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DUDEK

MAIN OFFICE

605 THIRD STREET

ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA 92024
T 800.450.1818 F 760.632.0164

April 4, 2024

Jared Lewis

San Jose Water Company
1251 South Bascom Avenue
San Jose, California 95128
408-345-1911

Subject:  Arborist’s Report of Williams Treatment Facility Project
Dear Mr. Lewis:

This letter report concerns the evaluation of 250 trees located within the Williams Station Facility Project site. The
project site is located within the City of San Jose. San Jose Water Company provided figures 1 and 2 showing the
project area's approximate boundaries.

San Jose Water Company requested that Dudek evaluate all trees that met the definition of a “protected tree” (i.e.,
trees with a diameter at standard height (DSH; 4.5 feet above the ground) of 12 inches or greater located within
the footprint of the Williams Treatment Facility Project). As such, Dudek completed a tree health assessment of the
protected trees within the project site's boundaries (Figure 2). The assessment consisted of conducting tree-by-tree
evaluations of approximately 250 native and nonnative trees located within the project footprint throughout the
site. Dudek evaluated the trees’ health and structural condition and collected basic information about the trees'
size and location. During the site evaluations, Dudek identified 42 trees within the project footprint for removal due
to poor health/structure or construction impacts. Dudek also flagged and staked out Tree Protection Zones (TPZs)
around each tree within the disturbance buffer of expected construction.

To that end, Dudek’s International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified and Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
(TRAQ) arborists performed a tree evaluation of each tree. The tree assessment focused on collecting
information that could be used to determine the trees’ current condition to help formulate recommendations
for short- and long-term tree management. This letter report summarizes the results of Dudek’s assessment
and provides recommendations for tree management.

Assignment
Dudek’s assignment was as follows:

1. Complete a tree evaluation of the protected trees within the project location. Identify native and non-native
tree species. Determine which trees required removal due to health or construction impacts.

2. Flag and stake out a Tree Protection Zone around each tree within the project disturbance buffer.

3. Develop a letter report and associated tree information matrix that identifies the trees and their locations
and provides recommended mitigation for any observed defects.
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Figure 1 Project Location
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Figure 2 Site Plan
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Methods

The following section provides a detailed description of the methods used in the tree evaluations—the latter portions
address the methods used to prepare the observations, results, conclusions, and recommendations.

Tree Evaluation Methods

On March 8, 11, and 12, Dudek’s ISA-certified arborists Jeremy Cawn and Jonah Malenfant and forestry assistant
Drew Morgan conducted a tree evaluation of 250 native and non-native trees located within the project location.
The evaluation included a walk-by/ground-level visual assessment of each side of each tree. The evaluation
identified the structural integrity of each tree, the health of each tree, basic information such as size, species, and
canopy width, and noting if the tree was dead or hazardous. Furthermore, Dudek identified each tree that fell within
a project disturbance zone for new construction, flagged each tree with pink flagging, and staked out tree protection
zones on each identified tree. Where the TPZs overlapped, Dudek arborists combined the protection zones to have
a continuous boundary. Tree Removals were determined by overlaying the expected footprint of the construction
over the tree location map and counting all trees within the footprint as removals. Additional removals were those
trees that posed a significant structural risk or were dead/dying. Impacted trees were those that fell within the
construction buffer of the building footprint.

The location of each tree in the survey areas was mapped according to CAD files given to Dudek by San Jose Water
Company. Protected trees observed in the field that were not included in the CAD fires were located using an iPhone
12 GPS receiver. All protected trees were tagged in the field with an aluminum tree tag bearing a unique
identification number. The tags were placed on the north or south side of the trunk of each inventoried tree, and
tag numbers correspond with the individual tree data presented in the matrix in Attachment A, Tree Information
Matrix. Some not-protected trees were tagged before they were determined to be too small for protection, and these
have been excluded from the tree information matrix (Attachment A).

Concurrent with tree mapping efforts, Dudek arborists collected tree attribute data, including species, quantity of
individual trunks, individual trunk diameters, canopy width, general health condition, and general structural
condition. Diameter measurements were collected using the standard protocol outlined by the Council of Tree and
Landscape Appraisers in the Guide for Plant Appraisal, published by ISA (CTLA 2019). Trunk diameter
measurements were taken at Diameter at Standard Height (DSH), 4.5 feet (54 inches) above the ground, along
the trunk axis, with a few common exceptions. In cases where a tree’s trunk is located on a slope, the 4.5-foot
height was approximated as the average of the shortest and longest sides of the trunk (i.e., the uphill side and
downhill side of a tree’s trunk, respectively) and the measurement was made at the circumference of the trunk at
this point. A multi-trunk tree was considered a single tree, and the measurement of that tree included the sum of the
circumference of the trunks of that tree at a height of fifty-four inches above the natural grade slope. Tree canopy
measurements were typically estimated by “pacing off” the measurement based on the arborists’ knowledge of
their stride length or by visually estimating the canopy width.

Pursuant to the Guide for Plant Appraisal (CTLA 2019), tree health and structure were evaluated with respect to
five distinct tree components: roots, trunk(s), scaffold branches, small branches, and foliage. Each component
of the tree was assessed with regard to health factors such as insect, fungal, or pathogen damage, fire damage,
mechanical damage, presence of decay, presence of wilted or dead leaves, and wound closure. Components
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

were graded as excellent, very good, good, fair, poor, critical, and dead, with “excellent” representing no apparent
problems and “dead” representing a dying or dead tree. This method of tree condition rating is comprehensive
and results in ratings that are helpful in determining the status of trees based on common standards. It should
also be noted that tree health assessments consider several observable tree characteristics. For example, a tree
with a “fair” health rating exhibits average overall health. There is nothing necessarily wrong with a tree given a
“fair” rating, but it is simply not exhibiting good health. Trees with “fair” ratings can live for a very long time. The
structural condition relates to the architecture of the tree. Trees with “poor” structural ratings usually have trunk
issues (cavities, cracks, etc.) and poor branch attachments that can lead to branch failure or other structural
integrity issues. This relates to the risk of the tree or tree part failing.

