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Tree Report

Tentative Tract 5155
Moorpark Home Acres, California

INTRODUCTION

This report was prepared at the request of Mr. Wayne Colmer of the Colmer
Development Company. The site is located at the northwest comer of Citrus Drive and
Temez Drive in the unincorporated Moorpark Home Acres area in the County of
Ventura. Mr. Colmer desires to create a ten (10) lot subdivision at the subject site. A
Tentative Tract Map was prepared for the project by Peak Surveys, Inc. The proposed
plan will impact a number of native and non-native trees that are protected by the Tree
Protection Regulations of the County of Ventura. A significant number of additional
trees exist on the site, however they are of smaller size and are therefore not covered
by the ordinance.

This report was prepared in accordance with Tree Protection Regulations Section 8107-
25 and the Tree Protection Guidelines of the County-of Ventura, relating to the
conservation of native, historical and heritage trees. Such trees within the County of
Ventura are recognized as significant aesthetic, biological, cultural, historical and
ecological resources. It is the intent of the Tree Protection Regulations to encourage
responsible management of these resources. The report aiso reflects the standards of
the International Society of Arboriculture.

SCOPE OF WORK

The scope of work included a full ground field observation of the cultural and physical
conditions of twenty-four (24) trees. Each tree was tagged with a round aluminum tag,
stamped with the tree number and affixed to the tree on the north side. Pertinent data
was recorded on the Field Evaluation Forms included in Appendix A. Photographs for
reference and record purposes are included in Appendix B. A Tree Location Map that
depicts the layout of the proposed tract is included in Appendix C. As previously
mentioned, the survey and proposed grading plan were prepared by Peak Surveys, Inc.
All information provided by the preparer is certified by the preparer to be true and
correct as of the date of the field observations.
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TREE CHARACTERISTICS

The subject trees are located as shown on the Tree Location Map contained in
Appendix C. The species distribution is as follows:

SPECIES QUANTITY
Eucalyptus globulus 7
Eucalyptus leucoxylon 1
Fraxinus velutina glabra ‘Modesto' 2
Juniperus spp. 1
Phoenix canariensis . 1
Pinus halepensis 9
Sambucus mexicana 1
Schinus molle 2

TOTAL 24

The property is presently a partially developed residential lot within an existing tract.
Detailed information with respect to diameter, height, canopy dimensions, form, crown
class, and pruning history is provided for each tree on the Field Evaluation Forms in
Appendix A. . -

" TREE HEALTH

The trees exhibit varying qualities with respect to foliage color, epicormics, twig
dieback, foliage density, leaf size, annual shoot growth, woundwood development, and
vigor. Existing curbs and/or pavement provide a growth obstruction for some of the
trees. No major pests or diseases were observed. Details are provided in the Field
Evaluation Forms contained in Appendix A.

Specific comments of interest are as follows:

Tree Numbers 3 and 6 - These Aleppo Pines have barbed wire embedded in the trunk.
Tree Number 11 - This Aleppo Pine has a small infestation of mistletoe.

Tree Numbers 12 and 13 - These Modesto Ashes are growing within a planter that is
too small for a tree of this species. Ash Anthracnose is visible on the leaves.

Tree Number 14 - This Blue Gum was previously topped. The present trunks appear to
be re-growth and may have weak attachments.
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Tree Number 18 - The branches of this Blue Gum interfere with those of the tree on the
west side,

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Specific impacts to each tree as a result of the proposed site development are as
follows:

Tree Number 1 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 1 will
require removal of this tree. A cut slope.is proposed within three feet (3') of the center
of the tree and approximately thirty-seven percent (37%) of the protected zone wul be
impacted. The cross-sectional area of this tree is 13.3 square inches.

Tree Numbers 2, 3, 4, and § - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading

" for Lot 8 is minor within this area. A minor cut is proposed to create the pad. However,
since the trees are located outside of the proposed building envelope, minor field
adjustments to the grading will aliow the trees to remain in place. The cross-sectional
areas of Tree Numbers 2, 3, 4, and 5 are 309.3, 176.6, 132.7, and 132.7 square
mches respectwely

Tree Numbers 12 and 13 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, the proposed building
‘envelope for Lot 9 will likely require removal of these trees. As previously discussed,
the trees are located within existing improvements that would need to be removed in.
order to create the new lot. The cross-sectional areas of Tree Numbers 12 and 13 are
78.5 and 266.9 square inches, respectively.

. Tree Number 14 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 1 will
require removal of this tree. A cut slope is proposed within three feet (3') of the center

--of the tree and approximately fifty-four percent (54%) of the protected zone will be
impacted. The cross-sectional area of this tree is 1,290.5 square inches. ‘

Tree Number 15 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 1 will
encroach within the protected zone of this tree. A cut slope is proposed within eight feet

-(8') of the center of the tree and approximately thirty-three percent (33%) of the
protected zone will be impacted. Excavation should be performed with hand tools in this -
area to protect the root zone to the extent possible. The cross-sectional area of this
tree is 788.9 square inches.

Tree Nurhber 16 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 1 will
require removal of this tree. A fill slope is proposed at the tree location. The cross-
sectional area of this tree is 2,449.2 square inches. :

Tree Numbers 17, 18 and 19 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading
for Lot 6 will require removal of these trees. A cut slope is proposed within six feet (6')
of the center of each tree and well over fifty percent (50%) of the protected zone of
each tree will be impacted. The cross-sectional areas of Tree Numbers 17, 18 and 19
are 754.4, 543.2 and 754.4 square inches, respectively.
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Tree Number 20 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 6 will
encroach within the protected zone of this tree. A fill slope is proposed within seventeen
feet (17') of the center of the tree and approximately four percent (4%) of the protected
zone will be impacted. The cross-sectional area of this tree is 1,194.0 square inches.

Tree Number 21 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, this tree should not be
impacted by the proposed development, The cross-sectional area of this tree is 565.2
square inches.

Tree Number 22 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 8 is
minor within this area. A minor cut is proposed to create the pad. However, since the
tree is located outside of the proposed building envelope, minor field adjustments to the
grading wili allow the tree to remain in place. The cross-sectional area of this tree is
approximately 1,017.4 square inches.

Tree Number 23 - As shown on the Tree Locatlon Map, proposed grading for Lot 9 will
- require removal of this tree. A fill of approximately eight feet (8') is proposed at this
location to create the pad. The cross-sectional area of this tree is 317.1 square inches.

Tree Number 24 - As shown on the Tree Location Map, proposed grading for Lot 10 will
require removal of this tree. A slope is proposed at this location to create the pad. The
cross-sectional area of this tree is 834.5 square inches.

If it were desired that more of the subject trees be preserved on the site, grading
adjustments would be required. The pad sizes and/or building envelopes would
decrease to allow for fewer disturbances around the subject trees.

Utility runs should be routed outside of the protected zone of each tree to remain. Any
construction within the protected zone of any of the trees to remain should be
performed with hand tools only. Grade changes should be minimized to the maximum
extent possible. Construction materials and vehicles must be kept outside of the
protected zone of the trees at all times, unless required for the approved improvements.

Prior to the start of any construction, each ree to be preserved should be fenced at the
protected zone in accordance with the standards of the County of Ventura.

Following completion, the area beneath the dripline of each tree should be covered with
three inches (3") of an organic mulch to the extent possible. The muich should be
maintained several inches from the trunk.

- GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The following general recommendations should be followed to establish and maintain a
healthy cuitural environment for trees. It must be understood that these
recommendations apply to trees in general; specific questions should always be
referred to the tree consultant.
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WORK WITHIN THE PROTECTED ZONE

The protected zone is an area surrounding a tree, usually defined by local ordinance. It
typically includes all area within the dripline of the tree, plus five feet beyond the
dripline. This distance must generally be no less than fifteen feet from the trunk. Given
the high sensitivity of trees, great care must be taken when work is conducted within
the protected zone. Specifically:

Observation - All work conducted within the protected zone of a tree should be
performed within the presence of a qualified tree consultant. Usually this work will also
require a permit from the local government. This will help to insure that work is-
performed in a manner that will not harm a tree.

Notice -- Forty-eight hours notice should be provided to the tree consultant prior to the
planned start of work. This notification must usually be provided to the local
government also. The notice will insure that the project receives the highest possible
scheduling priority and avoid delays

Hand Toois - All work should be accomplished with the use of hand tools only. Except
under special circumstances; tractors, backhoes and other vehicles cannot be operated
in a manner that will preserve major tree roots, minimize soil compactlon and insure
the safety of both the vehicle operator and the tree.

Certification - All work conducted within the protected zone should be certified by a
qualified tree consultant. For work performed under a permit, this may be a requirement
of the local government.

- WORK OUTSIDE dF THE PROTECTED ZONE

To protect trees within the vicinity of major construction, trees should be temporarily
fenced at the edge of the protected zone prior to the beginning of construction
operations on a site. The fence should be constructed of chain link material, a minimum
of five feet in height. The tree consultant should be contacted to develop a fencing
plan, generally required by local ordinance. The fence may be removed at the
completion of the construction upon approval by the local government.

GRADE CHANGES

" Any change to the grade at the root crown of a tree can have a negative impact. As
little as'six inches can lead to the death of the tree. Drainage pattemns should be
maintained to prevent water from flowing and ponding at the base of a tree. if fill soil
exists, use a shovel to remove the excess soil. The flare at the root crown should just
be visible.

INSPECTION

Mature trees should be inspected on a periodic basis by a qualified tree consultant. The
inspection basis should be determined by the relative hazard value of the tree. For
example, trees surrounding a high-use business should be inspected on a quarterly
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basis, whereas trees located within a low-use open space might only require bi-annuai
inspection. It is the responsibility of the property owner to establish and implement an
appropriate inspection schedule upon the recommendation provrded by the tree
consultant

WARRANTY

The trees discussed herein were generally reviewed for physical, biological, functional,
and aesthetic conditions. This examination was conducted in accordance with presently
accepted industry procedures: an at-grade, macro-visual observation only. No

- extensive microbiological, soil/root excavation, upper crown examination, nor internal
tree investigation was conducted and therefore, the reportings herein refiect the overall
visual appearance of the trees on the date reviewed. No warranty is implied as to the
potential failure, health or demise of any part or the whole of any tree described in this
report. :

Cllents are edvised that should physicé! or biological concems be evidenced for any
specimen within this report, prudent further investigation, detailed analysis or remedial
action may be required.

As living organisms, plants continually exhibit growth and response to environmentai
changes that influence the development, health and vigor of the specimen. These
influences may not be externally visible and may be present or develop over various
time periods depending on the site conditions.

It is recommended that due to the general nature of plant development and continued
environmental and physical influences on vegetation at a spec:f ic site, regular
monitoring by a qualified arborist be scheduled.

Locations of property lines or exact tree locations, site amenities, structures or
easements are assumed to be as illustrated on any enclosed maps. They are a
composite of information provided by the client, records of fact and/or on-site field
review. No investigation was made to verify these conditions.

