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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The City of Cupertino Community Development Department has retained me to prepare

this Arborist Report in connection with the proposed application to construct a five-story,

148-room hotel named Hyatt House Hotel at Vallco Park; the property is a triangular-

shaped lot, bordered by Interstate 280 to the north, N. Wolfe Road to the west, and

Perimeter Road to the south (APN 316-20-092), and currently serves as an overflow

parking lot for Vallco Mall.

Specific tasks assigned to perform are as follows:

Visit the site on May 12 and 15, 2014 to identify 150 trees having trunks with
diameters of four inches and greater (measured 54 inches above grade).

Determine each tree's trunk diameter at 54 inches above grade or where appropriate
to obtain the best representation of trunk size. Diameters are rounded to the nearest
inch, and trees listed with more than one diameter are formed by multiple trunks.
Ascertain each tree's health and structural integrity, and assign an overall condition
rating (e.g. good, fair, poor or dead).

Determine each tree’s suitability for preservation (e.g. high, moderate or low).

Obtain photographs; see Exhibit C.

Identify which trees have trunks situated within the public right-of-way.

Assign tree numbers in a sequential pattern, and those locations can and numbers can
be viewed on Sheet A-0.2 presented in Exhibit B (copy of the Demolition/Tree
Removal Plan, dated 7/15/14).

Affix metal tags with engraved, corresponding numbers to each accessible trunk or
major limb (the tags are round aluminum).

Review the plan set dated 7/15/14 to identify potential tree disposition and impacts.
Provide tree replacement guidelines.

Develop general protection measures to help avoid or mitigate impacts to trees
planned for retention.

Prepare a written report that presents the aforementioned information, and submit via
email as a PDF document.
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2.0 TREE COUNT AND COMPOSITION

One-hundred fifty (150) trees of eight various species were inventoried for this report.
They are sequentially numbered as 1 thru 150, and the table below, and continued on the

following two pages, identifies their common names, assigned numbers, counts and overall

percentages.

% OF

NAME TREE NUMBER(S) COUNT | TOTAL
coast live oak 91, 92, 145, 146 4 3%
coast redwood 1, 2, 4, 5-89, 93-95, 97-102, 107 98 65%
cork oak 90, 143, 144 3 2%
evergreen pear 109, 110, 136-139 6 4%
honey locust 103, 131-133, 142, 147-150 9 6%
Monterey pine 129, 130, 134, 135, 140, 141 6 4%
pin oak 127, 128 2 1%
Shamel ash 3, 96, 104-106, 108, 111-126 22 15%

Total 150 100%

As illustrated above, the site is populated predominantly by coast redwoods, which form a
highly dense and established screen along the north (Hwy 280) and west (N. Wolfe Road)
boundaries. The redwoods exhibit symptoms of significant or severe stress from not
receiving sufficient water over the years, and the vast majority appear in poor health. Of
these, many are beyond recovery, and others might improve if an assertive watering
program is immediately implemented. Absent of supplemental water, continued decline
for many years later can be expected, and those otherwise intended for retention and

protection may ultimately require removal.
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Specific information regarding each tree is presented within the table in Exhibit A. The
trees' locations and corresponding numbers can be viewed on the site map in Exhibit B,

and photographs are presented in Exhibit C.

One tree, #96, is a within the public right-of-way along N. Wolfe Road and defined as a

street tree.

Sheet A-0.2 identifies two 'trees #102." The one immediately north of #101 is the correct
one, and the other near #107 and 108 is small evergreen pear with a trunk diameter less

than three inches; see the map in Exhibit B for further clarification.

Four coast live oaks are defined as “specimen trees” pursuant to Appendix B of Ordinance

No. 07-2003; they include #91, 92, 145 and 146.

3.0 SUITABILITY FOR TREE PRESERVATION

Each tree has been assigned either a “high,” “moderate” or “low” suitability for
preservation rating as a means to cumulatively measure and consider their existing health,
structural integrity, anticipated life span, available growing space, location, size and
species. A description of these ratings are presented below; note that the “high” category
comprises nine (or 6%), the “moderate” category 58 (or 39%), and the “low” category 83

(or 55%) of the total inventoried trees.

High: Applies to trees #14, 20, 29, 32, 33, 44, 89, 95 and 97.
These trees offer a good potential for contributing long-term to the site; appear reasonably
healthy with stable structures; have no apparent, significant health issues or structural

defects; and require regular care to maintain their longevity and vigor.
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Moderate: Applies to trees #3, 5, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21-28, 30, 31, 35, 36, 39, 41, 42, 45-52,
54, 55, 57-59, 61, 63-65, 75, 82, 87, 91-93, 98-102, 107, 118, 119, 124, 125, 131, 132, 139
and 143.

These trees contribute to the site but at levels less than those assigned a high suitability;
have health and/or structural issues that can potentially be reasonably addressed and
property mitigated; and frequent care is typically required for their remaining lifespan. A
good number of redwoods within this rating serve as established screening elements
between Interstate 280 and N. Wolfe Road; they are assigned moderate suitability solely
for this reason, as well as the potential of health recovery, including numerous that have
been "topped” and/or suppressed growth due to adjacent, more established trees (they

would otherwise be assigned a low suitability for their poor health condition).

Low: Applies to trees #1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11-13, 17-19, 27, 34, 37, 38, 40, 43, 53, 56, 60, 62,
66-74, 76-81, 83-86, 88, 90, 94, 96, 103-106, 108-117, 120-123, 126-130, 133-138, 140-
142 and 144-150.

These trees are either dead, nearly dead, severely declined, highly suppressed in terms of
canopy and trunk development, and/or have such serious structural defects that they are
expected to worsen regardless of tree care measures employed (i.e. beyond recovery).

None appear suitable for retention.

Of low suitability trees, the following four should be immediately removed: #94, 123,
126 and 145. Trees #94, 123 and 126 are dead. Tree #145 has a massive split where four
leaders originate, and is at severe risk of breaking at any time (presents an immediate,

hazardous risk to persons and vehicles below).
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4.0 REVIEW OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS

4.1 Proposed Removals

The following 114 trees are identified for removal to accommodate the proposed project
design and/or low suitability for preservation: #1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11-13, 17-19, 27, 34, 37, 38,
40, 43, 53 and 56-150.

The above list considers the following:

= All redwood trees along the western boundary for construction of the proposed path
(the vast majority are in poor condition).

= All trees at the southwest section of the site to accommodate the proposed path,
driveway, and grading.

= All trees within the existing parking lot to allow building construction.

= All trees within the planter strip along Perimeter Road for site improvements.

= Select redwoods along the north boundary due to being in poor condition.

= Trees at the northwest corner of the property for the bioretention planter.

Of the 114 trees, three are assigned a high suitability, 27 a moderate suitability, and 84 a
low suitability; none are suitable for relocation. The high suitability trees include #89, 95
and 97, all sizeable coast redwoods with trunk diameters of 30, 22 and 24 inches,
respectively, but appear in only fair health condition; their removal appears necessitated by
the proposed path, driveway, and associated grading at the southwest corner of the site.

Sheet A-0.2 provides information regarding the proposed tree disposition. Several
observations and recommendations for updating that plan are as follows:
= The elevations shown for trees differs from those provided on the civil drawings.
As such, the plan needs to be substituted with the Sandis topo for a base map,
assuming the Sandis topo reflects the correct elevation and site information.
= Trees #57, 58 and 59 need to reflect removal due to being within the proposed
bioretention planter and immediately adjacent to the storm drain.
= Omit the additional #102 discussed in Section 2.0 of this report (page 3).
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4.2 Potential Significant Impacts

Of the 36 trees planned for retention, implementation of the proposed design would
subject a number to a high or severe level of impacts. Discussion and recommendations

for design modification to achieve adequate protection are provided in this section.

Redwood trees #14, 15, 16, 20 and 21 will sustain potentially severe root loss during
excavation for the new section of parking lot at the northeast section of the property. To
achieve protection, the section of existing planter within at least 12 feet from their
trunks should remain intact and be regarded as their Tree Protection Zone ("TPZ"
hereinafter).

The proposed relocation of the cellular equipment enclosure will result in excavation
within a significant section of tree #10's root zone, and the process may expose root
damage or loss to #14-16, 20 and 21. | recommend a plan for relocating this feature is
provided to best assess impacts.

For trees retained along the northern border, excavation for the proposed storm drain and
inlets would expose the redwood to the potential loss and/or damage to large roots within
the parking lot. To reduce the risk of damage or impacts, | recommend the main line is
established at least ten feet from the trunks. The inlets can be placed at the edge of
proposed lot, however, must be strategically located away from retained trees (i.e. in voids
containing trees that are either small or proposed for removal), and the lines connecting the
inlets to the storm in a radial direction to tree trunks. A possible alternative is for the line
to be directionally-bored by 36 inches or more below grade, and the access pits established

beyond the canopy of a retained tree.

The proposed nine light poles along the north boundary show footings within the existing
planter and immediately adjacent to the following 12 trees: #16, 21, 26, 30, 31, 35, 36, 41,
44, 45, 49 and 54. To avoid potentially significant impacts, | recommend the light poles

are situated or designed so that no drilling or excavation is needed within the planter (a
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possible alternative is to place them within the finger islands). The electrical layout should
also be configured as described above for the storm drains.

Another potential impact for trees along the north boundary involves the footing design
and installation method of the proposed wall/curb. It is critical that the future curb and
gutter do not require lateral excavation into the existing planter (i.e. any soil and roots
behind existing back of curb), including for overexcavation to construct, form and pour the
wall/curb, footing and gutter. Additionally, the wall/curb and gutter should not require
excavation into existing base material, or have the flexibility for as-built changes, should
roots of two inches and greater in diameter be encountered. Additionally, existing base

material should be utilized for the new lot where roots of this size become encountered.

The electrical layout for lighting or purposes becomes a critical component to avoid
trenching within protection zones, and subsequently, can result in severe root loss. To
avoid this from occurring, | recommend the layout is established, reviewed and approved

prior to building permit issuance, and the routes established beyond tree protection zones.

The path proposed along the north side of the northern shared fence line appears to
present no significant impacts to adjacent redwoods, provided excavation is not needed for
its construction (i.e. a no-dig design, including for base materials, forms and edging), and
direct compaction of existing soil grade can be avoided grade. A material that may achieve

these specifications is Tensar® Biaxial Geogrid (www.tensarcorp.com).

Note that for any trees redwoods being considered for retention, it is critical to begin
immediately supplying them with supplemental water. Their current, overall poor and

dying condition can be attributed to an absence of water.
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5.0 GUIDELINES FOR TREE REPLACEMENTS

Applying Section 14.18.185, Table A, of the City Code, one of the following options

would be applied for mitigating removal of the 114 trees:

Installing 187 trees of 24-inch box size.

Installing 109 trees of 24-inch box size plus 39 of 36-inch box size.
Installing 109 trees of 24-inch box size, and for the additional 78 trees of 24-inch

box size, any combination of one 36-inch box for every two 24-inch boxes.

Based on the table presented on L-3, a total of 95 trees of 24-inch box size are proposed

for installation, a difference of 92 trees of 24-inch box trees to meet Code Section

14.18.185 for mitigation replacements.

My review of the landscape plans reveals several opportunities to enhance replacement

mitigation, namely the following:

As many trees as necessary along the front of the building could be upsized to 36-
inch boxes.

Trees could be installed within the bioretention planter, such as Marina madrone,
Fernleaf Fullmoon maple, or Elegant Brisbane box.

Trees could be installed within the barren area at the southwest corner of the
property.

Once Sheet L-3 is coordinated with all removals shown on A-0.2, such as along the
north property edge, additional space and opportunity will be created for installing
new trees.

Regarding the species proposed for replacements, | recommend the following:

For the London planes, substituting 'Bloodgood' with the 'Columbia.’

Substituting Shamel ash with one of the following: Shumard red oak or Autumn
purple white ash. The Shumard is preferred, but due to the multi-leader, competing
structure, it is important to select ones with a dominant central leader.

Consider additional species, such as mentioned for the bioretention planter, and
possibly a valley oak or cork oak in a larger planter area.
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Regarding redwoods to be installed along the west boundary, the existing coast redwoods
are roughly spaced, on average, nine to ten feet apart. | suggest 12 feet between each tree

would provide appropriate spacing for this site.

For redwoods to be installed along the north boundary, there are some instances where
redwoods are proposed for removal due to being under highly suppressed and crowded-
growing conditions, and installing a new redwood would be futile due to inadequate space,
sunlight, and the established dominance of adjacent redwoods with broad canopies. There
are other instances where trees are proposed for removal due to being in poor condition,
but there appears sufficient sunlight and spacing for new redwoods, if not one to each
removed tree, then one between where two are removed. Suggestions and considerations
for the locations and amounts of replacements are as follows:
= The area occupied by #9, 27, 34, 40, 43 and 56 should not be replaced.
= Replacements for #1, 2, 4, 11, 12, 13, 53 and 60-63 should be installed within the
same trunk areas as of the removed trees.
= One tree is suggested between #17 and 18, and another between #37 and 38.
= The spacing distance between new and existing would vary along the north
boundary to accommodate the above recommendations and consider existing
conditions, such as the dominance of existing redwoods crowding out available
planting space and sunlight.
= For new redwoods installed, | do not anticipate those planted in close proximity of
established ones will sustain sufficient growing space and sunlight to reach a
similar height. Those setback some from established ones do present a reasonably
good opportunity though, and estimate that under favorable growing conditions, 15

to 20 years may allow them to reach a similar height.

Based on the amount of new trees to be installed, they should be selected and tagged at
the nursery by an ISA (International Society of Arboriculture) certified arborist and/or the
landscape architect prior to being shipped to the site. They should have relatively

symmetrical structures mostly free of obvious defects, wounds and girdling roots.
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Additionally, the arborist and/or landscape architect should be retained to examine and root
prune, as needed, once the boxes are removed and before being installed.

All new trees should be installed, including necessary irrigation, by an experienced state-
licensed landscape contractor or a professional tree service company, and performed to
professional industry standards. Only if necessary to stand upright, they should be double-
staked (no cross-brace) with rubber tree ties or equivalent, and the support stakes cut below
the first main lateral branch. Percolation tests should also be performed for each planting

pit to ensure drainage is achieved.

All irrigation should be supplied through valves and automatic timers separate from that
of shrubs, plants and groundcover, and supplied by two bubblers placed and staked on the
surface of the root ball (versus against the trunk or in a sleeve) at around the one-half or
three-quarters of the distance between the trunk and rootball edges. Additionally, an eight-
inch tall circular berm formed by soil should be formed around the perimeter of the
rootball (for water from the bubblers to flood). A two- to three-inch layer of wood-chip
mulch should be spread on top and 12 inches beyond the root ball (but not piled against the
trunks).
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6.0 GENERAL PROTECTION MEASURES

Recommendations presented within this section serve as general design guidelines to help
mitigate or avoid impacts to trees being retained. They are subject to revision upon
reviewing the updated project design, and | should be consulted in the event any cannot be
feasibly implemented. Please note that all referenced distances from trunks are intended

to be from the closest edge (face of) of their outermost perimeter at soil grade.

6.1 Design Guidelines
1. All recommendations presented in Section 4.0 of this report should be considered
part of this section.

2. A TPZ is where all trenching, soil scraping, compaction, grading (cut and fill),
removal of underground utilities and vaults, finish-grading, overexcavation,
subexcavation, swales, bioswales, storm drains, equipment cleaning, stockpiling and
dumping of materials, and equipment/vehicle operation shall be avoided. For general
design purposes, the minimum TPZs of select trees that may potentially be retained
are provided in Section 4.0 of this report. For all other inventoried trees not
mentioned in Section 4.0 but being retained, I recommend their TPZs are up to 12
inches from proposed improvements, and beneath their entire canopies in all other
directions. Where an impact encroaches slightly within a setback, it can be reviewed
on a case-by-case basis to determine appropriate mitigation measures.

3. The tree numbers of all retained trees should be added to the civil and landscape
plans to allow for efficient design review for both the City and contractors.

4. Sheet C-3.0 should show the limits of grading.

5. All existing, unused lines, pipes and manholes within a TPZ should be abandoned
and cut off at existing soil grade (rather than being dug up and causing subsequent
root damage); this provision should be specified on A-0.2.
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6.

10.

11.

12.

Overexcavation for constructing any curb, gutter, walk, foundation etc. within a
TPZ should be reduced to the maximum extent possible, such as six inches.

Shoring should be specified for the north side of the proposed underground garage.

The permanent and temporary drainage design, including downspouts, should not
require water being discharged within TPZs. Also, any swales needed for drainage
within a TPZ should require no more than a three-inch soil cut and fill, and roots two
inches and greater in diameter retained and not damaged.

Any underground utilities and services (e.g. electrical) should be routed beyond
TPZs. Where this is not feasible, the section of line(s) within the TPZ should be
directionally-bored by at least four feet below existing grade, or installed by other
means (e.g. pipe-bursting) to avoid an open trench. The ground above any tunnel
must remain undisturbed, and access pits and any above-ground infrastructure (e.g.
splice boxes, meters and vaults) established beyond all TPZs.

The future staging area and route(s) of access should be shown on the final site plan
and avoided on unpaved areas beneath or near canopies. Where not feasible, I should
be consulted to review the location and proximity to particular trees, and strive to
identify a temporary root zone buffer that could potentially minimize soil compaction
within a TPZ, and in turn, lessen impacts to a tree's vigor and longevity.

To restrict spoils and runoff from traveling into root zones, the future erosion
control design should establish any silt fence and/or straw rolls away from a tree's
trunk (not against it), and as close to the canopy edge as possible. Additionally,
where within a TPZ, the material should require none or a maximum vertical soil cut
of two inches for its embedment.

The landscape design should conform to the following additional guidelines:
a. Large growing trees, such as those that can exceed the height of retained trees,
should be installed beyond TPZs, and at least 10 to 15 feet from a future
foundation, wall and hardscape.
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b. Plant material installed beneath canopies of oaks must be drought-tolerant,
limited in amount, and planted at least five or more feet from their trunks. Plant
material installed beneath the canopies of all other trees should be at least 36
inches from their trunks.

c. Irrigation and lighting features (e.g. main line, lateral lines, valve boxes,
wiring and controllers) should be established so that no trenching occurs within
a TPZ. In the event this is not feasible, they may require being installed in a
radial direction to a tree’s trunk, and terminate a specific distance from a trunk
(versus crossing past it).

d. Ground cover beneath canopies should be comprised of a three- to four-inch
layer of coarse wood chips or other high-quality mulch (gorilla hair, bark or
rock, stone, gravel, black plastic or other synthetic ground cover should be
avoided). Mulch should not be placed against the trees’ trunks.

e. Tilling, ripping and compaction within TPZs should be avoided.

f. Bender board or other edging material proposed beneath the canopies should
be established on top of existing soil grade (such as by using vertical stakes).

g. Providing ongoing supplemental water during the dry months of the year
following the project would benefit the longevity of redwoods and, possibly
applied through bubblers strategically located throughout the root zones.
Additional discussion can be provided upon request.

h. Ensure no recycled water is supplied to the redwoods.

6.2 Before Demolition, Grading and Construction
13. A site meeting with the general contractor and me (“project arborist” hereinafter)
should be conducted several weeks prior to work commencing for the purpose of
reviewing tree fencing locations and other measures presented in this report.
Additional site visits include reviewing root pruning and tree impacts during
construction, and providing a final assessment of project impacts (for scheduling
purposes, | request a minimum five business-day notice for these subsequent visits).

14. Tree protective fencing is needed prior to any grading, trenching or excavation for
the purpose of restricting access into and enclosing the entire TPZs. Its location can
be identified during the initial site meeting, and should remain intact and be
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15.

16.

maintained throughout construction. One approach is to utilize five-foot tall chain
link panels mounted on steel posts or concrete blocks, and the panels firmly
established to avoid easily being shifted or opened. Another includes mounting five-
to six-foot tall chain link on two-inch diameter steel posts that are driven into the
ground 24 inches deep.

The limits of sidewalk, streetscape and grading should be staked prior to any
digging occurring.

Wood chips may need to be spread on exposed ground beneath the canopies of select
trees. They should be coarse (e.g. ¥%- to %-inch in size), and spread to a four- to five-
inch layer beyond improvements, not piled against a trunk, and remain throughout
construction.

6.3 During Demolition, Grading and Construction

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Great care must be taken during demolition of all existing features, to including the
existing structures, curbs, gutter, etc. to avoid excavating into the ground and
disturbing roots.

Any approved digging or trenching within a TPZ should be manually performed
without heavy equipment or tractors, including small ones, operating within a TPZ.

Any roots encountered during the process with diameters less than two inches in
diameter can be cleanly severed at a 90-degree angle to the direction of root growth.
In doing so, sharp cutting tools (e.g. loppers or handsaw) shall be used, and the cut
should occur against the tree side of the trench. Roots considered for removal with
diameters of two inches and greater must first be reviewed by the project arborist.

Spoils created during digging must not be piled or spread within a TPZ. If necessary,
they can be temporarily piled on plywood or a tarp.

Tree trunks shall not be used as winch supports for moving or lifting heavy loads.
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22.

23.

24.

Supplemental water is essential to promote, and in many instances improve, the
vigor and longevity of trees being retained, as well as help offset impacts. The
methodology, amount and frequency can be discussed prior to construction.

The disposal of harmful products (such as cement, paint, chemicals, oil and gasoline)
is prohibited beneath canopies or anywhere on site that allows drainage beneath or
near TPZs. Herbicides should not be used with a TPZ; where used on site, they
should be labeled for safe use near trees.

Any tree pruning should be performed by a California state-licensed tree service
company (D-49 classification) that has an ISA certified arborist in a supervisory role,
carries General Liability and Worker’s Compensation insurance, and abides by in
accordance with ANSI A300-2001 (Pruning) and ANSI Z133.1-2006 (Safety
Operations) standards.
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7.0 ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

= All information presented herein reflects my observations and measurements obtained from the
project site on May 12 and 15, 2014.

= My observations were performed visually without probing, coring, dissecting or excavating. |
cannot, in any way, assume responsibility for any defects that could only have been discovered
by performing the mentioned services in the specific area(s) where a defect was located.

= The assignment pertains solely to trees listed in Exhibit A. | hold no opinion towards other
trees on or surrounding the project area.

= | cannot provide a guarantee or warranty, expressed or implied, that deficiencies or problems of
any trees or property in question may not arise in the future.

= No assurance can be offered that if all my recommendations and precautionary measures
(verbal or in writing) are accepted and followed, that the desired results may be achieved.

= | cannot guarantee or be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others.

= | assume no responsibility for the means and methods used by any person or company
implementing the recommendations provided in this report.

»= The information provided herein represents my opinion. Accordingly, my fee is in no way
contingent upon the reporting of a specified finding, conclusion or value.

= The numbers shown on the site map in Exhibit B are intended to only roughly approximate a
tree's location and should not be considered as surveyed trunk locations.

= This report is proprietary to me and may not be copied or reproduced in whole or part without
prior written consent. It has been prepared for the sole and exclusive use of the parties to who
submitted for the purpose of contracting services provided by David L. Babby.

= |f any part of this report or copy thereof be lost or altered, the entire evaluation shall be invalid.

Prepared By: Date: July 24, 2014
David L. Babby
Registered Consulting Arborist® #399
Board-Certified Master Arborist® #WE-4001B
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

SIZE CONDITION
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coast redwood
1 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Near bottom of hill. Dead branches. Water may improve health.
coast redwood
2 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 17 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Topped, a condition that adversely impacts long-term structural integrity. At bottom of hill.
Shamel ash
3 (Fraxinus uhdei) 27 60% 40% Fair Moderate
Comments: Multiple leader structure. Lower trunk is covered by ivy. At top of hill.
coast redwood
4 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Near top of hill. Topped. Very stressed canopy and recovery is highly questionable.
coast redwood
5 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 16 40% 50% Poor Moderate
Comments: Roots have contributed to large mounds in adjacent asphalt lot. Trunk has outgrown small
planter. Adjacent curb is cracked.
coast redwood
6 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 20% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Nearly dead and beyond recovery.
coast redwood
7 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 23 20% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Nearly dead and beyond recovery. Adjacent curb is raised, and roots have formed mounds
in parking lot.
coast redwood
8 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 50% 40% Poor Moderate

Comments:

Topped. Sparse canopy, and improvement only possible with regular watering.