Regulatory Environment

The Williams Station project is located within the jurisdiction of the City of San Jose and the City’s municipal code
provides the regulatory requirements for the trees on the project site. The City of San Jose’s tree protection
requirements are described in Chapter 13.32 Tree Removal Controls (Chapter 13.32). Specific sections of Chapter
13.32 are of immediate relevance to this project. This includes the following:

13.32.020- Definitions

I. "Ordinance tree" means a tree defined in this section hereinbelow and whose removal or topping is covered by
and subject to the provisions of this Chapter.

G. "Invasive Tree" means any Tree that is both non-native and able to establish on many sites within the South San
Francisco Bay Area, grow quickly, and spread to the point of disrupting local plant communities or ecosystems.

L. "Tree" means any live or dead woody perennial plant characterized by having a main stem or trunk that measures
thirty-eight (38) inches or more in circumference at a height of fifty-four (54) inches above natural grade slope. For
purposes of this Chapter, a multi-trunk tree shall be considered a single tree and measurement of that tree shall
include the sum of the circumference of the trunks of that tree at a height of fifty-four inches above natural grade
slope. "Tree" shall include the plural of that term.

And
13.32.140- Heritage Trees.

A. Any tree as the term "tree" is defined in_Section 13.28.020 located on private property which, because of factors
including but not limited to its history, girth, height, species or unique quality, has been found by the city council to
have a special significance to the community shall be designated a heritage tree. Such trees shall be placed on a
heritage tree list which shall be adopted by the city council by resolution, which resolution may be amended from
time to time to add to or delete certain trees therefrom.

These sections in the City code provide the criteria for determining the trees in the project site that require
safeguarding during construction and a permit to remove them. For this arborist report, we use the term ‘protected
tree’ to mean any tree that meets the above criteria and would be subject to City code requirements. It is worth
noting that Chapter 13.28- Street Trees, Hedges, and Shrubs contains provisions similar to those of Chapter 13.32;
however, none of the trees surveyed for this arborist report meet the City’s definition of a street tree.
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

The City of San Jose requires a permit! to remove a live or dead protected tree. According to section 13.32.080-
Development Permit Combined, the tree permit can be included in an application under Title 20 of the municipal
code. The development permit can serve as the tree permit so long as all of the substantive provisions and permit
processing requirements of this chapter are met. Based on the information Dudek has reviewed, section 13.32.80
would apply to this project, and a separate tree permit would not be needed.

For the trees that will be preserved on the project site, section 13.32.130- Safeguarding Trees During Construction
would apply. This code section describes requirements for tree protection during construction, including specific
protective measures that must be installed or implemented at a construction site. Dudek used this code section to
provide a framework for the tree protection measures in this arborist report, and based on the text in the code, the
protective measures apply to all of the protected trees on the project site, including those outside of the project
development footprint and disturbance area (City of San Jose 2024).

Finally, the Santa Clara County Code also contains sections related to the definition of a protected tree, protection
of trees during construction, and permit requirements for tree removal and construction near trees. However, Santa
Clara Code requirements would not apply to this project since it is located within San Jose City Limits, and the San
Jose Municipal Code is the adopted code for the city (Pers. comm. Santa Clara County Planning Office 2024).

Results

Dudek arborists evaluated 250 trees belonging to 47 unique species within the Williams Station Project
boundaries. The following sections summarize the findings of this evaluation, and Attachment A provides a detailed
summary on an individual tree basis. In total, 250 protected trees were surveyed; 232 of these trees meet the City’s
criteria to be protected by the municipal code, and 18 trees are too small (total diameter is less than 12 inches) to be
protected. There are no city-defined Heritage trees on the project site (City of San Jose 2024). A full species breakdown
of the trees is included in Table 1. Attachment B, Tree Location Map, shows the locations of the individual trees
mapped within the project footprint. As presented in the Tree Information Matrix in Attachment A, tree trunk diameters
range from 1 to 53 inches DSH. The trees generally exhibited health and structural characteristics typical of trees
found in moderately managed, low-impacted urban environments. 28% of the trees were in good health, 52% of the
trees were in fair health, 13% of the trees were in poor health, 4% of the trees were in critical health, and 3% of the
trees were dead or dying. A full health and structure breakdown is available in Attachment A. Observed structural
defects included basal wounds/decay/rot, dead limbs, limb decay/rot, old wounds, basal and trunk cavities, and
hanging branches.