This report represents the independent opinion of the preparer and was conducted per
" the client's scope of request. The report is therefore limited to the extent described
herein.
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APPENDIX A - FIELD EVALUATION FORMS
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FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 3 public Aprivate O unknown O ather:
SitelAddress: L0/ 2 91 Lty &}VL " Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate: _____
Date: J k 27, / ffé Inspector; ZZ 2 Date of last inspection: ? O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS o S - :
Tree #: 7. Species: O Quercus sgrifolia O Quercus lobata ,ELother —g7 %7 /' yy Jﬂeﬂ@d
# of trunks: __/ dbH (inches): 2, % 222 /) Height {feet):

Compass direction N NE E_ ] SE 3 SW_| W NW

Dripline (feet) 3 Z g 5 & - 5 Z

Clearance to canopy & 5 7 5 & 5 7 &

Form: L1 generally symmetric Mnar asymmetry O major asymmetry [] stump sprout  [J stag-headed
Crown class: 0 dominant [J co-dominant [ intermediate  PYsuppressed
Age class: [.young [Fsemi-mature [ mature [ over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio (conifersonly): " %

Pruning history: [l crown cleaned [ excessively thinned [ltopped - O crown raised  [J pollarded [ crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced [J none }Slmuhiple pruning events  Approximate dates: —_— O unknown

Special Value: O specimen  [J heritage/historic [ wildlife [ unusual [Jstreettree [ screen [ shade
?I_indigenous 3 protected by government agency

Foliage color: Phnormal {1 chiorotic £ necratic ' Woundwood development 0 excellent ﬁ-saverage
 Epicormics? Y (" Twig Dieback?(ADN 0 poor D none .
Foliage densitys [ noaai M sparse Vigor class: O excelient [ average Kfair [3.poor

.small Growth obstructions: [J stakes [l wireties [ signs

. Leaf size: [J normal O cables DO curb/pavement [ guards

Annual shoot growth: O excellent [ average Ppoor 0O other
Major pests/diseases: B
SITE CONDITIONS

Site character: O residence [ commercial DO industrial O park O open space ﬁ‘.natural T woodland/fforest
Landscape type: O parkway DO raised bed 0D container O mound Olkawn O shrub border [ wind break
Irrigation:mone 0 adequate [ inadequate 11 éxcessive O trunk wetted  Pavement lifted? y/@

Recent site disturbance? Y /[V DO construction O soil disturbance O grade change [l line clearing {1 site clearing
% dripline paved: f 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline wifill soil: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: f/l/ ¥ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soil problems: O drainage O shallow [ compacted [ droughty O saline’ [ alkafine [Jacidic = O _small volume
D disease center D history of failure D clay [ expansive yj\slope S *  aspect =

Obstructions: [ lights 0O signage O line-of-sight [ view [ overhead lines [ underground utilties O traffic
Wadjacent vegetation O other — : )

Exposure to wind: (1 single tree p—beiow canopy O above canopy U recently exposed [l windward, canopy edge
D) area prone to windthrow '

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snowlfice storms: {XYnever 0O seldom . T regulany



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number _fi

TARGET

tYse Under Tree: O building O parking Otraffic O pedestrian O recreation [ landscape [ hardscape
0O small features [ utility lines Can targetbe moved? Y N  Can use be restricted? Y N

Oceupancy:-{1 occasional use [ intermittent use O frequent use O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted.as applicable = . % .. . .77 .. L& 00 ..
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y@ Mushroomiconk present? ‘@7/ ID:
Exposed roots: O severe O moderate O low Undermined: O severe [ moderate [l low

Root pruned: feet fomtrunk  Root area atfected: __— % Buttress wounded? YCKF  When:

Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate [ low Potential for root fallure: [ severé . O moderate 0O low

LEAN: -_""—t-legrees from vertical [ natural O unnatural O self-corrected  Soll heaving? ¥ N

Decay in planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soll cracking? ¥ N Lean severity: O severe [ moderate- 7 0 low

| S

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multipte attachments
Inciuded bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hoile/bee hive
_Deadwood/stubs LM
Borersitermites/ants
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight 0O crownclean O thin [ raise canopy {J crown reduce
O restructure O shape

Pest controk: __ Cabie/Brace: ‘
Other Activities: [J aerate scil O remove fill soil O remove imigation/planting O remove wite, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: O crown [Odecay 0O aenal ﬁ-monitor Remove tree? Y 0 Replace tree? Y@’
Move target:? Y Other: O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [J none - ?f-evatuate Notification: IJ owner 0O manager 0O goveming agency Date:

ADDITIONAL. COMMENTS . .~ .. -

Phete H |



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: G public E{private [ unknown O other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: __ Coordinate: ______
Date: \]2(1712 27 / 7?9 inspector: Z P Date of last inspection: 7 O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS _ S :
Tree #: L Species: O Quercus agnifolia D Quercus lobata Mher »‘ﬂ’ Hys 69 k/]&ﬂsu
# of trunks: __Z— dbH (Inches) / S [3 — Height (feet): _J 2
Compass direction NE E SE S sSwW W NW
Dripline (feet) f f« [F 75 T 0 2 /S S
Clearance to canopy 15 1< j 7] 0 _ir # =

Form: O generally symmetric O minor asymmetry ﬁmajor asymmetry 0O stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant ﬁ co-dominant 0O intermediate O suppressed
Ageclass: O young [1semi-mature Bumature [ over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): ?g %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinned DOtopped O crou)n raised [ pollarded [J crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced DO none [ multiple pruning events  Approximate dates. ___~—— mnknown

Special Value: O specimen 0O heritage/historic O wildlife O unusual DO streetiree O screen ﬂ.shade
O indigenous O protected by government agency

Foliage color: finormal O chlorotic O necrotic , Woundwood developrnent 0O excellent ﬁ\average 7
~ Epicormics? Y (¥ Twig Dieback? Y o ~ Opoor Dnone

Vigor class: O excellent [1average Pfair 0O poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes O wirefties O signs
O cables 0O curb/pavement [ guards

Foliage density: }5~norrnal O sparse
Leaf ize:ffn_ormal O small

Annual shoot growth: [ excellent f-average O poor 0 other il
Major pestsidiseases: -
SITE CONDITIONS

Site character: ‘ﬂ-&es:dence I‘:I commercial O mdustnal 0 park Pﬂtopen space [ natural O woodland/forest
Landscape type: O parkway DO raised bed D container Omound DOfawn O shrub berder [Jwind break
Irrigation:ﬁ-none O adequate DOinadequate [ excessive [ trunk wetted Pavement lifted? Y@

Recent site disturbance? Y O construction O soii disturbance [ grade change  [I line clearing .0 site clearing
% dripline paved: - ' 0% @ 25.50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline wiill soil: ﬂ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soil problems: £ drainage' O shallow {Jcompacted O droughty [lsaiine O alkaiine O acidic L) small volume
D disease center O history of failure . D clay O expansive Yd-siope 3 * aspect

Obstruction;; O lights Osignage 0O line-of-sight O view [ overheadlines [ underground utiities [ traffic
Mjacent vegetation ' -[J other

Exposure to wind: O single tree ﬁLbeiow canopy El above mnopy E.' recentty exposed {1 windward, canopy edge
{1 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snow/ice storms:)Qnever O seldom O regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number Z,/

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building ﬁ-parkmg ﬁ-%rafﬁc ﬂ\pedes jan O recreation [ landscape O hardscape
O small features O utility ines  Can target be moved? Y Can use be restricted? Y 2@

Oocupancy:ﬁ.nccas:onal use [ intermittent use [ frequentuse O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted asapplicable ~~ "% o0 7ol
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspectroatrot? Y . Mushroomiconk present? Y& i0:
Exposed roots: O severe [ mederate DO low Underrmned. O severe O moderate [ low

Root pruned: _— feet fromtrunk Root area affected: — % Buttress wounded? Y d@ Wheﬁ:
Restricted t area: [0 severe [0 moderate [ low - Potential for root failure: (] severe [ moderate [ low
LEAN: :’b degrees from vertical pl@tural O unnatural 0O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Yﬁﬁﬁ
Decay in plane of lean? Y ﬁ Roots broken? Y,@ Soil cracking? Y (fl/ Lean severity: Jhsevere }imoderatew O iow
Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = fow

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES

Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits B
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive )
[ Deadwood/stubs . 7/ <7

Borersfermites/ants
Cankers/galis/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: 00 remove defective part [ reduce end weight [ crownciean DOthin O raise canopy [ crown reduce
O restructure O shape

Pestcontrol: Cable/Brace:

P

Other Activities: [0 aerate soil [ remove fill soil O remove imigation/planting O remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water

inspect further: O raot crown [ decay O aerial ﬁmonitor Remove tree? Y (Q Replace tree? Ydﬁy
Move target:? Y Other: - O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: 0 none }&evaluate Notification: (] owner 00 manager O governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .

Vit #7



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: D public %grivate D unknown  [J other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate:

Date: | lqﬂ 27Zf ﬁ Inspector: & Date of last inspection: Q‘ O not previously inspected

TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree #: 3 Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata )Zither ﬂ""u’ A"t /{/fh.bi )

# of trunks: ___| dbH (inches): __ [ S Height (feet): _ < &
Compass direction N NE E SE S SW w NW
Dripline (feet) ia [T g 74 1/s) _{Z 2 /5
Clearance to canopy T3 /9 I /5 /¥ /S 5™

Form: [0 generally symmetric Q‘minor asymmetry 0O major asymmetry O stump sprout 0O stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant l}co—dommant O intermediate  [J suppressed
Age class: O young [l semimature E{mature [ over-mature/senescent Llve crown ratio (conifers only): 75—_ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [0 excessively thinned DO topped - O crown raised [ pollarded [J crown reduced
O flush cuts DO cabled/braced DInone D muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — & unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic [ wildlife [ unusual DO streettree [ screen Phshade
0O indigenous {1 protected by government agency

Foliage color: ﬁnormal O chlorotic O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ﬂ\average
Epicormics? Y A Twig Dieback? (§ N Opoor [ none

Vigor class: O excellent I average AiMair O poor

Foliage density: B-normal [ sparse
_— , Growth obstructions: [] stakes [ wireties [ signs
Leaf size: Wl.gormal O smak O cables 0O curb/pavement 0O guards o
Annual shoot growth: O excellent g.average O poor O other __ =~

Major pests/diseases: Al

SITE CONDITIONS _ ST ‘ -
- Site character: d..:eswdenoe O commercial (1 industial O park fJ-openspace [ natural [l woodiand/forest
Landscape type: O parkway O raised bed [Jcontainer O mound O lawn O shrub border O wind break
Irrigation: }&nnne 0 adequate D inadequate [ excessive [1trunk wetted Pavement lifted? Y (-

Recent site dusturbance? Y D construction OO sout disturbance [ grade change O line clearing 0O site clearing
% dripline paved: 0% 50-75%  75-100% |
% dripline w/ill sail: /0% 0—25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soil problems: [0 drainage 0O shatlow 0O compacted [Odroughty 0O saling [Dalkaline 0O acidic - O small volume
O disease center [ history of failure [l ciay [ expansive ﬂ*slope *  aspect

Obstructions: [ lights [ signage [ fine-of-sight O view [ overhead fines O underground utilities O traffic
[ adjacent vegetation 0 other _— ‘

.Exposure to wind: O single tree mlow canopy [Iabove canopy 0O recently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of showlice storms: F"\never . O} seldom O regularly
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FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number _j_

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building P-parking ﬁ-traﬂic fpedestrian [l recreation D landscape O hardscape
O small features 2 utility lines  Can target be moved? Y /A Can use be restricted? Y (7>

Occupancy: O occasional use )ﬂ.intermittent use [frequentuse 0O constant use

TREE DEFECTS_.-,thed:as.:hﬁpliééblé' PR N e :
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y%ﬂushmmfconk present? Y@ 0:
Exposed roots: []severe O moderate DOlow Undermined: O severe [ moderate 0O low
Root pruned: ___ "~ feetfromtrunk  Root area affected: % Buttress wounded? Y A5 When: ~_ "
Restricted root area: O severe 0O moderate O low Potential for root failure: O severe O moderate 11 low

LEAN: / 5 degrees from vertical [kpatural DO unnatural O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y@

Decay in plane of lean? Y & Roots broken? Y @7 Soil cracking? Y&" Lean severity: [} severe jz“moderate- . O low
Compounding factors: '
CROWN DEFECTS: S =severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES .
Poor taper -
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
-1 Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms )
Bleeding/sap flow
Looselcracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Leadwood/stubs ‘ L/
Borersitermites/ants ,
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight [ crownclean 0O thin O raise canopy DO crown reduce
O restructure O shape '

Pest control: ___ > Cable/Brace;
Other Activities: [] aerate soil O remove fill soil O remove irrigation/planting 'jiLremove wire, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: O rogt crown DO degay_ O aerial [ monitor Remove tree? Y/@ Repiace tree? Y ﬁ ) .
" Move target:? Y Other: . . . 0O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [ none &vatuate Notification: O owner ‘0O manager 0O governing agency Date:

—_— J

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .. . 7 " 00 .

/40# H 3 e is o fhe left. fonme barbed wive o plll
b Trn K, ’



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: £ public ﬁprivate O unknown [ cther:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: __ = Coordinate: _____
Date: _ T‘thé Z Ziffgnspector: 12 6) Date of last inspection: 7 0 not previously inspected
TREE CHA;ACTER]STICS , s | R
Tree #: Species: [ Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata  S-cther ﬂ}iaf Q(éﬂ@?s,‘;
#of trunks: __]_ dbH (inches): {3 Helght (feet): 25~
Compass direction N NE E SE s sSW w NW
Dripline (feet) z 7 0 /g 20 ? 2 1 2
Clearance to canopy 20 /4 -0 /8 [Z ] I VA 54

Form: D generally symmetric D minor asymmetry m'lajor asymmetry D stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant [@-co-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Ageclass: Oyoung [ semi-mature F.mature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): E

Pruning history: [I crown cleaned [0 excessively thinned DOtopped O crown raised [J pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts [ cabled/braced DOnone [ multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — )nynknowu

Special Value: O specimen O heritage/historic [ wildlife O unusual 0O streettree [ screen ﬂshade
O indigenous 0 protected by government agency

Foliage color:#-normal  [J chiorotic [ necrotic Woundwood development 0 excellent )iaverage
_ Epicormics? Y & Twig Dieback? @N Opoor O none

Vigor class: [] excellent [1average Prfar 0O poor

 Foliage density: fi-normal O sparse

. Growth obstructions: [0 stakes [ wirefties [ signs
Leaf size: M:rmal 0 smal O cables [ curb/pavement O guards
Annual shoot growth: O excellent Paverage 0 poor O other

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS © R SO e e
Site character: ?.rgmdence O commercial O industrial O park ﬂ‘epen space [} natural 0O woodlandforest
Landscape type: O parkway [ raised bed O container O mound Olawn O shrub border (] wind break
Irrigation:'}ime O adequate 0O madequate 8 excessive DOtrunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y '?