Project: Hyatt House Hotel at Vallco Park, Cupertino
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coast redwood
9 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 14 30% 60% Poor Low X
Comments: Declining canopy with highly questionable recovery.
coast redwood
10 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 25 40% 70% Poor Moderate
Comments: Topped and very sparse canopy. Recovery possible, but only with regular watering.
coast redwood
11 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent to tall sign. Topped. Very sparse canopy with highly questionable recovery.
coast redwood
12 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 19 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent to tall sign. Topped. Very sparse canopy with highly questionable recovery.
coast redwood
13 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 21 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Lower trunk sweeps (i.e. curves) then grows vertical. Very sparse canopy with highly
questionable recovery.
coast redwood
14 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 80% 70% Good High
Comments: Relatively healthy tree with good structure.
coast redwood
15 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 40% 40% Poor Moderate
Comments: Topped. A large buttress roots grows around an existing beam. Declining health, and
recovery may be possible with regular watering.
coast redwood
16 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 40% 40% Poor Moderate
Comments: Topped. Declining health, and recovery may be possible with regular watering.
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coast redwood
17 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed and crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
18 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 8 40% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed growth adjacent to #19.
coast redwood
19 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed growth adjacent to #18.
coast redwood
20 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 28 70% 80% Good High
Comments: Relatively healthy tree with a stable structure.
coast redwood
21 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 21 60% 60% Fair Moderate
Comments: Nearly the entire trunk sweeps (i.e. grows with curves).
coast redwood
22 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 25 70% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Relatively healthy tree with decent structure.
coast redwood
23 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 15 80% 40% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Appears healthy.
coast redwood
24 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 23 40% 70% Poor Moderate
Comments: Declined canopy, and recovery only possible through regular watering.
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coast redwood
25 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 40% 70% Poor Moderate
Comments: Declined canopy, and recovery only possible through regular watering.
coast redwood
26 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 32 40% 70% Poor Moderate
Comments: Declined canopy - needs regular water for recovery. Excessive branch weight.
coast redwood
27 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 14 40% 50% Poor Moderate X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions adjacent to #26. Declined canopy - needs water for recovery.
coast redwood
28 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions adjacent to #29. Needs regular water for health improvement.
coast redwood
29 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 60% 80% Fair High
Comments: Fairly healthy tree with a stable structure.
coast redwood
30 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Needs regular watering for health improvement.
coast redwood
31 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 40% 70% Fair Moderate
Comments: Declined canopy - needs regular watering for health improvement.
coast redwood
32 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 18 60% 70% Fair High
Comments: Fairly healthy tree with a stable structure.
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coast redwood
33 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 80% 70% Good High
Comments: Relatively healthy tree with a stable structure.
coast redwood
34 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 16 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
35 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 17 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Regular watering is needed to improve health.
coast redwood
36 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 32 50% 70% Fair Moderate
Comments: Sparse canopy. Excessive branch weight. Regular watering is needed to improve health.
coast redwood
37 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
38 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 12 60% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
39 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 50% 30% Poor Moderate
Comments: Topped. Excessive branch weight needs addressing through pruning. Regular watering
needed to improve health.
coast redwood
40 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 12 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Topped. Crowded-growing conditions between adjacent, dominant trees.
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coast redwood
41 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 32 60% 30% Poor Moderate
Comments: Topped. Regular watering needs for improving health.
coast redwood
42 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 40% 70% Fair Moderate
Comments: Declined canopy - needs regular watering for health improvement.
coast redwood
43 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 10 50% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
44 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 60% 80% Fair High
Comments: Relatively healthy tree with a stable structure.
coast redwood
45 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 50% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions has resulted in a narrow canopy.
coast redwood
46 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 70% 40% Fair Moderate
Comments: Topped.
coast redwood
47 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 40% 50% Poor Moderate
Comments:
coast redwood
48 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 60% 50% Fair Moderate
Comments:
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coast redwood
49 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 32 60% 40% Fair Moderate

Comments: Topped.

coast redwood
50 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 50% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Needs regular watering for health improvement.

coast redwood
51 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 40% 40% Poor Moderate

Comments: Declined health and poor structur

®

coast redwood
52 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 40% 50% Poor Moderate

Comments: Declined health - needs regular watering for health improvement. Has a crook about
midway up trunk.

coast redwood
53 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 30% 60% Poor Low X

Comments: Very sparse canopy with a highly questionable recovery.

coast redwood
54 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 40% 50% Poor Moderate

Comments: Trunk bifurcates into codominant leaders about midway up trunk. Needs regular water if
health improvement is expected.

coast redwood
55 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 50% 60% Fair Moderate

Comments: Top curves. Regular watering is needed to improve health.
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coast redwood
56 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 15 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
57 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 23 60% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments:
coast redwood
58 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 30 60% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Excessive branch weight.
coast redwood
59 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 50% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Regular watering is needed to improve health.
coast redwood
60 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 18 30% 60% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse canopy, and recovery is highly questionable.
coast redwood
61 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 30 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Topped. Needs regular watering for health improvement.
coast redwood
62 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 12 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions contributes to poor trunk development.
coast redwood
63 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 60% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Needs regular watering for health improvement.
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coast redwood
64 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 14 50% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Topped. Crowded-growing conditions. Regular watering is needed for health improvement.
coast redwood
65 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 30 40% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Codominant tops. Declined canopy - needs regular watering for improvement.
coast redwood
66 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 20% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Extremely poor health and beyond recovery.
coast redwood
67 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 8 40% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Declined and highly suppressed canopy.
coast redwood
68 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 20% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Extremely poor health and beyond recovery.
coast redwood
69 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 10 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed, crowded-growing conditions. Very sparse canopy.
coast redwood
70 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse canopy. Recovery highly questionable
coast redwood
71 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 18 30% 40% Poor Low X

Comments:

Crowded-growing conditions. Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable.
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coast redwood
72 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 30% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Topped. Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable.

coast redwood
73 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 30% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Very sparse canopy and recovery highly questionable.

coast redwood
74 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 10 20% 30% Poor Low X

Comments: Has a dead top. Crowded-growing conditions. Extremely sparse and beyond recovery.

coast redwood
75 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 36 40% 80% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Adjacent curb is buckled and raised. Declined canopy - needs regular watering if to recover.

coast redwood
76 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 30% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Suppressed growth and a very sparse canopy. Recovery high questionable.

coast redwood
77 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 30% 60% Poor Low X

Comments: Very sparse canopy and recovery highly questionable.

coast redwood
78 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 20% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Extremely sparse canopy and beyond recovery.

coast redwood
79 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 12 20% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Extremely sparse canopy and beyond recovery. Crooked top. Crowded-growing conditions.
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coast redwood
80 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 20% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Extremely sparse canopy and beyond recovery.
coast redwood
81 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 4 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Very sparse canopy and recovery highly questionable.
coast redwood
82 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 12 40% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Declined canopy and requires regular watering if recovery is expected.
coast redwood
83 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 30 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable. Topped.
coast redwood
84 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable.
coast redwood
85 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 17 30% 60% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent curb is buckled. Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable.
coast redwood
86 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 26 30% 60% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent curb is buckled. Very sparse canopy and recovery is highly questionable.
coast redwood
87 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 50% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Trunk curves. Regular watering is needed if improvement to health is expected.
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coast redwood
88 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 14 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
89 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 30 60% 70% Fair High X
Comments: Needs regular watering to improve health.
cork oak
90 (Quercus suber) 13 30% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Structure formed by three codominant leaders. Canopy is one-sided and extremely sparse.
Recovery is unlikely.
coast live oak
91 (Quercus agrifolia) 15 80% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Asymmetrical, nearly one-sided canopy (making poor structural form). Reasonably healthy.
coast live oak
92 (Quercus agrifolia) 14 90% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Formed by codominant leaders at 10" high. Asymmetrical, one-sided canopy. Encroaches
on large light pole. Lower trunk has a large wound. Healthy canopy.
coast redwood
93 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 11 40% 40% Poor Moderate X
Comments: Suppressed growth due to crowded-growing conditions.
coast redwood
94 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 13 0% 0% Dead Low X
Comments: Tree is dead and should be removed immediately.
coast redwood
95 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 50% 80% Fair High X
Comments: Needs water if expected to improve in health.
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Shamel ash
96 (Fraxinus uhdei ) 24 50% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Weak structure. On road side of fence, near sidewalk. Street tree.
coast redwood
97 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 24 50% 70% Fair High X
Comments: Needs regular watering to improve health.
coast redwood
98 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 11 60% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Needs regular watering to improve health.
coast redwood
99 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 8 60% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Crowded-growing conditions. Needs regular watering to improve health.
coast redwood
100 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 21 40% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Sparse canopy - needs water if expected to improve in health.
coast redwood
101 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 14 50% 80% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Needs water if expected to improve in health.
coast redwood
102 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 20 40% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Sparse canopy - needs water if expected to improve in health.
honey locust
103 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 13 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Structure comprised of codominant leaders.
Project: Hyatt House Hotel at Vallco Park, Cupertino
Prepared for: City of Cupertino 13 of 20
Prepared by: David L. Babby July 24, 2014




TREE INVENTORY TABLE

SIZE CONDITION
C
= — 0
[ B ° g - &
z S S g g3 g
>
= c 1 £1 = L5 5
I3 23 $ S = 8 > g o
Q T E o T & S o )
£ S O =9 & = S 3 -
TREE/ = S @ o & = = ks
TAG = S RS g3 LR g
3 5 S ) g o 2w o
NO. TREE NAME = 2= &2 39 & 2= 5
Shamel ash
104 (Fraxinus uhdei) 17 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Extremely sparse canopy and buried root collar. Recovery unlikely.
Shamel ash
105 (Fraxinus uhdei) 11 60% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Poor form.
Shamel ash
106 (Fraxinus uhdei ) 13 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Has substantial deadwood in lower canopy.
coast redwood
107 (Sequoia sempervirens ) 22 40% 70% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Sparse canopy - needs water if expected to improve in health.
Shamel ash
108 (Fraxinus uhdei ) 23 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Has a large girdling root. Canopy is sparse and formed by multiple leaders.
evergreen pear
109 (Pyrus kawakamii ) 9 40% 50% Poor Low X
Comments:
evergreen pear
110 (Pyrus kawakamii ) 8 70% 40% Fair Low X
Comments: Large limbs cut from lower trunk. Poor structure.
Shamel ash
111 (Fraxinus uhdei) 18 40% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Formed by multiple leaders at 12 feet high. Has a large girdling root.
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Shamel ash
112 (Fraxinus uhdei) 19 40% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Codominants originate at eight feet high.
Shamel ash
113 (Fraxinus uhdei) 10 40% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Very weak structure. Large limb previously cut. Canopy is highly asymmetrical and has
poor form.
Shamel ash
114 (Fraxinus uhdei ) 14 50% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Severely pruned in past.
Shamel ash
115 (Fraxinus uhdei) 6 30% 30% Poor Low X
Comments: Suppressed and very sparse canopy. Extensive deadwood. Buried root collar.
Shamel ash
116 (Fraxinus uhdei) 13 30% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Very sparse canopy.
Shamel ash
117 (Fraxinus uhdei) 5 20% 20% Poor Low X
Comments: Mostly dead and well-beyond recovery.
Shamel ash
118 (Fraxinus uhdei) 11 50% 50% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Declined canopy.
Shamel ash
119 (Fraxinus uhdei) 10 40% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Declined canopy.
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Shamel ash
120 (Fraxinus uhdei) 8 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Declined canopy and poor form.
Shamel ash
121 (Fraxinus uhdei) 7 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Declined canopy and poor form.
Shamel ash
122 (Fraxinus uhdei) 13 20% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Extensive dieback and well-beyond recovery.
Shamel ash
123 (Fraxinus uhdei) 9 0% 0% Dead Low X
Comments: Tree is dead and should be immediately removed.
Shamel ash
124 (Fraxinus uhdei) 19 80% 60% Good Moderate X
Comments: Curb along downhill side is raised, and roots have formed mounds in adjacent asphalt walk.
Shamel ash
125 (Fraxinus uhdei) 16 50% 60% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Curb downbhill is broken. Declined canopy.
Shamel ash
126 (Fraxinus uhdei) 7 0% 0% Dead Low X
Comments: Tree is dead and should be immediately removed.
pin oak
127 (Quercus palustris) 10 50% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Has a large wound along major limb, as well as a small girdling root. Canopy is sparse
and broad.

Project: Hyatt House Hotel at Vallco Park, Cupertino
Prepared for: City of Cupertino
Prepared by: David L. Babby

16 of 20

July 24, 2014




TREE INVENTORY TABLE

SIZE CONDITION
s
|2 E ° s < =
= = 2 g g3 3
c > (=)
5 o X o0 X 2 0 a 3 2
. _— -
2 == go =R = O pu
£ T g £y 2% 23 8
(0] = o O '3 >
TREE/ 2 Sa Ca og £ < ks
TAG = =5 S £3 3£ 2
> oo
NO TREE NAME 2 3 S 5 S 28 - o
. [ oz & n © = n = o
pin oak
128 (Quercus palustris) 11 40% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Large deadwood and very sparse canopy. Form is very poor. There is a large decaying
wound along most of trunk, as well as extensive decay at trunk's base.

Monterey pine
129 (Pinus radiata) 15 40% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Has red turpentine beetle. Trunk has outgrown planter, and the adjacent curb has buckled
at multiple locations. Formed by codominant tops. Sparse canopy and beyond recovery.

Monterey pine
130 (Pinus radiata) 32 50% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Base of trunk is above adjacent lot. Trunk has outgrown planter. Excessive limb weight.
Structure is formed by five leaders that form weak attachments. Adjacent curb has buckled
along both sides of planter.

honey locust
131 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 10 50% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Declined canopy and formed by codominant tops.

honey locust
132 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 7 50% 50% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Has a small wound along trunk. Canopy is asymmetrical.

honey locust
133 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 8 50% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Crowded-growing conditions has formed an asymmetrical, one-sided canopy.

Monterey pine
134 (Pinus radiata) 20 30% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Has girdling roots. Trunk is outgrowing planter, and roots adjacent curb is raised. Canopy
is very sparse and beyond recovery.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE

SIZE CONDITION

=Worst)

Best, 0%

TREE/
TAG
NO. TREE NAME

Suitability for Preservation

Trunk Diameter (in.)
Health Condition
Structural Integrity
(100%=Best, 0%=Worst)
Overall Condition
(Good/Fair/Poor/Dead)
(High/Moderate/Low)
Proposed for Removal

(100%

Monterey pine
135 (Pinus radiata) 23 50% 50% Fair Low

X

Comments: Declined canopy, and recovery highly unlikely for this species. Trunk is outgrowing
planter, and adjacent curb is damaged.

evergreen pear
136 (Pyrus kawakamii ) 11 40% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Multiple leaders and has been excessively pruned in past.

evergreen pear
137 (Pyrus kawakamii) 8 50% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Excessively pruned in past. Canopy is asymmetrical due to crowded-growing conditions,
and there may be a girdling root.

evergreen pear
138 (Pyrus kawakamii ) 12 50% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Has been excessively pruned. Canopy has a low-growing form.

evergreen pear
139 (Pyrus kawakamii ) 7 60% 40% Fair Moderate X

Comments: Has a wound along trunk's base.

Monterey pine
140 (Pinus radiata) 16 40% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Adjacent curb is damaged. Declined canopy and beyond recovery.

Monterey pine
141 (Pinus radiata) 19 50% 30% Poor Low X

Comments: Declined canopy and recovery is highly unlikely for this species. Adjacent curb is damaged.
Infested by red turpentine beetle.
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TREE INVENTORY TABLE
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honey locust
142 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 9 30% 50% Poor Low X
Comments: Canopy is very sparse.
cork oak
143 (Quercus suber) 20 70% 40% Fair Moderate X
Comments: Structure consists of multiple leaders that form a broad canopy. Poor structure.
cork oak

144 (Quercus suber) 5 40% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Sparse canopy. Multi-leader structure.

coast live oak
145 (Quercus agrifolia) 20 30% 20% Poor Low X

Comments: Has a very broad and extremely sparse canopy that is beyond recovery. Has excessive limb
weight and a substantial level of deadwood. Should be removed immediately due to a large
crack where four main leaders originate, and above that contains weak attachments. Tree is
at severe risk of breaking.

coast live oak
146 (Quercus agrifolia) 17 40% 30% Poor Low X

Comments: Sparse canopy with excessive limb weight. Poor structure.

honey locust
147 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 10 30% 40% Poor Low X

Comments: Roots have formed mounds in lot and raised adjacent curb. Very sparse canopy.

honey locust
148 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 8 40% 50% Poor Low X

Comments: Adjacent curb has been damaged. Sparse canopy.
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honey locust
149 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 9 40% 40% Poor Low X
Comments: Adjacent curb has been damaged. Sparse canopy and poor structure.
honey locust
150 (Gleditsia triacanthos ) 9 50% 60% Fair Low X
Comments: Decline, as with adjacent locusts, can be expected.
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EXHIBIT B:

SITE MAP

(one sheet)

Hyatt House Hotel at Vallco Park, Cupertino
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EXHIBIT C:

PHOTOGRAPHS

(11 sheets)

Photo Index
Page C-1: Trees #1 thru 9 Page C-7: Trees #111 thru 122
Page C-2: Trees #10 thru 20 Page C-8: Trees #123 thru 130
Page C-3: Trees #20 thru 42 Page C-9: Trees #131-138, 140, 141
Page C-4: Trees #43 thru 83 Page C-10: Trees #142 thru 146
Page C-5: Trees #84 thru 102 Page C-11: Trees #147 thru 150

Page C-6: Trees #103-110, 139
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Michael L. Bench
Consulting Arborist

(831) 594-5151
m"'\‘, 7327 Langley C Road
angley Canyon Roa
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A Peer Review of the Arborist Report
The Hills at Vallco Project
N. Wolfe Road and Stevens Creek Boulevard
Cupertino, California
Assignment

| was asked by Mr. Geoff Bradley, ACIP, Principal/President of M-Group and
Assistant to the Planning Department, City of Cupertino, to conduct a Peer Review
of the Arborist Report for The Hills at Vallco Project, Cupertino, California.

The Arborist Report was prepared by Mr. Walter Levison, ISA Certified Arborist
and ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist. Mr. Levison states that he reviewed
the exiting at this site in the Spring and Fall, 2015. Mr. Levison’s Report is dated
10-5-15, Revised 10-30-15.

Observations
I inspected the trees at the site on November 16, 17, 2015.

I have worked with Mr. Levison on a few projects in previous years. | know Mr. Levison
to be a well qualified arborist, competent, and thorough. At the initiation of this review, |
had no reason to expect that Mr. Levison’s work concerning this project was anything
less than competent and thorough. For this reason, I did not look at each tree
individually, and I did not take the time to review each tree with the detail prepared in
Levison’s report. | looked at groups of trees primarily, except when an individual tree
would catch my eye. In those cases, | inspected those trees more closely.

This does not suggest that | agree with Mr. Levison concerning each tree. | found many
trees, in which I would rate their overall condition (health/structural integrity) slightly
lower than Levison.

Some trees have declined since Levison’s report, despite the fact that the last revision
was 10-30-15. For example, Levison reported the coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens)
Trees # 332, 333, 335, 501, 51, and 52 poor. These trees are now dead.

Prepared by Michael L. Bench, Site Observations: 1
Consulting Arborist November 16 &17, 2015



The Hills at Vallco
N. Wolfe Road
Cupertino, California

I observed the following trees to be dead, but it is possible that | may have over looked 2-
3. The current dead trees are: 17, 51, 52, 112, 113, 182, 203, 204, 209, 213, 218, 328,
332, 333, 335, 358, 479, 499, 500, 501, 502, 612, 659, 699, 700, 704, 709, 716, 718, 719,
812, 814, 815, 821, 827, and 1100. The majority of these are Coast Redwood (Sequoia
sempervirens), which should not be surprising. Although Sequoia sempervirens is the
State Tree, it is a very high water consumer. Most landscapes have cut back on water
usage. Some have turned off landscape irrigation. Thirsty trees, for example, Sequoia
sempervirens have declined or died in large numbers all over northern California. This is
expected to continue.

On this property, the single and double row of Sequoia sempervirens adjacent to the West
side property boundary are declining rapidly. | expect many more of these to be dead
within a year.

Most of the Sequoia sempervirens specimens near the buildings still have a fairly dense
canopies, but a close inspection suggests that these are all severely drought stressed. |
expect many of these to decline sharpely in the months ahead.

Another fairly high water consuming species, which was used extensively at this
property, is Shamel Ash (Fraxinus uhdei). The majority of the street trees (Trees # 8-50)
along Stevens Creek Boulevard and along N. Wolfe Road (Trees # 52-285 and Trees #
475-428) are Shamel Ash.. It appears that the irrigation has been maintained (perhaps
with minor reduction), because the majority of these trees are still in Fair to Good health.

However, it must be stated that the majority of these mature Shamel Ash are reaching the
end of their useful life. By this, they have grown to the point of using up most, if not all,
of their limited soil growing space. Once the roots stop growing, because they have
nowhere else to grow, the trees will start to decline. This is a slow process, but | expect
virtually all of the Shamel ash street trees to decline and die intermittently within a few
years ( 10-20 years estimated). Bear in mind, the Shame ash species is well known for
causing damage to sidewalks and infrastructure, especially as they mature.

The overwhelming majority of the trees in the interior of the site (parking areas
primarily) and the trees on the West and East boundaries are in decline and are in fair to
poor condition. This is in great part due to the reduction in irrigation, which is predicted
to continue. Experts are saying that California demand has exceeded supply and this
circumstance is not expected to change any time soon.

Prepared by Michael L. Bench, Site Observations: 2
Consulting Arborist November 16 &17, 2015
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N. Wolfe Road
Cupertino, California

In my opinion, this is an opportunity to strategically and methodically remove the “thirsty
trees” a few at a time, and to replace them with low or very low water consuming
replacement trees and shrubs. Should this strategy be adopted for replacement,
unfortunately it would not be workable to remove “thirsty” trees intermittently in a group
of “thirsty” trees and to replant low water replacements. This would create an
incompatible planting. If you irrigate sufficiently to maintain the “thirsty” trees in those
areas, the low water consuming replacements would die from excess water. If you were
to suddenly change the irrigation to meet the needs of the low water consuming trees, the
“thirsty” trees would die. | would recommend that at new planting strategy of low water
consuming plants must be done be water zones. All of the trees and plants within those
zones must have similar needs. In places where this has been done successfully, it is
usually done on the basis of a 5 or 10 year plan, or longer.

Levison “recommends avoiding any transplants of existing trees at the Vallco site”
(P.24). 1 agree with this assessment. For example, the Holly oak (Quercus ilex) is in
excellent condition. It is one that could be considered for transplant, except for the fact
that specimens of the Quercus ilex species in recent years sometimes contract an disease,
which is a mystery and is unidentified by plant pathologists. Experts do not know what
the disease is and do not know what causes it. In my opinion, this makes a Holly oak,
even in excellent condition, a questionable candidate.

The plan proposes to remove and replace 115 trees. In light of my previous comments, |
think this number will be exceeded, not because of the proposed re-development, but
because of the fact that this property, like so many other properties, were planted at time
when it appeared that the supply of water would be plentiful. | suggest one of two
strategies to arrive at a more realistic number.

1. Use the Tree List provided by Levison. All, if not most of those trees, which
Levison has identified as having a health condition of 25% or less, | suspect will
not survive the construction period.

2. Strategically remove and replace trees essentially all of the “thirsty” specimens
with low water consuming specimens in planned areas that would coincide with
the redevelopment plan and schedule.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael L. Bench, Consulting Arborist
International Society of Arboriculture Certification # WE 1897A
American Society of Consulting Arborists Member

Prepared by Michael L. Bench, Site Observations: 3
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1.0 Summary

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

. o Municipal
Line _ : : Condition X Total
NTUFToer Description Details Species Ratings Pg;icjggn S
None,
875 trees plus except for
Ranging six (6)
1 Total trees 20 median Various from “dead” | trees as 895
at site “ ”
trees along N. to “good noted
Wolfe below on
line 2.
Protected G(l):(i'jr (t;)ee
trees on #260, 261, Excel tree
2 site (City of | 262, 414, 415, California sycamores data charts Yes 6
Cupertino 416 for more
ordinance) details)
Transplants
initially
proposed
by team 2 protected
(WLCA trees in Good and
3 suggests medians California sycamore Fair Yes 5
considering (sycamores (protected specimens) respectivel
retaining #260 and P y
the trees #416)
in-situ, or
removing
the trees.
Removals Aleppo pine .
proposed (Pinus halepensis)
by team
Ca_nary Islano_l pine 1
(Tag Direct conflicts (Pinus canariana)
numbers . .
noted in with proposed carrotwood or carob (Va”_o_us
4 demolition and (Cupaniopsis or 4 condition No 361
the ; .
new Ceratonia) ratings)
updated .
WLCA construction coast redwood
(Sequoia 77
Excel tree sempervirens)
data charts "
ollar gum
attached to (Eucalyptus 3
this report) polyanthemos)
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Line

Number

Description Details Species

Condition
Ratings

Municipal
Protection
Status?

Total
Count

evergreen pear

(Pyrus kawakamii) 15

fern pine
(Podocarpus 15
gracilior)

Ficus species 7

flowering cherry
cultivar
(Prunus serrulata
Cult.)

flowering pear
cultivar
(Pyrus calleryana
Cult.)

giant sequoia
(Metasequoia 1
glyptostroboides)

holly oak
(Quercus ilex)

Italian stone pine

(Pinus pinea) 18

Monterey pine

(Pinus radiata) 10

oak species
(Quercus sp.)

pine species
(Pinus sp.)

red oak
(Quercus rubra)

shamel ash

(Fraxinus uhdei) 163

southern magnolia
(Magnolia 17
grandiflora)

species not identified
(out of leaf, etc.)

strawberry tree
(Arbutus Cult.)

tulip tree
(Liriodendron 7
tulipifera)
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Municipal

NLIIII’:Ser Description Details Species C;:t?:ézn Protection ggltjilt
Status?
Removals (Tag Numbers)
proposed #51, 227,281, 434, 435, 438, 185, 495,
by WLCA 496, 497, 521, 522, 523,536, 555, 564,
due to very 567, 592, 597, 598, 603, 604, 605, 606,
poor 607, 610, 628, 629, 631, 634, 635, 636,
overall 637, 639, 646, 653, 654, 659, 660, 670,
5 condition | = ------m--- 671, 675, 677, 683, 684, 685, 689, 691, No 89
ratings 699, 700, 702, 704, 705, 706, 707, 709,
(in addition 711,714,716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721,
to those 722,724,726, 728, 731, 732, 735, 736,
noted in 758, 763, 764, 768, 810, 812, 813, 814,
line 4 815, 821, 827, 834, 836, 843, 853, 873,
above) 1119
West
perimeter
road trees Proposed
in vicinity of | utility trenching
trenching. | per street plan
sheet
Various P-0506
tag
numbers Expect
(#571to potential Coast redwoods, shamel .
6 #871, etc.) negative ash, etc. Various No 300+
impacts to
Tree trees if utilities
disposition: not installed
Unknown using pit to pit
until directional
building set bore
of plans is technology
available
for review.
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. o Municipal
Line o : : Condition : Total
NI Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
East side Proposed
ingaestgr utility trenching
P per street plan
road
' sheet
Various tag P-0506
numbers Expect
(#518to ; .
7 4570, etc.) poten.tlal Shamel ash, Chinese elm, Various No 50+
negative etc.
Tree impacts to
disposition: trees if utilities
P ' not installed
Unknown : . .
until using pit to pit
. directional
building set bore
of plans is
available technology
for review.
Proposed
utility trenching
Potential per sStLeeeetthan
root loss to P-0506
trees along
east side of p d
alternate fOPOSed New .
8 water line Coast redwood Various No 100+
lot west. route
Vﬁ;‘%‘g:’;‘g (if the utility is
(4953 to not installed
41 049 using pit to pit
A directional
etc.) 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
Potential P-0506
root loss to
trees along | Proposed new
N. Wolfe storm drain
9 Rd. line trench Southern magnolia “Fair” No 3
along N. Wolfe
Tree tags Rd. (if the
#1106, utility is not
1107, 1108 | installed using
pit to pit
directional
bore
technology)
Proposed
utility trenching
per street plan
, sheet
Potential P-0506
root loss to
trees ‘?"0”9 Proposed Giant sequoia, coast
east side of oo
communication redwood, shamel ash
N. Wolfe ;
Rd line trench Ranges
: running north- (Note that author WLCA from ‘very
Tree tag o ,
10 nUMbers south between | suggests considering some poor’ to No 9
freeway 280 trees in this grouping for ‘good’.
#430, 431,
and Block 12 | removal, such as #434, 435,
432, 433, : )
development and 438, per line 5 of this
434 435, X B .
(if the utility is matrix).
437, 438, )
not installed
439 : . .
using pit to pit
directional
bore
technology)
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_ o Municipal
Line _ : : Condition X Total
NIbEr Description Details Species Ratings Protection Count
Status?
Only limited
Impact WLCA reviewed tree species
assessment
proposed for use by the
Conceptual | was performed . :
landscape architect Olin
Landscape | by WLCA, due .
Studio, and offered
plan and to the . .
o alternatives to some species
Irrigation conceptual ;
or cultivars deemed
11 plan nature of the . :
. inappropriate. WLCA also
impacts to current L .
o . offered limited analysis of
existing designs shown .
potential landscape and
trees (as on proposed LS o
. irrigation trenching impacts
applicable) plan sheets C :
. to existing trees. See section
available as of 5.0 of this report below
the date of P
writing.