Table 1 Tree Species and Frequency of Evaluated Trees

Species Number

Arbutus menziesii 2
Brachychiton populneus
Callistemon citrinus
Callistemon viminalis
Cedrus deodara

=[N [(N |00

1 There are some circumstances where a permit is not required, e.g., the tree has been deemed imminently hazardous by a certified
arborist. However, none of these situations apply to this project.
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY

SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Ceratonia siliqua 1
Cupaniopsis anacardioides 2
Cupressaceae spp. 1
Cupressus cashmeriana 1
Dimocarpus longan 1
Eucalyptus citriodora 2
Eucalyptus cladocalyx 5
Eucalyptus ficifolia 5
Eucalyptus globulus 28
Eucalyptus lehmannii 1
Eucalyptus nicholii 3
Eucalyptus robusta 1
Eucalyptus spp. 12
Frangula californica 1
Fraxinus angustifolia 17
Fraxinus uhdei 15
Ginkgo biloba 10
Juglans hindsii 1
Juglans nigra 9
Juglans regia 3
Krugiodendron ferreum 2
Laurus nobilis 12
Ligustrum lucidum 3
Lophostemon confertus 3
Melaleuca quinquenervia 9
Olea europaea 11
Pinus halepensis 2
Pinus sabiniana 1
Pittosporum spp. 1
Platanus racemosa 2
Populus fremontii 1
Prunus cerasifera 3
Prunus persica 1
Prunus spp. 1
Quercus agrifolia 18
Quercus bicolor 4
Quercus ilex 17
Robinia pseudoacacia 1
Salix nigra 1
Searsia lancea 2
Sequoia sempervirens 16
Vaccinium myrtillus 1
DUDEK APRIL 2024




TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Unkown 4
Grand Total 250

Tree Impacts and Tree Protection Recommendations

San Jose Water Company intends to construct a new water treatment facility at the Project site. The treatment
facility includes the construction of several structures, access roads, parking areas, a generator, stormwater
detention basins, and underground utilities. In addition to the new facility, firms constructing the facility will use a
portion of the property to stage equipment and materials and store debris. For the purposes of this report, the area
containing the footprint of the new water treatment facility will be known as the development footprint, and the
areas that will be utilized during the construction of the new facility will be known as the disturbance area.

Based on the site plans provided by SJW and conversations with SJW staff (Pers. comm. Jared Lewis 2024), Dudek
anticipates that all the trees located within the development footprint will be significantly damaged if not destroyed
by the proposed construction. Construction impacts on these trees will be too severe for any of them to survive, and
any practical protective measures would be insufficient to prevent significant damage to these trees. Trees within
five feet of the development footprint are expected to be similarly impacted. Dudek recommends that these trees,
35 in total, be removed. In addition, there are seven trees located outside of the building footprint that Dudek
recommends be removed because they are dead, are in poor health and not likely to recover, or are structurally
unstable. Attachment B, the Tree Disposition Matrix, identifies the trees recommended for removal, and Attachment
D, the Tree Disposition Map, shows the location of these trees.

The trees located within the disturbance area and more than 5 feet from the development footprint are expected
to be impacted by construction. Impacts on these trees include root loss from excavation, soil compaction from
equipment travel, and changes in drainage. However, these impacts are not anticipated to be severe enough to
recommend removal, and the severity of these impacts can be mitigated by installing protective measures designed
to prevent damage to these trees. Dudek identified 52 trees within the disturbance area or within five feet of the
disturbance area that would benefit from tree protection measures. Attachment B, the Tree Disposition Matrix,
identifies the impacted trees recommended for preservation, and Attachment D, the Tree Disposition Map, shows
the location of these trees.

The development footprint and the disturbance area occupy a portion of the project site, and the remainder of the
site will not experience any construction work. Approximately % of the site is outside of both the development
footprint and disturbance area; the trees in this area are not anticipated to be impacted by construction and are
expected to require any protective measures to maintain their current condition. Dudek identified 156 trees on the
project site that are not expected to be impacted by the project. Attachment B, the Tree Disposition Matrix, identifies
the trees that are not expected to be impacted, and Attachment D, the Tree Disposition Map, shows the location of
these trees.

Tree Protection Recommendations
Because trees are unpredictable, even when extensively studied, the results of this project required vigilant

attention to standard arboricultural practices. Arboricultural practices provide the best-known method for retaining
and protecting trees during construction. Despite this, construction activities are still a significant stress for nearby
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

trees and can cause mortality or damage. Based on the field observations, Dudek recommends the following
management actions for ensuring the best outlook for impacted trees:

1. Remove trees within the footprint of the expected building construction. The planned construction provided
by the client indicated 35 trees that need to be removed for construction to continue.

2. Establish Tree Protection Zones around retained trees. Fifty-two trees are located within a disturbance
buffer of the proposed construction. These trees should be protected according to the protection measures
laid out in the San Jose Municipal Code:

a.

No construction equipment, vehicles or materials shall be stored, parked or standing, within the tree
dripline.

Drains shall be installed according to city specifications to avoid harm to trees due to excess watering.
Wires, signs, and similar items shall not be attached to trees.

Cutting and filling around the base of trees shall be done only after consultation with the project arborist
and then only to the extent authorized by the approved plans.

No paint thinner, paint, plaster, or other liquid or solid excess or waste construction materials or
wastewater shall be dumped on the ground or into any grate between the dripline and the base of the
tree or uphill from any tree where certain substances might reach the roots through a leaching process.

Fencing shall be installed at the edge of the dripline (as marked with stakes and pink flagging on the
site) unless otherwise directed by the certified arborist to prevent injury to trees, which can make them
susceptible to disease-causing organisms. Protective fencing should consist of a five or six-foot high
chain link fencing mounted on two (2) inch diameter galvanized iron posts, driven into the ground to a
depth of at least two (2') feet or installed on a stable base (panel stand with weights). Fence poles
should have no more than ten (10) foot spacing to enclose the entire dripline of the protected tree.
Attachment E contains a Tree Protection Fencing detail that shows the preferred type and installation
of protective fencing.

Wherever cuts or soil disturbances are made in the ground near tree roots, appropriate measures shall
be taken to prevent exposed soil from drying out and damaging tree roots.

