Sheet ST-589
October 1994

Edward F. Gilman and Dennis G. Watson?

INTRODUCTION

Sequoia sempervirens, the Coast Redwoods of
California, are the tallest trees in the world (Fig. 1).
They can vary greatly when grown from seed, but
varieties are available now which have been
vegetatively propagated and they retain true
characteristics. Redwoods grow three to five feet per
year and are remarkably pest-free. They live to be
many hundreds of years old; some live to several
thousand years. Bark is particularly beautiful, turning
a bright orange on older trees. It may grow poorly in
zones 9 and 10 in Florida.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Scientific name: Sequoia sempervirens
Pronunciation: see-KWOY-uh sem-per-VYE-renz
Common name(s): Coast Redwood

Family: Taxodiaceae

USDA hardiness zones: 7 through 10A (Fig. 2)
Origin: native to North America

Uses: screen; specimen; no proven urban tolerance
Availability: grown in small quantities by a small
number of nurseries

DESCRIPTION

Height: 60 to 120 feet
Spread: 25 to 35 feet
Crown uniformity: symmetrical canopy with a

regular (or smooth) outline, and individuals have more

or less identical crown forms
Crown shape: pyramidal
Crown density: moderate

Figure 1. Mature Coast Redwood.

Growth rate: medium

Texture: fine

1. This document is adapted from Fact Sheet ST-589, a series of the Environmental Horticulture Department, Florida Cooperative Extension Service,
Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of Florida. Publication date: October 1994.

2. Edward F. Gilman, associate professor, Environmental Horticulture Department; Dennis G. Watson, associate professor, Agricultural Engineering
Department, Cooperative Extension Service, Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of Florida, Gainesville FL 32611.
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Figure 2. Shaded area represents potential planting range.

Foliage

Leaf arrangement: alternate; spiral

Leaf type: simple

Leaf margin: entire

Leaf shape: needle-like (filiform)

Leaf venation: none, or difficult to see; parallel
Leaf type and persistence: ecvergreen; needle leaf
evergreen

Leaf blade length: less than 2 inches

Leaf color: green

Fall color: no fall color change

Fall characteristic: not showy

Flower

Flower characteristics: inconspicuous and not
showy

Fruit

Fruit shape: oval; round
Fruit length: .5 to 1 inch
Fruit covering: dry or hard
Fruit color: brown

Fruit characteristics: does not attract wildlife;
inconspicuous and not showy; no significant litter
problem

Trunk and Branches

Trunk/bark/branches: droop as the tree grows, and
will require pruning for vehicular or pedestrian
clearance beneath the canopy; should be grown with a
single leader; very showy trunk; no thorns

Pruning requirement: needs little pruning to develop
a strong structure

Breakage: resistant

Current year twig color: brown; green

Current year twig thickness: medium; thin

Wood specific gravity: 0.35

Culture

Light requirement: tree grows in part shade/part sun;
tree grows in full sun

Soil tolerances: clay; loam; sand; slightly alkaline;
acidic; occasionally wet; well-drained

Drought tolerance: moderate
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Other

Roots: surface roots are usually not a problem
Winter interest: tree has winter interest due to
unusual form, nice persistent fruits, showy winter
trunk, or winter flowers

Outstanding tree: not particularly outstanding
Invasive potential: little, if any, potential at this time
Ozone sensitivity: tolerant

Verticillium wilt susceptibility: not known to be
susceptible

Pest resistance: long-term health usually not
affected by pests

USE AND MANAGEMENT

Redwood maintains a pyramidal form and dark
green foliage throughout the year. Planted in a row 15
to 20 feet apart they make a nice screen. In areas
outside California and the Northwest, it is probably
best used occasionally as a novelty specimen.

Redwood is tolerant of flooding, making best
growth along stream banks and flood plains. Irrigation
helps maintain a vigorous tree in other sites. Allow
plenty of soil space for proper development.

Propagation is possible from seed and through
vegetative propagation.

Pests

Few insects were noted for Sequoia species.
Diseases

No diseases are of major concern.

Sequoia sempervirens is resistant to oak root
fungus.
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