2.0 Assignment & Background

Walter Levison, Consulting Arborist (WLCA) was initially retained by Vallco Property Owner LLC
(VPO) 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 Vallco 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.

WLCA's initial work product consisted of an Excel tree data set in PDF format, along with digitally
marked up tree location maps, delivered to VPO in spring, 2015. The initial proposed
development set of plans for The Hills at Vallco 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 Vallco site in a triangular lot known as
‘alternate lot west', situated between the northwest corner of the Vallco shopping center property
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. N.
Wolfe Road median trees #1,106 through #1,125 were added at this time, using the racetrack-
shaped tags as noted above.

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

a) Review the DropBox 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.
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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.

All of the above items are included in this written report. Most of the information has been
presented in matrix form, for ease of reference. The updated WLCA tree data sheets (Excel
format) are attached to this report. Olin Studio’s single PDF landscape plan sheet PO601

“existing tree conditions”, based off WLCA'’s original Spring 2015 rough-plot tree location maps,
is attached to this report for reference of existing tree locations.

3.0 Observations & Discussion

Existing trees at the Vallco site (not including alternate lot west):

3.1 Predominant Tree Species at Vallco

Percent of total tree

Tree Species Number of individuals population of 895

Shamel ash

0,
(Fraxinus uhdei) 399 45%

Coast redwood

; . 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
Vallco 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.
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The existing monoculture type planting was from an earlier era when the Vallco 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 Vallco 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 Vallco 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 Vallco property and are within a public utility right of way (personal communication, Vallco
property owner 10/23/2015).

3.2 Tree Condition Study

Overall Tree Condition Ratings for Two Main Species in Population
(Not including alternative lot west)

Tree Number of Very .
Species individuals Dead Poor Poor Fair Good | Excellent
Coast 319 15 52 74 110 66 2
redwood
Percent of
redwood (100%) 5% 16% 23% 34% 21% <1%
population
Treg !\'“.m.ber of Dead Wity Poor Fair Good | Excellent
Species individuals Poor
Shamel 399 2 65 161 156 15 0
ash
Percent of
Sgi?e' (100%) <1% 16% 40% 39% 4% 0%
population

Interestingly, the above study shows 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%). If droughty conditions continue in California with
subnormal natural rainfall this winter, 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.
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3.3 Drought Effects on Vallco 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 Vallco 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.

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 Vallco.

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

! 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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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 “Winter Tier”)

Based on the Barrie
D. Coate and
Associates
published standard

20 gallons per each
1 inch of trunk
diameter

1. Tier 1 “Optimal” for an Suggest 1x/week
individual coast redwood | irrigation event

10 gallons per each
1 inch of trunk
diameter

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

Suggest 1x/week
irrigation event

5 gallons per each

3. Tier 3 During water use Suggest 1x/week 1 inch of trunk

restriction periods irrigation event diameter
Temporary shutoff
of irrigation system

4. Tier 4 During Winter OK between

Storms December and

(regular heavy rain March, depending

events) on intensity of and
frequency of rain
events.

5. Optional: Fog, Spray, or

Mist Systems (3x to 7x/week)

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 soll
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
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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. Above are images of
aerial sprinkler or aerial misting
systems that were in actual use on
local peninsula Bay Area project
redwood specimens (images courtesy
of Ray Morneau, Consulting Arborist).
The images shown in this report
section show materials used to build a

misting system, with the system
activated and running in the last of the
three images. 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

Z 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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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:

Unsafe for Tree
. Type of Content Range Species with Low
e Measurement Considered “Safe” Tolerance to Stated
lons
TDS Total .D|ssolved Mgl <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/l <100 >100
Sodium
(surface bubbler SAR <3 3to9
irrigation)
Sodium
(sprinkler irrigation) Mg/l <70 >10

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

EXISTING REDWOODS

The new project does not proposed to use recycled water for irrigation of the existing redwoods
being retained as perimeter screening (personal communication 10/23/2015, Mr. Steve Lynch,
Sand Hill Property Co.). Therefore, the ionic content of irrigation water appears (at the time of
writing) to be an issue with new proposed tree plantings only.
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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 Vallco property
owner, this blending will be performed seasonally during non 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
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 Apple Inc.’s arborist Mr. Dave Muffly who is an expert in oak tree selection
and cultivation, oak species being installed at The Hills 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
the Apple Campus 2 project will not use recycled water for irrigation of the oaks (AC2 campus 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 Hills roof planting area where many oak species will be installed at Vallco, 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.

WEEPING WILLOW AND FREMONT COTTONWOOD AT ROOF DRAINAGE SWALES

The Abiotic Disorders text (citation #3) noted above in this report contains a list of various tree
species along with referenced scientific studies during which salinity and boron tolerance was
determined for certain species. Per this list, Fremont cottonwood, proposed to be installed at The
Hills in swales where runoff collection will occur, exhibit “moderate” to “high” tolerance of salinity
(i.e. ionic concentrations) in recycled water, which would suggest that they can tolerate soil
moisture derived from runoff water that may contain higher than normal ionic concentration.
Weeping willow, also proposed by the project team for inclusion in drainage runoff swales at our
site, also appears to exhibit “moderate” to “high” tolerance of ionic concentration in irrigation
water, which also suggests tolerance to runoff water as the main source of their root zone soil
moisture. Even so, WLCA suggests considering removal of these two species from the proposed
plant palette list, given that they require heavy irrigation year round to maintain vigor.
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RECYCLED WATER EFFECTS ON FRUIT-BEARING ORCHARD TREES

Per the text referenced in citation #3 in this report, fruit-bearing tree species proposed by the
team for the rooftop orchard which will 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 Hills 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" or a 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.

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.

3.6 Effects of Proposed New Utilities Plan on Woody Roots

The negative effect of proposed new utility trenching per project sheet P-0506 on existing trees to
be retained could be significant to severe, depending on the actual final sprayed routes 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 matrix section 1.0 lines #6 through #10 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 grade4

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

* Levison, Walter. Professional experience on Bay Area construction sites from 1999 to 2015.

16 of 48
Site Address: Vallco Shopping Center, Cupertino, CA Version: 10/30/2015
© Walter Levison 2015 All Rights Reserved

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

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email drtree@sbcglobal.net


mailto:drtree@sbcglobal.net

0))) Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401 ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172

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.
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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:

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 pointss.

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
gualification 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

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

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

limminent: 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.

personal injury.

Minor: low to moderate damage, small disruptions to traffic or communication lines, or very minor

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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Approximately 360 trees at the Vallco site are proposed to be removed from the interior sections
of the existing property, and approximately 90 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 450 potential removals. This leaves a total of approximately 450 trees
to remain on site, mainly 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
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 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 TYPICAL VALLCO COAST REDWOOD TO REMAIN

. Likelihood of .
Tygge\loc;?st Condition Likelihood impacting Likelihood Faﬁ:JSrkecgn d
. Location (Average : target of failure | Consequences
specimen / L of failure : ; Impact
. existing) pedestrians | and impact .
Mode of Failure (Existing)
and cars
#7210 8871 | WVesSt
side of Somewhat
Failure Mode: west Fair Possible High Likel Significant Low
Branch " | perimeter y
road
. oo Likelihood of Risk of
Tygge\loc;?st 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.)
#172t0 8871 | WVeSt very poor
side of (if trees . . .
Failure Mode: west not heavily Probable High Likely Severe High
Whole Tree pe:gggter 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 one 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
such as, but not limited to:

Trees #434, 435, 438, 726. 1109, 1110, 1111, 1112, and 1115.

Many of these elevated-risk type trees are included in the group of trees suggested to be
removed per WLCA in summary matrix 1.0 line 5, or are to be removed outright due to site plan
conflicts. However, N. Wolfe Road median shamel ash specimen #1115, for example, is
proposed to remain per the current proposed site plan tree disposition sheet.

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 Hills at Vallco project over time. Use of heavy irrigation at the site starting now (Fall 2015)
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 existing SEARS parking lot.
The image capture at right shows a portion e
of project team sheet P-0609 main entry AVENUE B

area landscaping proposed for this (A s
southwest corner area of The Hills project: e S——

Some of the trees such as those circles
drawn along the hard black line property
boundary that rings the site are shamel ash
specimens being retained, while other trees
drawn on this sheet by the landscape
architect are proposed new “in-fill" trees to i
augment existing screening. | & e e

1ST STREET

STEVENS CREEK BLVD
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WLCA'’s main concern in areas such as this involves demolition crew activities during removal 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 such as those
shown in the image above near Stevens Creek Blvd. 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:

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
Y4 diameter tubing with bubblers. There
is also emitter line that is available in %"
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 sail
surface, such as pinning down the
tubing with professional grade steel
landscape U-pins, etc. See image at right.
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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 allowable vertical
space between top of newly installed PVC irrigation pipe and original soil grade
elevations, within 20 feet of a tree trunk. At right is a sample specification side cut detall
showing this setup that was used for a recent project where new landscaping was to be
installed within 20 feet of valuable cedar specimens being retained in Palo Alto,
California. See sample spec image below (copyright Sandis Civil).

FINISH GRADE

CURE OR PAVING EDGE

—— CLEAN BACKFILL SOIL
COMPACTED TO MATCH
MATIVE SURROUNDING SOIL

MON-PRESSURE LATERAL LINE

2" CLEAN SAND UNDER IRRIGATION
LINES
[N VALVE CONTROL WIRES, BUNDLE

© PRESSURE MAINLINE

TRENCH DEPTH MAY BE REDUCED WHERE
NECESSARY DUE TO SHALLOW UTILITIES.
SUBJECT TO CONFIRMATION BY PROJECT
ENGINEER.
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6.0 Tree Transplant Options

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 per tree for larger trees (e.g. a 15 inch diameter coast live oak, for example). Thus, the
costs of transplant are generally infeasible in terms of the cost of transplant versus appraised
dollar value of the tree.

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.

Trees currently proposed by the project team for transplant include two (2) protected-size
California sycamore specimens protected by City tree ordinance:

1. Sycamore #260. This tree is in good overall condition, but is of relatively large diameter at
over 15 inches diameter. The tree is an older specimen, and exhibits lean to the northeast as
well as a canopy lopsided to the northeast.

The asymmetrical nature of the tree’s above-ground architecture, plus the fact that the root
system could be limited or asymmetrical in the median planting area that it currently resides
in, are negative factors when considering the tree for transplant. | suggest attempting to work
around the tree, and retaining it during construction, rather than attempting to transplant this
specimen. See the images section below in this report which shows the severe westward
lean of the canopy.

2. Sycamore #416. This tree is in fair overall condition (50% out of 100% possible points),
which is the lowest possible “fair” rating just 1 point above the threshold for “poor” (49%).

The tree exhibits a lopsided canopy that extends eastward, and also exhibits a severe
girdling root issue that downgraded the structural value of the tree to a 30%. This girdling root
issue caused the overall condition rating to be bumped down to a 50%.

Trees with lopsided canopies, and limited or otherwise asymmetrical root systems such as
this tree with its girdling root problem, are poor candidates for transplant, especially since the
overall condition rating is only 50%. Again, | suggest trying to retain the tree and work around
it during construction. See the images section below which shows the tree’s eastward
lopsided canopy.

In summary, WLCA recommends avoiding any transplants of existing trees at the Vallco site. If
trees #260 and #416 are required to be removed due to issues related to conflicts with proposed
new construction, then remove the trees, or redesign the project to work around the trees. Note
that many trees currently proposed to be retained may need to be removed due to root loss and
root damage that could occur during construction activities, especially during utility installations if
those pipes and conduits are not installed using pit to pit bore technology to avoid trenching.
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7.0 Consultant’s Qualifications

e ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
e ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #401

e Millorae Community Preservation Commission (Tree Board)
2001-2006

e ASCA Arboriculture Consulting Academy graduate, class of 2000
e |ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172

e B.A. Environmental Studies/Soil and Water Resources
UC Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz, California 1990

e Peace Corps Soil and Water Conservation Extension Agent
Chiangmai Province, Thailand 1991-1993

e Associate Consulting Arborist
Barrie D. Coate and Associates
4/99-8/99

e Contract City Arborist, City of Belmont Planning and Community Development

Department
5/99-present

e Continued education through attendance of arboriculture lectures and forums
sponsored by The American Society of Consulting Arborists, The International Society
of Arboriculture (Western Chapter), and various governmental and non-governmental

entities.

(My full curriculum vitae is available upon request)
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8.0 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.

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:

a. 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
b. 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
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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.

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.

9.0 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 fait

h.
Signature of Consultant M

27 of 48
Site Address: Vallco Shopping Center, Cupertino, CA Version: 10/30/2015
© Walter Levison 2015 All Rights Reserved
Registered Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists and Member of the International Society of Arboriculture

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email drtree@sbcglobal.net


mailto:drtree@sbcglobal.net

l))J Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401

ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor

ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172

10.0 Tree Maintenance Vendors and Tree Sources

Service Company What they offer Contact
Transplanting Treelrl\]/(l:overs Large specimen trees, transplant services. 650-968-6117
Valley Crest
Tree Co. tree Large specimen trees, transplant services. 818-223-8500
moving division
Advanced Tree Pruning, root crown excavation, fertilization,
Pruning Care tree installation, support systems for high risk 650-839-9539
trees, SOD phosphate sprays.
Maguire Tree Pruning performed directly by an ISA Certified oA
Care Arborist 650-245-2620
Trees 360 Pruning performed directly by an ISA Certified 208-866-1010
Arborist (upon request).
. Pruning of very high quality if request ISA
Commercial Certified Arborist Joe Nama to directly monitor 408-985-TREE
Tree Care f
pruning work.
650-326-0406
The Shady High quality pruning. www.theshadytreecompany.co
Tree Co. m
Special Tree Specialty Oaks
P Lower Lake, California native oak species www.specialtyoaks.com
Sources CA
Various oaks and hybrid elms. Only local
purveyor of hard to find Italian oak
Oracle Oak (Q. frainetto ‘Forest Green’). Can also order www.oracleoaknursery.com
Nursery Quercus frainetto directly from the grower in
Oregon which is JF Schmidt.
Can import rare oaks such as the fantastic
Sweet Lane ‘Forest Green’ Hungarian oak, from Oregon
Wholesale growers.
Nursery www.sweetlanenursery.com
Santa Rosa, Also may be able to request the excellent
CA Cathedral live oak (Quercus virginiana
‘Cathedral’)
Is the actual grower of the ‘Forest Green’ . . . ]
J.F. Schmidt & Hungarian oak (Quercus frainetto ‘Forest hJE?i'gmgztdEé?:/i%%rggEtt';?]?
Son Co. Green’). Order direct from them and have trees d *
Oregon shipped into California from their grow site in (503) 663-4128
Oregon
Current local source of the rare http://www.lecooke.com/cms/c
‘Roberts’ sycamore: a cultivar of deciduous ontact-le-cooke.html
L.E. Cooke California sycamore that is reported to be
Nursery resistant to both powdery mildew and sycamore Visalia, CA
anthracnose, while exhibiting fast upright
growth appropriate for urban landscape (800) 845-5193
conditions.
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11.0 Digital Images Archived 9/25/2015 (WLCA)

Tree # Image Tree #
28510 289 to 277 to 284
be removed, to be

looking retained,

northeast looking north
Sycamore
260 initially
proposed by
team to be
261 and 262 transplanted.
to be WLCA
retained, suggests
looking south removal of
tree, or
redesign the
plan to work
around it.
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Tree # Tree #
416 initially
proposed by
the project
team to be
transplanted
414 and 415 (WLCA
to be retained suggests
removal, or
redesign the
project to
work around
it)
426 to 444
along west
side of Close-up of
Alexander’s the roots
Steakhouse severed
along the
Some of west side of
these trees tree 438,
are to remain, (suggested
and others by WLCA to
are be
suggested by removed),
WLCA to be during
removed due sidewalk
to safety replacement.
(risk)
concerns
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Tree # Image Tree #
Sidewalk
heave
(vertical
displacement)
along the
east side of
tree 431 to be
retained.
Infrastructure
such as this
W|t"hk;?;ts Redwoods
travelling 423, 424,
425 to be
under the
hardscape removed at
p
the
should be left steakhouse
in-situ instead parking lot
of being '
removed (if
possible),
since severe
root loss
could occur if
the walk were
rebuilt. Use
diamond
grinding to
level.
Example of
redwoods
and ash
specimens
Italian stone 332, 333,
pines in JC and 335in
Penny very poor
parking lot, condition
looking south. due to soil
moisture
deficit, at the
JC Penny
parking lot.

Site Address: Vallco Shopping Center, Cupertino, CA
© Walter Levison 2015 All Rights Reserved

31 of 48

Version: 10/30/2015

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

Cell (415) 203-0990 / Email drtree@sbcglobal.net


mailto:drtree@sbcglobal.net

)

ASCA Regjistered Consulting Arborist #401

Walter Levison

CONSULTING ARBORIST

ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor

ISA Certified Arborist #WC-3172

Tree # Image Tree # Image
by Chinese
elms and
Trees 338 to Othber'trees
eing
?griz)(\)/gg retained 521
along the Itgo?(?nll
east side of g
the JC Penny south along
parking lot. the Apple
Inc.
property.
In contrast to
dead
Redwoods redwoods
500, 501, and 55% gg;.
502 are dead :
in the §hown in the
southeast image at left,
corner of the redwoods
JC Penny 505 and 510
parking lot at right are
area. These in de_cgnt
trees are _ condition
planned to be JufSt 30 or 40
removed. eet west.
The trees
are to be
removed.
Shamel ash
and Shamel ash
redwoods 452 to 457
396 to 404 to to be
be removed removed
at the west from the
side of JC east side of
Penny N. Wolfe Rd.
parking lot
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Tree # Tree #
Close-up of
tree 267 to be
removed,
which exhibits Grove of
a dT_evere redwoods
girdling root 204 to 218
issue due to
: . to be
planting strip removed just
width which
west of
severely Dvnast
restricted ynasty
Restaurant.
normal lateral
root
extension
from the trunk
Redwood
specimens
Looking south along the
down west west side of
perimeter west
road, at rows perimeter
starting with road are
tree 240 on suffering
left (row to be severely
removed), from soll
and 703 at moisture
right (row to deficit, and
be retained) are generally
declining or
dying
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Tree # Tree #
Looking
south along
Monterey west
pine 726 perimeter
rates out with road, again
a probable with trees on
risk of failure left to be
due to lean, removed
girdling roots, (tree 165
etc. This tree southward),
is in WLCA'’s and trees on
suggested right to be
removal list. retained
(tree 771
southward)
The dense

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 The trees at right are trees 752
trees with southward, and 852 southward, and are
drought currently proposed to be retained.
tolerant
evergreen Trees along the left side (east side) of
species is a west perimeter road are to be removed.
viable option.

Looking south along west perimeter road.
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Tree #

Shamel ash
trees 8 and 9
to be retained

at the
southwest
corner of the

Vallco site.

Note curb
and asphalt
displacement
from root
growth. If this
hardscape is
removed and
replaced,
severe root
loss and root
damage may
result, ending
in further tree
decline or
death.

Tree #

Shamel ash
23 to 36 to be
retained,
looking
southeast.

Shamel ash 9 to 36 to be retained along
this south border of the site, looking east.
Again, removal of or alternation of
existing curb and asphalt materials could
cause severe root damage to these
already drought-stressed specimens,
resulting in further tree decline or death.

Shamel ash
42 to 50 to
be retained
along south
border.

Looking
southeast.
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Tree # Tree #
Monterey
pine 51 at
southeast
corner of the
Vallco site. Looking
This tree is north at
dead, and shamel ash
needs to be 55, 57, 59,
removed at 61, 63, 65t0
this time as a be retained.
high risk of
failure and
impact to
targets.
Southe'rn Looking
magnolias north at
1106, 1107,
1108 shamel ash
roposed b 102, 103,
pth(i3 projecty 104, and
105 to be
team to be .
. retained.
retained, are
. : Note canopy
in decline due . .
. dieback in
to severe soil
. the form of
moisture live twi
deficit, and V9
density
may need to ;
decline.
be removed.

Image
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Tree # Image e Image
Long-lived, a4
drought
tolerant oak
species like
these two
. existing holly
Looking oaks 97 and
northeast at
98 to be
shamel ash removed at
459 to 475 to
_ Vallco are
be retained
the types of
along the
) trees we
east side of should be
N. Wolfe Rd. i i
installing on
the
proposed
Hills at
Vallco
project.
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12.0 Tree Maintenance Recommendations / Phase

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

e Trees being removed as shown on the proposed tree disposition plan sheet P-0602 are not
included in this list.

e Trees recommended to be removed by WLCA due to very poor condition, extreme lean, etc.
are not included in this list (see list of eighty nine (89) WLCA-recommended removals in
section 1.0 matrix, line 5, above in this report).

Maintenance Action
Suggested

Line
Number

Tree Tag Number

Phase

Branch endweight
reduction pruning on
lengthy sections of
canopy

#8, 9, 104, 414, 442

Prior to phase 1 demoalition.

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

#443

Prior to phase 1 demoalition.

Verify spring 2016
leafout of tree. If no
leafout occurs, then
remove tree as “dead”

#17, 518, 554

May, 2016.

Arborist monitor tree for
stability and for declines
in vigor

(recent pre-project
trenching or other work
in 2015 resulted in root
damage to many of
these trees, the impacts
of which may be
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.

2x/year.

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.
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Line Maintenance Action
Suggested

Number

Tree Tag Number

Phase

specimens.

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

(All trees to remain)

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

irrigation water

7 evaporation. Pull mulch
out at least 6 to 12
inches away from trunk
edges to avoid moisture
retention at root crown.

Add 4 inch layer of
chipper truck type wood
chips over soil to reduce

(All trees to remain)

Prior to start heavy periodic
irrigation.

strapping that is

Remove electrical utility
company guy wire and

surrounding the trunk.

#669

Call utility representatives
to schedule this for prior to
start of phase 1 demolition.
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13.0 Tree Protection Recommendations / Phase

Phase: Acronym:
Phase 1 Demolition 1D
Phase 1 Construction 1C
Phase 2 Demolition 2D
Phase 2 Construction 2C
Phase 3 Demolition 3D
Phase 3 Construction 3C
Line . .
Protection Action Tree Tag Number Phase
Number Sample Image
219, 220, 221, 239,
240, 241,
ROOT (245 through 251),
PROTECTION 277, 278,
FENCE - (280 through 292),
(571 through 703),
5-foot high chain (1114 through
link, hung on 7-foot 1125).
1 long 2-inch 1D, 1C
diameter iron tube (Not including
posts driven 24- individual trees in
inches into the this group that are
ground, max. 6 feet to be removed per
spacing on-center. author
recommendation in
report section 1.0
line 5).
TRUNK BUFEER — 260, 261, 262, plus
all trees at the
outermost portions
20 wraps of orange of the tree root
2 plastic with wood - 1D, 1C
. zone protection
boards overlaid and .
. fence sections that
duct taped in place f h
ace construction
around the wood work
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Line
Number

Protection Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

WOOD CHIP
MULCH —

4 inch thick layer of
chipper truck type
wood chips (not
bark chips). Place
over entire open
soil root zone
areas, and pull 6 to
12 inches away
from tree trunk
edges.

Where possible, all
trees to remain

1D, 1C

IRRIGATION
TEMPORARY

Heavy 1x/week

25 to 100 gallons
per tree, per week,
minimum,
year-round

Where possible, all
trees to remain

1D, 1C

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

HARDSCAPE
REMAIN

Allow existing
hardscape areas to
remain, where
possible, to avoid
root loss and root
damage.
Arborist monitoring
required during
demolition within 20
feet of trunk.

Where applicable

during excavation,

trenching, grading,
etc.

1D, 1C

219, 220, 221, 239,
240, 241,
(245 through 251),
(260?), 261, 262,
277, 278,
(280 through 292)

1D, 1C
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Line
Number

Protection Action

PITTOPIT
DIRECTIONAL
BORE for all
trenching, including
utilities, drain pipes,
downspout drain
lines, etc., for all

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

Various, along west
perimeter road and
N. Wolfe Rd.

1D, 1C

trenches within 20
feet of trunks of
trees being
retained.

IRRIGATION
PERMANENT
Use no-dig over
grade tubing, or
8 max. of “6 inch
cover within 20 feet
of trees” as blurb-

specified on all

plans.

All areas 1D, 1C
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Line
Number

Protection Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

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, max. 6 feet
spacing on-center.

(7 through 36),

(42 through 65),

(69 through 88),
(746 through 754),
(840 through 871),
317, 318, 319, 426,
427, 430, 431, 432,
433, 435, 435, 437,
438, 439, 442, 443,
444 (518 through
546), (550 through

570).

(Not including
individual trees in
this group that are
to be removed per

author
recommendation in
section 1.0 line 5).

2D, 2C

10

TRUNK BUFFER —

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

317, 318, 319, 426,
427, 430, 431, 432,
433, 435, 435, 437,
438, 439, 442, 443,
444, 451, 452, 454,
414, 415, (4167),
740, 741, 742, 743,
744, 745, 1106,
1107, 1108, plus all
trees at the
outermost portions
of the tree root
zone protection
fence sections that
face construction
work),

2D, 2C
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Line
Number

Protection Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

11

WOOD CHIP
MULCH —

4 inch thick layer of
chipper truck type
wood chips (not
bark chips). Place
over entire open
soil root zone
areas, and pull 6 to
12 inches away
from tree trunk
edges.

Where possible, all
trees to remain

2D, 2C

12

IRRIGATION
TEMPORARY

Heavy 1x/week

25 to 100 gallons
per tree per week
minimum,
year-round

Where possible, all
trees to remain

2D, 2C

13

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

Where applicable

during excavation,

trenching, grading,
etc.

2D, 2C
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Nllj_mger Protection Action Sample Image Tree Tag Number Phase
8,9, 10, 12, 14, 16,
HARDSCAPE 18, 20, 22, 24, 26,
REMAIN 28, 30, 32, 33, 35,
43,45, 47, 49, 52,
Allow existing 54, 56, 58, 60, 62,
hardscape areas to 64, 69, 70, 71, 73,
remain where 75,77, 79, 81, 83,
14 possible, to avoid 85, 87, 88, 317, 2D, 2C
root loss and root 318, 319, 426, 427,
damage. 430, 431, 432, 433,
Arborist monitoring 435, 435, 437, 438,
required during 439, 442, 443, 444,
demolition within 20 451, 452, 454, 414,
feet of trunk. 415, (4167),
(740 through 745)
PIT TO PIT
DIRECTIONAL
BORE for all .
trenching, including Various, along N.
i, P Wolfe Rd., east
utilities, drain pipes, .
15 downspout drain perlrrr:eter' road, 2D, 2C
lines, etc., for all north perimeter
oy road, and west
trenches within 20 .
feet of trunks of perimeter road.
trees being
retained.
IRRIGATION
PERMANENT
Use no-dig over
grade tubing, or
16 max. of “6 inch g All areas 2D, 2C
cover within 20 feet
of trees” as blurb-
specified on all
plans.
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Line
Number

Protection Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

17

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, max. 6 feet
spacing on-center.