3. Monitoring of retained trees. Monitoring trees during construction is important to ensure that any issues
are addressed as soon as possible. This is especially important with any trenching or grading near retained
trees, as large roots can be present far away from the main stem. An ISA-certified arborist can help make
decisions on-site that allow construction to continue while minimizing damage to nearby trees.

4. Maintenance schedule. Dudek recommends maintaining the retained trees through pruning on a 2-year cycle
to minimize the risk of branch, limb, or trunk failure. A 2-year maintenance cycle will achieve the following:;

a.

b
c.
d

Expose trees that cannot perform with the demands of trimming.
Remove hazardous/dead branches on a more regular basis.
Help reduce weight and mass in the upper canopies.

Allow the tree-trimming contractor to visually evaluate the upper canopy of the trees at least every
other year.
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Replacement Trees

All removed Protected Trees should be replaced according to the San Jose Municipal Code. Where replacement is
not feasible due to environmental or other constraints, replacement trees can be provided off-site. The replacement
tree should be of sufficient size and species to alleviate and address the burdens and other impacts created by the
removal of the protected trees. Any on-site replacement tree that fails within three years after planting shall be
promptly replaced. Off-site replacement shall include similar assurance of the longevity of the replacement trees.

Permit Requirements

As laid out in the San Jose Municipal Code, the request for a tree removal permit can be included as part of an
application for a development permit under the provisions of Title 20. If the request for a tree removal permit is
included as a part of a development permit application, the development permit may serve as the tree removal
permit and be processed under the application, and no separate tree removal permit application and tree removal
permit is required, so long as all the requirements are met as a part of that development permit application. These
requirements include a written application containing, among other things, the number, type, size, and location of
each tree and the reason for removing each tree.

Concluding Notes

This letter report provides observations and recommendations based on examining 250 trees and their surrounding
environment by Dudek ISA-certified and TRAQ arborists. The observations and recommendations discussed in this
report are valid for 12 months and only under normal weather conditions. 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. Extensive internal, aerial, or
subterranean evaluations were not conducted as part of this assessment. Therefore, the full extent of any internal
rot conditions of the trunk and roots cannot be entirely determined.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could lead to a tree's failure. Trees are living organisms that fail in ways
not fully understood. Conditions are often hidden within trees and belowground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a
tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances or for a specified period. There are no guarantees that a tree’s
condition will not change over a short or long period due to climatic, cultural, or environmental conditions. Trees
provide many benefits to those who live near them. They also include inherent risks that can be minimized but not
eliminated.

| would be pleased to answer any questions or respond to any comments regarding this tree evaluation. Feel
free to contact me at 510.227.9567 or jcawn@dudek.com.

11567.002
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT

Sincerely,

Jeremy I’fawn
ISA Certified prborist No. NY-5876AM

Attachment A: Tree Information Matrix
Attachment B: Tree Location Maps
Attachment C: Tree Removal Maps
Attachment D: Photograph Log
Attachment E: Tree Protection Detail

DUDEK
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TO: JARED LEWIS / SAN JOSE WATER COMPANY
SUBJECT: ARBORIST'S ASSESSMENT FOR WILLIAMS TREATMENT FACILITY PROJECT
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Attachment A

Tree Information Matrix

Tree
Total
Tree ID Species Native Protected Stems Dia:)nt:ter Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number P Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
(Feet)

1503 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 26 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus

1601 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 22 35 Fair | Good Not Impacted
globulus

Eucalyptus Very .

1602 Blue Gum N Y 1 14 26 Fair Not Impacted
globulus Good

1603 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 2 25 30 very Fair Not Impacted
globulus Good

1604 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 4 31 30 Very Good. Not Impacted
globulus Good

1605 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N N 1 11 25 Very Fair Not Impacted
globulus Good
Quercus Coast Live Very .

1 Y N 1 22 F Not | ted
606 agrifolia Oak ? Good air ot impacte
1607 Que'rcu's Coast Live Y N 1 7 15 Fair Good Not Impacted

agrifolia Oak
1608 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 31 30 Poor | Good Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood
1609 Quercus Coast Live Y Y 4 25 25 very Fair Not Impacted
agrifolia Oak Good P
1609 | Quercusilex | Holly Oak N N 1 7 10 gs;‘é Good Not Impacted
1610 Robinia | gk locust | N Y 3 15 20 Very | Good Not Impacted
pseudoacacia Good




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID . Native Protected . ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Species Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
1611 Quercus Coast Live % Y 1 14 20 Very | Good Not Impacted
agrifolia Oak Good
Quercus Coast Live Very .
1612 Y Y 2 2 2 F Not | ted
6 agrifolia Oak 0 0 Good air o impacte
Quercus Coast Live Very .
1612 Y Y 2 24 22 F R I
6 agrifolia Oak Good ar emova
Vv
1613 | Quercusilex | Holly Oak N Y 4 28 25 ng‘é Fair Not Impacted
. Very .
1615 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 4 22 18 Good Fair Not Impacted
Very
1616 Unknown N Y 4 20 0 Good Not Impacted
Good
Very
1617 Unknown N Y 6 18 0 Good Not Impacted
Good
1618 | Prunus persica Peach S.tone N Y 15 22 16 Very Fair Removal
Fruit Good
Quercus Coast Live Very .
161 Y Y 2 1 22 F R I
619 agrifolia Oak 6 Good alr emova
1620 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 1 22 40 gs;g Good Removal
1621 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 5 59 37 Fair Fair Removal
Vv
1622 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 1 14 35 ng:j Good Removal
. English Very .
Not | ted
1623 Juglans regia Walnut N N 1 11 25 Good Fair ot Impacte
Enali
1624 | Juglans regia V\?agllr:SL:c N N 1 11 35 Fair Fair Not Impacted