Recent site disturbanee? Y a constructlon O soil disturbance [0 grade change 01 line clearing O site clearing
% dripline paved: 0% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline wiill soil: % 10-25%  25-50%  50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: | O 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% ~ 75-100%
Soil problems: O drainage -0 shaliow . [0 compacted [ droughty DO satine [ akaline O acidic ﬁsmali volume
O disease center O history of failure O clay O expansive Hslope 2 ° aspect

Obstructions: O lights O signage O line-of-sight [1view [ overheadtines [T underground utilities I:I_trafﬁc
O adjacent vegetation [ other _—" '

[Exposure to wind: O single tree ;H:elow eenopy D above eanopy (] recentiy exposed E! mndward canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snow/ice storms: { never 'O seldom O regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number ___j'..__

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building Crparking [Hraffic destrian [l recreation 0 lands O hardscape
O smali features O utility ines  Can target be moved? Y d@‘ Can use be restricted? YN

Occupancy: 0O ocoasional use ﬁ_intennittent use O frequentuse [ constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as- apphca}le TR . 3
ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect roct rot? Y Mushroom/conk present? Y Af‘ 1b:
Exposed roots: O severe [Imoderate D low Undermined: O severe [l moderate [1low

Root pruned: —— feetfromtrunk Root area affected: _~——_% Buttress wounded? Y Cﬁ; When:
Restricted root area: O severe O moderate O low Potential for root failure: IJ severe [ moderate [l low

LEAN: ‘ degrees from vertical J natural O unnaturat O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y @ A

Decay in plane of lean? Y & Roots brokén? Y/&;’ Soil cracking? Y 4@ Lean severity: O severe meoderate -D low

R S

= V‘

Compounding factors:

CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits B
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive .
Deadwood/stubs . iy’
Borersftermites/ants . .
Cankers/galis/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT A LR

Prune: O remove defective pat O reduce end weight 7 a crdwn clean QOthin O }aise canopy [ crown reduce
O restructure O shape ’ - -

Pest control: "~'-_ - - ) : Cable/Brace:

Am—

Other Activitles ] aerate soil 0O remove ﬁli soil 0O remove imgahon!plénting O remove wire, etc. O fertilze/water

inspect further: D potcrown DO decay [aerial O monitor Remove tree? Y @ Replace tree? YW
Move target:? Y Other: =~ 3 no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: 0 none M\raluate " Netification: O ownér O manager o governing agency Date;

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS . - .

oty #3 Tree 1 e cose.

O righ ‘



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: ' O public A.private [ unknown L] other:
SitelAddress Thomas Gg?ide: Page: Coordinate:

Date: YAl 2 Z [fig Inspector: éz 2 _Date of last inspection: - O not previously inspected

TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree #: 5 Species: L'.I Quercus agnfolia O Quercus fobata other QTQ 7] r:szle £ :

# of trunks: { dbH (inches) {3 Height (feet): .._2;.5.:___.
Compass direction N NE E SE S Sw w Nw_ |
Dripline {feet) ¢s57 o4 [z Al | % [5 /5 Fis %Y

{ Clearance to canopy X3 15 /5 /5 (1 /8 15 VA4

Form: {3 generally symmetric E)'Tninor asymmetry [ major asymmetry [ stump sprout (1 stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant ,ﬁ-eo—dommant O intermediate [ suppressed
Age ciass: 00 young [J semi-mature -g‘l_mature O over-maturefsenescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): %—\ = %

Pruning history: 01 crown cleaned O excessively thinned Lltopped O crown raised [ pollarded [ crown reduced
Ol fiush cuts [0 cabled/braced [Inone [ multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: -—_ A unknown

Special Value: 1) specimen O heritage/historic O wildlife 0O unusual {2 streettree O screen #Flshade
0 indigenous 2 protected by government agency

TREEHEALTH & . povon Jiu 0 oaznss oo e S
Foliage color: ?ﬁnormal O chiorotic O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent )ﬂ\average
~ Epicormics? Y @ Twig Dieback? Y @7 Opoor O none

Vigor class: [ excellent }iaverage ) fair D poor

Growth obstructions: (O stakes [ wireflies [ signs
O cabies & curb/pavement O guards .

Foliage density: pa.norrnal A sparse
Leatf size;f norma! O small

Annual shoot growth: O excellent Raverage lpoor O other ___
Major pestsidiseases: —_—
SITE CONDITIONS -

Site character: )El-muence O commercial Olindustrial O park [Jopenspace [ natural [ woodland/forest
Landscape type:fd-parkway O raised bed Ul container DOmound O lawn O shrub border O wind break
lrrigatiﬁn L'.T‘none Mequate D inadequate D excessive 0O trunk wetted Pavement lifted? Yy

Recent site disturbance? Y /@ O construction  [1 soil disturbance O grade change I fine clearing {1 site clearing

% dripline paved: 0% 10-25% @ 50-75% = 75-100%
% dripline wifill soil: 10-25%  25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

- Soil proablems: O drainage (1 shallow .D compacted [ldroughty D saline DO alkaline D acidic [ small volume
O disease center [ history of failure  Ticlay [l expansive O slope v ° aspect

Obstructions: [ lights [ signage O line-of-sight [lview [ overhead lines D underground utilities O traffic
"?_a,d_;acent vegetation (Jother

Exposure to wind: I single tree Melow canopy (i} above canopy o} recenﬂy exposed I windward, canopy edge
0} area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snowlice storms: &never Oseldom O regulariy




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number __.‘_5__

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building ﬁ;parking p"traff ¢ Hpedestan [ recreation Frand iscape O hardscape
O small features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y ~/ Can use be restricted? Y

Occupancy: O accasional use O intermittent use QHrequent use O constant use

TREE DEFECTS Noted as. apphcable e e
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Yﬁ Mushroom/conk present? Y @17 iD:
Exposed roots: [0 severe 0O moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe I moderate O low
Root pruned: __~— feetfromtrunk Root area affected: % Buttress wounded? Y @ When:_
Restricted root area: {] severe [ moderate Dlow Potential for root failure: L1 severe 0 moderate 0O low
LEAN: h__—r_degrees fromvertical [ natural DOunnatural 0O self-corrected Soill heaving? ¥ N
Decay in planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soilcracking? Y N Lean severity: O severe [ moderate -El low

[

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES

Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multipie attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive

Deadwood/stubs L
Borersitermites/ants
Cankers/galls/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: [J remove defective part [ reduce end weight DO crownclean DOthin 0O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure O shape :

—

Pest control: Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: O aerate soil O remove fill soil [0 remove imigation/planting L] remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water

Inspect further: [l root crown [0 decay [l aeral [ monitor Remove tree? Y@ Replace tree? YR
Move target:? Y (ﬂ? Other: ]ﬁ-ao action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: D none Fevaiuate Notification: ) owner [J1 manager (O governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS -

ﬂéﬁ?‘ﬂ f’_]} ‘7' (ﬁ’//ﬂ/ﬁ'ft /L‘7L 7('5 7Ln{ﬂ/r 7 7L/ 7/{(2 ﬁtrrm-.‘éj /y ’J/é/’“‘f

—

J



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 0O public /ﬁpﬁvate O unknown [J other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate: __
Date: Jrl{m’_ 2 2,/ 7{*’5 Inspector: p«é Date of last inspection: 7 O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS '
Tree #: Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata /’E@ther %" s J‘t,/ folst
# of trunks: ___| dbH (inches): 26 Height (feet): 7O
Compass direction N NE ‘. E SE S SwW W NW
Dripline (feet) ' ] g [ (< 7S 024 2L 22 25 . I¥i
Clearance to canopy /% 2L 20 = 2L ¢ 54

Form: [0 generally symmetric mninor asymmetry Wmajor asymmetry O stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant  Preo-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: O young 0O semi-mature ure [ over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio (conifers oniy): g 5 %

Pruning history: [ crown cleaned [ excessively thinned [Oltopped O crown raised 0O pollarded 0O crown reduced
O flush cuts [ cabled/braced DO none O multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — Bunknown

Special Value: 03 specimen ﬁ-—hericage!histoﬁc O wildlife DOunusual O streettree = 0O screen }a'ﬁhade
D indigenous O protected by government agency

Foliage color: ;ﬂ-normal {3 chlorotic [ necrotic Woundwood development O excelient ,B@verage
~ Epicormics? Y ﬁ Twig Dieback? @ N Opoor O none

Vigor class: O excellent Haverage DOfar O poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes [ wirefties O signs
DO cables D curb/pavement L[] guards _

- Foliage density;£rormal O sparse
Leaf size: tdnormal [ small

Annual shoot growth: O excellent {daverage O poor Octher _ ~—
'Méjor pests/diseases: —
SITE CONDITIONS -

Site character ﬂ_undence O commercia! D industrial DOpark O openspace O natural - [ woodlandforest
Landscape type: O parkway [l raised bed 0O container O mound O lawn 0 shrub border [J wind break
Irrigatian:‘;é-nene 1 adequate D inadequate [7 excessive D trunkwetted Pavement lifted? YC/E\D

Recent site disturbance?
% dripline paved:

% dripline wifill soil:

% dripline grade lowered:

O construction [0 soil disturbance [J grade change O line clearing [ site clearing
10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll problems: [0 drainage [ shallow - 13 compacted O droughty [ saline [0 alkaline O acidic 0O smallvolume
0O disease center [ history of failure O clay 0O expansive 0O slope — ° aspect

' Obstructions: O lights O signagé O line-of-sight [view [ overheadiines [ underground utilities O traffic
R adjacent vegetation O other

Exposure to wind: [J single tree [0 below canopy ﬂapove canopy [ recently exposed L[] windward, canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snow/ice storms:/E:never O seldom [ reguiarly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number &

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building 0O parknng 0O traffic destrian [ recreation O landscape, [ hardscape
O small features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y C@ Can use be restricted? Y

Occupancy' ﬁusionai use Uintermittent use [ frequent use [1 constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as.applicable - P

ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect roct rot? Y /K. Mushroomiconk present? Y W iD:
Exposed roots: O severe [T moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe [ moderate [Jlow
Root pruned: " feetfromtrunk Root area affected: % Buttress wounded? Y @‘Wheﬁ: —_
Restricted root area: [1 severe [ moderate [Olow Potential for root fallure: O severe [0 moderate 0O low

LEAN: ﬁ degrees from vertical #nat ral [unnatural 0O self-corrected Soil heaving? Y@ .
Decay in plane of lean? Yaﬁa Roots broken? Y ﬁ Soil cracking? Y@? Lean severity: O severe ;Lmoderate }Btlow
Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper )
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity .
Conks/mushrooms J
Bleeding/sap flow ’
Loosel/cracked bark’
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs ' Lsy
Borersftermites/ants
Cankers/galis/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT = .~ . " = BRI R TR

Prune: O remove defective part O reduce end weightk O crown clean DOthin O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure [ shape

. e st -

Pest control: . Cable/Brace;

Other Activities: [] aerate soil O remove fill 5ol T remove imigation/planting Temove wire, etc. O fertilizeiwater |
Inspect further: O root crown [ decay [laerial 0 monitor Remove tree? Y @ Replace tree? Y& J
Move target:? Y ,C‘V Other: —_— : O no action required at this time |

Effect on adjacent trees: [0 none ﬂivaluate Natification: O owﬁer 0 manager [ goveming agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .

F/)U'[Lﬁ H/S— /gg/-mm édr&/ Wire t%é/ﬂé//h 7?}/,,4—
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FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: Opublic JHprivate DOunknown 0O other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page. Coordinate:

w Inspector: ( 25 Date of last inspection: 7 T not previously inspected

TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree #: 7 Specles: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata other //'m:/f 6“’ [(,&"{4 151

# of trunks: __ |/ dbH (inches): _| 2 Height (feet): [
Compass direction N NE E SE S sSw W NW |
Dripline {feet) : 17 Wz 3 v [ 15 12 /2
Clearance to canopy A 0 4 7 J74) 5 L5 g

Form: (1 generally symmetric [0 minor asymmetry ﬁmajor asymmetry 0O stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant ﬁ-co—dommant ﬁ—mermedlate [1 suppressed }
Age class: {Jyoung O semi-mature ﬁ-mature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers onlyj: ¢ ¢ & %

Pruning history: 0 crown cleaned [1 excessively thinned [ltopped 0O cro% raised [ pollarded 0O crown reduced
D flushcuts O cabled/braced [Inone [ multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: - ﬂunknown

Special Value: O specimen O heritage/historic O wildlife O unusual [streettree O screen [ shade
0O indigenous O protected by government agency

Foliage color:'ﬁ—normal O chlorotic T necrotic Woundwood deveiopment O excellent }Zﬂaverage

Epicormics? Y (K Twig Dieback? (/N O poor O none

Foliage density: B-nomal [ sparse Vigor class: O excellent D average Pifair D poor

Leaf Growth obstructions: O stakes [ wirefties 3 signs
size: ?‘m rmal T smail O cabies O curb/pavement (I guards

Annual shoot growth: O excellent /f-average O poor O other

Major pestsidiseases: —t )

SITECONDITIONS -~ = =

Site character: ﬁ-@sndence Ol commercial DO industrial DO park O openspace 0O natural O woodlandforest
Landscape type: O parkway O raised bed O container DO mound DOilewn O shrub border [ wind break
Irrigation: ﬁ.nnne O adequate [ inadequate [J excessive [Itrunkwetted Pavement fifted? Y ,@

Recent site disturbance? Y 0] construction [ soil disturbance [ grade change [ line clearing O site clearing
% dripline paved: %, | 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline wffill soil: 0%/ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soil problems: (] drainage [ shallow [Jcompacted [ droughty O saline O alkaline O acidic 0O small volume
O disease center [0 history of failure [Iclay [ expansive [ slope ° aspect

Obstructions: O lights [lsignage 0O line-of-sight O view [ overheadlines [J underground utilities (1 traffic
Mjaoent vegetation [ other __ ~— -

Exposure to wind: O single tree 'ﬁ.helow canopy [Jabovecanopy 0O recently exposed 0O windward, canopy edge
0 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snowlice stoms:)&uever O seldom 0O regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number 7___

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building 0O parking O traffic F‘i‘pedestrian DO recreation 0O landscape U hardscape
B0 small features O3 utility lines  Can target be moved? Y N Can use be restricted? Y N

Oocupancy:poccasional use O intermittent use 0O frequent use O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - thed;aé.?applié'able [ R S s
ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect root rot? Y & Mushroom/conk present? Y/ ID:
Exposed roots: [Isevere [] moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe [Jmoderate [ low

Root pruned: - feetfromtrunk Root area affected: % Buttress wounded? Y@ When:
Restricted root area: [] severe [ moderate 0O low Potential for root fallure: O severe [ moderate L3 low
LEAN: 5 0 degrees from vertical [ natural ,ﬂ\unnatural O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Ya@
Decay in plane of lean? YW Roots broken? Y y Soil cracking? Y yl.ean severity: /E-sgvere ] moderate- 8 low

(o

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = fow

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
tncluded bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
1 Deaguondstubs L]
Borersftermites/ants
Cankers/galls/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT -

Prune: O remove defective part O reduce end weight [ crownclean [Othin [ raise canopy [0 crown reduce
0 restructure O shape

—
Pest control: Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: [1 aerate soil O remove fill soil C] remove irrigation/planting ﬁ—remove wire, etc. O fertiize/water

Mo f€
Inspect further: O root crown O decay O aerial ﬁtx{onﬁor Remove tnee‘l/&) N > Replace tree? \YW
Move target:? Y /67 Other: __ 1 no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: (I none ;El_evaluate Notification: 0 owner [ manager [J governingagency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - -

/A p 717 ‘ﬁ’ é- 7{@_‘5% %ﬁ /eff



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 0O public }&ﬁvate O unknown O other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: _____  Coordinate: ______
Date: ~wae Z Z { {?g Inspector: gz 2 Date of last inspection; 7 O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS R T S, - o
Tree #: CZ Species: O Quercus agrifofia O Quercus lobata & other ﬂ nes . é‘/?(ﬁ%
# of trunks: l dbH (inches): ! 5 : Height (feet): _.____/ S
Compass direction N NE E SE 8 SwW Li) NW
Dripline (feet) 7 ’S 0 4 D 0 4 /0
Clearance to canopy ﬂ’], 7 7] W) p 2 Z 3

Form: [J generally symmetric O minor asymmetry }ﬂ-major asymmetry O stump sprout 0O stag-headed
Crown class: {1 dominant ﬁ-co—dommant ﬁ-lntermedlate [ suppressed
Age class: O young [J semi-mature ﬂmature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio {conifers oniy): g g\ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinhed opped O crown raised (1 pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts Ol.cabled/braced [ none ﬂ\mulﬁpte pruning events  Approximate dates: — 0O unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic O wildlife O unusual 0O streettree O screen [ shade
0O indigenous [ protected by government agency

Foliage color: @l normal O chiorotic O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent Eeverage
~ Epicormics? Y ﬁ Twig Dieback?/§/ N Cpoor O none

Vigor class: O excellent DO average Rfair 0O poor

Foliage density: LInormal O sparse

. Growth obstructions: [J stakes [ wirefties [ signs
Leaf size.ﬁ_normal O smail O cables 0O curb/pavement [ guards
Annual shoot growth: [ excellent ﬂaverage O poor D other pasll

Major pests/diseases: "~

SITECONDITIONS =~~~/ @ =7 7 o S ey .
Site characterbﬁ_,mdence O commercial O industial DOpark O open space [ natural O woodlandfforest
Landscape type: O parkway D raisedbed 0O container DOmound DOlawn 0O shrub border O wind break
Irrigation: )ﬂ__g_ne O adequate [linadequate [ excessive [ trunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y@

Recent site disturbance? Y @ O construction [ soil disturbance O grade change O fine clearing - [ site clearing

"% dripline paved: ‘%) 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline w/fill soil: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soil prol;lems: O drainage O shalliow 0[O compacted Ddroughty Olsaling. O alkaline [ acidic [ small volume
O disease center [ history of failure 0O ctay 0 expansive wpe . * aspect __/A//4/

Obstrucﬁons Olights D signage 0O lme-of-s:ght Oview [ overhead lines O underground utiites O traffic
Wl.adjacent vegetation O other . : .

Exposure to wind: ] single tree ﬁ.helow canopy [Jabove canopy [ recently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
[ area prone to windthrow '

Prevailing wind direction: /\f Occurrence of snowl/ice storms: j&\ever O seldom . O regularly

-

-




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number g’

TARGET

Use Under Tree: (] building O parkmg B traffic ?’-pede trian O recreation O landscape O hardscape
O small features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y @ Can use be restricted? ¥

Occupancy:/'ﬂfgcaswnal use Uintermittentuse [ frequentuse O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable L i L _
ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect roct rot? Y/ Mushroom/conk present? Y@ . .
Exposed roots: O severe [1moderate [llow Undermined: O severe O moderate I low .
Root pruned;— feet fromtrunk Root area affected: _ ~——%  Buttress wounded? Y(ﬁ? When:
Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate [Olow Potential for root failure: O severe [0 moderate [ low
LEAN: [ pa degrees from vertical ﬁ-natural O unnatural O self-corrected  Soll heaving? Ycﬁ;

Decay in plane of lean? Y (ﬂ7 Roots broken? Y @ Soil cracking? Y @ Lean severity: [l severe Bumoderate [Flow
S

—

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S =severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper )
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay .
Cavity i
Conks/mushrooms J
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs LA
Borersftermites/ants | .
Cankers/galls/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: [J remove defective part [ reduce end weight [ crownclean [DOthin [ raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure  [J shape

Pest control: . 7 Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: O aerate soil {1 remove fill soil O remove irrigation/planting _ [0 remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water

Inspect further: O oot crown  ldecay [l aerial ¥ monitor ~ Remove tree? /5 Replace tree? Y G¥
"Move target:? Y Other: - , 0 no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [J none ﬁavaluate Notification: O owner [0 manager [l goveming agency Date: _

!

pr———

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS -

f hty # 6 Tr;e; /sh On 7Zé rfféf S ‘



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 0O public jﬂprivate O unknown O other: _
SltelAddress Thomas Guide: Page: _ = Coordinate: __
Date: j Gne Z g/ ( ﬁg inspector: ﬂ( 2_ Date of last inspection: ? O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS C o . S
Tree #: q Species: O Quercus agrifolia 0 Quercus lobata /ﬁ’\other ,O,f,mf J]l/ Glenssy
# of trunks: t dbH (inches): / S Height (feet): __Z_.SL__
Compass direction N NE E SE s _Sw W NW
Dripline (feet) e, 20 [2 is 1 20 i g g /S
Clearance to canopy 2.0 1¢ < 5 /S [ /8

Form: O generally symmetric O3 minor asymmetry  [Fmajor asymmetry O stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: 00 dominant W‘ce-dominant O intermediate [ suppressed
Age class: (I young [ semi-mature Mature " O over-maturefsenescent  Live crown ratio (conifers oniy): ¢ﬂ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned L] excessively thinned ~Elepped O crown raised O pollarded [ crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced I none .ﬁmuttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — O unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic O wildlife O unusual DO streettree O screen 0O shade
Dindigencus 0O protected by government agency ‘

Foliage color: RFnormal O chiorotic O necrotic Woundwood development' O excellent ,ﬂlgverage
 Epicormics?Y (i Twig Dieback? £/ N O poor O none

Vigor class: O excellent /&average Ofsir O poor

Follage density: @-normal O sparse

Leaf size: ;ﬂ Growth obstructions: O stakes O wirefties [ signs
size: mal O small Cicables [ curb/pavement [ guards

Annual shoot growth: O excelient H.average O poor 0 other -

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS = e oo
Site character: y’_zesudence .Ocommercial Oindustrial DOpark 0O openspace 0O natural 0O woodlandforest
Landscape type: [ parkway [ raisedbed O container DO mound QOlawn 0O shrubborder [ wind break
Irrigation:yinnne Oadequate [Olinadequate [Jexcessive Oltrunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y&~

Recent site disturbance? Y O construction [ soil disturbance L[] grade change L] line clearing O site clearing

% dripline paved: 10-26% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline wifill soil: _ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soil problems: O drainage O shallow O compacted O droughty = [ saline [ alkaline 0O acidic [ smallvolume
0O disease center [ history of failure O clay [ expansive Ul slope ~—" _*® aspect -

Obstructions: O lights O signage O line-of-sight O view [ overheadlines O underground utilities O traffic
4 adjacent vegetation [ other

Exposure to wind: [J single tree jﬁ-beiow canopy D above canopy [0 recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
CJ area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N Occurrence of snow/ice storms: ;J_never O seldom O regulary




&
FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number _/__

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building [ parking Otraffic DO pedestrian O recreation O landscape O hardscape
O small features O] utility lines  Can target be moved? Y ﬁ Can use be restricted? Y ﬁe'

Oocupancy?é\occasional use [lintermittent use D frequentuse [I constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted asapplicable = "L :
ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect root rot? Y&~ Mushroom/conk present? \@ o:
Exposed roots: O severe [ moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe [1 moderate . DOlow

Root pruned: __ H—%feet fromtrunk  Root area affected: "% Buttress wounded? Y(@ When: —"
Restricted root area: [J severe [ moderate [liow Potential for root faillure: O severe O moderate [J low

LEAN: 2 0 degrees from vertical [ natural ;Ei{nnatural 0O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y @

Decay in plane of lean? Y y Roots broken? Y L@ Soil cracking? Y 'ﬂ'? Lean severity; Elsevere O moderatel . 0 low
Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Inciuded bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/imushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwoad/stubs L~m
Borersftermites/ants
Cankers/galis/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT -

Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight DO crownclean DOthin ] raise canopy [l crown reduce
O restructure O shape

Pest control: — 3 Cable/Brace:

e—

——"

Other Activities: (0 aerate soil [ remove fill seil OO remove irrigation/planting O remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water