18

TRUNK BUFFER —

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

102, 102, 104, 105,
(459 through 475),
671, 672, 673,
(704 through 839)

(Not including
individual trees in
this group that are
to be removed per

author

“| recommendation in

report section 1.0
line 5).

3D, 3C

102, 102, 104, 105,

(459 through 475),

plus all trees at the

outermost portions
of the tree root
zone protection

fence sections that

face construction

work)

3D, 3C

19

WOOD CHIP
MULCH -

4 inch thick layer of
chipper truck type
wood chips (not
bark chips). Place
over entire open
soil root zone
areas, and pull 6 to
12 inches away
from tree trunk
edges.

Where possible, all
trees to remain

3D, 3C
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Line
Number

Protection Action

Sample Image

Tree Tag Number

Phase

20

IRRIGATION
TEMPORARY

Heavy 1x/week

25 to 100 gallons
per tree per week
minimum,
year-round

Where possible, all
trees to remain

3D, 3C

21

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

22

HARDSCAPE
REMAIN

Allow existing
hardscape areas to
remain where
possible, to avoid
root loss and root
damage.
Arborist monitoring
required during
demolition within 20
feet of trunk.

23

PITTOPIT
DIRECTIONAL
BORE for all
trenching, including
utilities, drain pipes,
downspout drain
lines, etc., for all
trenches within 20
feet of trunks of
trees being
retained.

Where applicable

during excavation,

trenching, grading,
etc.

3D, 3C

102, 102, 104, 105,
(459 through 475)

3D, 3C

Various, along N.
Wolfe Rd., and
west perimeter

road.

3D, 3C
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Sample Image

Nllj_:r?ger Protection Action
IRRIGATION
PERMANENT

Use no-dig over
grade tubing, or
24 max. of “6 inch

cover within 20 feet
of trees” as blurb-
specified on all
plans.

Tree Tag Number

Phase

All areas.

3D, 3C

14.0 Attached, Tree Data Charts Updated (WLCA)

15.0 Attached, Tree Location Map (2015, Olin Studio)

16.0 Attached, U.S. Forest Service Fact Sheet — Coast Redwood
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22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi25 60550 55 far poorto mod s
7 7 Shamel ash Frainus uhdei 6028 6060 60% far moderate N
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35 23 < Scientifc Name 3 g 28 g : 3 . z - H . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
HA E FH £ ~ ~ ~ - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus. species) z 3 28 8% 3 8§ g e E g 2 32 e »3 8 g ] g g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG = SE £ £ £ £ £ £ 583 @ 3 83 288 35 §s Tg8 5c g H E5E2 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
g &z | ¢388 k| = S s 3 = s | 39% @ Se 25... 38 kK ] 3% g & £552 i 3%
4 53 % x = = M = = 28 2 ) 23 =3 55 H ] 5 23
red 28 22 3 £ £ £ £ | 58% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 3 £e g2%s 38 =3
g 5| % e ] ; = £2 §s 258 i £ 3¢ g 2o g £3 2 32
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
26 26 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 6030 sots 5% fair modsrate N
206 206 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei S50 soi55 5% fair modsrate N
7.7 7.7 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 o0 0% dead (not verified) s Verify tree condition on::"?ﬂ\:? leafout is complete in
36 36 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 6030 esi48 s9% fair modsrate N R 0012
182 182 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 525 60150 s6% fair modsrate s
25 25 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei soss ssi55 56% fair poorto mod
170 170 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 38720 5060 s6% fair modorate s R
23 23 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei s6/50 75165 70% good g0 NE
%5 %5 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 56130 esi40 50%fair modorate s 30 R
27 27 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi40 65150 0% fair modorate N R
207 207 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s030 ssids 50% far moderate st 30 serious GR
22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 38135 s050 50% far modorate N R
8 8 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi3 65150 7% fair modorate s
%9 %9 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 6040 7545 60% ar a0 N R

2orise
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£ g;g 3 da H < 23 e = & H gg 2y & £5 Record Notes on
35 23 22 Sciontiic Name 3 g 23 § : 3 . z - H . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
o | & 25§58 5 b @ 5, o8 3% 35 85 g2 £ @ K £353 £3 25
£%8 it ¥ 0z 0% 0% % g g i B iF Fed | E2 ) J3 | ERd | g3 3 81 5iif | if i3
3 £ £ k3 H H H H H 5 |25 = £ 13 e5 gg 52 A g5 0 ] £3 %a =5
E o3| 3a g2 | 2 £ £ g | & | @ |FE: g £5s 8 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
23 23 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 603 70150 0% fair go0d s R
205 205 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei S0 60155 59% fair go0d NE
6.3 6.3 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 18/10 40130 35% poor moderate s BRC Stunted
9 9 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei ssi35 so40 50% fair modsrate N
%0 %0 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei ssi35 60150 7% fair modsrate R Diameter estimated.
20 20 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei sorzs so40 45% poor ? s 9 Tres out of e, Conditon estmated.
23 23 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei soi25 60155 7% fair modorate N
%6 %6 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei soids 65160 3% fair modorate
29 29 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 60 7060 65°% fair g0 N
182 182 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei sorzs 65150 56% fair modorate s
20 20 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi40 65150 7% fair g0 N R Diameter estimated
22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei soids sois 2% fai modorate s 2 R
183 183 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s020 s050 55% fair modorate NE
65 65 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 208 302 28% very poor poor s s
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£ g;g 3 da H < 23 e = & H gg 2y & £5 Record Notes on
38 28 < Scientific Name 2 g 33 H £ T s B % H . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
g3 E i £ . . . - | = 2 | Exe Commen Name (Genus. species) % 28 &% 8 g . E s &8 se =% - H e H WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
T 5a| &S5 gz £ £ £ 3 £ ] £ 5ot 2.8 33 288 2% g5 T3 sE 3 H E52° §s iz irrigation regime, etc.)
= ® - & 35 5 g3 & H £5E3 g3
€158 53 5% I g 4 M 4 S 882 588 ? el 3 33 HH 33 H H a3 ag EH
s | 8¢ 22 22 £ £ £ £ £ £ | EEX — £8 ge 23 %8 £8 FEE) ge 25 2 LR z= =
2 o3 35 gE g g g g g s | §§% 9 3§53 g 258 g5 g5 233 g2 5% 23 BES g 38
£ e3| 2@ &£ £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZE: £l 2Ee 88 328 e £S EES & 335 82 3382 gs 32
20 20 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55130 65/60 639% far good N R Diameter estimated.
307 307 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5035 65045 55% far good s R
180 180 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50120 50150 50% far poor to mod N
305 305 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55135 65045 55% fair good s R 7109
260 260 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55/30 7060 67% fai good N Diameter estimated
316 316 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55/30 60155 57% fair mod to good s R
25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55125 55155 55% fair moderate N
305 305 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55/40 55155 55% fair moderate E serious GR
X 457 457 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/45 2525 25% very poor poor Bark beetle issues
259 259 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/30 40140 40% poor poor
169 169 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45725 65/60 63% fair good 3 3
316 316 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55040 60150 55% fair moderate w =
218 218 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50125 65/60 60% fair good
183 183 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50120 56155 5% fair moderate w
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. 53 i S H 5 2% 2s - | & H fz L, & 5% Rocord Notes on
35 ] < Scientific Name - g 28 g E T g5 B 5 H " Actual Status of Tree Over Time
HA E FH £ = = = - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus. species) z 3 28 N § g e E g 2 32 e »3 8 g % g g— WLGA Notes from Spring 2013 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s I3 H F & 3@ S8 3 H Tge K @ 3 28ES 2E
g ;E §§ % < < b < » o | 29% §§§ ¥ Fed 3 EE S84 23 H @ HEEH 52 e
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
H 503 gE H ; z =3 §z e53 a2 H g33 H £o ] ] [ 1
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
195 195 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55130 65/60 639% far good 3
264 264 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55130 60155 8% far moderate w
38 38 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55130 60/50 5% far good 3 1
29 29 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 45735 65155 60% far good w
244 24 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55135 60/60 60% far moderate 3
279 279 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55125 50/50 50% fair poor to mod w
315 315 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55040 70085 68% far good
208 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4025 50/50 50% fair poor to mod w
207 207 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50125 65/53 55% fair good E =
378 378 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 60125 7063 68% fair good w
183 183 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55125 65/65 65% fair moderate w
41.0 41.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/50 60/55 58% fair mod to good Nw possible bark
. . o inclusion issues
194 194 holly oak Quercus ilex: 45120 60/60 80% fair moderate w
132 132 holly oak Quercus ilex: 25/20 60/60 80% fair ‘moderate w

Sorise




=3 5
53 N 3 5
< § H i 3 3 g z H §
3> g & 8 H H =
N 8 g £ - H 8 ] 5
£ g;g 3 da H < 23 e = & H gg 2y & £5 Record Notes on
38 28 < Scientifc Name 3 g 28 g Tz 5. z cH < . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea Se 2E 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Co¥ ® g 8% 258 SE §% Ze3 5c 3 H 5529 §5 £z irrigation regime, etc.)
) T H ® M H 5 38 & H £3%3 H H
EAE R+ = < S 5 5 s s 39% HH H &4 R Ll T HH H H £58¢ i %
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g g e ] ; = £% -3 258 i £ 23 H 25 g £ @ s &
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
408 408 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/45 65/55 60% fair good. 10
3 3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55125 55150 50% far moderate € serious GR
22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55135 s0550 50% far poor w 16
260 260 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 56130 6060 60% far moderate 3
214 214 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 4025 s0550 50% fair moderate w
202 202 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei soite 4050 47% poor poorto mod 3
158 158 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 4515 400 3% poor poor w
170 170 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 56135 65140 50% fair moderate serious GR
212 212 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi25 5555 5% fair poortomod | W R
52 52 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5635 60150 5% fair moderate E
27 27 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5635 E 53% fir moderate w
190 190 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56120 asi50 49% poor poorto mod E
18 18 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5630 60555 57% fir moderate w
212 212 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3630 55155 5% fir moderate E
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s 2 < 2 z @8 z $ o T 25
3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Sclentilc Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 of WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of reo Over rme
g B5s E_ . . . - . = | Exe (Genus, species) : g 28 8% < 32 2 a3 (24 H 2% togE ] £3 (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG EERTY CE £ £ £ £ £ £ S} a3 8% =85 s St F33 5 K H g2 sy Gz irrigation regime, etc.)
g ez §§ % - S - 3 o e |BU3 §§§ ¥ Fed R 3 ER 13 £ & HEEH i s
s | 88 zg H H H £ £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl zS =
H 5 s g5 H 3 = £3 sE 258 F3 £ 38 g £o ] £3 [ 38
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
203 203 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55130 65/60 65% fair moderate to good| W
232 232 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55135 65/50 8% fair good GR
228 228 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 55135 65/55 60% fair modtogood | NW
59 50 49 158 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 91 65065 65% fair moderate 1D of species not verified
235 235 Canary Isiand pine Pinus canariensis 4518 8075 78% good good oto4
1D of species not verified. Tree appears to be infected by
160 160 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 18125 30130 30% poor moderate R i piah cankas e
204 204 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 25125 40140 40% poor poorto mod w Tree has bark beetie issues andlor pine pitch carker
Cupaniopsis anacardioides, or
x 155 155 carrotwood, or carob tree Conatonia g 2015 25110 15% very poor | poor to mod w oto8
Cupaniopsis anacardioides, or
16 16 carmotwood, or carob tree Conatonia g 2015 50130 45% poor moderate 4107
Cupaniopsis anacardioides, or
130 130 carrotwood, o carob tree Conatonia g 20220 45135 40% poor poorto mod 61012
60 60 60 60 60 50 350 Garrotwood, o carob tree C“"“"‘g‘;f;:x:z’;’:'\:’:”' o 20120 65/10 30% poor. good 1 Faiing at bark inclusion at 1 foot above grade.
340 340 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40125 65155 57% fair good X
153 153 holly oak Quercus flex 20125 75175 75% good good
140 140 holly oak Quercus flex 25725 75175 75% good good

Torise




- s
5% o H 5
< § H i 3 3 g z H §
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Bz £ ﬁ W S £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 2g 2 § 3 5 H 38 58 H 2 - H S g WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time

3e g85 - = = = = = = 23 (Genus, species) 2 5 28 8%~ 32 2 ] L2 3% >% F Z ] 23 (removed, pruned, declining,
T 5o | &2% gz £ £ £ 3 £ ] £ 5ot 23 33 285 %5 g5 T3 sE 2 ga E52° §s iz irrigation regime, etc.)
Elez| 3% 53 001 | ¢ 2 PRI ¥ Y 3 Fed | E2 ) Jg | PR | 33 H | £382 | 3% £%
AH N HEREE N EE RN s HH £ s8] | B | BL 233 BE | 5o | B8 3Ed: | E s | g8
[ £ o <Lz ar [ [ [ [ [ [ <ET £ 2ES 3 320 38 £8 TWZ Fa @5 nZ 3} £ (-4 e
99 16 16 holly oak Quercus ilex 22120 70170 70% good moderate
100 123 123 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 18115 50150 50% fair moderate SE 1D of species not verified.
101 16.0 16.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata. 2820 5050 50% fair moderate
102 259 259 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5035 50135 40% poor moderate
103 24.7 24.7 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/35 50/40 45% poor moderate E
104 165 165 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/30 55/50 50% fair moderate E Needs endweight reduction pruning
105 160 160 Shamolash Frainus undei 1525 a5 45%4poor modorate
108 27 27 Shamolash Frainus undei 503 6050 553 e 400
o7 104 104 Shamolash Frainus undei so2s sos 553 ar modorate
108 159 159 Shamolash Frainus undei 5530 ss 553 ar poor o mod
109 s s Shamolash Frainus undei o525 400 w0%poor | poortomod
1o 189 189 Stamolash P— ) 4050 35% poor poor
m 297 297 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 45/35 60/55 57% fair ‘moderate Measured at 2 feet.
12 19.1 19.1 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 25118 0/0 0% Dead
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. | £3E : i 5 H . gg H H .
. 53 g - E < IS 2o - & 2 £y g, & EA Record Notes on
s 2 < 2 z @8 z $ o T 25
3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
35 B5s E_ . . . - = = | E3® (Genus, species) :z 23 g 82 .2 g 2 38 ce -2 5.2 g 2 (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
o | 5 £55¢ 5 z® - Se 8 § sS85 g2 £ @ K E3$%3 5 2z
EAE R+ = < S 5 5 5 | e | 39: b =3 g8d X 5s T H H H £552 52 i%
) 32 s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g 5| §53¢ e ] ; = £2 §s 258 i H 3¢ g 2o g £ 2 32
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
X 280 15.0 43.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 30120 25/25 25% very poor poor w Bark beetle issues and/or pine pitch canker fungus.
41.0 41.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 35135 55/45 50% fair moderate s Measured at 2 feet.
198 198 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei s030 so40 3% poor poortomod € x
127 127 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 35125 45150 47% poor poortomod x
144 144 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 35125 aos 45% poor poortomod x
78 78 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 25015 3050 30% poor poor x
103 103 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 25720 45150 4% poor poortomod 3 x
14 14 Shamelash Fraxinus undei 25720 400 37% poor poorto mod € x
108 108 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 3020 60150 7% fair mod o good 3 x
63 63 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 25015 400 30% poor poor € R
301 301 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens co2s 3050 30% poor poor x x
20 20 hamel ah —— ssuo s | Ao o Trescondionnec o vrid e sring s,
29 29 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 6030 a0 40% poor poor R x
120 120 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s020 3050 30% poor poor e x

9orise




- 5
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3z Efu 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
i3 | i8% E_ = = = - = | = |Z%s (Genus, species) % i3 g 82 . g2 33 g2 -2 5.2 g 28 (removed, pruned, deciining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s I3 H F & 3@ @ S8 8 H g5 g8 £ @ K] £25s & 25
EAE R+ = < S 5 5 5 | e | 39: b =3 g8d X 5s T H H H HEE 52 i%
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
3 £ £ o5 H E = £2 §< 2§ ge 2 228 g £o 3 F T 3
g ed | 3¢ g8 | ¢ 2 2 g |2 & |®FES g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
251 251 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei ss3 ss155 50% fair modsrate € € R x
194 194 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50135 40150 42% poor poor E X
40 40 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
40 40 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
42 42 fern pine. Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
44 44 fern pine. Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
43 43 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
40 40 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
48 48 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
47 47 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
46 46 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 1513 70150 55% fair ‘moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
78 49 127 Ficus species Ficus sp. 2012 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
6.8 4.1 109 Ficus species Ficus sp. 2012 70150 55% fair ‘moderate X Located at P1 parking level.
6.8 6.8 Ficus species Ficus sp. 2012 70150 55% fair moderate X Located at P1 parking level.

10 or1se
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Bz E2u S £ Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 2g 2 % 3 5 & 3% 58 5 2 - H S g WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time

s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g 4 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
-] T E% 5o 4 33 H § g% 38e £ 1R H £3%3 H iz
LS AT 003 | ¥ ¢zl %% g i HH : EEONE T - I St R g g8§ | if £
3 | 8E| 28 2 5 5 5 Z 5 E |22 ~ T3 §£ 233 z¢ £g 23¢ g¢ 25 £g g3 3z e
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £33 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
141 59 96 Ficus species Ficus sp. 20112 70150 55% fair moderate Located at P1 parking level.
142 50 93 Ficus species Ficus sp. 20112 7050 55% fair moderate Located at P1 parking level.
143 50 9.1 Ficus species Ficus sp. 20112 70150 55% fair moderate Located at P1 parking level.
144 50 140 Ficus species Ficus sp. 20112 70150 55% fair moderate Located at P1 parking level.
145 24.7 24.7 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 35025 60/60 60% fair moderate
146 8.1 8.1 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 2015 60/50 57% fair moderate
147 72 72 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 1512 40/40 40% poor poor
148 422 422 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 60125 80/80 80% good good
149 280 280 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55115 35/45 40% poor poor

. Needs foot crown excavation. Conilon notverfied (ree

150 4.0 71 flowering cherry cultivar Prunus serrulata Cult. 12/8 30130 30% poor ? Out of leaf out of leaf during survey
151 27 27 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6020 8060 6% far go0d
152 a2 a2 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens ssits 6080 0% far moderate
183 205 205 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens ssits 6080 0% far moderate
154 180 180 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens sots om0 70% good moderate
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3z E2u £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time

s g85 £ = = = = = = 2xa (Genus, species) 2 5 28 8%~ &2 <2 2 2 38 3 >% ozl T X (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
> | & &g ] 3O @ o2 8 § 25 §gs £ 2 2 £8%s K] 25
eS8 53 3% I g 4 M 4 S 882 588 ? el g3 33 HH 33 H H HER dg EH
s | 8F £2 £t £ H £ H SR L = 558 £2 e 3% ad £E | 83g g5 £3 £2 | 8533 58 22
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £33 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
155 200 200 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/15 7070 70% good moderate
156 274 274 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/18 75175 75% good good
157 290 290 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/18 7070 70% good moderate
158 212 212 coast recwood Sequoia sempervirens 6015 50/40 40% poor poor Root system severed during ADA ramp nstallaion.
159 49 49 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 7025 60/40 48% poor poor to mod Root system severed during ADA ramp nstallation.
160 16.2 16.2 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 55112 70120 35% poor moderate 3
161 146 146 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 50/6 40120 27% very poor poor 17

Atvarious

162 111 111 tree species out of leaf. Genus species 45/16 50125 32% poor poor elevations.
163 215 215 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 45730 3030 30% poor poor 9
164 188 188 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5030 35035 35% poor poor
165 214 214 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5030 3030 30% poor poor 6
166 169 169 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 35125 25125 25% very poor
167 216 216 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4025 3030 30% poor poor oR
168 2.1 2.1 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 35020 5040 45% poor poor to mod oR




+3 5
5% N F] 5
] El g : g_ 2 H
. 233 3 i 5 H H . &g £ E .
<z Ei% H g¢ £ 5 2% s s & _ H gg _ E & EE Record Notes on
32| £2d : €2 Common Name Scientiic Name g - H ] 83 I £y &2 5 2F L H 8 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actunl Status of Tree Over Time
s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
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169 201 201 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei a5 25125 25% verypoor | very poor
170 29 29 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei S50 ssid0 45% poor poor sovers GR
n 402 402 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 60125 80/80 80% good moderate
172 212 212 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/30 55/45 49% poor poor
i) 22 22 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens esite astas 45% poor poor
174 295 295 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/40 30130 30% poor poor
175 %5 %5 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei ssi40 s060 56% fair modorate
176 25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei s6i40 25130 %verypoor | very poor
i a5 a5 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens o2 55160 s6%fair poortomod
178 5.7 95 strawberry tree. Arbutus unedo 1515 70150 60% fair ‘moderate
179 8.1 8.1 strawberry tree. Arbutus unedo 2012 80/60 70% good good
180 212 212 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/25 15115 15% very poor. very poor
181 16 16 coast redwood ‘Sequoia sempervirens 55/6 10110 10% very poor. very poor
182 212 212 coast redwood ‘Sequoia sempervirens 85/12 5/5 5% very poor very poor:
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183 138 138 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4516 2020 20% very poor very poor
184 1o 1o Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei asn2 55 5% very poor very poor
185 13 13 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so18 2020 20% very poor very poor
186 07 07 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2 a8 8% very poor very poor
187 7 7 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5525 6060 60% far moderate
188 122 122 dollar qum seeding | CUCAYPIUS Pobyanthemos. 50120 2020 20% very poor very poor
(seeding)
189 181 181 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6020 a0 40% poor poor
190 %9 %9 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7025 a0 40% poor poor
191 175 175 dolar qum seeding | YRR Povainemos 6035 60150 56% fair moderate
192 23 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 702 1010 10% very poor very poor
103 210 210 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7o16 s050 50% fair moderate
104 204 204 dollr qum seeding | PR Povainemos 60120 4040 40% poor poor
195 276 26 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7020 300 30% poor poor
196 105 105 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 56120 5555 5% fair moderate
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g ;E 83 % - S - < o e | B0 H ¥ Fed R 3 ER 23 H o 322 28 e
s sz z 1 £ H H i |25 _ £8 £ 23 %8 £ 5ge g 25 £ §22 58 ]
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304 304 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75025 7070 70% good moderate X X
5.0 5.0 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 1512 40140 40% poor poor Stunted.
8.0 8.0 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 2013 40140 40% poor poor GR X Infected with bacterial fireblight.
X 101 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 2220 30720 25% very poor. moderate GR X Infected with bacterial fireblight.
16.5 16.5 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 3030 45/55 50% fair moderate N E Infected with bacterial fireblight.
8.0 8.0 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 1512 50140 45% poor poor N
tulip tree
X 186 186 (ID not verified - tree out Liriodendron tulipifera. 60/20 0/0 0% dead GR High risk of failure. Dead tree.
of leaf during survey)
tulip tree
X 1.2 1.2 (ID not verified - tree out Liriodendron tulipifera 45/15 7 Tree :mm Jeaf. May ? E GR High risk of failure. Tree may be dead (verlly after spring
i e dead leafou).
of leaf during survey)
36.0 36.0 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens. 80/30 75/75 75% good good Possible steep hillslope stability issues.
24.1 24.1 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75120 75065 70% good good. Possible steep hillslope stability issues.
Possible steep hillslope stability issues. Needs arborist
299 299 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 80125 75140 50% fair good 25 cabling betweer 's, or remove one of two
mainstems, if retain tree.
Possible steep hillslope stability issues. Needs arborist
322 322 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 80125 75140 50% fair good 30 cabling betweer 's, or remove one of two
mainstems, if retain tree.
tulip tree
X 224 224 (ID not verified - tree out. Liriodendron tulipifera. 75120 00 0% dead High risk of failure. Dead tree.
of leaf during survey)
49.0 49.0 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 85125 7560 65% fair moderate 65 Possible stabiliy issue og:«:r :‘;u Roots may have been
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149 149 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/15 65665 65% fair moderate x x
220 220 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/15 75175 75% good moderate X X
X 16.0 16.0 (1D not oo oo out | Liodendron tuipera 35/30 oo 0% dead w ‘Tree appears dead, but may simply be above ground
not verified - tree o i (Confirm in spring) ‘dormant until spring leafout.
of leaf during survey)
214 313 313 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75125 75065 70% good moderate
215 203 203 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 5020 80/60 70% good good.
216 154 154 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 5020 75065 70% good good
217 136 136 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 5020 75065 70% good good
tulip tree 0% dead? (Verify
218 174 174 (ID not verified - tree. Liriodendron tulipifera 55/20 0/0 once tree has leafed Verify condition once tree has leafed out (or not) in spring.
of leaf during survey) out in spring)
219 208 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5025 40150 43% poor poorto mod
220 28 28 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5535 60155 59% fair moderate
21 193 193 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5025 50150 50% fair moderate
22 195 195 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55135 60155 58% fair moderate
23 304 304 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55140 7045 5% fair good or
224 184 184 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50115 40/50 40% poor poor to mod
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254 254 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/35 50140 48% poor moderate E Roots severed on west side.
155 155 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/25 50130 37% poor moderate E E Oto1 Roots severed on west side.
X 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 45025 2020 26% very poor poor 3 ot0s 1 Roots severed on west side
s s Shamel ash Fraxinus undei a5 4050 3% poor moderate 3 Roots severed on west side
96 96 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 28112 9090 90% oxcollont go0d
89 89 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens aona 9090 90% oxcollont go0d
144 144 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/20 35/45 39% poor poor
19.3 19.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/30 40/45 42% poor poor to mod E
196 196 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5530 S0 47% poor moderate € 001
151 151 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5025 asias 35% poor poor €
8 18 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 525 ssi40 s0%far moderate
4 4 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5525 ssiss ss%far moderate
6s 6s Shamel ash Fraxinus undei s01s 75065 70% good mod o good
92 92 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 3518 75160 72% good mod o good
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68 68 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3018 7045 4% fair mod to good serious GR
81 81 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3018 7060 70% good mod to good
64 64 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 3010 asies 85% good good
54 54 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 3010 a5 85% good good
57 57 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 3010 8585 85% good good
6 6 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 2510 75075 75% good good
67 67 foveringpesr Ul pyrus cateryana Cul 3014 asi6s 75% good good N
58 58 fowering pesr (outt Pyus calleryana Gult 2513 85/60 68% fair good see notes, Two codominant mainstems. Remove one of .
49 48 flowering pesr out et Pyus calleryana Gult 2410 85150 5% fair moderate N Root crown anomaly.
flowering pear (out of
78 78 oy Pyrus calleryana Cult 3018 asis5 62% fair good N arous
65 65 flowering pesr (out et Pyrus calleryana Gult 302 85065 75% good good N
o o owengper U1 |y conyana ot o2 osss oot o0t N °
o1 o owengper Guf |y conyana cut 2010 ss60 oot oot
36 36 flowering pesr (outet Pyrus calleryana Gult 188 85075 80% good good
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253 73 73 fowering pesr (out et Pyus calleryana Gult 30115 85165 73% good good
254 75 75 foveringpesr Ul pyrus cateryana Cut 018 8si55 63% fair good 7
255 90 90 foveringpesr Ul | pyrus cateryana Cut 3020 8545 5% fair good 7
256 75 75 foveringpesr Ul | pyrus cateryana Cut 015 85150 8% fair good 7
257 74 74 fowering pesr (outt Pyus calleryana Gult 3015 85155 65% fair good 10
258 67 67 foveringpesr Ul | pyrus cateryana Cut 3015 85160 67% fair good
259 49 49 foveringpesr Ul pynus cateryana Cut 2512 8si65 69% fair good
260 39 39 California sycamore Platanus racemosa 65745 65150 60% fair moderate w w
261 228 a7 Calfonia sycamore Platanus racemosa 65145 75045 57% fair moderate N&s GR S| Mot Barksloughing at oo, out, pessily due to rgaten
22 154 154 California sycamore Platanus racemosa 45730 7070 70% good moderate NE NE 1"
263 135 135 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3115 s0is 47% poor moderate s s or
264 149 149 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55120 55055 5% fair poor to mod s s
265 190 190 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5020 55040 45% poor moderate or 25
266 208 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 50130 35% poor poorto mod Roos have boen severed.
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267 237 237 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50735 65130 30% poor good R Roots have boen severed,
268 25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55725 75055 65% fair good
269 274 274 Shamlash Fraxinus uhdei 55725 75145 5% fair good serious GR 25
270 27 27 Shaml ash Fraxinus uhdei 60735 75055 63% fair good 10 Root system asymmetrical
271 32 32 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6020 7070 70% good moderate
272 193 193 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 702 68770 69% fair moderate
273 23 23 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6012 7070 70% good moderate
274 239 239 coast redwood ‘Sequoia sempervirens 60/12 7070 70% good moderate
275 170 170 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55116 65165 65% fair moderate
276 154 154 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s012 40130 34% poor poor atroot crown
217 193 193 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5025 50040 40% poor moderate serious GR
278 210 210 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 60125 60150 5% fair moderate oR
219 27 27 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5020 8080 80% good good
280 164 164 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4020 30045 37% poor poor serious GR
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H g E = = = = - - 23a (Genus, species) - 8 - _ s 2 38 I3 - 1 B eE {removed, pruned, declining,
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% | §a £2s5e eE £ £ 5 < £ £ se3¥ .3 82 EXF] 25 g3 R 5c S gg £8E% g5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
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21 212 212 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5035 3020 20% very poor very poor Roots severed.
282 150 150 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 35918 3030 30% poor poor R Roots severed.
283 18.1 18.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50120 40130 35% poor poor to mod R Roots severed.
284 144 144 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4025 40140 40% poor poor R
285 184 184 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5025 50/40 44% poor poor to mod R Roots severed.
286 170 170 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4045 60/60 60% far moderate
267 23 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 6015 7070 70% good moderate
288 157 157 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 6015 7070 70% good moderate
289 269 269 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 60115 50065 63% fair moderate Aplal meritem shoving physical ymplors of sol
200 148 148 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4020 45735 40% poor poor to mod serious GR
201 22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 50/40 55045 48% poor moderate serious GR
202 163 163 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 3s/10 7070 70% good moderate
203 110 110 giant sequoia Metasequoia glyptostroboides 2010 3030 30% poor poor Has a Boryospheria infection
294 18.7 18.7 fern pine Podocarpus gracilior 3018 50/40 45% poor moderate
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295 86 86 ‘'southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18115 25/25 25% very poor very poor w
296 173 173 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3015 35/35 35% poor poor w
297 121 121 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 25/15 35/20 20% very poor poor
298 18.8 18.8 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 60112 15115 15% very poor. very poor
200 160 160 Stamel ash Frasnus under 15115 sous 40% poor pocr
300 23 23 cnsstretwood Sequoia sempervrens a5 2020 20verypoor | very poor
501 152 152 Stamel ash Franus under 2518 2015 t9%verypoor | very poor
a0z 9 Mo cnsstredwood Sequota sempervrens 7025 6060 0% fir moderate
a0 2 2 Shamel ash Frasnus under 5525 5560 5o far moderste | NW
a0 190 190 coastredwood Sequoia semperurens 45110 55 Shverypoor | verypoor
a0 201 201 Shamel ash Frasnus under 2o 100 10% very poor
w06 s s Shamel ash Frasnus under 1525 so0 40% poor poortomed | W
w0 7 7 Shamel ash Fraxinus undet 4020 s025 29% very poor pocr
208 211 211 coastredwood Sequoia semperurens sorts 7575 75% good -
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300 162 162 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/15 75110 73% good good
310 208 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50735 50150 50% fair moderate
311 270 270 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55745 65155 60% fair good
at oot crown
o
312 16.1 16.1 Shaml ash Fraxinus uhdei 35120 s025 32% poor moderate R rinklor
irigation most
likeh