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID ) Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B Zone Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
1625 | Juglans regia English N Y 1 13 30 Poor | Poor Not Impacted
g 9 Walnut P
. Very
1626 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N N 1 3 6 Not Impacted
Good
. Very
1627 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N N 1 5 10 Removal
Good
Quercus Coast Live Very
1628 R |
agrifolia Oak Y Y 1 21 40 Good Good emova
1629 | Quercusilex | Holly Oak N Y 2 14 20 gsg‘é Fair Removal
. Very .
1630 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 4 31 25 Good Fair Removal
. Very .
1631 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 2 24 40 Good Fair Removal
1632 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 3 12 0 Dead Poor Removal
1633 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 3 12 22 Fair Fair Removal
1634 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 3 14 22 Fair Fair Removal
1635 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 1 26 35 Poor Fair Removal
Quercus Coast Live Very
1636 R I
agrifolia Oak Y Y 1 13 37 Good Good emova
1637 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 2 16 33 (\;/53; Fair Removal
. Very
1638 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 16 25 Good Good Removal
S -
1639 equo.la Coast Y Y 1 38 0 Dead Poor Removal
sempervirens Redwood




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID ) Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)

1640 Sequo./a Coast Y Y 1 22 0 Dead | Very poor Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1641 sequoia coast Y Y 1 23 22 Dead | Poor Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1642 sequoia coast Y Y 2 30 20 Dead | Poor Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1643 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 20 30 Critical | Fair Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1644 sequoia Coast Y Y 3 63 20 Poor | Good Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1645 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 33 40 Poor Fair Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1646 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 28 30 Critical | Fair Removal
sempervirens Redwood

1647 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 14 5 Dead | Ve Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood poor.

1648 Sequo./a Coast Y Y 1 28 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood

1649 Sequo./a Coast Y Y 1 29 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood

1650 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 31 40 Critical | Poor Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood

1651 sequoia Coast Y Y 2 27 30 Critical | Fair Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood

1652 sequoia Coast Y Y 1 32 20 Poor Fair Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood

1653 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 13 30 Poor Fair Not Impacted

globulus




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID . Native Protected . ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
Eucalyptus . .
1654 Blue Gum 36 47 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus
1655 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum 32 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus
1656 Eucalyptus Blue Gum 14 25 Critical Fair Not Impacted
globulus
1657 | Fucalvptus Blue Gum 46 70 Poor Fair Not Impacted
globulus
Fraxi Vv
1658 raxinus 1 paywood Ash 20 22 ery Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
Eucalyptus Very .
Not | ted
1659 cladocalyx Sugar Gum 53 60 Good Fair ot Impacte
1660 | Eucalvptus g oot Gum 33 45 Very Fair Not Impacted
cladocalyx Good
Eucalyptus Very .
1661 4 4 F Not | ted
66 cladocalyx Sugar Gum 8 5 Good air ot Impacte
Quercus Coast Live Very
1662 4 Not | ted
66 agrifolia 0ak 36 0 Good Good ot Impacte
1663 Eucalyptus Swamp 17 30 Poor Fair Not Impacted
robusta Mahogony
1664 | CEucalvptus Bushy Yate 9 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
lehmannii
1665 Quercus Coast Live 13 35 Poor Fair Not Impacted
agrifolia Oak
Eucalyptus Nichols
1666 . yp“ Willow Leafed 13 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
nicholii .
Peppermint




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
Eucalyptus Nichols Ver
1667 YPIUS | \Willow Leafed | N Y 1 14 20 y Fair Not Impacted
nicholii . Good
Peppermint
1667 | CEucalvptus Coolabah N Y 2 32 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
melana Apple
1668 | Eucalyptus Coolabah N % 1 19 50 Fair Fair Not Impacted
melana Apple
1669 | Eucalyptus Coolabah N Y 1 17 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
melana Apple
1670 | Eucalyptus Coolabah N Y 1 24 50 Fair Fair Not Impacted
melana Apple
Quercus Coast Live Very .
1672 Y Y Not | ted
agrifolia Oak 3 26 20 Good Fair ot Impacte
Eraxi
1673 raxinus 1 paywood Ash | Y Y 1 12 30 Very 1 Good Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
1674 Prunus spp. Cherry Tree N Y 4 12 10 Critical Poor Not Impacted
1675 | Juglans nigra | Black Walnut | Y Y 2 30 40 gs;‘é Fair Not Impacted
. Very .
1676 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 2 19 30 Good Fair Not Impacted
1677 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 3 28 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1678 | Juglans nigra | Black Walnut | Y % 4 33 35 gs;‘é Good Not Impacted
Populus Fremont . )
1679 .. Y Y 2 20 20 Critical Fair Not Impacted
fremontii Cottonwood
Eucalyptus Nichols Ver
1680 IYPLS | \Willow Leafed | N Y 1 28 50 y Fair Not Impacted
nicholii . Good
Peppermint