Inspect further: O rggt crown [ decay [ aerial ﬁ.rnonitor Remove tree? Yﬁ Replace tree? Y&
Move target:? Y Other: _- * O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacedt trees: [ none 7&waaluate Notification: 0 owner [J manager [ governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS -

il R,

e



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner; O public /@ﬁvate O unknown O3 other:
Site/Address: ’ Thomas G?uide: Page: Coordinate; _____
Date: JZML_?’}% { {79 Inspector: & /(-‘l Date of last inspection: : B not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS , L e P A
Tree #: ﬁ/ @ Species: 0 Quercus agrifofia O Quercus lobata ﬁ&ther /;’ D s Aﬂ /C/ 563
# of trunks: ___ dbH (inches): _ £ S Height (feet): ¢ 5
Compass direction N NE E SE S SW W NW
Dripline (feet) o, 7. Iz TE 7L 79 (2 é F 4
Clearance to canopy 4 29 [4 27 12 o1 [ 4

Form: [1 generally symmetric O minor asymmetry Q;major asymmetry 0O stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant /[.’.I-eo-dommant 0O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: Oyoung 0O semi-mature Mature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): 70 %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned L[] excessively thinned pped [J crown raised 0O pollarded [ crown reduced
Ofushcuts O cabled/braced DO none i muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — 03 unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic O wildlife Ol unusual [ streettree [ screen  -shade
(1 indigencus L1 protected by government agency

Foliage color: {1 normal O chiorotic 0 necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ﬂ»average
 Epicormics? Y () Twig Dieback? () N Opoor O none

Vigor class: O excellent @verage O fair [ poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes [0 wirefties [ signs
1 cables 0O curb/pavement [ guards ‘

Foliage density: ﬁ.non‘nal O sparse
Leaf size: )‘Anonml O small

Annual shoot growth: O exceilent  (daverage [ poor _E:l other _ ~__
Major pests/diseases: -
SITE CONDITIONS -

Site character: lé..msudence O commercial . O industrial Clpark O openspace [ patural O woodlandfforest
Landscape type: [0 parkway [lraised bed O container DO mound Okwn [ shrubborder [ wind brea‘k'
Irrigation-;imne D adequate [0 inadequate [ excessive [ trunkwetted Pavement lifted? Yﬁ

Recent site disturbance? Y W Ol construction [ soil disturbance [ grade change  { line clearing [ site clearing
% dripline paved % 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline wifill soil: 10-25% 2550% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll problems: O drainage DO shallow DO compacted Oldroughty DO saline Qalkaline 0 acidic [ small volume
O disease center [ history of failure Olclay [ expansive O slope ~— * aspect ——

Obstructions: O lights O signage [ line-of-sight [ view ['overhead lines (O underground utiities D traffic
R adiacent vegetation I other

Exposure to wind: O single tree ﬂ_below canopy Kbove canopy O reoently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
0O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: ' Occurrence of snowl/ice storms: %ever O seldom [ regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number / 4

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building D parking DOtraffic O pedestrian [J recreation O landscape O hardscape
O small features O utility lines ~ Can target be moved? Y [57 Can use be restricted? Y 4§

Oocupancy:ﬂ'&ccasionai use [Ointermittentuse 0O frequentuse [ constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable e 3
'ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect root rot? Y (K> Mushroomiconk preeerlt? Y& ID: |
Exposed roots: O severe [ moderate [llow Undermined: O severe [ moderate [I low - B i
~ Root pruned: < feetfromtrunk Rootarea affected: "% Buttress wounded? YN "When: e
Restricted root area: [} severe [ moderate O low Potential for root failure: O severe [ moderate O low

LEAN: 53 degrees from vertical )Qatural B unnatural O self-corrected  Soll heaving? Y@)

Decay in plane of lean? Y @ Roots broken? Y & Soil cracking? Y @Lean severity: {ievere ltamoderate D low
Compounding factors: __ "~

CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper ’ . 1
Bow, sweep }
Co-dominants, forks |
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/spiits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay .
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms ) -
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs
Borersftermites/ants
Cankers/gallstburls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT LRy T e T e R

Prune: 0 remove defective part  [J reduce end weight D) crownclean Dthin O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure [ shape _ - )

Pest control: — Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: [] aerate scil O remove filf'soil ‘00 remove irrigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilze/water

Inspect further: O rootcrown O decay- ‘0] aerial }imonrtor Remove tree? Y & Replace tree? Y (ﬁ
Move target:? Y ﬁ Other: O no action required at this time

——

o

Effect on adjacent trees: O none Evaluate Notification: O3 owner ‘0O manager [1 governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - . .



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Ownes: a public )@Jﬂvate O unknown (3 other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page. . Coordinate:
Date: J CZ/}(G Zﬂ{ 73 Inspector: & 6 Date of last inspection: ? O not previoysly inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS : S
Tree #: / { Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata other ’ﬂ s hﬁ[ / C/&l 5¢s
# of trunks: __| dbH (inches): __ <. 3 : Height (feet): > S
Compass direction NE E SE 5 sW w NW
Dripline (feet) es7_ JJ’ 15 | 70 35 | 30 23 2c | 25
Clearance to canopy 15 75 30 20 /5 < 20 | ko

Form: O generally symmetric [ minor asymmetry Jﬁ.major asymmetry 0O stump sprout 0O stag-headed
Crown class: [0 dominant ?—ee—dominant 0 intermediate [ suppressed
Age class: Oyoung O semi-mature @ature 3 over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): - 2

Pruning history: O crown cleaned  [J excessively thinned Otopped O crbwn raised [ pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts [ cabled/braced [l none [ multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: -_ Al unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic [ wildlife DO unusua! [ streettree O screen [ shade
O indigenous O protected by government agency

Foliage color: j'_‘rnormal O chloretic O necratic Woundwood development 0 excelient ,’&average
_ Epicormics? Y (87 Twig Dieback? (28 Qpoor [ none

Vigor class: [1 excellent ﬁaverage Of@r O poor

Growth obstructions: [ stakes D wireties D signs
O cables 0O curb/pavement [ guards

Foliage density: Fiuonnal O sparse
Leaf size: @hormal 0 small

Annual shoot growth: O excellent Kl average [ poor O other
Major pests/diseases: —

Site character'ﬂ-tesldence EI commercial O industrial O park (] openspace O natural O woodlandftorest
Landscape type: [ parkway [l raisedbed [container Omound DOlawn DO shrubborder O wind break
Irrigatlonbégne O adequate [ inadequate 0O excessive L[] trunkwetted Pavement lifted? W '

Recent site disturbance? Y [l construction [ soil disturbance (1 grade change O line clearing [ site clearing
% dripline paved: Y 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline wiill soil: 0% / 10-25% 2550% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: \ 0 10-25% 25-50%.. 50-75%  75-100%
Soil problems: [I drainage O shallow [ compacted O droughty = O saline [ alkaline D acidic O small volume
O disease center O history of faillure O clay [ expansive H-slope 5 * aspect

Obstructions: O lights O signagé/ﬂ line-of-sight [lview D overtheadlines O underground utilities 0 traffic
Ljacent vegetation O other '

Exposure to wind: O single tree  C] below canopy ﬁ\bove canopy a recently exposed a mndward canopy edge
0 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: : N Occurrence of snowl/ice storms: Qever {1 seldom O regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number / /

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building O parking Otraffic DO pedestrian O recreation O landscape O hardscape
O small features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y&’ Can use be restricted? Y/ N

Oocupancy:}iaccasional use [ intermittentuse 0O frequent use O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable _ . :
ROOT DEFECTS:  Suspect oot rot? Y (K Mushroomiconk present? Yﬁ
Exposed roots: O severe [Jmoderate 0O low Undermined: O severe [ moderate 0O low

Root pruned: _ ~—  feet fromtrunk Root area affected: % Buttress woupded? Y 4F When:

i
Restricted root O severe [0moderate [Jlow Potential for root fallure: O severe 0O moderate [ low |
grea < Y degrees from vertical ﬁnatural D unnatural. O seif-comected  Soil heaving? Y AL
Decay in plane of lean? Y & Roots broken? Y @7 Soll cracking? Y y Lean severity: ,@evere Em| moderate Cl low
Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low |

" DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper [
Bow, sweep , |
Co-dominants, forks '
Multiple attachments
Inciuded bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/spiits
Hangers
Girdiing
Wounds/seam
Decay . '
Cavity ' i
Conks/mushrooms )
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
|_Deadwoadistubs i L-M
Borers/termites/ants ’ )
Cankers/galis/burls [listlepe (M
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT =~ .5 =~ 70~ 7 7 R

Prune: O remove defective part I reduce end weight [ crownclean [Jthin L[l raise canopy O crown reduce

O restructure O shape - 3
Pest control: : Cable/Brace: '
Other Activities: [] aerate soif [ remove fill soil O remove irrigation/planting [ remove wire, etc. 3 fertilize/water

inspect further: O rpet croaom 0O dewy 0 aerial )ﬁ_monrtor Remove tree? Yﬂ Replace tree? Ya¥
Move target:? Y Other: O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: {1 none gf_evaluate Notification: O owner [ manager [ governing agency Date;

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS -

Uhty 1 /"7‘— ﬁfﬁ/@ﬁe %a/r #//5




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public f[grivate O unknown O other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page:____ Coordinate: __
Date: J- Une 2 g,, / ng Inspector: ﬂ 6‘ Date of last inspection: ? [J not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS _ . R , : . e T
Tree & = " Species: O0 Quercus agrifofia I Quercus lobats other E‘ Wﬁ&/ < (/€ / (74 7(/;14‘
# of trunks: __ | dbH (inches): __| O . Height {feet): | & -
Compass direction N NE E SE s sSW w NW
Dripline (feet) It & A A 5 [2 [ /5
Clearance to canopy 12 /0 & < £ 3 Z {2

Form: [J generally symmetric [0 minor asymmetry g.‘major asymmetry O stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: [0 dominant ‘ﬁ.co-dominant ]ﬂ-intennediate O suppressed
Age class: [ young ?.sgmi—mature O mature O over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio {conifers only): - %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [J excessively thinned ped O crown raised O pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced [ none ?_multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: —_— 0O unknown

Special Value: O specimen [ heritage/historic [ wiidlife O unusual [Ostreettree [ screen [ shade
Oindigenous O protected by government agency '

Foliage color: rmal W\chlorotlc O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ﬁfavurage _
2 Opoor 0 none
Epicormics?{’’)N  Twig Dieback? (¥ N
Foliage density: O normal  GXsparse Vigor class: (1 excefient ([ average fair O poor
Leaf size: Growth obstructions: [J stakes [ wire/ties [ signs
size: 5[29"“3' 0 small O cables rb/pavement [ guards
Annual shoot growth: O excellent average K] poor 0 other A
Major pests/diseases:
SITE CONDITIONS -

Site character{}ﬁ-zesidence O commercial [ industrial DO park [J1openspace DO natural [ woodland/forest
Landscape type: ) parkway D) raised bed [ container [Imound Dlawn DO shrub border [ wind break
lrrigation: O none [0 adequate [ inadequate [J excessive O trunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y@f/_

Recent site disturbance? Y ,@ 0 construction (0 soil disturbance 0 grade change (1 line clearing O site clearing
"% dripline paved: o A%, 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100% '

% dripline will soil: 10-25% 25-50% S50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll problems: O drainage O shallow O compacted DO droughty 0O saline Elalkaline 0O aé_idic O small volume
[J disease center [J history of failure [ clay [J expansive 0O slope —_ ° aspect

Obstructions: O lights O signage_ O line-of-sight [Jview [ overhead lines O underground utiities [ traffic
Tﬂegjacent vegetation O other :

Exposure to wind: [ single tree ﬂ.bﬂlow canopy [Jabove canopy [ recently expesed I:I windward, canopy edge
[ area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: N : Occurrence of enowlice storms: ﬂ\never 0O seldom DO regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number / 2

TARGET

Use Under Tree: & building arking ffic . cllestrian (O recreation [0 landscape [ hardscape
O small features * CJ utility lines  Can target be moved? Y AV Can use be restricted? Y é‘/

Occupancy:%cczsmnal use 5Lir_1termittent use [Jfrequentuse [ constant use

TREE DEFECTS - . Noted as. appllcable ' e

ROOT DEFECTS: Suspectrootrot? Y ﬁﬂ Mushroom/conk present? Y& ID:
Exposed roots: O severe [ moderate 0O low Undermined: [Jsevere [Imoderate [l low

Root pruned: ~— feetfromtrunk Root area affected: '__T Buttress wounded? Yﬁ? When:
Restricted root area: O severe [l moderate [Olow Potential for root failure: O severe [0 moderate [ low
LEAN: / 2 degrees from vertical ﬂ-natural O unnatural O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y &‘/‘

Decay in plane of lean? Y 57 Roots broken? Y ﬁ Soil cracking? Y/& Lean severity: []severe £ moderate Flo\w
Compounding factors: ~
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES

Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments va
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hoie/bee hive
| Deadwood/stubs LM

Borersitermnes/ants
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: [ remove defective part  [J reduce end weight [Clcrownclean [thin O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure 0O shape

o g

Pest control: - Cable/Brace:

Other Activities: O aerate soil  [J remove fill soil }ﬂ\remove irmigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilize/water
Inspect further: O root crown O decay O aerial ﬂ.mon'rtor Remove tree?@ N  Replace tree? Y@

Move target:? Y Other: — O no action required at this time
Effect on adjacent trees: O none %valuate Notification: O owner [ manager [ governing agency Date:
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - /s v 4. gy S il Bor @ ree, e Hsh

Photos 16 and 17, Tc?e s on TR /67‘% Leans shony sim,
of Ask Pothacnsse; not secine, t/,/, Tree.