313 209 209 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45735 s0135 45% poor poor or
314 306 306 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 5545 7040 50% fair Good Root system on steep siope
315 218 218 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6012 55160 57% fair moderate
316 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55120 s0is 48% poor moderate Root system on steep siope
317 102 102 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei asi12 4040 40% poor poor
318 99 99 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s012 asias 45% poor poor
319 186 186 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5030 50150 50% fair moderate
320 133 133 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 32 50040 45% poor moderate
a2 162 162 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 5020 55160 56% fair mod to good
322 e 1o Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4515 40040 40% poor poor
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g &z | ¢388 k| = S s 3 = s | 39% @ Se 25... 38 kK ] 3% g & £552 i 3%
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£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 £33 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
04 04 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei a5z 3050 30% poor poor x
128 128 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei aonz a040 35% poor poor x
X 74 74 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2812 20120 20% very poor very poor X
130 130 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 4520 ss155 4% poor poor x
1n9 1n9 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/12 30130 30% poor poor E GR X
X 57 57 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 1206 0/0 0% dead X
142 142 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 4520 asi40 36% poor poor s x
187 157 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 4020 3040 36% poor poor s x
101 101 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3020 40135 37% poor poor s s X
X 189 189 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55112 5/5 5% very poor very poor X
x 184 184 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens £ s S very poor very poor x
185 185 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 525 ss155 50% fair modsrate x
x 160 160 cost redwood Sequoia sempenirens soir2 sis S%very poor very poor x
x 96 96 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 25110 1010 0% verypoor | moderate mainstem x
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35 23 < Scientifc Name 3 g 28 g : 3 . z cH < . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
HA E FH £ = ~ ~ - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus. species) z 3 28 8% 3 8§ g e E g 2 32 e »3 8 g ] g g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea Se 2E 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Co¥ ® g 8% 258 SE §% Ze3 5c 3 H 5529 §5 £z irrigation regime, etc.)
2| &% €588 ok = S - by - . | 393 28 s Fed 32 38 ggs HH ; & £352 5E 2%
5 | 88| £2% sz % £ £ £ ¥ £ | 22% £28 H 23 23 8 55 H 2 Ee £22% 58 =3
g 5| §53¢ e ] ; = £% §s 258 i £ 23 g 2o g £3 @ 32
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
x 88 88 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 251 55 5% very poor very poor mainstem x
o7 87 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei a0 3010 16% very poor poor mainstem x
128 128 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4020 a0 40% poor poor w x
143 143 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50120 35/40 38% poor poor X
X 109 109 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 358 10110 10% very poor. very poor ‘mainstem X
X 120 120 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/18 10110 10% very poor very poor ‘mainstem X
137 137 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/18 3535 35% poor poor X Verify condition once tree leafs out in spring.
x 73 73 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 2012 2020 20%verypoor | very poor x
104 104 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 5020 4030 3% poor poor s x
x 107 107 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 25012 1010 0% very poor | very poor 3 x
x 13 13 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 25012 25110 17% very poor poor x
x 129 129 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 4518 2520 20%verypoor | very poor x
x 122 122 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 3020 2525 2% verypoor | very poor x
x 12 12 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei soits 2020 20%verypoor | very poor x
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e 5 i s R 3
. 333 f i 5 H Eg £ H .
. 53 i gs H s 25 2e s | & H £y H é iz Record Notes on
2 o £< 2 z 58 z s, z 3
Bz £ ﬁ W £2 Common Name Sci ‘c Name 3 = g 2g 2 § 3 5 H 38 58 5 2 - H S g WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
H g E = = = = - - 23a (Genus, species) - 8 - _ s 2 38 I3 - 1 B eE {removed, pruned, declining,
2 83s 8 - 3% 8 g 8% s 82 c2 ] < 3 H H E 2 £a
* B3 a2 St £ £ £ £ £ £ ey @ g ST Y S §% z e 5 H 3 § k- §5 2z irrigation regime, etc.)
> | 5 £2s5e eE ) 2 83 g 5 S5 Tgs = KX K £ 3 3 Bz
g ez s % < ~ - < - © 20% §§§ ] Fed EE] Se S8y 33 H u £ 2 =2 s
3% M 3 3 i M T = £35 | 3 3] H
AN HEE R RS z iss £2 s | if | EE il 5 fo | Ef | 3si3 | 3% H
[ X e ar IS IS IS [ IS IS <ET € 22 -2 320 38 F8 TaZ ra a5 nZ S 2 (-4 e
351 146 146 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30120 40125 28% very poor poor to mod
352 "7 n7 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 25120 10110 10% very poor. very poor
353 7 7 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei a0 3813 36% poor poor
354 134 134 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 35120 a5 40% poor poor
385 125 125 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 38015 2015 18% verypoor | very poor
356 180 180 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 4530 2010 1% verypoor | very poor
37 28 28 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei asias 4050 46% poor M
38 109 108 Shamelash Fraxinus undei 38015 o0 0% doad 3
Pine species (1ot
359 183 183 Species Pinus sp. 3020 o055 5% fair g0 0t0 100t
360 244 244 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 3035 90/60 77% good excellent
361 266 266 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 30130 60/60 60% fair ‘moderate Measured at 2 feet.
362 286 286 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/35 7070 70% good good Measured at 2 feet.
363 72 72 red oak ‘Quercus rubra (not verified) 2015 80/50 60% fair good Tree out of leaf. Needs training pruning.
364 55 55 oak species Quercus sp. 128 60140 40% poor ‘moderate Tree out of leaf. Needs training pruning.
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K § 2 H g 3 2. 2 H
g2 H 3 < E 2 5
5 2 £ s . F = - 2 S @ 8 S~
Se Eig 3 L) H s BN 2% = & _ s §§ _ H & H Record Notes on
3z | Efu 2 i3 Common Name Sctentific Name g = g 23 g3 H £ § -] 58 § 28 H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Treo Over Time
s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g 4 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
o | & 25§58 5 @ b o8 8 § 5 Fge £ @ K £ 3 5 2z
g ez | % 5 = S 5 3 = e | 39% HT =% F8d EH 22 ERE- HH H w 382 b 2%
¥ 3 3 3 M 3 : | 832 g 3% 3 H 3 H
T 5 £ 22 B E|EEE i : iic i $8f | B | BE 233 | i $o | £3 | fEg3 | it H
£ e3| 2@ &£ £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZE: £l 2Ee 88 328 e £S EES & 35 B2 8322 gs 3L
365 73 73 ‘southemn magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18113 40/40 40% poor poor to mod
366 17.0 17.0 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 18/25 80/50 60% fair good Measured at 3.5 feet
367 243 243 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/30 80135 45% poor good.
368 202 202 Italian stone pine- Pinus pinea 25/30 8035 45% poor good GR Measured at 3.5 feet.
369 238 238 Italian stone pine- Pinus pinea 25/30 5050 50% fair poor to mod Measured at 2.0 feet.
370 57 57 tree species out of leaf. (Genus, species) 2515 75/55 65% fair moderate Verify species in spring after full leafout.
37 263 263 Aleppo pine Pinus halepensis 30035 80/60 70% good good Codominant mainstems at 5 feet.
372 216 403 Italian stone pine- Pinus pinea 30035 80170 75% good good
373 74 74 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 2015 2525 25% very poor. very poor
374 72 72 tulip tree Liriodendron tulipifera 1218 20110 15% very poor. very poor
375 56 56 tulip tree Liriodendron tulipifera 12/8 20110 15% very poor. very poor
376 56 56 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 1310 2525 25% very poor. very poor
377 76 76 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora. 1912 35/35 35% poor poor
378 70 70 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 2014 20120 20% very poor. very poor
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g, £83 i - g e IS 2o - & 3 gg 2, ] is Record Notes on
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3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
35 B5s E_ . . . - = = | E3® (Genus, species) :z 23 g 82 .2 g 2 38 ce -2 5.2 g 2 (removed, pruned, declining,
= | B2 ag gz 2 2 2 g | E | B |E2% @ 8 53 553 8< £% 2.3 T: g H 525 £ 22 irrigation regime, otc.)
o | 5 £55¢ 5 z® - Se 8 § sS85 g2 £ @ K E3$%3 5 2z
ki ;E EE_ % - ~ - - - © 2.8 §§§ se L $2 48 LEu 3% 3 o EgeE @ E g3
) 32 s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g 5| §53¢ e ] ; = £2 §< 258 i £ 3¢ g 2o g £ 2 32
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
X 65 65 ‘'southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 1412 25/25 25% very poor very poor X
X 74 74 ‘'southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 20110 20120 20% very poor very poor w X
230 14.7 37.7 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/30 75155 64% fair moderate 5 X
208 208 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25026 7060 65% fair moderate GR X
195 195 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/30 80/65 74% good good E GR X
220 220 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/30 70160 65% fair moderate s s X Measured at 2.0 feet.
332 332 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25/35 60130 38% poor moderate s 3 X
X 45 45 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 13/8 15115 15% very poor very poor 1 X X
X 78 78 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18118 20120 20% very poor very poor X
X 75 75 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18115 20120 20% very poor very poor X
319 223 542 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 30045 50140 47% poor moderate 2 X
132 130 262 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 2515 80130 45% poor good N N 3 X
124 120 244 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 2530 80/60 67% fair good E E 3 X
146 146 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 25118 80/65 69% fair good E X
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g2 H 3 < E 2 5
N 4 H £ - H 8 H 3
g, £83 i - g e IS 2o - & 3 gg 2, ] is Record Notes on
s 2 < 2 z @8 z $ o T 25
3z E2u £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
3e g85 - = = = = = = 23 (Genus, species) 2 5 28 8%~ 32 2 ] L2 3% >% TegE ] 23 (removed, pruned, declining,
= | B2 EH Stz £ £ £ £ £ £ |EET a g 3 53 S3 £ 2,8 [ H H 5525 £y 2z irrigation regime, otc.
> | & 3 ] 3O @ o2 8 § 25 §gs £ 2 2 £2%53 K] 25
g lez | §% 5 = S 5 3 = e | 39% HT 3 Fed ] 22 ERE- HH H I £582 £ is
5 3 3 3 M 3 : | 832 g 3% 3 H 3 g H
AN HEEE R § | E |53 z i £ s§% | 8} B i3z i fo 58 | 3gi3 3t H
£ | e3| 2@ &f £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZEB: £ 288 && 328 g8 £s a2 & 35 B2 8322 gs 3L
393 143 143 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 20120 70170 70% good good.
394 103 103 tree species out of leaf. (Genus, species) 35120 80/65 75% good good.
395 98 98 tree species out of leaf (Genus, species) 3520 80/65 75% good good.
396 18.1 18.1 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 65/12 70170 70% good moderate Steep slope
397 205 205 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens. 65/12 7575 75% good moderate ‘Steep slope
398 134 134 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40125 80170 74% good good ‘Steep slope
399 113 113 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3115 3050 30% poor poor Steep slope
400 213 213 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4025 60150 5% fair moderate 6 Steep slope
401 202 202 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45720 s0135 40% poor moderate 10 On steep siope.
402 184 184 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45725 6045 5% fair good 6 On steep siope.
403 150 150 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4018 4040 40% poor poor s On stoep siope.
404 257 257 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/35 40140 40% poor poor various On steep slope.
- - clevations -
405 205 205 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 65135 40135 40% poor poor 7 On stosp siope.
406 174 174 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens S0 7070 70% good moderate On stoep siope.
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3z E2u 2 £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time

3e 83s £ = = = = = = i (Genus, species) ,% 5 28 8%~ §2 c2 ] > & g 2% tegE K X (removed, pruned, declining,
= | B2 s iz g 2 g 2 2| E 37 H g §3 H £% @ g 5 g G g, 8 rigation regime, tc.
T i £33 i3 < < H S5 s 39 S,5 S 288 EH g5 T3 3 8 FH i3%3 25 iz iigation regime etc.)
4 532 3 = = < M = = 28 El 5 23 =% 5 H 3 Bg wE =3
s | 28| £2% sz 5 £ H 5 H i | 2£% £28 g 23 23 is £32 H 2 £2 g23: 52 -
g 5| §53¢ e ] ; = £% §s 258 i £ 23 g 2o g £3 @ 32

£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se

407 41 41 ‘'southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 151 55 5% very poor very poor 0to 10

408 59 97 Southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 186 10/10 10% very poor very poor various

: g elevations

400 183 183 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 55115 65165 6% far moderate

410 207 207 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5513 6565 6% fair moderate

an 224 224 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55113 60/60 60% fair poor to mod

412 324 324 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/35 65/55 65% fair good

413 156 156 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/18 50140 45% poor poor to mod

a4 25 25 Calfoniasycamare | Platanus racemosa ss0 sas S0 mderte or ilines endight eduton rnng atwost e

415 183 183 Calforia sycamore Platanus racemosa 6030 s050 50% fair moderate R

416 8 8 Calforia sycamore Platanus racemosa 5020 s050 50% fair moderate R

a1 102 102 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei a0z 75155 70% good go0d

418 15 15 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ao1s asi0 40% poor moderate R

4190 3 3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3sid0 6050 5% fair moderate R

420 i i Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35125 78070 70% good go0d




+3 5
e N g 5
gz g . ) " 3
. | £3E 8 i 5 H . gg H H .
. 53 i S H 5 2% 2s - | & H fz W & % Rocord Notes on
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3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % &8 M =% $55E ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea Ssg eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Ce% ® g 8% 258 SE §% Ze3 5c 3 H 5529 §5 £z irrigation regime, etc.)
2| &% €588 ok = S - by - . | 393 28 s Fed 32 38 ggs HH ; & £352 5E 2%
5 | 88 £% sz % £ £ £ ¥ £ | 22% ££8 £g 23 %8 £8 55 g8 35 Ee §23 58 =3
E o3| 3a g2 | 2 £ £ g | & | @ |FE: g £5s 8 528 | 55 | fEs | 2Es | &2 is 8% | ge3f | & 3e
57 57 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3s2s s0150 50% fair poortomod
143 143 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3030 Tsi4s 0% fair go0d 9
201 201 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7020 7om0 70% good modsrate
26 26 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens To1e 6060 0% fair modsrate
29 29 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens esits 7m0 70% good modsrate
28 28 cost redwood Sequoia sempenirens 56120 75168 70% good modsrate
3 3 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 6020 4040 40% poor poor € x
20 20 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 60 S50 50% far poortomod | W
20 20 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi35 Tor55 6% fair g0 Codominant mainstems fork at 13 fct.
274 274 giant sequoia Metasequoia glyptostroboides: 75115 65/45 55% fair poor to mod Tree was limbed up.
279 279 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/45 4530 40% poor poor to mod w E 9
240 240 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/35 50160 55% fair poor to mod w
169 169 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60125 7560 63% fair good E E
? 293 293 giant sequoia Metasequoia glyptostroboides: 7512 35120 25% very poor poor E X installation of AD/ liw

a1 otise
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3z E2u £ Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
§s | 3% £ = = = - - | = |Exs (Genus, species) :z I8 g% §2 c2 s % I3 g »3 H- H 2 (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea £8ce 2E 3 £ £ £ £ £ | Co% ® g 8% 288 SE §% Ze3 5c g H 5529 §5 £z irrigation regime, etc.)
2| &% §§ < < S b b = e |39 HH H &4 3s s 82 H £ ] 582 £ is
3 | 8¢ 3 28 £ £ £ £ £ £ B2y £ 23 %8 £8 EEF] - 2 Eg LR 58 22
g £ 553 °F 5 ; = =3 -3 253 i £ 828 H £o ] £3 @ 1
£ | ed | 3288 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
? 311 311 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/45 4020 25% very poor poor w GR Roots severed during sidewalk replacement
20 | 120 350 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 65/18 75060 65% fair good 3 Diametars estmated,
27 27 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 60/30 3050 30% poor poor w 9
? 235 235 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/18 6030 37% poor moderate E Roots severed during sidewalk replacement
270 270 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75116 70170 70% good good X Crown raising pruning was performed to limb up this tree.
187 187 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/30 3535 35% poor very poor w w 1 Condition estimated prior to spring leafout.
212 212 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/45 5050 50% fair moderate 1 Roots severed during sidewalk replacement
Roots severed during sidewalk replacement . Wil need
312 312 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6045 605 53% fair moderate w s o oo
410 410 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7020 75160 6% fair good 5 Gable instalaton recommended.
215 215 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 70150 60% fair moderate w
154 154 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/18 50150 50% fair moderate N x
211 211 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 70115 75175 75% good good
175 175 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 6020 55150 52% fair poorto mod N
157 157 coast radwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7010 60160 60% fair moderate 3 Tree was limbed up.
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3z Efu 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% £5 52 ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s I3 F & 3@ @ S8 3 § g5 g8 K @ 3 28ES 5 2E
2 &% % < b S 5 5 b1 e | 3931 HT 3 Fed ] 22 ERE- HH H I £582 £ is
3% x = x M = = 889 g %8 £8 - LY. 3 2
g | 2E| £ I i H I B B £ 2 i H £ $§% | & sf | 238 | &: £ §8 | 3538 3¢ i
£ | e3| 2@ &f £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZEB: £ 288 && 328 g8 £s a2 & 35 B2 8322 gs 3L
a0 165 165 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 7010 6060 60% fair moderate Tree was limbed up.
450 155 155 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 70110 60150 5% fair moderate Tree was limbed up.
451 196 196 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50125 7055 60% fair good.
452 215 215 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/30 s0135 40% poor poorto mod 0102
453 15.0 15.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50110 10110 10% very poor. very poor
454 294 294 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/35 50140 47% poor poor to mod 12 Roots damaged.
455 77 77 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/18 30135 33% poor poor Roots damaged.
456 23 23 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6020 4035 37% poor poor 15
457 25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65735 5060 5% fair moderate
458 251 251 Shamelsoh Frainus ndei ass sa40 sswopoor | poortomos s Sk lfing o, Pioambarkdsardor.
459 319 319 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 75045 60/60 60% fair ‘moderate Roots damaged.
460 318 318 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/45 60/55 59% fair ‘moderate Roots damaged.
461 25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55140 50150 50% fair poorto mod 15
62 153 153 Shamel ash Fraxinus undei 4015 50040 45% poor moderate s
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35 E H : £ = = = = = = 2xa CGommon Name (Genus, species) 2 3 28 8%~ 8 g < E ] 38 S =3 .f- é 7 - B g WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG = SE £ £ £ £ £ £ 583 @ 3 83 288 35 §s Tg8 5c g H E5E2 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
o | & g3 ] FC) b Sg 8 35 85 588 £ 2 K £8%s £5 2z
2let 5% i50: | % % 1 |%|§ i T s EE O L AL R LA A i | £5§2 | it it
AN HEE R RS z 3:3 fs $3% | #f | PP 233 BE | i9 | 5% | g s | it H
£ e3 | 2¢& & & £ £ £ g g | & |%E: B 282 && 328 g8 £8 222 | f& a5 a2 83522 2= se
43 210 210 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s5i45 75060 70% good go0d Rools damaged
64 1 1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 esi4s 48% poor moderate 0ws
465 28 28 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6030 ssids 50% far moderate 1 Roos damaged
466 293 293 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/30 60145 50% fair mod to good 9
487 256 256 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/45 5030 37% poor moderate GR 3t010
468 246 246 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55/30 40140 40% poor poor Roots damaged.
469 252 252 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 40130 38% poor poor GR 12 Roots damaged.
470 277 277 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/35 45/35 40% poor poor
an 149 149 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4015 45045 45% poor poor
472 164 164 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5020 45/45 45% poor poor
s a5 a5 Sramlash — oo 7565 oot wd pana 0 Roots damaged
474 253 253 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/30 75160 65% fair good GR
475 287 287 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/45 7065 68% fair moderate Roots damaged.
476 152 152 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 3025 3510 38% poor poorto mod
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£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 N 8 g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG = SE £ £ £ £ £ £ 583 @ 3 83 288 35 §s Tg8 5c g H E5E2 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
g le:| “3ff c2 < S 5 5 5 | = |39 @ g se g&d 38 38 388 33 £ H £35% - %
£ 555 ) I $ 3 M FEEIE H : g3 33 £5 H 3 &% d g EH
red 283 22 3 £ £ £ £ | 58% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 3 £e g2%s 38 =3
g 5 553< 3 ] ; = £% -3 $5% i £ 23 H £o g £3 @ s &
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
x 139 139 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3520 2020 20%verypoor | very poor
169 169 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens aons s0550 50% far poor
x 2.1 2.1 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5020 oo 0% dead
131 131 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 018 asus 45% poor poor e
200 200 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 36125 asus 45% poor poor w
98 98 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3010 3020 269% very poor poor w
7 7 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei a6 s 50% fair moderate N R
159 159 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei a8 60150 5% fair moderate
17 17 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 3020 5555 5% fair moderate 3
23 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens sote o0 70% good moderate
219 219 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens sorte om0 70% good moderate
124 124 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei a6 s035 40% poor moderate N w3
89 89 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3020 55135 45% poor moderate
143 143 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3635 S5 47% poor poortomod | W w
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38 28 < Scientific Namo. 3 g H H Tz 5. z cH < . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
i< E F H e - - - - - FRNE b Common Name Pttt Ez H L H g : E HI 2 L & H i .z H . g_ WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (romoved, pruncd, deciing,
* | Ea EERTY CE £ £ £ £ £ £ Te¥ @ 3 Sz 288 25 g5 F33 5e 8 H g2sc? £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
g ;E §§- % < N 5 < - © 2937 §§§ ¥ Fed 3 Se S84 23 H o 322 52 e
) 32 s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g £ 553< °F ] ; = £% -3 253 i £ 23 H £o ] £ @ s &
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
x 93 93 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2012 020 27% very poor poor w w 8
01 01 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 25018 s035 40% poor poorto mod €
124 124 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3018 45/30 35% poor poor to mod w w
138 138 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3030 40140 40% poor poor
x 130 130 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei a6 26120 22% very poor poor w w 0w
x 79 790 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2512 3020 25% very poor poor 3
x 102 102 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3020 2530 20% very poor poor w w
ns ns ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 20120 50140 44% poor poor N 5 Fireblight infection.
X 40 40 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 96 0/0 0% dead
x 214 214 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens ssits oo 0% dead
x 190 190 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens ssits 15015 16% very poor very poor x Steep siope.
x 24 24 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens ssinz oo 0% dead x
6.7 6.7 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 1314 40140 40% poor poor s 5
99 9.0 189 oak species Quercus sp. 35/30 80/50 60% fair good s GR Steep slope
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3z E2u 2 £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
3s g2 £ = = = = = = | 2ys (Genus, species) 3 28 8% < §2 2 » F @& FE >3 o528 z X (removed, pruned, declining,
= | B2 ag gz 2 2 2 2 | g 2 £3% a g 8% S53 8< £% 2.3 T: g H G £ 32 iigation regime, etc.)
T |5 £335¢ &z e 4 82 H 5 R T8 H 8 H g82% 5 iz
ki ;E EE % - ~ - - - © 2.8 §§§ se L $2 48 LEu 3% 3 o EgeE @ E g3
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H €5 Eg gzl 52 =3
H £ £ eE H E = =2 sE g ge 2 228 g £o 3 F T 3
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 £33 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
23 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens S0 7o 70% good modsrate x Stosp sope
100 100 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 25/15 40140 40% poor poor E E X Fireblight infection.
X 76 76 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 18115 20120 20% very poor very poor N N X Fireblight infection.
109 109 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 2525 40130 35% poor poor N N X Fireblight infection.
X 72 69 55 196 ‘southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 2515 15115 15% very poor very poor N X
20 20 cost redwood Sequoia sempenirens co2s o060 0% good g0 x
144 144 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 20025 40/50 44% poor poor X Roots damaged on grade. Fireblight infection.
6.0 6.0 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 15/8 50130 37% poor moderate X X
56 56 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 18/10 40140 40% poor poor E X
44 44 southern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora. 18/6 40140 40% poor poor E X
105 105 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 25/20 30130 30% poor poor E E X Fireblight infection.
106 106 ‘evergreen pear Pyrus kawakamii 25120 30140 35% poor poor E E X Fireblight infection.
6.5 6.5 southern magnolia Pyrus kawakamii 1307 40130 30% poor poor to mod E 4to7
232 232 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5030 55/60 58% fair poor to mod w w Out of leaf. Overall condition verify in spring after leafout.
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H & H ciontfic Name i A g5 B z . z . al Status of Tre Over Time
HA E FH £ ~ ~ ~ - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus. species) z 3 28 8% 3 8§ g e E g 2 32 e »3 8 g ] g g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
g &% | 238% 52 = S 5 5 s s | 39% EP ce g&d 38 58 388 3% g H £33 i 3%
4 53 % x = = M = = 28 2 ) 23 =3 55 H ] 5 =3
red 22 22 3 £ £ £ £ £ | 28% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 3 Eg 523 38 =5
3 £ £ $8 H ES 3 = £2 §< 2§ ge 2 38 g 2o g 28 T 38
g ed | 3¢ g8 | ¢ 2 2 g |2 & |®FES g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
185 185 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/18 60/50 55% fair poor to mod E
40 40 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 15012 Tsi45 57% fair modsrate N N x
x 202 202 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei ssite a0z 265% very poor poor w
x 143 143 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3sie 1010 0% verypoor | very poor w s
X 140 140 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 4012 2525 25% very poor poor s s
106 106 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 400 78175 75% good go0d € x
6 6 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei a5 3813 35% poor poor w w
67 67 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 18112 65150 5% fair modsrate € x
62 62 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 20n5 7040 s6% fair go0d s s
14 14 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 25035 7060 6% fair modsrate x
127 127 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 3020 asias 45% poor poortomod | W w
104 104 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 3030 75165 73% good modsrate s x
02 02 Shamelash Fraxinus undei a0i18 so40 45% poor w s
23 23 Chinese om Uimus panviolia S04 65170 70% good modsrate se x
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H H H ciontfic Name i A g5 B z . z . al Status of Tre Over Time
£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG = SE £ £ £ £ £ £ 583 @ 3 83 288 35 §s Tg8 5c g H E5E2 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
g 82| “38% k| < S b1 3 - s | 39% ® o, o 25... 38 35 gs 3% L K] £552 e 2%
4 53 % x = = M = = 28 2 ) 23 =3 55 H 3 ] ug 23
red 28 22 3 £ £ £ £ | 58% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 3 £e g2%s 38 =3
3 £ s S8 H E = £2 § 5 53 22 2 $38 g £3 2 £3 [ z&
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
132 132 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3030 6060 0% fair modsrate
102 102 Chinese om Umus panviolia 4020 7060 70% good go0d € x
206 206 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 305 60150 5% fair g0
x 124 124 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3020 2020 20% verypoor | very poor
134 134 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 35 o055 0% fair modsrate € x
199 199 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 305 sods 50% fair poortomod
127 127 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 2530 75165 70% good go0d € € x
219 219 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei asias o515 0% fair modsrate R
125 125 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 3030 60150 s6% fair modsrate x
7 7 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 35125 S50 50% fair modsrate w w
152 152 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 05 ss130 34% poor modsrate s R s
144 144 Chinese om Uimus parviolia 405 7060 7% fair modsrate 3 € x
74 74 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 4030 75155 6% fair g0 w Tight orks at & fot,
12 12 Chinese om Uimus panviolia a0 7060 6% fair modsrate € € x