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Common Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
1681 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 1 13 22 Poor Good Not Impacted
1682 Fraxinus | oo wood Ash | Y % 1 13 30 Very 1 Good Impacted
angustifolia Good
1683 Fraxinus 1 o wood Ash | Y Y 1 22 30 Poor Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia
Fraxinus Very
Not | ted
1684 angustifolia Raywood Ash Y Y 1 32 50 Good ot Impacte
1685 Fraxinus | oo wood Ash | Y Y 1 19 33 Very 1 Good Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
1686 Fraxinus | o vwood Ash | Y Y 1 24 32 Critical | Poor Impacted
angustifolia
1687 Arbutus Pacific Y Y 4 17 25 Very 1 Good Impacted
menziesii Madrone Good
1688 Fraxinus 1 o ywood Ash | Y Y 2 15 30 Very Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
Pinus . . .
1689 . Aleppo Pine N Y 1 26 40 Fair Fair Not Impacted
halepensis
Pinus . .
1690 . Aleppo Pine N Y 1 25 30 Poor Fair Not Impacted
halepensis
1691 Fraxinus | o vwood Ash | Y N 1 8 17 Very | Good Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
1692 Fraxinus 1 o vwood Ash | Y Y 2 22 25 Very | Good Not Impacted
angustifolia Good
Eraxi
1693 rax:r.ws_ Raywood Ash Y Y 2 18 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia
1694 Fraxinus 1 o vwood Ash | Y Y 5 25 25 Very Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia Good




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID . Common Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Species Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
Cedrus . .
1695 Deodar Cedar N Y 1 20 30 Fair Fair Impacted
deodara
1696 Fraxinus | oo wood Ash | Y % 3 18 25 Very 1 Good Impacted
angustifolia Good
Quercus Coast Live Very
1697 Y Y 1 14 I ted
69 agrifolia Oak 30 Good Good mpacte
Fraxi V
1698 raxinus - paywood Ash | Y Y 1 12 20 €Y | Good Impacted
angustifolia Good
Fraxi V
1699 raxinus 1 paywood Ash | Y Y 2 14 15 ery Fair Removal
angustifolia Good
Quercus Coast Live Very
R |
1700 agrifolia 0ak Y Y 1 14 25 Good Good emova
1701 Celja.ton/a Carob N Y 8 48 25 Poor Poor Removal
siliqua
1702 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 4 39 35 Fair Poor Removal
globulus
1705 I\.ﬂelaleuca. Paper Bark N Y 1 32 30 Fair Poor Removal
quinquenervia Tree
1706 | Melaleuca | Paper Bark N Y 1 16 20 Fair Fair Removal
quinquenervia Tree
1707 I\/Ielaleucal Paper Bark N Y 5 19 15 Fair Poor Removal
quinquenervia Tree
Brachychiton .
1708 Bottle Tree N N 1 7 10 Poor Fair Removal
populneus
1709 | Brachychiton | g e Tree N N 1 9 10 Fair Fair Removal
populneus
1710 | Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 33 55 Fair Fair Removal
globulus




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Native Protected ) otd Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)
Eucalyptus . .
1711 Blue Gum N Y 1 33 50 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus
1712 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N y 1 24 45 Fair Fair Impacted
globulus
1713 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 23 50 Fair Fair Impacted
globulus
1714 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 18 45 Fair Fair Impacted
globulus
1715 Melaleuca | Paper Bark N Y 1 43 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
1716 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 17 35 Fair Poor Impacted
globulus
1717 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N % 2 26 35 Fair Poor Not Impacted
globulus
1718 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 12 35 Fair Fair Removal
globulus
1719 Eucalyptus Blue Gum N N 1 11 30 Fair Poor Impacted
globulus
1720 Qqercus swamp White N Y 1 13 45 Fair Fair Not Impacted
bicolor Oak
1721 Quercus | Swamp White | % 1 22 45 Fair Fair Impacted
bicolor Oak
1722 Quercus | Swamp White | % 2 26 35 Fair Poor Impacted
bicolor Oak
1703 | Brachychiton | o e Tree N Y 1 31 45 Fair Fair Impacted
populneus
Brachychit
1724 racnychiton i g itle Tree N Y 1 47 45 Fair Fair Impacted
populneus




Tree ID

Number

Tree
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) Protection Health
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(inches)

Structural
Integrity

Native Protected
Y/N? Y/N?

Common

Removal/Impacted/Not
Impacted

1725 | Brachychiton | g e Tree N Y 1 18 25 Fair Fair Impacted
populneus
Brachychiton ) )
1726 Bottle Tree N Y 1 30 35 Fair Fair Not Impacted
populneus
Brachychiton ,
1727 Bottle Tree N Y 2 61 50 Fair Poor Impacted
populneus
Brachychiton .
1729 Bottle Tree N Y 9 34 20 Fair Poor Not Impacted
populneus
1730 Ligustrum 1 o ooy Privet | N Y 1 12 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
lucidum
Eucal
1731 ucalyptus Blue Gum N N 1 11 25 Fair Poor Impacted
globulus
1732 | Fucalvptus White N Y 1 14 25 Fair Fair Impacted
spp. Peppermint
1733 Eucalyptus Whlte. N Y 1 34 55 Fair Fair Impacted
spp. Peppermint
1734 Eucsali)l/)ptus Eucalyptus N Y 3 33 35 Fair Poor Impacted
1735 P/tti.;;;)orum Pittosporum N Y 4 19 20 Fair Poor Impacted
Eucal
1736 “Cgp’l; ptus Eucalyptus N N 1 10 20 Poor Fair Impacted
E
1737 ”Cg;’; ptus Eucalyptus N % 3 35 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
E
1738 ”Cg;’l; ptus Eucalyptus N Y 4 48 40 Fair Poor Not Impacted
Eucalypt
1739 ucalyptus Sugar Gum N Y 1 22 45 Fair Fair Not Impacted
cladocalyx




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Common Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Stems Diameter .
Number Y/N? Y/N? . Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
(inches)

Eucalyptus . .
1740 Sugar Gum N Y 1 20 50 Fair Fair Impacted

cladocalyx
1741 E“CSC’;’; ptus Eucalyptus N % 4 35 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1742 Fraxinus | o vwood Ash | Y Y 8 19 25 Fair Poor Impacted

angustifolia
1743 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 6 40 25 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1744 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 4 33 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1745 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 2 17 25 Fair Fair Impacted
1746 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 9 28 30 Fair Poor Impacted
1747 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 7 29 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1748 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 9 33 30 Fair Poor Impacted
1749 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 8 35 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1750 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 7 38 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1751 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 4 27 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1752 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N Y 2 13 15 Fair Fair Impacted
1753 Salix nigra Black Willow N Y 2 22 35 Fair Poor Impacted
1754 Cupri;;aceae Juniper Y Y 1 18 30 Fair Good Impacted

Frangula California .