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: J public /ﬁgrivate O unknown  E) other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate: ______
Date: J_Lillm 2 5; f‘iﬁ: Inspector: (22 - Date of last inspection: ’ O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS oo A
Tree #: / 3 Species: O0 Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata /W\uther F nKchas € fu ﬁﬁL/%i/@?S g
$oftrunks: ___J— __ dbH (inches): /‘t [ Height (feety: _ | &

Compass direction N NE E SE ] Sw w NwW

Dripline (feet) e,#, 19 [ [ el 2 14 s /3

Clearance to canopy 1 /7. j2 /2 {7 ) {2 /2

Form: OO generally symmetric O minor asymmetry /mmajor asymmetry [ stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant [ co-dominant Phintermediate O suppressed
Age class: [0 young semi-mature }Zj\mature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio {conifers only): _~ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinned ﬂ.topped [w] crou}n raised [ pollarded [J crown reduced
O fiush cuts O cabled/braced [J none ﬁmultiple pruning events  Approximate dates: - O unknown

Special Value: [] specimen 3 heritage/historic [ wildlife O unusual 0O streettree DO screen [ shade
D indigenous [ protected by gavernment agency

Foliage color: rmal  P-ehiorotic T necrotic Woundwood development: O excellent ﬁlwaverage
Epicormics2y) N Twig Dieback?(¥’ N O poor . U none

Foliage density: P.normal O sparse
Leaf size: 4l normal €1 smail

Vigor class: O excellent O average ﬁfair 01 poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes [ wireties [ signs
0 cables ,ﬁ&urblpavement 0 guards

Annual shoot growth: O excellent lﬁ‘average 0 poor D other
Major pests/diseases: —
SITE CONDITIONS ) e

Site character:)ﬂ-residence O commerciai DOindustial O park D openspace DO natural I:I woodland/forest
Landscape type: O parkway [ raised bed O container Omound DOlawn [ shrub border [ wind break
Irrigation:Mne O adequate O inadequate [J excessive [ trunk wetted Pavement lifted?

Recent site disturbance? Y O construction [ soil disturbance [J grade change O line clearing D site clearing
10-25% 2550% 50-75%  75-100% |

10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline paved:
% dripline wifill soil:
% dripline grade lowered:

Soil problems: [J drainage [ shallow [J compacted [ droughty 0[O saline,‘__,/g_glkaline o acid'ic_;.;:llsmli volume
O disease center O history of failure O ciay [ expansive [ slope ) ® aspect

Obstructions: O lights O signage [0 line-of-sight O view I overheadfines O underground utilities O traffic 7
adjacent vegetation [ other sl ' ‘

Exposure to wind: 0 single tree ‘ﬁl.bglow canopy [ above canopy 0O reoentlyrr éqused'_ _ O windward, canopjt edge
0 area prone to windthrow - -

Prevailing wind directian: _ /\/ ‘Occurrence of snowfice storms: K never [ seldom .11 regularly




FIELb EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number / 5

TARGET ' T

O small features * O utility ines  Can target be moved? Y 4D Can use be restricted? Y

Use Under Tree: K} building I?H;arking Praffic edestrian O recreation J'Bilandsccge H-hardscape
Occupancy:ﬁnccasional use [Jintermittent use Mequent use 0O constant use '

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as.applicable .
'ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Yﬁ Mushroom/conk present? \% D
Exposed roots: [ severe [lmoderate O low. Undermined: [J severe [Imoderate D3 low
Rootpruned: _____ feetfromtrunk Root area affected: __ "% Buttress wounded? Y N When:
Restricted root area: O severe O moderate Olow Potential for root failure: O severe [l moderate [J low
LEAN: I5 degrees from vertical [Knatural O unnatural O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y@
Decay in plane of lean? Y ﬁ Roots broken? Y aﬂ) Soil cracking? Y&'Lean severity: [ severe ;Elmoderate. . C] low

—

t—

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Muitiple attachiments Al
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
lL.oosefcracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs - ‘ 7~
Borersfiermites/ants
Cankers/galls/buris
‘Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part 0O reduce end weight DO crownclean Dthin O raise canopy [ crown reduce
O restructure O shape '

Pest control: " S Cable/Brace:

il

Other Activities: [0 aerate- soil O remove fill soil O remove irrigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: [J reotcrown 0O deéx,.. 0O aerial #.monitor Remove tree?ﬂl Repilace tree? YCﬁp
Move target:?°Y @7 “Other: -~ —-—- - - - - X [ no action required at this time

‘Effect on adjacent tfees: O none ﬂ_evaluate " Notification: O owner [ manager 13 governing agericy Date:
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS . .. vl ol 7 e el 7 e SR
, A Tred b 5./05[{4 /M Vi ﬂ(w’dje' :

/%ﬂ'/b} [& and /7. Tf-ﬂ_ﬁ (5 on ﬂé ﬁ‘/é?‘—, Mjly freo.
Pliyder 15 P smell T This tree.




i

FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner:; B public. ‘ﬁ-private O unknown 0 other:
Site/Address: C-"fru& ”f‘ . A Thomas Guide: Page: _____  Coordinate:
Date: le l:/ I_[L/ 7{ ! Inspector: _.CZ‘ Date of last inspection: - O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS - ERSR L S R
Tree #: l 7" sPecles O Quercus agnrifolia O Quercus lobata other 5'( CQ/ M b ? é'é( /fé*
goftrunks: [0 dbH (lnches) 3/ 9 [ 5 12, 94 . 77 2 Height (feet): £
Compass direction N NE ‘ E SE S sSwW w NW
Dripline (feet) est. 2 /0 5 1 70 | 2r 70 72 5
Clearance to canopy y/ R 3 73 15 )74 15 ze 25

~ Form: O generally symmetric ?—minor asymmetry [ major asymmetry O stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant {B-eo-dominant [ intermediate O suppressed
Age class: O young 0O semi-mature g.rn_ature 0O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only) Tm—— %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinned ed O crownraised O pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts [ cabled/braced DO nene O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: O unknown

Special Value: {1 specimen q}'heﬁtage!historic O wildlife DOunusual O streettree 0O screen O shade
-f indigenous  [Hprotected by government agency

Foliage color:fJtiormal OO chlorotic L3 necrotic ' Woundwood development O excellent ﬂ(average
. Epicormicsf{¥’ N Twig Dieback? Y7V O poor O3 none

Foliage density: finomal O sparse Vigor class: O excellent [Xaverage DOfair O poor
. Growth obstructions: [ stakes = O wireties O signs

Leaf size: & normal O small O cables M’l"’_‘ﬁ"‘e"t D guards

Annual shoot growth: 0 excellent ﬁ_mmge 0O poor 0O other

Major pests/diseases: e

SITE CONDITIONS

Site character'\gﬁuudenee O commercial [ industial O park 0O open space I'_'l natural O woodlandfforest
Landscape type: O parkway [ raised bed [ container ECimound DOlawn O shrub border }zf.wmd break
Irrigation: ?’-qene O adequate [Jinadequate [ excessive [Jtrunkwetted Pavement tifted? Y @

Recent site disturbance? Y /& DO construction [ soil disturbance [ grade change [ line clearing D site clearing
% dripline paved: 0% 10-25% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline wifill soil: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100% _
Soll problems: [ drainage O shallow EI compacted [Odroughty 0[O saln O alkaline O acidic O small volume
[ disease center [ history of fallure O clay [ expansive jﬂ{lope = aspect s

Obstructions: DOlights D signage 0O line-of-sight Oview 0O overheadlines O underground utilties O traffic
ﬁ.agjacent vegetation LJ other __~ .

Exposure to wind: O single tree [ below canopy %bove canopy O recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: 45’ Occurrence of snowlice storms: ‘Qever O seldom [ regularly

] ! - R . . -

- . s -




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number __/ 7

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building ing [ ¢ [C¥pedestrian O recreation DO landscape O hardscape
0 small features O utility lines Can target be moved? Y N Can use be restricted? Y N

QOccupancy: [1 occasional use %iutmlnittent use [Jfrequentuse [J constant use

TREE DEFECTS Noted as.applicable =~ i% ool
. ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y& Mushroom/conk preserlt? Y cﬁ" 10:
Exposed roots: [ severe [ moderate 0O Iow Undermined: O severe [ moderate Oiow
Root pruned: ~——— feet fromtrunk  Root area affected: ™—— % Buttress wounded? Y@Nhen-:. e~

Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate [ low Potential for root failure: [ severe . 0 moderate O low

LEAN: degrees from vertical] [ natural [ unnatural O self-corected Soil heaving? ¥ N
Decay in planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soileracking? Y N Lean severity: O severe [0 moderate 0O tow
\,________.—-—

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES

Poor taper

Bow, sweep

Co-dominants, forks

Multiple attachments | - Fhe fo g, —J-— 3 (-} LA £ -M

Included bark 7 .

Excessive end weight

Cracks/splits
- Hangers

Girdling
Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity

Conks/mushrcoms
_Bleedinglsap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hoie/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs &
Borers/termites/ants (-4 ‘
Cankers/galls/burls .
Previous failure -

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part O reduce end weight 0O crown clean DO thin O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure O shape : - o
-

Pest control: Cable/Brace:
Other Achvities O aerate soil O remove fill soil O remove irmigation/planting Kremovéku‘f{u"ér etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: (I root crown O decay (3 aerial @onﬁor Remove tree? Y @ Replace tree? YR
Move target:? YT Other: _ 0 no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: (1 none ﬁaluate Notification: O owner O manager D governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS :.

/4‘9{0 #i‘“ Tfec_ ﬁ«u éf?éo f%{ﬁ(y{ﬂk é@b‘ /"7& ﬁ. fosi, T~ 74;“4{7
(ﬁf"&’f 574 ﬂfm.)/w& e sul” 4% 4 rerc 2 Ao T




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public -gprivate O unknown  [J other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: = Coordinate:
Date: ﬁ{g;[ 4 [Z g Inspector: 12 ; Date of last inspection; 01 not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS- I ' S
Tree #: j 5 ' Specles CI Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata ?other F c(C 7 ét” 7%} / é 4 ah
.3 2 71 [0__
# of trunks: ___3 dbH (inches): 11 Height (feet): /48
Compass direction N NE E SE S sSW w NW
Dripline (feef) _ecf- | 7o | 70 1721 Jg 22 | 32 e | 7
Clearance to canopy 77 g7 /5 &\ 10 | s | 4 #C

Form: O generally symmetric Ff‘minor asymmetry [ major asymmetry 0O stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant  frco-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Ageclass: Dyoung [ semimature A mature [] over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio (conifers only): I %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinned Dtopped O cro\.\.rn raised O pollarded [J crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced [,Eﬂnone 0O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: Me— O unknown

Special Value: %ec:men ﬁ-hemagelhustonc O wildlife Ounusual Ol streettree [lscreen Phehade

O indigenous rotected by government agency
Follage color: gr.mrmal 0O chiorotic I necrotic Woundwood dmlopmm O excellent lZf*average
. Epicormics? Y 67 Twig Dieback? @ O poor O none

Vigor class: O excellent . {2 average D fair O poor

Growth obstructions: [J stakes = O wirefties [ signs
3 cables curb/pavement {1 guards

Foliage density: iwormal [ sparse
Leaf size:ﬁ-nonnal O small

Annual shoot growth: [’ excellent PA-average O poor 01 other —
Major pestsidiseases:
SITE CONDITIONS -