0 o156




- 5
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533 H H - 3 Eg £ H .
5 H H 5 s = H > & ] £ 5
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K H < cientific Name 2 g ig § - s z H . al Status of Troe Over Time
HA E FH £ ~ ~ ~ - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus, species) z 3 28 8% 3 8§ g e E g 2 38 e »3 H g 2 ] g g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
% | 5o Sse SE £ £ £ £ £ £ | Co% @ 3 Se 288 35 §c Fa3 5c g | H E522 g3 iz iigation regime, etc.)
) g3 H ® M H 5 38 2 H ER S 5 H H
g ;E I b+ < N - 3 o e | B0 8% =% F8d R 3g ER 13 H o EE 28 e
2 2F 28 £ £ £ H H £ 524 — £8 [ 23 28 €8 EEF] gg €5 Eg $23 38 =
Eleg| 385 | fF | & | & £ g | & | @ |FE: g £5s 8 528 | 55 | fEs | 2Es | &2 is 8% | ge3f | & 3e
ame asl axinus uhdei verypoor | very poor
x 125 125 Shamel ash s nd 4020 25025 250 w w R
16.0 13.0 290 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55/35 50135 38% poor poor to mod E 4 Diameters of mainstems estimated.
163 163 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 4530 es155 1% fair modsrate w
5 5 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei s030 75165 70% good go0d w
230 230 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 50135 40140 40% poor poor E E Diameter estimated
12 12 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 25125 6060 0% fair modsrate N N x
142 142 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3020 75165 70% good go0d w w
40 40 elm species Ulmus sp. 20110 7575 75% good good Tree out of leaf. ID not verified at time of writing.
X 98 98 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 2015 10110 10% very poor. very poor 0to 10
168 168 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3030 55160 59% fair modsrate 001 Vehic impact scar.
129 129 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei sorzs 3835 36% poor poor w w
138 138 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 38135 75170 73% good g0 N N x
159 159 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei sorzs 55150 S4% far poortomod | W
1s 1s Chinese sim Uimus parviolia 3030 esi70 6% fair modorate € x

0 orise




53 5
e N g s
Sz El g N 2 ° ]
. | £3E : i 5 H . gg H H .
. 53 i S H 5 2% 2s - | & H fz L, & 5% Rocord Notes on
38 28 $< Scientific Name 2 g H H Tz s, B cH A . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
HA E FH £ ~ ~ ~ - - - | 5ys Common Name (Genus, species) z 3 28 8% 3 8§ g e E g 2 32 e »3 8 g ] g g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG = SE £ £ £ £ £ £ 583 @ 3 83 288 35 §s Tg8 5c g H E5E2 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s 258 F & 3@ @ S8 3 § g5 Fge K @ 3 28ES 5 E
TR T < = S s 5 I s | 39% HH H Fed ] EH g8a HH H @ £582 b 2%
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 3 B8 8 R g 23 Eg gsig 52 =3
H £ g 5 5 E = =2 sE ¢5 g £ 238 g £ 3 F T =5
g ed | 3¢ g8 | ¢ 2 2 g |2 & |®FES g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
57 57 Chinese om Uimus panviolia 3030 70150 0% fair go0d N x
138 138 Shamelasn Fraxinus undei 3030 a0 3% poor poor N x
236 236 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 35/30 30130 30% poor poor N Bark beetle frass noted at root crown.
X 148 148 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35026 25120 23% very poor very poor w w
19.0 19.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata. 35026 45045 45% poor poor to mod
175 175 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/35 40140 40% poor moderate w w
X 162 162 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3015 2525 25% very poor very poor
18.0 18.0 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/35 75065 70% good good. w
135 135 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 3025 7065 68% fair good w
127 127 Shamel asn Fraxinus undei 18110 s00 40% poor modsrate w w x
27 27 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 56120 6060 0% fair modsrate x
36 36 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 56120 soits s6% fair modsrate 2 x
165 165 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soits 6050 5% fair modsrate x
6 6 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens ssi1s 6060 0% fair modsrate x
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38 Eed g iz Gommon Name Sciontic Namo F g 8 g3 I S i R I g% WLGA Note from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Timo
s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
T 5o | &2% gz £ £ £ 3 £ ] £ 5ot 23 33 285 %5 g5 T3 sE 2 H E52° §s iz irrigation regime, etc.)
Elez| 3% 53 001 | ¢ 2 PRI ¥ Y 3 Fed | E2 ) Jg | PR | 33 % | £382 | 3% £%
BEHIE! AR - i H £ s§F | Bf | B B33 | Fi | v | 5f | ig3f | it H
[ £ o <Lz ar [ [ [ [ [ [ <ET £ 2ES 3 320 38 £8 TWZ Fa @5 nZ 3} £ (-4 e
a7s 120 120 constrodwood Sequolasempenirens 3510 0o irepo0r maderate
570 w21 7 constrodwood Sequolasempenirens sa2s 700 0% 000 poor
577 276 276 ‘coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 50115 40/30 35% poor poor various
covnions
7o 74 74 constrodwood Sequolasempenirens sne s ot mderate
a9 7 7 constrodwood Sequolasempenirens sne o5 a5t i mderate
55 | oo w05 comstrodwood Sequolasempenrens a2 7575 75t 004 mderate x
25 | 10s 20 constrodwood Sequolasempenrens ans s a0t mderate x
a7 a7 constrdwood Sequolasempenirens 7005 a0 a0og00d oot x
83 83 ‘coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 3506 20/20 20% very poor very poor X Difficult to assess visually.
209 209 constrdwood Sequolasempenvrens 700 oses a5t i mderate x
ws | 73 52 constrodwood Sequolasempenvrens sons . o5t mderate x
23 23 constrdwood Sequolasempenvrens sons . a5t maderate x
10 10 constrdwood Sequolasempenvrens sone . o5t i mderte x
210 210 constrdwood Sequolasempenviens sonz oo a0t mderte x
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2 o £< 2 z 58 z s, z 3
3z E2u £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
H g E = = = = - - 23a (Genus, species) - 8 - _ s 2 38 I3 - 1 B eE {removed, pruned, declining,
2 83s - 32 ] - 8% 3 82 2 o 3 < H ] £ Z ] £a
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g 4 £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s 25 F & 3@ @ S8 3 § g5 Fge K @ 3 2 3 5 2E
g &z TE % = S = 3 - e | 39% ax = F8d g2 32 gda 13 H w £382 i e
BRI SEF | F 0 F o E o E i 2 553 £ s5} | B | B Bi3 | sf | It | 55 | igdf | i it
£ e3| 2@ &£ £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZE: £l 2Ee 88 328 e £S EES & 335 82 3382 gs 32
589 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 6012 65/65 65% far
590 205 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60110 3040 35% poor
501 212 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 55/10 50140 45% poor
592 250 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 608 25035 28% very poor
593 144 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 4010 3030 30% poor
594 181 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 5013 65155 50% far
25 (apical
595 192 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 25715 4025 30% poor 2 enca
5% 128 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 558 50/40 45% poor
597 210 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 35/10 o0 0% dead
598 195 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 506 30110 20% very poor Shear crack through the mainstem longitucinally.
599 270 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75025 65/65 65% fair
600 188 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 6508 50140 45% poor Ganker developing on frunk at 5 feet elevaion
601 255 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 7014 40140 40% poor
602 214 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 409 4030 35% poor
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3z E2u £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
H g E = = = = - - 23a (Genus, species) - 8 - _ s 2 38 I3 - 1 B eE {removed, pruned, declining,
= | 28 338 Se g g g z g g |E3? ] g3 53 82 P o § o a 3 g £egl H 5a moved, Prunec
| 52 S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ a8 8% EXF] 2% g3 P 5 2 gg £ 2 g5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
g I 5% 3 g 2 M < S 523 £ 88 z 334 3 2% g5 33 3 w I dg 23
BHIRH AR EE DR R EEER N B iic i $§§  8f | B | i35 | 5 g® | BE | iEir | = H
£ | e3| 2838 &f £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZEB: £ 288 && 328 g8 £s a2 & 35 B2 8322 gs 3L
603 173 173 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/15 25025 25% very poor very poor
604 167 167 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens so/12 2525 25% very poor very poor
605 66 66 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 357 2525 25% very poor very poor
606 264 264 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/18 2030 25% very poor poor Godominant mainstam fork at 20 foet
607 154 154 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 55/10 15120 17% very poor very poor
608 24 24 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/14 3030 30% poor poor
609 274 274 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7018 35135 35% poor poor
610 130 130 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 30 4020 28%verypoor | poorto mod
611 304 304 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75115 7070 70% good good Gankers on tunk at 6 ft.
612 80 80 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 2504 oo 0% dead doad
613 25 25 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75118 75175 75% good good
614 323 323 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 65/15 70170 70% good mod to good
615 154 154 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5010 50150 50% fair poor
616 204 204 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/11 55050 53% fair mod
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H ] 23 z H T 5. B %
3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
i3 | i8% E_ = = = - = | = |Z%s (Genus, species) % i3 g 52 . g2 33 g2 -2 5.2 3 28 (removed, pruned, deciining,
= | B2 ag gz 2 2 2 g | E | B |E2% @ 8 53 S53 8< £% 2.3 T: g H G £ 22 irrigation regime, otc.)
3 s I3 H F & 3@ @ S8 8 H g5 g8 £ @ K] £25% & 25
ki ;E §§ % - ~ - - - © 2.8 §§§ se L $2 48 LEu 3% 3 o EgeE @ E g3
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
3 £ £ o5 H E = £2 §< 2§ ge 2 228 g 2o g £ T 3
E o3| 3a g2 | 2 £ £ g | & | @ |FE: g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
1041 1041 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 259 esits 5% fair mod x
27 27 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7o 55160 56% fair poortomod x
125 125 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 450 so40 50% fair modsrate x
153 153 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 3s0 so40 50% fair modsrate x
126 126 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a1 s0150 5% fair modsrate x
234 234 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75115 5050 50% fair poor X
251 251 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 78015 S50 50% fair poor x
159 159 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens T2 so40 49% poor poor x
107 | 64 24 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens esi10 S50 50% fair poor x
196 196 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 6o 60150 s6% fair poortomod x
20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 78012 6050 5% fair poor x
x 144 144 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a8 2050 2% verypoor | very poor x
x 19 19 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a7 1010 0% verypoor | very poor x
120 120 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 3810 383 36% poor poor x
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3z E2u 2 £< Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
g B5s E_ = = = = = - | i3s (Genus, species) g3 ] g 82 .2 g 2 38 ce =3 £5sE g 2 (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea g5 CE £ £ < < £ < Se¥ .3 Se EXF] 2% g3 P 5c S g; Eses £5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
2188 | z:% 5% I ] 2 M FEIEIE FY3 z88 se 2L $3 =3 HH 3% 3] gu HiH g 23
3 £ SEEL S5 H H H H H 5 | 35% = £2 gE 258 gg 52 ] g5 0 ] £3 3o 38
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 £8 222 | f& a5 a2 83522 2= se
631 162 162 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 45/15 20120 20% very poor very poor 25
&2 155 155 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sone 400 35% poor poortomod %
=5 03 03 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a0 3813 35% poor poor
34 1s 1s coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sonz 20120 20%verypoor | very poor
65 184 184 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sonz 1010 0% verypoor | very poor
= 209 209 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens To1e 25125 25%verypoor | very poor
=4 138 138 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soits 25125 25%verypoor | very poor One of two mainstoms was removed at grade.
= 20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens so2s 75175 75% good mod to good
= 108 108 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 358 25125 25%verypoor | very poor Diffult o assess visualy.
60 211 211 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens T2 so40 40% poor poor
641 196 196 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens eonz 65155 0% fair modsrate
62 203 203 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 75120 s050 50% fair modsrate
3 2%3 2%3 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens To1s 60155 S6% fair modsrate
644 11 11 coast redwood ‘Sequoia sempervirens 55/12 50/50 50% fair poor
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3e 83s £ = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) i 28 8%~ &2 <2 s % 38 z€ >% Ee5E z X (removed, pruned, declining,
= | E2 EH Stz £ £ £ £ £ | E |£B2 a g 3 53 S3 £ 2,8 [ H H 5525 £y 3z irigation regime, etc.)
> | & 3 [ 3O @ o2 8 § 25 §gs £ 2 2 £2%53 K] 25
2 &% % b+ = S = 5 = e | 39% HT 3 Fed ] 22 ERE- HH H I £582 £ is
i3 I g 4 M 4 FERE ¥} 5 3 %3 H 3] g 5
T 5 £ 22 B E|EEE i : s i $3F | 8f | BE | iig | i: so | 5§ | ggdr | 3t 3&
[ X e ar IS IS IS [ IS IS <ET € 22 -2 320 38 F8 TaZ ra as nZ O3EZ ® £ LA
615 28 28 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 012 40135 39% poor poor
646 148 23 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 50/10 45120 27% very poor poor Srunk form a certain heighs.
647 315 315 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75125 8080 80% good good
648 49 49 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 2555 3030 30% poor poor
649 257 257 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/12 50150 50% fair moderate
650 24 24 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/16 50150 50% fair moderate
651 206 206 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7020 6040 5% fair moderate
652 159 159 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/16 4040 40% poor poor
653 160 160 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/10 2020 20% very poor very poor
654 205 205 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5566 3015 20% very poor very poor
655 250 350 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 70115 50150 50% fair poorto mod 3
656 273 273 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75115 6040 50% fair poorto mod 6
657 108 108 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 70115 asias 45% poor poor
658 308 308 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7018 30135 30% poor poor 4108
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3s g2 £ = = = = = = | 2ys (Genus, species) 3 28 8% < §2 2 » F @& FE >3 o528 z X (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
g &z | ¢388 cE < S b b 505 |39 % g Se g&d 38 kK ] 3% 5 H £35% EE] %
4 533 % x = = M = = 28 2 ) 23 =3 55 H ] 5 23
red 22% 22 3 £ £ £ £ £ | 28% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 3 Eg 523 38 =5
3 £ £e28 o5 H 259 = =2 sE ¢5 ge 2 228 g £o 3 28 T 3
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 228 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
x 100 100 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens asi4 o0 0% dead doad x
x 20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7ons 3020 25%verypoor | very poor x S-trunk form between 60 and 65 feet elevaton.
124 124 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 308 s050 35% poor moderate 2 x
7 7 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sons sords 50% fair moderate x
12 12 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soro s6150 50% fair poorto mod x
10 10 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sono S50 50% fair poor x
204 204 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 65/18 60/55 58% fair moderate X
209 209 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7025 40150 45% poor poor x
167 167 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens esite 40150 45% poor poor x
01 01 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a0 303 36% poor poor x
This tree has a PG&E guy strap around its trunk which
99 99 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 4017 30130 30% poor poor X may eventually girdle the stem, possibly causing loss of
‘stability within the stem cross section.
x 107 107 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 06 20120 2% verypoor | very poor x
x 7 7 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 06 25125 25%verypoor | very poor x
149 149 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soir2 so40 40% poor poor x
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£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
o | & 25§58 5 b @ 5, o8 3% 35 85 g2 £ @ K £353 £3 25
° 88 23 5% I ] 2 M FEIEIE FY3 588 se 2L g3 FH] 558 3% 3] 5e HiH is 23
8 £ £ TE 5 5 5 5 5 5 |25¢ = £2 sE 258 2% 5& 38 g5 14 s £35 & z8
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
22 22 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so25 3035 33% poor poor x
2 2 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55125 asid0 36% poor poor x
Aal
x 150 150 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so1s 2050 25% very poor very poor ot x
Various
166 166 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6518 3030 30% poor very poor various x
Atal
x 6 6 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65118 1010 10% very poor very poor ot x
134 134 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 60/18 45045 45% poor poor to mod E X
127 127 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei sorta 4030 36% poor poor 3 6 x
156 156 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 6025 s035 40% poor poorto mod 3 x
3 3 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 65125 asus 45% poor moderate 3 x
12 12 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei so025 as%0 3% poor poorto mod 3 9 x
X 187 187 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/30 25110 15% very poor very poor E E 5t06 X Possible destabilized root plate. High risk tree. Remove.
x 122 122 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 5020 15015 16% very poor very poor x
x 105 105 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 4520 15015 16% very poor very poor 3 3 x
40 40 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 1506 s050 50% fair moderate x
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£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
o | & £35¢ 25 T® - S 8 35 §5 T8 £ £ K £8%s £5 2z
£SE | 13 3 z $ : I8 i3 B Te eS| 2% 2% | 5% | %% 3 AR L I k- 22
s g2 £ £ £ £ £ £ | 283 £ 38 z H g 3; € 2 58 =3
] £ £ S8 H 4 = £3 $E 258 ag £ 3323 g £0 3 £ a z&
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
14 14 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45125 40135 37% poor poor to mod 3 3 x
a5 a5 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 208 7070 70% good moderate x
x 159 159 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 65720 10110 10% very poor very poor 3 3 x
49 49 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 1816 7070 70% good moderate x
x 108 108 Shamelash Fraxinus uhdei 35725 1515 15% very poor very poor 3 x x
25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 75135 65150 8% far mod to good 3 3 x
280 280 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 70140 65150 57% fair mod to good 3 3 9 x
213 213 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 70135 400 40% poor poor 18 x
283 283 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 70135 60/50 55% fair moderate E E X Roots severed with decay, on west side of root system.
29 29 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 75130 50150 50% fair poor to mod 3 x
23 23 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 75130 45735 43% poor poor to mod 3 R 1 x
82 82 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 28110 55160 5% fair poor to mod x
X 84 84 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 28110 o0 0% dead doad x
x 75 75 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 28110 o0 0% dead doad x
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3z Efu 2 £ Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 28 g3 H £ 3 ] 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
3s g2 £ = = = = = = | 2ys (Genus, species) 3 28 8% < §2 2 » F @& FE >3 o528 z X (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s 258 F & 3@ @ S8 3 § g5 Fge K @ 3 28ES 5 2E
TR T < = S = 3 e e | 39% 8% =% F8d EH 22 ER 13 H w EE b 2%
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
H £ £ o8 E E = £3 $E g5 a£ £ 383 g £0 3 £ a z
E o3| 3a g2 | 2 £ £ g | & | @ |FE: g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
¥ ¥ coast redwoo equoia sempenirens poor poor
82 82 dwood s 257 40140 0% x
x 81 81 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 257 10110 10% very poor very poor x
203 203 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 4020 40140 40% poor poor to mod x
x 13 13 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 308 o0 0% dead dead x
x 103 103 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 304 515 5% very poor very poor x
x 110 110 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 308 10110 10% very poor very poor 1 x
x 58 58 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 2506 10110 10% very poor very poor x
115 115 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 308 40140 40% poor poor x
x 42 42 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 204 o0 0% dead dead x
123 123 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 358 40140 40% poor x
x 13 13 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 4004 10110 10% very poor very poor x
84 84 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 3018 30130 30% poor poor X
14 14 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 356 40/40 40% poor poor X
X 73 73 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 3016 1515 15% very poor. very poor X
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* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
T |5 £335¢ &z ) 4 82 H 5 R T8 H 8 H g82% 5 iz
ki ;E EE_ % - ~ - - - © 2.8 §§§ se L $2 48 LEu 3% 3 o EgeE @ E g3
) 32 s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H €5 Eg gzl 52 =3
g S s < ; = 5% $E g iz £ EEX] H £o ] H z 5
£ | ed | 3288 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 £33 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
195 195 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sons ass 45% poor poor x
x 43 43 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens s o0 0% dead doad x
x 101 101 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 307 2020 20%verypoor | very poor x
x 70 70 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 204 o0 0% dead doad x
x 0 0 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens aons o0 0% dead dead x
x 01 01 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens so7 o0 0% dead doad x
x 153 153 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sonz 1010 10% very poor | very poor x
x 1s 1s coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens so10 2020 20%verypoor | very poor x
21.0 21.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 56/20 50140 48% poor moderate E E X
x 139 139 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens s019 15015 1% verypoor | very poor x
220 220 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55126 35/40 38% poor poor X
X 209 209 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 50025 30125 28% very poor very poor SE SE X
135 135 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soir2 aozs 30% poor poor x
x 128 128 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 4510 10015 3% verypoor | very poor 3 x
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3z E2u 2 £2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% £5 52 ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG Qe eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ |Se¥ o g 3s =85 25 g5 F83 55 2 H g2ssg £5 iz irrigation regime, etc.)
) s € 5 @ @ o8 8 § g5 Fge & @ K £25s & 25
2| 8% | <3 < < S 5 5 = e |39 HH H &4 R EH 82 HH H H 582 i %
i% I S 2 M FIEER-EE F Y 5 g3 =3 3 3] § H
AN HEEE R § | E |53 z i fs $88 il | EP | iiE 5 io 58 | 3gi3 3t H
£ e3 | 2¢& & & £ £ £ g g | & |%E: B 282 && 328 g8 £8 EE S £& a5 a2 8522 g= &g
729 90 90 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 05 6030 45% poor moderate
730 140 140 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens s019 s0550 50% far moderate Diffcut to assess visually.
731 147 147 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55125 25025 25% very poor very poor
2 3 3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5525 25025 25% very poor very poor R 7
= w2 w2 R JH—— 550 ans s oo o foaor
734 7. 7. Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45130 3135 35% poor poor Gircing roots. Roots damaged on grade.
- v v —— - so2s om0 wveyoor | vaypoon toar
736 191 191 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/35 2525 25% very poor very poor Various
elevations.
77 207 207 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56130 300 3% poor poor 2 Roots severed and damaged on grade.
738 207 207 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei s030 a0 40% poor poor R
750 27 27 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 65130 25025 26% very poor very poor
740 260 26.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45/35 65/50 56% fair good GR
741 245 245 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5030 40140 40% poor poor
742 272 272 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5030 50140 48% poor moderate Various
: : elevations
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3 ; E H : E_ = = = = = = 25 CGommon Name (Genus, species) 2 5 28 8%~ 8 g < E 2 -—S 38 g & >.—§ .f- é < i B g— WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
T 5a| &S5 gz £ £ £ 3 £ ] £ 5ot 2.8 33 288 2% g5 T3 sE 3 H E52° §s iz irrigation regime, etc.)
s ] M i 35 5 H 2 H £3%3 £
2z 5% 3 T R AR R R H : ELEI DA RS R i g58% | i EH
5 | 28| £8 ] £ £ £ z £ g | 524 - T3 §£ <53 Z8 £g 832 8¢ 26 Eg LR L =5
£ | ed | 322 &8 2 2 2 H g | 2 | %E: g £&e & 328 38 28 fz22 | 8% as 32 8582 g= SE
ame asl axinus uhdei n air moderate
3 301 301 Shamel ash s nd s00 sods S0t od
44 22 252 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 S0 45% poor moderate Roots pruned near mainstem,
745 142 142 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30120 3530 35% poor poor
a6 2.1 2.1 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so25 60550 5% far moderate
various
7 186 186 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6025 6030 38% poor moderate R arious
GR serious
748 217 217 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 s045 49% poor moderate R seroy
749 16.0 16.0 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50120 30130 30% poor poor
750 173 17.3 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5025 40/40 40% poor poor
751 158 158 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei ssi25 25025 25% very poor poor Gircing roots
752 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 56130 S5 50% fair moderate
753 108 108 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei s030 so5 49% poor poor
754 218 218 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 65125 ssid0 45% poor moderate R
755 201 201 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei ssi25 60550 55% fair moderate
756 181 181 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 6030 s05 49% poor poorto mod R
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38 28 < Scientific Namo. 3 g H H Tz 5. z cH < . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
£3 E i £ = = = - - | = |Exs Commen Name (Genus, species) :z I8 g% § g c E s I3 M »3 £d = H g H WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
* Ed = St £ £ £ £ £ £ [ a3 Sz =58 o= §t Ze3 5e -] 3 S529 Sy 2= irrigation regime, etc.)
3 s I3 H F & 3@ @ S8 8 H g5 g8 £ @ K] £25% & 25
ki ;E §§ % - ~ - - - © 2.8 §§§ se L $2 48 LEu 3% 3 o EgeE @ E g3
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g £03 °F ] ; = £% -3 253 i £ 23 H £o ] £ @ s &
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
168 168 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6025 4010 40% poor poor 8 x
x 103 103 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 25025 25% very poor very poor € € x
182 182 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6030 asi3s 35% poor poor 3 3 x
208 208 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6035 4030 35% poor poor 3 3 x
154 154 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50130 6035 40% poor moderate E E 8 X
7. 7. Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so35 3135 35% poor R x
x 25 25 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65135 15015 16% very poor very poor € 9 x
x 136 136 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5020 1010 10% very poor very poor 3 x
160 160 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei so2s 3030 30% poor poor 3 3 x
185 185 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei s030 a0 40% poor poor 3 3 R X
188 188 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 6030 3515 40% poor poor 3 3 x
x s s Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 56130 2020 20% very poor very poor 3 3 X Roots damaged on grade.
28 28 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei 65135 55135 40% poor moderate 3 3 serious dirding 15 X
163 163 Shamel ash Frasinus uhdei ssi25 300 30% poor poor 3 10 x
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s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
L | 56| &S5 SE £ £ £ £ £ £ | Co% a8 33 258 s g% 383 5c K H E5E3 - 2z irrigation regime, etc.)
g &z ©g % < < - 3 - e | B0 §§§ =% F8d 32 38 §8a HH £ = 382 28 e

i I $ 3 M FIEER-EE F Y 5 33 %3 £ 3] ]