1 2 21 I ted
755 californica Coffee Berry Y Y 30 Fair Poor mpacte
1756 Quercus | Swamp White | Y 2 25 30 Fair Fair Impacted

bicolor Oak
1757 Cupressus Kashmir N Y 2 19 25 Fair Fair Removal
cashmeriana Cyprus
Quercus Coast Live . .
1758 iy Y N 1 8 15 Fair Fair Removal
agrifolia Oak




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
1759 | Collistemon Lemon N Y 3 19 15 Fair Poor Removal
citrinus Bottlebrush
1760 | Krugiodendron Black N Y 3 12 15 Fair Fair Removal
ferreum Ironwood
1761 | Krugiodendron Black N Y 3 16 15 Fair Fair Removal
ferreum Ironwood
1762 Juglans nigra | Black Walnut Y Y 6 48 35 Poor Poor Impacted
Eucalyptus Lemon- .
| ted
1763 citriodora Scented Gum N Y 2 34 45 Fair Poor mpacte
Eucalyptus Lemon- .
Not | ted
1764 citriodora Scented Gum N Y 1 15 30 Fair Poor ot Impacte
1765 | Collistemon Lemon N Y 1 12 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
citrinus Bottlebrush
1766 | Dimocarpus Longan N % 8 35 15 Poor Fair Not Impacted
longan
1767 Prunus Purple-Leaf | Y 7 27 20 Fair Poor Not Impacted
cerasifera Plum
Prunus Purple-Leaf . .
1768 . N Y 2 22 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
cerasifera Plum
Prunus Purple-Leaf . )
1769 ) N Y 6 24 15 Fair Fair Not Impacted
cerasifera Plum
Fraxi
1770 rax:r.ws_ Raywood Ash Y Y 5 26 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
angustifolia
Eucalypt
1771 “C_fp’;p us Mallee N Y 1 13 20 Poor Fair Not Impacted
1771 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 18 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1772 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 4 60 40 Fair Fair Not Impacted




Tree
Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Integrity Impacted

Total
Stems Diameter
(inches)

Tree ID Native Protected

Number Y/N? Y/N?

1773 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 37 45 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1774 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 4 59 45 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1775 Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 25 25 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1776 | Lophostemon | o i aneBox | N Y 1 15 25 Fair Fair Not Impacted
confertus
1777 Lophostemon Brisbane Box N Y 1 18 25 Fair Fair Not Impacted
confertus
1778 Lophostemon Brisbane Box N Y 2 29 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
confertus
1779 | CUPANiopsis |- twood | N N 36 1 15 Fair Fair Not Impacted
anacardioides
1780 | CUPANiopss | .. otwood | N Y 1 27 35 Fair Fair Not Impacted
anacardioides
1781 Platanus California Y Y 1 20 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
racemosa Sycamore
1782 Platanus California Y Y 1 20 35 Fair Fair Not Impacted
racemosa Sycamore
1783 I\.ﬂelaleuca. Paper Bark N Y 1 23 25 Fair Fair Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
1784 I\.ﬂelaleuca. Paper Bark N Y 3 35 20 Fair Fair Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
1785 | Melaleuca | Paper Bark N % 1 33 25 Fair Poor Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
E
1786 ucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 24 40 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus
E
1787 ucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 1 29 40 Fair Fair Not Impacted
globulus




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
Eucalyptus .
1788 Blue Gum N Y 2 19 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
globulus
Sequoia Coast . )
1789 . Y Y 2 48 25 Fair Fair Not Impacted
sempervirens Redwood
1790 I\.ﬂelaleuca. Paper Bark N Y 2 46 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
1791 | Melaleuca | Paper Bark N Y 1 25 30 Fair Fair Not Impacted
quinquenervia Tree
1792 | Vaccinium Blueberry N Y 25 22 15 Fair Fair Not Impacted
myrtillus Myrtle
1793 | Fucalvptus Blue Gum N Y 1 40 35 Fair Poor Not Impacted
globulus
1794 Pinus Grey Pine % Y 1 13 25 Fair Poor Not Impacted
sabiniana
1795 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 4 21 25 Fair Poor Impacted
1796 Dead tree Y 2 13 15 Dead Dead Not Impacted
1797 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 7 45 20 Poor Poor Not Impacted
1798 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 9 42 30 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1799 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 7 48 25 Poor Poor Not Impacted
T
1800 IuUSTrum 1 ossy Privet | N Y 3 14 10 Critical | Critical Not Impacted
lucidum
1801 Searsia lancea | African Sumac N Y 4 42 20 Fair Poor Impacted
1802 | Olea europaea Olive N % 3 27 18 gs;‘é Fair Impacted
1803 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 19 15 Fair Poor Impacted
1804 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 1 14 15 Fair Fair Impacted
1805 | Olea europaea Olive N Y 2 25 15 Fair Poor Impacted