" Site character:’ﬂ-fesndence O commercial O industria! DOpark Oopenspace 0O natural O woodlandforest
Landscape type: O parkiway [ raised bed [ container DOimound DOlawn 0O shrub border ‘ﬁ.uind break
Irriation:ﬁ_mg O adequate {1 inadequate [ excessive [trunkwetted Pavement Iiﬁed_?/@

Recent site disturbance? Y, 0O construction ([ soil disturbance O grade change O line clearing [ site clearing
% dripline paved: 0% 10-25% 50-75%  75-100%

> 10-25% 5-50% 50-75% 75-100%

10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

% dripline wiill soil;
% dripline grade lowered:

Soll problems: [J drainage O shallow D compacted DOdrougnty O gnne D alkaline Oacidic [ small volume
O disease center [ history of failure [l ctay D expansive pe — * aspect

Obstructions: [J lights O signage ™ [ line-of-sight O view [Ioverhead lines O underground utilties O traffic
;@jgcent vegetation I cther ' -

Exposure to wind: O single tree  [J below canopy Mbove canopy [ recently exposed (I windward, canopy edge
(1 area prone to windthrow '

Prevailing wind direction: E/ Occurrence of snow/ice storms; ﬂ\never O seldom 0O regutarly

[%e



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number _ﬁt__

TARGET -

Use Under Tree: O building dparking EXtraffic ?.pedestrlan O recreation O landscape O hardscape
0 smali features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y @ Can use be restricted? Y29

Occupancy: O occasional use H-iuterrmttent use [frequentuse [ constant use

mEE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable =~~~ .7 oo h: 07 ol o
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspectrootrot? Y @ Mushroom/conk present? Y@

Exposed roots: O severe DO moderate 0O low Undermined Osevere [ moderate O low

Root pruned: ___—_ -feetfromtrunk Root area affected: "‘—%— Buttress wounded? Y (N~ When: S

Restricted root area: [0 severe [ moderate U low Potential for root failure: U severe 0 moderate [ low

LEAN: " degrees fromvertical [ natural O unnatural O self-corected Soil heaving? Y N

Decay in planeof lean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soil cracking? Y N Lean severity: [0 severe 0O moderate. — I:I low

Compounding factors: s

CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
_Qleedinglsap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive , ‘
Deadwood/stubs L=
Borers/termites/ants
| Cankers/galls/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part  [J reduce end weight O crownclean [DOthin [ raise canopy [J crown reduce
O restructure = O shape :
N i e

Pest control: : Cable/Brace; ‘
Other Activities: O aerate soil O remove fill soil O remove irigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: O root crown [ decay [Iaerial M.monitor Remove tree? Y'ﬁ Replace tree? Y78
Move target:? Y /I’ Other: ~J no action required at this fime

Effect on adjacent trees: 0 none %vatuate Notification; 0 owner [ manager L1 governing agency Date:

L e

ADDITIONAL.COMMENTS .

Zyra




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: : O pubiic P-private O unknown (3 other:
Site/Address: " Thomas Guide: Page: = Coordinate: _____
Date: \TU g/ / l«/ ?ﬂ Inspector: é Z“ Date of last inspection: D net previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS SRS AT SN :
Tree #: @- /6 Species: 00 Quercus agrifoia O Quercus lobata Mer CC(C( é//f/f 7/’4’
gottrunks: 4 dbH (inches):_ 2L 0 /0 2 Height (feet): JZ‘

Compass direction N_| NE E SE s SW W NW

Dripline (feet) €7, g 20 25. >0 32 75 22 72

Clearance to canopy 26 30 i Z5 70 Jo 35 30

Form: [J generally symmetric }Zhninor asymmetry [ major asymmetry O stump sprout [J stag-headed
Crown class: [0 dominant /ﬁ\oo-dominant O intermediate [ suppressed

Age class: O young [0 semi-mature /'B-mature D over-mature/senescent  Live eroﬁn ratio {conifers only): - %
Pruning history: O crown cleaned . [J excessively thinned [Jtopped [ crownraised [ pollarded [ crown reduced
D fiushcuts [ cabled/braced one [ muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: _-~——_ 2 unknown

Special Value: X specimen p’-heritagelhistoric . DOlwildife Dlunusual [l streettree » Oscreen 0O shade
[ indigenous ﬂpmtected by government agency

Foliage color;Zl nomal O chiorotic O necrotic : Woundwood development Clexoellent /ﬁfeverage
. Epioormioe?/W Twig Dieback? YK | . v ™ - O poor D none

Foliage density: 5&“ | O sparse Vigor class: O excellent 9\average Ofair O poor

. ' Growth obstructions: [3 stakes [J wireties (O signs
Leaf size: { normal O small O cables \ﬁ.cu\rbfpavement O guards
Annual shoot growth: O excellent A average DO poor O other

Major pestsidiseases: —

SITE CONDITIONS - o L _
- Site character ﬁﬁmndence O commercial I:I industrial D park D open space ﬁngtural 0 woodland/forest
Landscape type: O parkway [] raised bed L‘] container O mound DOlawn D shrub border ﬂf\\mnd break
irrigation»Ld none [ adequate [l inadequate ' DO excessive ‘I:I trunk wetted Pavement lifted?/‘d7

Recent site disturbance? Y/ﬁ 0 construction (I soil disturbance [ grade change 0O line clearing O site c(eaﬁng

% dripline paved: ' 0% - 10-25 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline wifill soil: ﬁ 10-25% 5-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: \{ ‘ 10.25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soli problems: O drainage O shaliow -- O compacted O droughty O saline DO alkaline O acidic 13 smalbvolume :
O disease center [ history of failure Dl clay O expansive \/é slope 10 { ° aspect s

Obstructions: [J lights O signage O line-of-sight [)view [ overhead fines D) underground utiies | D traffic
?@acent vegetation [J other ___ ‘

.Exposure to wind: O single tree O below canopy j{bove canopy DO recently exposed a wmdward canopy edge
{1 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: E:/ Occurrence of snowlice storms; never D seldom D regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number / &

TARGET Lo
Use Under Tree: O building ing ﬁ'itafﬁc &pede ian QO recreation [ landscape O hardscape
O smali features O utility linés  Can target be moved? Y ﬁ Can use be restricted? Y@

Occupancy: {1 occasional use ?Ein(ern'littent use [ frequentuse [1 constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as-applicable . Wit ad T
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y@ Mushroom/conk present? Y@ ID:
Exposed roots: O severe [ moderate 0O Iow Undermlned [Isevere [ moderate [ low

—_— o
Root pruned: _ feet fromtrunk Root area affected: ~—9%—Buttress wounded? WWhen:
Restricted root area: [0 severe [ moderate Olow Potential for root failure: [1 severe [0 moderate O low

LEAN: S~ degrees from vertical [J natural O unnatural 0O self-corrected Soil heaving? ¥ N
Decay in planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Solicracking? Y N Lean severity: 0 severe [0 moderate 0O low
o

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Muttiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam :
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs L7
BorersfRemmites/ants
Cankers/galis/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT =

Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight DO crownclean [Othin O raise canopy [ crown reduce

O restructure [ shape

Pest control: Cable/Brace:

=3

e

Other Activities: [J aerate soil [ remove fill soil [J remove imrigation/planting [ remove wire, etc. O fertitize/water

Inspect further: D rgot crown O decay [ aerial ﬁ-monitor Remove tree? Yd? Replace tree? Y’@
Move target:? Y Other: ko action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: O none ﬁaluate Notification: 0 owner 0O manager [ govemning agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .

et ps




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: DO pubiic ﬁprivate O unknown [ other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate:

L] 174 — cusly inspecte
Date: _ Inspector: Date of last inspection: O not previously inspected

TREE CHARA TERISTICS

Tree #: [ Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata "BLcher E Gy '/hf’f'l} L /oby ls

#of trunks: ___{ dbH (inches): Zﬂ/ Height (feet): __ 5
Compass direction N NE E SE S SW W NwW
Dripline (feet) ¢,/ [2 0 ] 0 25 32 zs- | /2
Clearance to canopy 29 £ [ Jd 22 22 /S 20

Form: O generally symmetric [ minor asymmetry ¢major asymmetry [ stumpsprout 0O stag—headed
Crown class: O dominant q:a-dommant O intemediate 0O suppressed
Age class: O young O semi-mature Lature 0 over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio {conifersonly): _——- %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned O excessively thinned [Otopped O cro“}n raised 0O pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced P‘ntme O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — O unknown

Special Value: 2 specimen Dheritage/historic [0 wildlife EJunusual D streettree [ screen [ shade
O indigenous  Ciqrotected by government agency

Foliage color: Q’normal O chiorotic' O necrotic Woundwood development 0O excellent ﬂfayerage
. Epicormics? Y & Twig Dieback? Y@ Opoor O none

Vigor class: O excellent ﬁayerage Ofair O poor

Foliage density: Mlnormal O sparse
. $ Growth obstructions: [] stakes [] wirefties [ signs
Leaf size: rmal O small [Ocables O curb/pavement O3 guards .
Annual shoot growth: O excelient /ﬂaverage 0 poor 0 other P

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS e _ R s _
Site character: [A residence O commercial [lindustrial [ park [ open space " O'natural O woodiandfforest
Landscape type: O parkway [Jraisedbed [Dlcontainer CImound Olawn O shrub border ,B@nd break
Irrigation: g'_none (O adeguate O inadequate [J excessive [ trunk wetted Pavement Iiﬂedw

Recent site disturbance? Y ﬂ O construction O soil dlsturbance 0 grade change O line clearing [ site clearing

% dripline paved: 0% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline w/fill soik: boe) 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soil problems: O drainage O shallow [ compacted D droughty DOsaline [ akaline O acidic £ small volume
O disease center O history of failure O clay O expansive f * aspect

Obstructions: O lights 0O signagef || Iine-of-sight :Oview [ overhead lines T underground utiities O traffic
_R(adjacent vegetation 1 other ' :

- Exposure to wind: [J single tree [ below canopy iabove canopy DO recently exposed 0 windward, canopy edge
0O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: [‘2’ Occurrence of snowfice storms: /3 never {Jseldom ({1 reguilarly

3

.



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number [ 7

TARGET =~ ..o L
Use Under Tree: O building arking ,é-trafﬁc B@edestrian O recreation O landsca O hardscape
O small features O utility linés ~ Can target be moved? Y/R' Can use be restricted? Y ’é

Occupancy: [0 occasional use mermittent use [ frequentuse O constant use

TREE DEFEQTS.-;:thed,a's.-'éhpl_iééblé EIRE s a
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y/&‘ Mushroom/conk present? Y@ o ___—
Exposed roots: [0 severe [ moderate 0O aow Undermmed D severe [l moderate O low ST

Root pruned: - feetfromtrunk Rootarea affected: % Buttress wounded? Y@\ﬂ\ o
Restricted root area Dsevere [Omoderate Olow Potential for root failure: O severe D moderate O low ' |
LEAN: [ degrees from vertical 9‘na‘tural O unnatural O seif-corrected  Soll heaving? @ _
Decay in plane of lean? Y f) Roots broken? Y @ Soil cracking? Y&' Lean severity: [ severe ?’@odemte -?\bw
Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S= severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES ] ]
Poor taper |
Bow, sweep |
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments

Included bark

Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling :
Wounds/seam . . i
Decay :
Cavity )
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark . ;
Nesting hole/bee hive . i
Deadwood/stubs L~r¥ |
Borers/termites/ants .
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT _ SRR _
Prune: O remove defective part O reduce end we:ght O crown clean D thin D raise canopy I crown reduce

DO restructure O shape ' - 0
Pest control: _~—"___ Cable/Brace: __

Other Activities: { aerate soil 0O remove fill §oil O remove imigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilze/water

Inspect further: 0 oot crown Cldecay [Dlaserial [l montor Remove tree? Y/ Replace tree? Y-t
‘Move target:? Y Other: _- - \m\'o action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: I none p.evaluate Notification: [0 owner [0 manager [] governing agency _Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - - " oo i e i

Vhto # €



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public ﬁ.private O unknown O other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate:

Date: J Ly L/ / /; / ??Q Inspector: é é Date of last inspection: [ O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree #: / g Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata gother £ i Ila 4 é/ ﬁ'c')‘ . / 4//4 /?)’
# of trunks: __J_ dbH (inches); 26, & Height (feet) &
Compass direction N NE E SE S - SW w
Dripline (feet) of - 3 A 0 20 /& §/ 2C 23.’
Clearance to canopy 6 17 4 SU /] o 4L 20

Form: O generally symmetric  [J minor asymmaetry l;rmajor asymmetry O stump sprout 0 stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant  £co-dominant O intermediate  {J suppressed
Age class: O young [ semi-mature ;é—mature 0 over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): _” ~_ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned [ excessively thinned [Otopped 0O crown raised O poilarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced P.nnne O multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: N O unknown