T 5 £ HEE R RS : s i $3F | 8f | BE | iig | i: so | 5§ | ggdr | 3t H
£ e3 | 2¢& & & £ £ £ g g | & |%E: B 282 && 328 g8 £8 EE S £& a5 a2 8522 g= &g
m 161 161 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 sods 55 far moderate
2 338 338 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7520 700 70% good moderate
e 164 164 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6013 6060 60% far moderate
™ 185 185 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6015 75060 67% far moderate
75 107 107 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 306 60550 5% far moderate
76 2 2 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75025 700 70% good moderate
m 78 78 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 256 55135 40% poor moderate
8 288 288 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75025 700 70% good moderate
79 168 168 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens s 65155 60% far moderate
780 70 70 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 35 55135 45% poor moderate
71 216 216 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65115 600 47% poor moderate
72 a2 a2 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 36120 700 70% good moderate
783 20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8520 o0 70% good moderate
784 161 161 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 78015 70085 70% good moderate
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.| H E H u € - - - - - - | Eie Common Name (Genus, species) L 52 . H g : E H § ) sé >._§ H i o H e g_ WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removod, pruned, decining,
P e2 | €3g; | f: £ S| £ s s | s |39 2,8 g £35 3 3F | 1iE | 3% & is | i3E3 | & i% rgetonregime, i)
g 53 H 3 3 i PRI T e : £3 3 i ] 3 33 dg X
red 28 22 3 £ £ £ £ | 58% £28 £ 2% 28 £8 FEE) H 35 £e g2%s 38 =3
H £ £ S8 5 E = £2 S5 5 a£ £ 3323 g £0 3 £3 a F]
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B g N & 258 38 28 fz22 | 8% as 32 8582 g= SE
219 219 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens st 7m0 70% good modsrate x
130 130 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens s08 S0 40% poor poor w x
8 8 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens esi10 6035 40% poor poor w x
201 201 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sons 6060 0% fair poortomod x
234 234 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 80/15 7570 73% good moderate E X
195 195 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sone 78175 75% good modsrate x
A | sa 22 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7020 7060 6% fair 2 x
22 22 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 90120 7o 70% good modsrate x
219 219 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens To1s 65160 2% fair modsrate x
20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens soits so40 47% poor modsrate o0z x Apical stem spltout
20 20 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 8120 7m0 70% good modsrate x
455 455 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 90130 75175 75% good g0 x
148 148 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens e S04 47% poor modsrate x Supressed n shade
126 126 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens conz 6040 4% poor poor € 2 x
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i3 I g 4 M 4 $ 882 3 33 %% H 2 s

T 5 £ 22 B E|EEE i : iic i $8f | B | BE 233 | i $o | £3 | fEg3 | it H
£ e3| 2@ &£ £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZE: £l 2Ee 88 328 e £S EES & 335 82 3382 gs 32
799 26 26 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8013 7070 70% good moderate
800 218 218 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/13 65/65 65% far moderate
801 173 173 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5509 50/50 50% far poor
802 325 25 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 025 50150 50% far poor Diffcut to assess visually.
803 150 150 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 609 3030 30% poor poor
804 324 324 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 018 60/60 60% far poor to mod
805 130 130 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 5005 40140 40% poor poor Sirunk form
806 168 168 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 5010 60155 8% far moderate
807 124 124 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 6012 50155 53% fair poor to mod
808 245 245 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 90/20 40130 33% poor poor
809 110 110 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55/15 60150 5% fair poor to mod
810 150 150 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 758 10110 10% very poor very poor
811 56 56 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 306 40130 35% poor poor
812 282 282 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 80120 00 0% dead dead S trunk form
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gz 5 H g 3
g £ i 5 H £z H 2
5 $28 g 2 . H 2 > 28 H H 5
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H £38 22 g g 33 T s . T 5% H . ctual Status of Tree Over Time
3z | Efu RN Common Name Sclentilc Name = £ 23 1] H £ 5 -] 58 H 23 § i WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey v mranod doeiming,
s
g2 i A - - - = | 2 2 |E3s (Gonus, species) E 3 1] g8 | 52 2 2§ 33 H >3 z%s2 8 g5
-« | 22| 83% 5 2 2 z 2 2 2 |£3% & 8 §3 553 8z HH . T H g 5525 N 32 irrigation regime, otc.)
o | 52 €558 ] = = = < = s 307 N Se & 2s s ER-E 5 @ 2 £35%2 ] k)
£ %% 3% 5% I ] 2 M FEIEIE FY3 588 e 334 $3 =3 54 3% 3 u £E392 g 23
BEIE R R R i B ise £ s§F | Bf | B B33 | Fi | v | 5f | ig3f | it H
£ | RS 2283 &F £ £ £ £ £ £ | REC € Zde -4 326 38 £8 Taz L& a5 i 33£2 2z 32
x 133 133 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7ons 1010 0% verypoor | very poor x
x 24 24 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens as20 o0 0% dead doad x
x 90 90 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a5 o0 0% dead doad x
165 165 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens sonz so150 50% fair poor x
1o 1o coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 356 so40 3% poor poor x
254 254 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens. 80/18 60/60 60% fair moderate X
124 124 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 55/13 50140 45% poor poor X
23 23 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens so2s 55160 56% fair poortomod x
X 4s 46 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 303 o0 0% dead dead x
234 234 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 90/20 5050 50% fair poor 18 X
9 9 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 10015 s035 40% poor poor 70 x
23 203 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 10020 so40 40% poor poortomod 2 x
78 78 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 3018 40120 29% very poor poor. X
T 14 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens ssi12 60150 50% fair poortomod | E x Bow form trunk
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35 H < Scientifc Name 3 g 28 g Tz 5. z cH < . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
£3 E i £ = = = - - | = | Ezs Commen Name (Genus, species) 3 2% &= _ H g . E g2 38 se »3 - H e H WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removed, pruned, declining,
= | B2 a3 Sz Z Z Z B g £ |£2% @ g 83 553 S% 5% 2.5 5 g H 5525 £y 22 irrigation regime, otc.)
2| 8% 3fs k| = S s 3 b s | 39% Y e Fed EH 22 82 13 5 @ £352 2 25
] &g 283 22 H H H H £ £ 524 £8 g 23 w8 £8 g3e H 23 Eg gv‘gg 58 =
] £ SERE 3 ] ; = £% -3 258 i £ 23 H £o ] 53 T 3
£ 23| 2&3% £8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
x 107 107 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 3510 o0 0% dead dead x Bow form trnk
" " coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens s0i8 3030 30% poor poor 2 x
272 272 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 95125 700 70% good moderate x
152 152 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 406 4530 37% poor poorto mod 2 x
10 10 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens a0 300 37% poor poor sw x
130 130 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens a5t 60155 59t far moderate x
26 26 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7030 70085 69% far moderate 30 x
x 58 58 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 30 2020 20% very poor very poor se x
58 | 110 28 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8518 6050 5% fair poorto mod 2 x
x 98 98 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens a2 25125 269% very poor very poor s x
837 152 152 coastredwood Sequoia sempenvirens 4510 S0 45% poor poorto mod N
838 29 29 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8520 asus 45% poor poor
83 2.1 2.1 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 025 6080 60% far moderate
80 108 108 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 608 35135 3% poor poor
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Bz E2u S £ Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 2g 2 % 3 5 & 3% 58 5 2 - H S g WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time

s 83s £, = = = = = = 25 (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 2 2 38 M =% - z ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
* | Ea &8¢ eE 3 £ £ £ £ £ S} @ g Sz 288 2t 8% Zo3 5 2 H H 5 §5 2z irrigation regime, etc.)
g &z ] 5 - < - 3 - e | B0 §§§ =% F8d 32 38 §8a HH £ = 382 28 e

¥ 3 3 3 M x M 8% 3 33 €2 2 3 H

AN HEE R RS z iss £2 s | if | EE il 5 $o | Ef | s3f | z= 3&
£ | e3| 2@ &f £ £ £ £ £ £ | ZEB: £ 288 && 328 g8 £s a2 & 35 B2 8322 gs 3L
841 212 212 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 8013 60/50 53% fair poor to mod Sweep form trunk. Apical meristem appears gone.
42 272 357 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 015 7070 70% good moderate
843 108 108 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5504 10110 10% very poor very poor
844 164 164 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 80120 60/40 50% fair poor to mod
845 22 22 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 025 7070 70% good moderate
846 147 147 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens asi6 s0is 48% poor poorto mod
847 115 210 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 45/10 50150 50% fair poorto mod
48 230 230 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 90720 50150 50% fair poorto mod
849 205 205 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens s0/18 60150 5% fair poorto mod
850 183 183 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8015 55050 54% fair poorto mod
851 25 25 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 95725 65150 60% fair moderate Swoop form truk.
852 125 194 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 55118 60150 50% fair poorto mod
853 118 196 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 3118 1515 15% very poor very poor
as4 185 185 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7018 4035 38% poor poor
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38 H < Scientific Namo 2 g 33 § £ T s B % H . Actual Status of Tree Over Time
I E H u € - - - - - PR DN Common Name (Genus, species) 3 - HR H g : E H 13 sé o8 H i = H e g_ WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey (removod, pruned, decining,
% | Ea g5 CE £ £ £ £ £ £ Te¥ R Sz EXF] 2% §s P 5c S g; Esgs £5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
2158 ik 3% | 2 | 5|2 | % |8 |¢ |Bi: HH ie Fed | f2 0 38 25| 33 3 81 5iif | if 23
8 £ £ TE 5 5 5 5 5 5 |25¢ = §% 1] 2§ gg sE 223 g5 €8 3 £3 3a 38
g ed | 3¢ g8 | ¢ 2 2 g |2 & |®FES g £5e 58 228 38 | @#s | 2i2 | && i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e
151 151 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens Totg 56150 3% far poor to mod x
101 101 coast redwood Sequoia sempeniens 4519 4055 40% poor poor X
211 211 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 85125 55/50 50% fair poor to mod X
105 105 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 85120 60150 5% air moderate X
08 08 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens so10 4055 8% poor poor x Supressed n shade
22 22 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 8520 6060 0% air moderate X
250 250 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 9030 6060 0% air moderate X
206 206 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 8025 6060 0% air moderate X
as as coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 9020 78175 76% good good X
) ) coast redwood Sequoia sempeniens ssits 7065 6% ar moderate X
240 240 coast redwood Sequoia sempeniens sorts 6040 47% poor moderate w x -t orm. Aononmal ruk cosssecon tatis
s0 | 13 w3 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 95128 60150 s5%far moderate w s X
6.5 6.5 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 30/6 65/45 55% fair moderate X Supressed in shade
163 163 coast redwood Sequoia sempeniens sots 700 70% good moderate X

G2 or1se
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3z E2u 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
* | Ea S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 23 8% EXF] 2% §s 538 5 2 gg £5E3 g5 8= irrigation regime, etc.)
Eleg il 2 < S 5 5 - e | 3931 HH H H £ ] EH 82 HH H I £582 £ is
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 3 B8 8 R g 23 Eg 238 EE =3
H £03 °F 5 ; = =3 §z 25 i £ 828 H £o ] £ @ 1
£ o3| 3é& &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 228 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
160 160 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75/15 7060 68% fair moderate X
276 276 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 85720 75175 75% good good X
258 258 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 95725 75175 75% good good X
257 | 158 393 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 5020 6555 60% fair moderate 3 2
x 139 139 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/12 25125 25% very poor poor
105 105 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 30 35130 30% poor poor
1.1 1.1 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 45710 4040 40% poor poor
vl | "ALTERNATE LOT) 310 310 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75018 70170 70% good moderate
WEST" SURVEY)
i 237 237 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65118 65160 63% fair poor to mod X
e 192 192 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75015 65160 63% fair poor to mod X
i 28 228 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7518 65065 5% fair moderate X
i 205 205 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75018 65155 60% fa moderate x
v 208 | 119 327 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75018 6050 56% fair moderate 3 x
e 333 33 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 65120 6060 60% fair moderate x
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3z E2u 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
* | Ea S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 23 8% EXF] 2% §s P 5 2 gg £5E3 g5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
2158 ik 3% | 2 | 5|2 | % |8 |¢ |Bi: HH ie Fed | f2 0 38 25| 33 3 81 5iif | if 23
3 £ £ T8 5 5 5 H 5 5 | 55¢ = §% 1] 58 gg sE 23 g5 €8 3 £3 3a 38
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
Al Lot
Lot 14 14 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 30 30135 33% poor poor X
Al Lot
Lot 315 315 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens o0/18 60160 60% fair poorto mod w X
Al Lot
Lot 324 324 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 95725 75775 75% good moderate X
Al Lot
Lot 98 98 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 4506 3030 30% poor poor X
Al Lot
Lot 255 255 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75/18 65665 65% fair poorto mod X
Al Lot
Lot 200 200 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 85725 60155 59% fair poorto mod X
Al Lot N
Lot 153 153 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 4509 2525 25% very poor poor X
Al Lot
Lot x 169 169 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens so/12 o0 0% dead X
Al Lot
Lot x 205 205 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 65725 o0 0% dead X
Al Lot
a x 86 86 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 306 o0 0% dead X
est”
Al Lot
Lot 24 264 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75020 7070 70% good moderate X
Alt. Lot Botryspheria fungal infection noted as canker progression
Lot 183 183 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/12 40130 35% poor moderate X o ok Mot progyssaons ver e
Al Lot
West" 294 294 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 45/30 85/75 79% good good E E
Al Lot
West" 262 262 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 45/25 8030 50% fair good. E E 18

o orise
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§ H Efa H R Common Name (gzm :y::.::; E = £ 5 K H g g £ § i3 o2 B 2 o 5 5% WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey A:;'r:lo S:::;'THT:. ::I?;i:.:..
g . | 2z | 2 z 2 |z = |Z3e . i 3 tg < g & 5 | zts H £a moved, pruned, ]
= |22 %8, | 3z |z | Z H g 2| g |£32 5 8 &2 553 | S% £ | 2.3 | 5t 3 [ - N H migation egime,atc)

g ;E §§ % - S - < o e | B0 §§§ ¥ Fed R 3 ER 13 £ & HEEH i s

) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3

H £ g 5 5 E = =2 sE ¢5 g £ 238 g £ 3 F T =5

g ed | 3¢ g8 | ¢ 2 2 g |2 & |®FES g £5e 58 28 | 85 | s | 232 | B2 i ¢ | 8382 | & 3e

A Lot

AL Lot 96 96 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 2512 65160 64t far moderate x
A Lot

AL Lot 8 58 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 4515 6060 60% far poorto mod x
A Lot

AL Lot 14 14 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 4515 6040 50% far moderate x Sweep-form trunk.
A Lot

AL Lot 107 107 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6016 36135 35% poor poor x
A Lot

o 4 4 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 306 3535 35% poor moderate x
A Lot

AL Lot 05 05 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 3sn2 esids 50% far moderate x Mainstem spitout.
A Lot

AL Lot 17 17 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 4515 65165 65% far moderate x
A Lot

AL Lot 129 129 coastredood Sequoia sempenirens 65115 700 70% good moderate x
A Lot

Lot 17 17 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 55120 6570 6% far moderate x
A Lot

AL Lot 103 103 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 7020 700 70% good moderate x
A Lot

AL Lot 160 160 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 602 sods 50% far poor 3 x
A Lot

AL Lot 64 64 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 2510 700 50% far moderate 3 x
A Lot

AL Lot 270 270 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 7520 s0550 50% far poor x
A Lot

AL Lot 20 20 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 7518 65165 65% far poorto mod x

o5 or1se
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3z E2u 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
* | Ea S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 23 8% EXF] 2% §s P 5 2 gg £5E3 g5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
° 88 23 5% I ] 2 M FEIEIE FY3 588 e 2L $3 =3 558 3% 3 gu HiH g 23
3 £ £ T8 5 5 5 H 5 5 | 55¢ = §% 1] 58 gg sE 23 g5 €8 3 £3 3a 38
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
AlL Lot
o 204 204 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75120 7070 70% good moderate x
favine 255 255 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75018 60/50 5% far poor to mod x Siform trunk.
AlL Lot
o 202 202 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens s 7070 70% good moderate x
AlL Lot
o 25 25 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7018 5060 54% far poor x
AlL Lot
West" 14.8 148 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 75/16 55/55 55% fair poor X
AlL Lot
o 162 | 100 262 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 55716 7570 70% good moderate x
AlL Lot
o 15 145 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 45710 40140 40% poor poor x
AlL Lot
o 29 29 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8015 40140 40% poor poor x
AlL Lot
o x 172 172 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5004 00 0% dead x
AlL Lot
Lot 24 24 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 8oz 7070 70% good moderate N x
AlL Lot
W 215 215 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 45120 85/45 55% fair good. E E
est”
AlL Lot
W 17.8 17.8 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 45/18 70135 40% poor good E E
est”
AlL Lot
o x 22 | 91 213 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 5004 00 0% dead X
AlL Lot
o 124 124 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7010 60/50 5% far moderate N x

o6 or1se
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se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
* | Ea S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 23 8% EXF] 2% §s 538 5 2 gg £5E3 g5 8= irrigation regime, etc.)
Elet 51 b+ < S = 3 e e | 39% HT 3 Fed 2s 38 ERE- HH H w EE b 2%
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 3 B8 8 R g 23 Eg 238 EE =3
H 5 ] gE H b z =3 sE e53 a2 H g33 g £6 ] ] [ =5
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se

AlL Lot

o 208 208 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65714 65/65 65% far moderate x

AlL Lot

o 75 75 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 356 60/40 50% far moderate s x

AlL Lot

o 12 12 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 4518 50140 47% poor poor to mod s x

AlL Lot

o 187 187 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60110 70065 68% far moderate s x

AlL Lot

o 254 254 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75120 7070 70% good moderate x

AlL Lot

o 199 199 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 75018 7070 70% good moderate 3 x

AlL Lot

o 152 152 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65118 60/60 60% far poor to mod 3 x

AlL Lot

o x 142 142 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 558 515 5% very poor very poor x

AlL Lot

o x 85 85 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 305 00 0% dead x

AlL Lot

West" 235 235 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 55125 60145 50% fair moderate sw sw X

AlL Lot

o x 132 132 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens s 515 5% very poor very poor 3 x

AlL Lot

vt 202 202 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 7020 7070 70% good moderate x