Tree

Tree ID Common Native Protected .Total Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
. . . Very
1806 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 4 26 15 Good Poor Impacted
. . . Very
1807 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 6 38 20 Good Poor Impacted
. . . Very
1808 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 3 17 12 Good Good Not Impacted
. . . Very .
1809 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 1 16 22 Good Fair Not Impacted
. . . Very
1810 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 3 21 16 Good Poor Not Impacted
1811 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 2 25 20 Fair Poor Impacted
S California ) )
1813 | Juglans hindsii Black Walnut Y Y 2 17 18 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1814 | Fucalvptus Blue Gum N Y 2 37 35 Far | Good Not Impacted
globulus
) . Very
1815 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 18 16 Good Good Not Impacted
1816 Ligustrum 1 ooy Privet | N Y 1 12 20 Very 1 Good Not Impacted
lucidum Good
1817 | FEucalyptus | Red Flowering | Y 1 14 18 Fair | Good Not Impacted
ficifolia Gum
Eucalyptus Red Flowering Very
181 Not |
818 ficifolia Gum N Y 5 60 30 Good Poor ot Impacted
1819 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 3 13 15 (\;/53; Good Not Impacted
1820 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 1 16 20 Fair Good Not Impacted
1821 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 3 32 25 (\;/53; Poor Not Impacted
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Tree ID . Common Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
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. . Very .
1822 Searsia lancea | African Sumac N Y 2 33 35 Good Fair Not Impacted
1823 Quercus ilex Holly Oak N N 8 11 10 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1824 Arbutus Pacific Y Y 4 29 15 very Fair Not Impacted
menziesii Madrone Good
1825 | CEucalvptus | RedFlowering | Y 1 21 30 Fair | Good Not Impacted
ficifolia Gum
1826 Eu%‘qup.tus Red Flowering N Y 3 32 15 Fair Fair Not Impacted
ficifolia Gum
1827 Eu%‘qup.tus Red Flowering N Y 3 17 10 Poor Poor Not Impacted
ficifolia Gum
1828 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 1 23 25 Poor Fair Not Impacted
1829 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 14 12 gs;g Fair Not Impacted
1830 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 31 40 Fair Fair Not Impacted
1831 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 23 35 Poor Poor Not Impacted
1832 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 30 35 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1833 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 8 31 12 Poor Poor Not Impacted
1834 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 3 18 12 Poor Poor Not Impacted
1835 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 3 15 12 Poor Poor Not Impacted
Quercus Coast Live Very
1836 Y Not | ted
agrifolia Oak Y 6 14 15 Good Poor ot Impacte
1837 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 2 15 20 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1838 | Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N % 2 25 35 c\_;/s;‘; Fair Not Impacted
E
1839 ucalyptus Blue Gum N Y 4 70 40 Fair Poor Not Impacted
globulus




Tree

. Total .
Tree ID ) Native Protected ) ota Protection Health Structural Removal/Impacted/Not
Number Y/N? Y/N? =SB B Zone (%) Integrity Impacted
’ ’ (inches)
Eucalyptus .
1840 Blue Gum N Y 5 97 40 Fair Poor Not Impacted
globulus
1843 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 1 12 15 Poor Fair Not Impacted
1844 Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 3 17 12 Dead Fair Not Impacted
1845 | Ginkgo biloba Ginkgo N Y 6 23 10 gsg‘é Poor Not Impacted
1846 | Callistemon Weeping N Y 3 47 18 Fair Poor Not Impacted
viminalis Bottlebrush
1847 | Callistemon Weeping N Y 1 19 10 Poor | Poor Not Impacted
viminalis Bottlebrush
1848 Fraxinus uhdei | Shamel Ash N Y 1 20 18 Fair Good Not Impacted
1849 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 7 58 25 Poor Poor Not Impacted
1850 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 4 56 25 Fair Poor Not Impacted
1851 Quercu; Coast Live Y Y 2 14 20 Fair Poor Impacted
agrifolia Oak
1852 Quercu; Coast Live Y Y 1 15 20 Fair Poor Impacted
agrifolia Oak
1853 Laurus nobilis Bay Laurel Y Y 1 22 45 Poor Poor Not Impacted
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Tree Location Map
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Attachment C
Tree Disposition Map
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Attachment D
Photograph Log



ATTACHMENT D REPRESENTATIVE PHOTOS

Photo Number. Tree # 1601 Blue Gum Eucalyptus Photo Number. Tree # 1609 Coast Live Oak

Photo Number. Tree #1618 Apple Photo Number. Tree # 1620 Black Walnut

DUDE K [PROJECT NUMBER]

[MONTH YEAR]



ATTACHMENT D REPRESENTATIVE PHOTOS

Photo Number. Tree # 1653 Blue Gum Eucalyptus Photo Number. Tree # 1666 Peppermint Leaf Willow

Photo Number. Tree #1681 Ginkgo Photo Number. Tree # 1689 Aleppo Pine

DU D E K [PROJECT NUMBER] 2

[MONTH YEAR]



Attachment E

Tree Protection Fencing Detail



8.5"x 11"
sign
laminated in
plastic spaced
every 50'
along the
fence.

Tree Protection Zone: Drip line or as indicated by wood stakes with pink flagging.

&

Tree Protection
fence: Metal chain

link panels. Steel
posts installed at 8'

I o.C.
2" x 6' steel posts
or approved equal.
1 | SiEiteieieene: A
| KEEP OUT Malntaln_ existing
© TREE 1 : : grade with the tree
e | PROTECTION ] protection fence
io AREA 1 unless otherwise
O T indicated on the
\ ST T N0 N N I N o s plans.

SECTION VIEW

TREE PROTECTION
OPEN SOURCE FREE TO USE