AlL Lot

o x 60 60 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 305 00 0% dead x

AlL Lot

o x 153 153 coast redwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60110 2020 20% very poor very poor x
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g 333 §: z z z z |z =z |&sg enus, species £ 3 3] 8%s | 82 2 | 3§ | 82 5 33 el g £a romoved, prunsd, deciining,
* | Ea S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 23 8% EXF] 2% §s P 5 2 g; £5E3 g5 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
£%8 it ¥ 0z 0% 0% % g g i B iF Fed | E2 ) J3 | ERd | g3 3 81 5iif | if i3
3 £ £ T8 5 5 5 H 5 5 | 55¢ = §% 1] 58 gg sE 23 g5 €8 3 £3 3a 38
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
Al Lot
a 43 43 Shaml ash Fraxinus uhdei 2509 8585 85% good good X
st
Al Lot
Lot 204 204 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/12 40150 45% poor poor X
Al Lot
Lot 200 200 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75015 7070 70% good moderate X
Al Lot
Lot x 50 50 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 65/13 o0 0% dead x
Al Lot
AL Lot 26 26 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 65/15 60150 5% fair poorto mod X
Al Lot
Lot 7.1 7.1 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 60/13 7070 70% good moderate X
favine 194 194 coast redwood. Sequoia sempervirens 65/15 70065 68% fair moderate X ‘Sweep-form trunk.
Al Lot
Lot 17.0 17.0 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65/12 3030 30% poor poor X
Al Lot
Lot 78 78 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 305 3050 30% poor poor X
Al Lot
West" 230 23.0 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 1512 00 0% dead (STUMP) X
Al Lot
Lot x 122 122 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s055 oo 0% dead x
Al Lot
Lot 166 166 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 60/18 75775 75% good moderate x
Al Lot
AL Lot 25 25 Halian stone pine Pinus pinea 152 o0 0% dead x
Al Lot
West" 195 195 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 30120 60/30 40% poor good E E Severe lean.
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se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
% | Ea g5 CE £ £ £ £ £ £ Te¥ R Sz 28§ 35 §s 538 5c S §i f8E2 £s 2z irrigation regime, etc.)
Eleg il 2 < S 5 5 s s 39% HH H &4 R EH T HH H H £58¢ i %
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
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£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
A Lot
AL Lot 27 27 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens so1s sods 47% poor poorto mod x
A Lot
AL Lot x 87 87 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 2515 55 5% very poor very poor x
A Lot R
AL Lot 7 7 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens o8 25025 25% very poor very poor x
A Lot
AL Lot 250 250 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 65120 s0550 50% far poorto mod x
A Lot
AL Lot 1o | 138 278 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 5513 3030 30% poor poor 2 x
A Lot R
AL Lot 64 64 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens a0 55 5% very poor very poor x
A Lot
AL Lot 214 214 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6518 ass 45% poor poor x
A Lot
L 55 55 Shamel ash Frainus uhdei 2510 8560 65% far go0d s s x
est”
A Lot
AL Lot 215 215 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6018 3030 30% poor x
A Lot
AL Lot 13 13 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 3514 3030 30% poor x
A Lot .
AL Lot 40 40 Calfomia pepper ree Schinus molle 117 7575 75% good good
A Lot
AL Lot x 9 9 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens a0 o0 0% dead x
A Lot
AL Lot 165 165 coast redwood Sequoia sempenirens 55115 3030 30% poor x
A Lot R
AL Lot 188 188 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens S0 25025 25% very poor poor x
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3z E2u 2 €2 Common Name Scientific Name 3 = g 3 g3 H £ § 13 58 3 25 _ 5 og WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % 38 M =% Eegl ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
T | 5o | &Ss¢ eE £ £ £ < £ £ 5ot R 3z 284 35 HE 538 5c £ g; f8E2 £s iz irigation regime, etc.)
Eleg il 2 < S 5 5 = e |39 HT 3 Fed ] EH 82 HH H I £582 £ is
) s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H LY. Eg gzl 52 =3
g £03 °F 5 ; = =3 -3 253 i £ 828 H £o ] £ @ 1
£ | ed | 322 &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
Al Lot
Lot 68 37 105 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35714 8570 75% good good X
Al Lot
a 2 15.1 15.1 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 35 o0 0% dead X
st
Al Lot
a 56 56 Shaml ash Fraxinus uhdei 35712 75775 75% good good X
st
Al Lot N
Lot 92 92 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 08 515 5% very poor very poor X
Al Lot N
Lot 77 77 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s5/18 2020 20% very poor very poor X
Al Lot
Lot 22 22 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65720 65665 65% fair moderate X
favine 185 185 coast redwood. Sequoia sempervirens 65120 40140 40% poor poor X Apical meristem has been split out.
Al Lot
Lot 104 104 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 65720 75775 75% good moderate X
Al Lot
Lot 22 22 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 65/16 65665 65% fair moderate N X
Al Lot
Lot 106 106 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s5/12 70065 68% fair moderate X
Al Lot
Lot 103 103 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s5/12 65665 65% fair moderate X
Al Lot
Lot 26 26 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 0015 7070 70% good moderate X
Al Lot
Lot 28 28 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/18 60160 60% fair poorto mod X
Al Lot
Lot 205 205 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 018 60160 60% fair poorto mod X
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5% o H 5
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223 2 2 3 ax H E -
5 $5: £ L 5 2 H z e i H i~
£ 4 H a6 g 5_ 2% 2o = & _ H §§ _ H & E’"’ Record Notes on
32| £2d : €2 Common Name Sciontific Namo g - H ] 83 I £y 83 5 i _ | s 81 WLGA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey ActualStatus of Tree Over Time
se g85 £ = = = = = =z | Eyo (Genus, species) ] 28 28 82 2 z % &8 M =% =528 ] 3] (removed, pruned, declining,
x| EG g8 ¢ 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ |Set 28 $3 28§ 35 §s ERS 5e S 55 ] 2 £3 2z irrigation regime, etc.)
g ez €3 % < N 5 3 - © 20% 2R S Fed EE] Se S84 23 o H 2 52 39
5 28| @ £z ¢ i i HEREEEE ~ £28 g sy | if | EE | Fsz | if 3z gz | 823 58 28
£ | RS EES &F £ £ £ £ £ £ | REC € Zde -4 326 38 £8 Taz L& a5 i 33£2 2z 32
AlL Lot
a1 | A Lot 200 200 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/18 75775 75% good moderate
AlL Lot
og2 | A Lot 200 200 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 0015 45140 43% poor poor
AlL Lot
g3 | AL Lot 162 162 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/15 60160 60% fair poorto mod
oo | AL Lot 230 230 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 0018 65665 65% fair moderate Swoop-form trunk.
AlL Lot
oo | AL Lot 28 28 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 0018 asias 45% poor poor
AlL Lot
o8 | A Lot 220 387 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 0018 asia5 45% poor poor
AlL Lot
g7 | A Lot 192 192 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s5/12 60150 5% fair poorto mod
AlL Lot
ops | A Lot 267 267 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens 0015 asia5 45% poor poor
AlL Lot
g9 | A Lot 102 102 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 35712 60150 5% fair moderate
AlL Lot
900 | A Lot 273 273 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens s0/16 60160 60% fair poorto mod
AlL Lot
991 "West" 25.0 250 coast redwood Sequoia sempervirens 8017 45045 45% poor poor
AlL Lot
oo | At Lot 205 205 coast recwood Sequoia sempenvirens s0/18 45150 48% poor poorto mod
AlL Lot
903 | At Lot 207 207 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 75012 3050 30% poor poor
AlL Lot
04 | A Lot 333 333 coast recwood Sequoia sempenirens 60/18 45155 50% fair poorto mod
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53 N 3 5
8z 2 H Zs.3 g ; 5 g_ 2 H
s 428 g §ERES & H ] N eg H - -
<s £33 H ag o Eie £ 5 2% s s & _ H gg _ Z. & EE Record Notes on
§ 2 Esu g €2 23H Common Name (2 ame 3 - BN 23 g H H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey ‘:""" Satus of 0 Over ime
. | 2| &% §: | = | 2 z 2 |z |z |Ee $8:2 onus, species E] 3 8to | 82 2 |5 5| 8E 5% 5% | gesE | 2 £3 romoved pruned, decining,
T E5 | £93%. gz £ £ £ £ | £ | £ |5&% gfe a § 83 253 Ss e EPY 5 KK H i8%s ) 3z irrigation regime, etc.)
Fot) ids b} < S 5 5 s s 39% E HY =3 &4 28 38 T HH $s H £58¢ i %
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
g 3 3s5% I3 2 £6% e g3 g 258 a5 £ 523 g 34 3 £3 a 5
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
A Lot
a05 | ALl 164 161 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 602 36135 35% poor poor x Strunk form.
A Lot
906 | ALLot 168 168 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 65116 ssiss 55 far poorto mod x
A Lot
o7 | ALLol 9 9 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6514 6060 60% far moderate a5 x
A Lot
o0 | ALt 211 211 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 65115 65165 65% far moderate x Srunk form.
A Lot
909 | ALLol 23 23 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 65118 6060 60% far poorto mod x
A Lot
1000 | Al Lot 120 120 coastredwood Sequoia sempenirens 6016 65165 6% far moderate x
oo | At r r comtrotwood | Seqiiasempenins s o0 s | porimos x
oz | At o e comtrotwood | Seqiiasempenivens s w0 s o x
o | At s | mo | s 5 cotrotwood | Seqiiasempenivns s oo | moss x
o | At w07 207 comtrotwood | el sempenivns _—_— s s e " x
o | At 0 0 JUPUWIUE [ — e s wipor | s x
o | At 207 207 comtrotwood | el sempenivns _— - apoor e x
o | At e e comtrotwood | Seqiiasempenivens on - apoor e x
oo | At s s comtrotwood | Seqiiasempenivens —_— o coar | poriomes x
(Ao, s " IR S — - w0 W | vrypo x J—
oo A, v wr IR S — o5 a5 epor | vrypo x
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53 5 H g
8z 2 H Zs.3 g ; 5 g_ 2 H
N 223 2 SERE: & H £ - eg s ] =
5 £5 g £ Eg 5 2 e H g 3~
Se §3% 3 L) = Sﬁe H s BN 2% = & _ s §§ _ . & H Record Notes on
3s £ea g BN g§5% 02 Common Name S lame 3 - BN 23 g3 H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of reo Over rme
. | B2 g3s E_ = = = = = s | &3 Feoef? (Genus, species) ] 28 a%s §2 2 » F * g 3% 2% tegE z £a (removed, pruned, declining,
% | §a £2s5e eE £ £ £ < £ £ |Se¥ 2% R 82 28§ 35 S5 F33 5 cE K £seg £3 Bz irrigation regime, etc.)
Eleg g1 24 < S 5 5 = e |39 g5 b H Fed 3s 38 ER HH 53 I £582 £ is
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
g 3 3§8% oF 2 £6% e g3 s 258 a5 £ 323 g 44 -} £35 a 8
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
At Lot Chain around trunk s girding the res, and must be
1orr | A Lo ? s s cosstredwood Seauola semperiens asts 2525 amverypoor | verypoor x . ASAP i order 1o avod e
e ‘compromised.
To12 | At Lot 217 217 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 7018 60160 0% fair poorto mod x
To1a | At Lot 24 24 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens 75718 3030 30% poor poor x
A A 1 1 constrodwan | Soquoseperins o8 2020 2otveyponr | vrypoor x
o Al s 4 constrodwan | Soquoseperins s 2525 O x
To1e | At Lot 165 165 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens 7016 4035 38% poor poor x Apical meristem deflected off rom vertical
o Ao, 1 w1 constrodwan | Soquoseperins sns w020 O x
To1s | At Lot 169 169 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 5516 3020 25% very poor poor x
To1g | At Lot 25 25 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 75018 65775 70% good moderate x
A o o costrodwan | Soquoseperviens - w020 wveponr | poor x
1021 | At Lot 97 97 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens asi2 75055 65% fair moderate x
1022 | At Lot 210 210 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens s5113 350 38% poor poor x
1023 | At Lot 29 29 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 75720 55065 0% fair poorto mod x
102a | A Lot 177 177 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 6014 6065 65% fair moderate x
1025 | At Lot 88 88 coast redood Sequoia sempernirens 3110 6045 53% fair moderate x
1026 | A Lot 165 165 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 4010 60160 0% fair moderate x
1027 Alt Lot 206 206 t redwood Se 65/14 70170 70% good 10derate X
A Lot coast recoo eaquoia sempenirens % g moderate
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8z 2 H Zs.3 g ; 5 g_ 2 H
s 428 g §ERES & H ] N eg H - -
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Se §3% 3 L) = Sﬁe H s BN 2% = & _ s §§ _ . & H Record Notes on
3s £ea g BN g§5% 02 Common Name S lame 3 - BN 23 g3 H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of reo Over rme
. | B2 g3s E_ = = = = = s | &3 Feoef? (Genus, species) ] 28 a%s §2 2 » F * g 3% 2% tegE z £a (removed, pruned, declining,
% | §a £2s5e eE £ £ £ < £ £ |Se¥ 2% R 82 28§ 35 S5 F33 5 cE K £seg £3 Bz irrigation regime, etc.)
Flez) s e = S 5 5 - e | 3931 g5 b H Fed 3s 38 ER HH 53 I £582 £ is
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
H £ gEEL 1] H 55¢ . £2 I+ 253 ge £ 238 g £o 3 £3 & £
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
1028 | A Lot 188 188 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 6014 s5045 50% fair poorto mod x
A 104 o4 constrodwan | Soquoseperins oo 2020 wokverypoor | verypoor x ot sem s s
o Ao, s s constrodwan | Soquoseperins w0 s Shvepoor | voypoor x
T A 210 210 constrodwan | Soquoseperins w0 s Shvepoor | voypoor x
1032 | At Lot 207 207 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 7018 5540 47% poor poortomod w0 x
10ga | A Lot 185 185 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens s5113 65/65 65% fair moderate x
10sa | A Lot 28 28 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 7015 700 70% good moderate x
1035 | At Lot 17.0 170 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 75014 70135 50% fair moderate 9 x
1036 | At Lot 304 04 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 85725 75775 75% good good x
10a7 | At Lot 23 23 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8015 7060 6% fair moderate x
1038 | At Lot 220 220 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 015 60150 55°% fair poorto mod x Apical stem missing (blown out).
1039 | At Lot 259 259 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 90720 700 70% good moderate x
Toag | At Lot 454 454 coast redood Sequoia sempernirens 8020 7067 70% good moderate s x
Toat | At Lot 201 201 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8015 7070 70% good moderate x
Toaz | A Lot 175 175 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8010 7060 65% fair moderate x
Toag | A Lot 365 365 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8518 7570 73% good good x
1044 Alt Lot ? 15 15 t redwood Se 6017 20120 20% X
o coast recoo equoia sempenvirens very poor very poor
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N 223 £ s5Rss 3 _ g £ > L1 H H =
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3s £ea g BN g§5% 02 Common Name S lame 3 - BN 23 g3 H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of reo Over rme
. | B2 g3s E_ = = = = = s | &3 Feoef? (Genus, species) ] 28 a%s §2 2 » F * g 3% 2% tegE z £a (removed, pruned, declining,
T | Ea | 8S:e &z £ £ £ £ £ £ Lg% 28z a3 83 X 35 e T 5 22 H g82% £s iz irrigation regime, otc.)
ki ;E EE_E 33 - ~ - - - © 2.8 ss §§§ ] Fau £32 48 LEu 3% 33 o EgeE @ E g3
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
g 5 5558 g5 H 558 = 33 g3 358 £z & 233 g 59 : £3 a &
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
Tos | A Lot a7 a7 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 013 7060 63% fair moderate 3 x
Top | At Lot 278 278 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 012 65150 57% fair moderate 3 o x
toa7 | At Lot 210 210 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens 8012 7060 68% fair moderate 3 x
Toag | A Lot 12 12 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens 6012 7060 67% fair moderate 3 x
Toag | At Lot 439 439 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 018 700 70% good good 3 x
1050 | At Lot 28 28 coast recood Sequoia sempernirens 8012 7060 68% fair good w x
1051 | At Lot 274 274 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 012 7060 70% good good w x
1052 | A Lot 26 26 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 8012 7060 64% fair good w x
1053 | At Lot 22 22 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8012 7050 64% fair good s x Located on steep siope. Possible stabiy ssues?
1054 | A Lot 26 26 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8010 7050 65% fair good s x Located on steep siope. Possible stabily issues?
1055 | At Lot 278 278 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8013 7050 67% fair good s x Located on steep siope. Possible stabiy ssues?
1056 | At Lot 259 259 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 8012 55060 57% fair poortomod x
1057 | At Lot 270 270 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 75015 7070 70% good good x
10ss | At Lot 207 27 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 75018 700 70% good good x Sirunk at d-feet elevation
109 | A Lot 203 | 220 513 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens sor1e 7060 68%fair  |moderate to good 2 x
1050 | ALt x 76 76 white alder Alnus rhombifolia 187 3010 20% very poor poor x lower trunk X
1061 | A Lot 195 195 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 6012 70055 63% fair good w x S-trunk form between zero and 15 feet.
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3s £ea g BN g§5% 02 Common Name S lame 3 - BN 23 g3 H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey Actual Status of reo Over rme
. | B2 g85 £ = = = = = = | 233 Feoef? (Genus, species) i 28 8%~ &2 2 3 % a8 5 >3 e s 7 e (removed, pruned, declining,
T | 52| &£35¢ ez £ £ £ £ £ £ |303% gLz 2,8 3e ] 35 g3 T8 5 £ H £eE8 £s gz irrigation regime, etc.
g ;E gg_g 54 < < b < - © 23 Ss §§§ ] Fau £2 42 Sen 33 33 o -+ EE &£ g2
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
g 3 3s5% I3 2 £6% e g3 g 258 a5 £ 523 g 34 3 £3 a 5
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
1062 | At Lot 99 99 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 4509 70065 70% good good s x
1063 | A Lot 104 104 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 6012 70065 68%fair  |moderate to good x
1084 | AL 122 122 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35130 50050 50% fair poor to mod w x
1085 | At 120 120 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35125 80160 67% fair good sw sw x
At Lot Requires endweight reduction pruring. Note trur
1086 | ALt 22 22 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 3040 7505 58% fair good s 4 R s o
At Lot Roquires endweight reduction pruring. Note trur
1067 | At 257 257 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 25735 6540 s2% fair moderate s s 6 R e o
At Lot Roquires endweight reduction pruring. Noto trur
1068 | A 1! 26 26 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 3035 75060 6% fair good 12 R s o
At Lot Requires endweight reduction pruring. Noto truri
1069 | At 22 22 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 3035 75060 68% fair good N 18 R o
170 | ALt X 154 154 Monterey pine Pinus radiata 2020 3020 25% very poor poor s 1 x
171 | ALt 20 20 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 2518 35040 37% poor. poor x
1072 | ALt 83 83 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 25015 40125 33% poor poor w x
1073 | ALt 89 89 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 25120 4040 40% poor poor x
107 | ALt 82 82 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 25120 4040 40% poor poor x
1075 | ALt x 76 76 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakami 16113 25125 25% very poor very poor w x Fireblight infection
1076 | ALt x 88 88 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakami 2020 25125 25% very poor very poor s x Fireblight infection
1077 | ALt 129 129 evergreen pear Pyrus kawakami 30130 3040 35% poor moderate x Fireblight infection
1078 | ALt a2 a2 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 2225 65160 63% fair moderate x
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. | B2 g3s E_ = = = = = s | &3 Feoef? (Genus, species) ] 28 a%s §2 2 » F * g 3% 2% tegE z £a (removed, pruned, declining,
| Ea FEEES CE £ £ £ £ £ £ Se¥ 2EE R da 285 25 S5 F33 5 e g; £5E3 £5 8= irrigation regime, etc.)
SSE | pis: 33 I Bl 2 M e FEER Y] ss z88 e 334 3 i g5 33 33 w ESFE &g g2
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 3 B8 8 R g L5 Eg gsig 52 =3
H £ gEEL eE 5 259 . £2 I+ 253 e 2 228 g £6 3 £3 & £
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
1079 | ALt 67 67 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 18115 65155 60% fair moderate x
1030 | ALt 85 85 honey locust Gleditsia triacanthos 25120 65160 63% fair moderate x
1081 | At Lot 108 108 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 3040 8070 75% good good 3 Wil need enduweight reduction pruring if retained.
1082 | ALt a28 a8 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 36120 80160 67% fair good s 15 Willnoed endweigh reduction pruning i retained. Note:
"West" measured at 2 feet elevation.
10sa | At Lot 221 221 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 300 8065 69% fair good N N Willneed endweight reduction pruning if retained.
1084 | A Lot 29 29 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 25725 7505 55°% fair good s 4 Note: measured at 3 feet elevation
1085 | A Lot 184 184 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 2030 80150 65% fair good s 4 Note: measured at 3 feet elevation
106 | A Lot 175 175 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 3025 8065 75% good good Sirunk form.
1097 | ALt a4 a4 (dead standing tree) (dead standing tree) 13 o0 0% dead x
1088 | A Lot 70 70 65 205 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 25/10 8080 80% good good x
1080 | At Lot 75 75 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 25710 8080 80% good good x
1000 | At Lot 45 45 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 1818 8080 80% good good x
t001 | A Lot 125 125 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 3010 700 70% good good x
1002 | A Lot a7 41 88 coast recood Sequoia sempenirens 2013 8080 80% good good x
1003 | At Lot 57 53 110 coast redood Sequoia sempernirens 2512 8080 80% good good x
100a | A Lot 134 134 coast redood Sequoia sempenirens 3o 7060 6% fair moderate x
1085 | ALt x 420 420 Halia stone pine. Pinus pinea 25730 800 20% very poor good Trunk diametor estimated, Troo has faied structurally, and
"West" is lying on the ground.
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Se §3% 3 L) = Sﬁe H s BN 2% = & _ s §§ _ . & H Record Notes on
§ 2 Esu g €2 23H Common Name (2 ame 3 - BN 23 g H H £ 3 £ 58 3 28 _ H 4 WLCA Notes from Spring 2015 Survey ‘:""" Satus of 0 Over ime
. 22| 23: §: |z |z | z : g | @ |gze $i: enus. species ;3 is d%g | 82 | 2 |3 5| 44 3% 5% | TgeE | % £a (emeved, prined, declining,
* | EB S5 2E £ £ £ £ £ £ |Set 22 28 $3 28§ 35 §s 538 5 cE 55 £5%2 £3 2z irigation regime, etc.)
Flez) s e = S 5 5 - e | 3931 g5 b H Fed 3s 38 ER HH 53 I £582 £ is
) TF s H H H H £ H 224 £ 23 %8 £8 R H 25 Eg gzl zS =
g 3 3s5% I3 2 £6% e g3 g 258 a5 £ 523 g 34 3 £3 a 5
£ |3 | 338% &8 £ £ £ g g | F 3B £ B £5e 82 328 38 g8 | #as | 8F a5 82 | 83522 2= se
1006 | A Lot ate ate Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 25725 80i55 64% fair good N N Trunk measured at 2 feet sevation
1007 | At Lot x 12 132 wip tree Liiodendron tupifera a0z 25025 25% very poor very poor x
o | Al 128 128 wiptee Undendton il 2510 a0 — ooor x
100g | A Lot 279 279 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 36145 8si55 70% good good sw sw 2 Neads endweigh reduction pruning.
Alt. Lot | Trunk diameter estimated. Tree has failed structurally, and
1100 | ALt 260 260 Halian stone pine: Pinus pinea 2035 o0 0% dead PRty
- s ,
diameter planter areas, due to their root development
having been severely restricted in terms of lateral
extension. The root plates of many of these trees appear
to be failing. There is visible girdling root formation directly
Alt. Lot resulting from the lack of open soil planting area width,
. v
1101 West" 18.9 189 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 4030 80/50 50% fai good NW NW ‘which has now resulted in the root plates remaining very
limited in extension. Once the trees' canopies become
extended with heavy endweight, those load forces act on
the small diameter root plates, which then causes the
trees' root plates to rotate and push up out of the ground,
Al Lot ‘Same as notes' for ree #1101. Trunk diameter measured
1102 West" ? 383 383 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 40128 80147 50% fair good. sw sw ‘at 1 foot elevation.
Al Lot ‘Same as notes' for ree #1101. Trunk diameter measured
1103 West" X 247 247 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 30125 60/0 10% very poor good. s s ‘at 2 feet elevation.
Al Lot ‘Same as notes' for ree #1101. Trunk diameter measured
1104 West" X 28.0 28.0 Italian stone pine Pinus pinea 20120 00 0% dead at 2 feet elevation.
Al Lot . Recommend remove one of two codominant mainstems
115 | AL Let 50 45 95 fiver rod gum Eucalyipus camaldulensis 3010 905 60% fair good 1 x remove one of two codomina
1108 8.0 8.0 ‘souithern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 2016 50150 50% fair ppoor to mod X Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
1107 6.8 8.8 ‘souithern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 2016 50150 50% fair ppoor to mod X Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
1108 9.0 9.0 ‘souithern magnolia Magnolia grandifiora 23120 55/55 55% fair ppoor to mod X Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
1109 X 418 418 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/60 80/60 73% good good E X from recent curb
1110 X 105 105 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35120 30130 30% poor poor. w X ar 6 X from recent curb
mn X 147 147 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40120 30130 30% poor poor E X ar 10 X from recent curb
1112 X 266 266 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 65/35 60/60 60% fair moderate sw ar X from recent curb
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High isk situation: Split "hanger imb noted at 35 feet
3| x 335 335 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 7070 65155 60% fair moderate 35 or elevation on north side of canopy needs to be removed.
sk!
114 192 192 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35135 85165 75% good good s s
(monitor the . .
1115 girdling root 29 29 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 35135 80/30 45% poor good E E serious girdiing Roots damaged on grade. Note severe girdling oot
il oot siuation.
1116 242 242 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4040 80/55 65% fair good or Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
17 u7 u7 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 45140 4030 35% poor. poor E "‘L‘;ﬁz‘;‘“ Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
1118 230 230 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55140 60/50 55% fair moderate w w Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities.
Rools damaged on grade from mowing activies.
1119 x 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 4520 18115 15% very poor very poor o Recommend remove lree due to very poor overall
condiion
1120 267 267 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 50140 75065 70% good good N 3 Roots damaged on grade from mowing activies.
1121 107 107 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei s035 8065 76% good good w w Roots damaged on grade from mowing activies.
Roots damaged on grade from mowing aciivies. Vehicle
122 214 214 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 6035 40140 40% poor poor w o2 collsion caused damage to trunk between zero and 2 feet
Jevation.
1123 185 185 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 55130 65155 58% fair moderate w or Roots damaged on grade from mowing activities. Root
plate upper surfaces are exposed.
1124 155 155 Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 30118 40130 38% poor poor w o Roots damaged on grade from mowing actiities. Root
plate upper surfaces are exposed.
125 138 138 ‘Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 40120 5030 40% poor moderate w s serious girdling Roots damaged on grade from mowing. Note severe
root girdling root situation.
Notes:
1. On-site survey pe ith at least one (1) mainstem measuring greater than or equal to 4 inches diameter at 4.5 feet above grade.
2. Trees were tagged with professional grade round-shaped aluminum tags numbering *1" through "999". For alternate lot west, and for N. Wolfe Road median trees, the tag run went over #999, which is the cutoff point for round tags. Tags numbering #1,000 and above are  racetrack-shaped.
3. Heights of some trees were measured using a Nikon 550 Forestry Pro hypsometer. Diameters of all trees were measured at 4.5 feet or at a narrow point, using a forestry D-tape that converts circumference to an average diameter.
Protection and Maintenance Specifcations:
IRPZ: Root protection zone fence, chain link, with 2" diameter ron posts driven 24" nto the ground, 6 to 8 feet on center max. spacing.
RB: Root buffer consisting of wood chip muich lan over existing soi as a 12 inch thick layer, overlain ith 1 inch or greater plywood strapped together with metal piates. This root buffer or soi buffer shouid be placed over the entire width of the construction corridor between ree trunks and consiruction
=P Root gruning.Prune woody fols measng gratr than or e 1 inch damelrbycarelybacigang o th s around each ol using small han ols unlanarea i eachd where 1 L s undamaged. Cleanyct rough ool t gt angl 0 he using professional dlor a Sawzall Backfil around the cut root immediately (same day), and thoroughly iigate the area to salurate the uppermost 24 inches of the soil proffe.
of 20-40 wraps of 5 crene a3 e ek s over e owent  Toe f s Ik (sbiay ke o 56t amentr rll o ornge {ening), Loy 554 oot boarssverical, St oy sde. o he e rcurferoncs of e vk, Secure bler g ot 14 (ot o)
 Fartisaton i reenveh 2216114 os o
M. inch ik ayer o o cip much Lomamo. sew k). Do ot use bt i o shredded eduond bar
gt using var rough ontractor. Ifigation freq duration
P g st under of an ISA Certified Arborist, or performed directy by an ISA ertfied Arborist, and shal conform to all ANSI A300 standards.

i Project Aoris must pe 25 nolod n th notes box for each e,
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M. EXISTING SPECIMEN TREES

wm @ EXISTING STANDARD TREES

TREE SUMMARY

QUANTITY

EXISTING STANDARD TREES 888 TREES
EXISTING SPECIMEN TREES 6 TREES
TOTAL EXISTING TREES 894 TREES
TREE SPECIES BREAKDOWN QUANTITY
FLOWER TREES (VARIOUS) 39 TREES
GUM SPECIES 3 TREES
FIG SPECIES 7 TREES
ASH SPECIES 399 TREES
TULIP TREE SPECIES 7 TREES
MAGNOLIA SPECIES 21 TREES
REDWOOD SPECIES 325 TREES
PINE SPECIES 58 TREES
SYCAMORE SPECIES 6 TREES
OAK SPECIES 8 TREES
ELM SPECIES 17 TREES
OTHER (NON IDENTIFIED) 4 TREES
TREE CONDITION BREAKDOWN QUANTITY
UNCERTAIN 1TREES
DEAD 28 TREES
VERY POOR 141 TREES
POOR 275 TREES
FAIR 338 TREES
GOOD 109 TREES
EXCELLENT 2 TREES
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OWNER - PROPERTY OWNER LL
2682 SAND HILL ROAD, SUITE 241, MENLO PARK, CA 94025

ARCHITECTURE - RAFAEL VINOLY ARCHITECTS
50 VANDAM STREET, NEW YORK, NY 10013
1. 212:924-5060
ARCHITECTURE - OLIN PARTNERSHIP LTD,
150, INDEPENDENCE HALL W. SUITE 1123, PHILADELPHIA, PA 1910q
T. 214-440-0030
CIVIL - SANDIS CIVIL ENGINEERS SURVEYORS PLANNERS, INC.
1700 S. WINCHESTER BLVD, SUITE 200, CAMPBELL, CA 95008

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING - ARUP NORTH AMERICA, LTD.
UITE

T. 415.957-945

PARKING ENGINEERING - WATRY DESIGN, INC.

100 CENTURY CENTER COURT, SUITE 600, SAN JOSE, CA 95112
T. 408-392-7900

'SUSTAINABILITY ADVISORS - BRIGHTWORKS

1624 FRANKLIN ST, OAKLAND, CA 94612

T, 415:992.6850

DISCLAIMER
THE ARCHITECT / ENGINEER SHALL HAVE NO RESPONSIBILITY
FORANY LIABILITY, LOSS, COST, DAMAGE OR EXPENSE ARISING
FROM OR RELATING TO ANY USE OF THIS DOCUMENT FOR ANY
PURPOSE OTHER THAN TS INTENDED PURPOSE ON THIS
PROJECT. THIS DOCUMENT IS TO BE CONSIDERED IN
‘CONJUNCTION WITH ALL RELATED DOCUMENTATION. ANY
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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: evergreen; 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



Sequoia sempervirens -- Coast Redwood

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.

Page 3
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