Special Value: R-specimen  BAeritage/historic DO wildife T unusual O streettree O screen [0 shade
Ol indigenous ?—protected by government agency

Foliage color: B-pormal O chlorotic [ necrotic Woundwood development 0 excellent ,ﬂ\average

. Epicormics? Y (§/ Twig Dieback? Y 4P O poor O none .
Foliage density: ﬁnormal O sparse Vigor class: O excellent Raverage [Ofar 0O poor
Leaf . Growth obstructions: (] stakes = [ wirefties [ signs

size: @ normal 0 smal O cabies Pcurbipavement O guards

Annual shoot growth: [J excellent &4 average [0 poor O other
Major pests/diseases: -
SITE CONDITIONS ~

Site character: ;ﬁq:astdence EJ commercial DOindustrial O park Dopenspace [ natural [ woodlandAorest
Landscape type: O parkway [ raised bed O container DOmound O lawn O shrub border wind break
Ierigation: A.none [ adequate O inadequate  [J excessive [ trunk wetted Pavement ltﬂed%

_Recent site disturbance? Y 57 TI construction O soil disturbance [ grade change 0O line clearing O site clearing .
% dripline paved: | 25-50% 50-75% 75-100% h
% dripline wifill soil: 0-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50%. 50-75%  75-100%

Soll problems: O drainage O shallow [ compacted [Jdroughty O saiine -0 alkaline 0O acidic [ small volume

[0 disease center [ history of failure DO ¢lay O expansive )ﬂ&npe /0 * aspect £
Obstructions Oiights O sugnage " Otine-of-sight O view [ overhead lines [ underground utiiit}es O traffic
’ jacent vegetation [ other —

Exposure to wind: [ single tree [0 below canopy ﬂqbove canopy . O recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
0 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: E’ Occurrence of snowfice storms:ﬂever {) seldom 0O regularly. . -

LR . S K




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 '  Tree Number __[.S

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building | parking traffic edestrian {1 recreation [ landscape 11 hardscape
O small features O dtility lines  Can target be moved? Y /ﬂ’/‘ Can use be restricted? Y

Occupancy: O occasiona! use ﬂ.intermittent use [frequentuse 0O constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable T S
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y& Mushroom/conk present? Y éﬁ“ 1D:
Exposed roots: [l severe .[Jmoderate O low Undermined: O severe [ moderate O iow
Root pruned: _* "~ Teetfromtrunk Root area affected: .% Buttress wounded? Y/f° When: '
Restricted root area: O] severe [ moderate 0O low Potential for root failure: O severe [ moderate DO low

LEAN: / 5 degrees from vertical FQatural Ounnatural O seif-corrected  Soil heaving? Y@

Decay in plane of lean? Y f Roots broken? Y /@Soﬂ cracking? Y & Lean severity: I:l severe ﬁfmoderate D low
Compounding factors: _~————

CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS. BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Muttiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling

Wounds/seam -

Decay
Cavity
Conks/rmushrooms
Bieeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive )
Peadwood/stubs L~m
Borersitermites/ants s .
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT ~ © 7 7 o 0 =i iid e s e

Prune: O remove defective part  [J reduce end weight DO crown clean [Dthin D raise cénépy D crown reduce
[ restructure [ shape )

Pest control: — Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: [ aerate soif [ remove fill soil T remove irmigation/planting O remove wire, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: O roct crown [ decay [ aerial ?_rgomtor Remove tree? Y R Repiace tree? Y GO
Move target:? Y ﬂ Other: ﬁm action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [] none S@faluate Notification: 00 owner [l manager [ governing agency Date:

P

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .

/é@'/l’ #7 7—/68 &4’5‘4@ 7”ﬁ'7%f&y Wik tree Lot of 155 sre




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public ﬁpﬁvate [ unknown 03 cther:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate:

@4 %'%149 _Inspector: Z’Z; Date of last inspection: —_— 8 not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree#: | ‘7’ Species: O Quercus agrifolia [ Quercus lobata #other ‘é\‘(Cff / A7 755 ﬁé&, A’f
# of trunks: ] dbH (inches): 5 L Height (feet);_ £
"Compass direction N NE " E SE S SW ] NW
Dripline (feet) ¢;{ % 43 5 ¢ S5 32 /< /5 Vi
Clearance to canopy 4< £0 52 {4 & 0 S 2

Form: [J generally symmetric %mmor asymmetry [ major asymmetry O stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant ﬁ&dommam O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: O young [ semi-mature Mure * O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio {conifers only):

————

%

Pruning history: O crown cleaned ([ excessively thinned Citopped O crovu;n raised O pollarded O crown reduced
0 fiush cuts O cabled/braced ﬁ'ﬂbﬁe O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: A O unknown

Special Value: E-/épecimen [Fheritage/historic D wildife O unusual 0O streettree O screen 0O shade
A indigenous }B—pfotected by govemment agency

Faliage color: g.nprmal O chiorotic O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ;z:gvemge
. Epicormics? Y @ Twig Dieback? Y i O poor O none

Vigor class: O excellent }Zaverage Ofar 0O poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes O wirefties 0O signs
O cables O curb/pavement [ guards .
e

Foliage density: £l normal D sparse
Leaf size: ﬁgon’nal 0 small

Annual shoot growth: O excellent {Z-average D poor O cther
Major pests/diseases: —
SITE CONDITIONS -

Site charac‘ter:ﬁ-ussdenm O commercial O industrial O park [ open space @ natural O woodlandfforest
Landscape type: (3 parkway [lraised bed {3 container [lmound [ lawn  [J shrub border ;thmd break
Irrigation:j?fnone ‘O edequate O inadequate [ excessive [ trunk wetted Pavement Ilﬂe&? Y&~

Recent site disturbance? W 0O construction 0O soil disturbance O grade change [ line clearing O site deaﬁng
% dripline paved: 0% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline wifill soii: 09\ 10-25% 25-50% S50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: @ 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soll problems: O drainage T shallow [ compacted U droughty COlsaline O alkaline O acidic _[1small volume
O disease center [ history of failure O clay O expansive fslope [0 * aspect
)?é:jructioné: Olights O signag'e‘__l;l__l_ip_e-of-sight Oview [ overhead lines [ underground utifties [ traffic

adjacent vegetation O other

Exposure to wind: [] single tree  [J below canopy }!}ebove canopy [ recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
0 area prone to windthrow @

Prevailing wind direction: Occurrence of snowfice storms; K] never [ seldom - {1 regularfy




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number __/ f

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building gparking _ 7tLirafﬁc predestrian D recreation [ landscape 1[I hardscape
0 small features [ utility lines  Can target be moved? Y @’ Can use be restricted?

Occupancy: O occasional use %Lermittent use [Ofrequentuse [ constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable S e ol
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? W Mushroom/conk present? Y@ ID:
Exposed roots: O severe [ moderate O low Uﬁderl_hined: [ severe [ moderate [l low
Root pruned: feet fromtrunk  Root area affected™ % Buttress wounded? @ When:
Restricted root area: [ severe [ moderate [Olow Potential for root fallure: O severe 0 moderate D low

LEAN: [5— degrees from vertical ,'Efﬂatural Junnatural [ self-corrected  Soil heaving? @

Decay in plane of lean? Y (@ Roots broken? YWSoiI cracking? Y A7 Lean severity: O severe ﬁfmoderate. - 0 low

e

e

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S =severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper ‘
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits B
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loosefcracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
| Peadwood/stubs £
Borers/termites/ants -
Cankers/galis/buris
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: O remove defective part O reduce end weight [ crownclean Othin [ raise canopy [J crown feduce

) restructure 0O shape\_’

Pest control: _ Cable/Brace: __ ~——

Other Activities: [ aerate soil [ remove fil soil O remove irrigation/pianting O remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water
Inspect further: O root crown [ldecay [Jaeral [ monitor Remove tree? Y place tree? Y@

Move target:? Y Other: : ~G¥ho action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: O none }&valuate Notification: O owner 0O manager 0O governing agency Date;

ADDIﬂONA/I.jOMMENTS R,

b #4




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: : Dpublic [Kprvate [lunknown O other: i
SitefAddress: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate: ___
Date: J;:é f f £ 22 E'Q Inspector; ZZ(;; Date of last inspection: — O not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS o : ' ' :
Tree #: ’ZC Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata ﬁf-uth /-6 2,
#oftrunks: __/ . dbH (inches) 77 Height (feety:_6C

Compass direction NE E SE s sSw w NW

Oripline (feet) esr. 3 » | Z0 25 RES 22 zs 251 =r

Clearance to canopy g5 { Q& X0 4 22 20 S Z5

Form: O generally syrnmaetric ?’.minor asymmetry (] major asymmetry [J stump sprout O stag-headed
Crown class: [0 dominant Efeo-dominant O intermediate [ suppressed
Age class: O young O semi-mature Q_mature O over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio {conifers only): - %

Pruning history: D crown cleaned [ excessively thinned [ltopped 0O crovén raised [ pollarded O crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced .¢Lnone O multiple pruning events  Approximate dates: ‘ 1 unknown

Special Value: ] specimen ﬂ-heritagefhistoric D wildlife Dunusual DO streettree DO screen [ shade
O indigenous g_protected by government agency

Foliage color: Bpormal O chlorotic [ necrotic Woundwood development O excellent Mrage
. Epicormics? Y [/ Twig Dieback? Y7§) G poor O none

Vigor class: [} excellent /WVerage “Ofar O poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes ' [ wirefties D signs
QO cables /ﬂ&blpavement O guards '

Foliage density: ﬂnormal O sparse
Leaf size: dnormal (O small

Annual shoot growth: O excellent & average O poor O cther —

Major pests/diseases: — '

SITE CONDITIONS = , i - T R e
Site character.%’«esldenee O commercial D industriai DO park [ openspace [Xnatural [ woodland/forest

Landscape tyj:e: D parkway O raised bed [ container Omound Dllawn O shrub border ™“{dwind break
Irrigatlon‘./jhme O adequate [l inadequate D excessive [J trunkwetted Pavement lifted? YZ5P

Recent site disturbance? Y ﬁ O congicuction O soil disturbance O grade change [ line clearing O site clearing
‘% dripline paved: 0%  10-25% /@ﬁ 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline w/fill soli: % 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-26% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll problems: [ drainage O shallow [ compacted D droughty DOl saline (O alkaline DO acidic 0 small volume
O disease center [ history of failure D clay O expansive pe k ° aspect

QObstructions: O lights [ signage (1 line-of-sight [ view O overhead lines U underground utiliti:es 0 traffic
adjacent vegetation {J other : ;

Exposure to wind: O single tree [ below canopy '/BLaboveeanopy [ recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
1 area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: E‘ Occurrence of snowfice storms: {1 never [seldom 0O regularly



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number __L

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building 'parking Fﬁ.rafﬁc jzfpgdestrian O recreation O landscape O hardscape
0 small features [ utility lines  Can target be moved? Y (ﬁ; Can use be restricted? Y

Occupancy: O occasional use ﬂ@termittent use [Jfrequentuse [ constant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted as applicable el L
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y Mushroom/conk present? véﬁ‘ ID:
Exposed roots: O severe 0 moderate  Olow Undermined: O severe [ moderate [ low :
Root pruned: . - feet fromtrunk  Root area affected: ™% - Buttress wounded? Y& When —
Restricted root area: O severe [1moderate [Ilow Potential for root failure: O severe [ moderate [ low

LEAN: “——— degrees fromvertical [ natural DOunnatural O selfcorrected Soil heaving? ¥ N

Decay in planeoflean? ¥ N Roots broken? Y N Soil cracking? Y N Lean severity: U severe O moderate. | O low

-

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrcoms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loosefcracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwoad/stubs L
Borers/termites/ants
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT = © “ 0 -« i mhi o 09 it

-

Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight 0O crownclean DOthin 0O raise canopy [ crown reduce
0O restructure O shape

" —
Pest control: Cable/Brace:
Other Activities: [ aerate soil [] remove fi soil [ remove imigation/planting 0 remove wire, etc. O fertilize/water

Inspect further: O oot crown O decay Dl aerial O monitor Remove tree? Y 499 Replace tree? YCN-
Move target:? Y )(- Other: +K1_no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: 3 none ﬂevaiuate Notification: L1 owner [ manager [J governing agency Date;

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS . . 5 ¢ 5% oo oo wioo 0000 s 0

Aty # 7




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public j&private 0O unknown [J other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Coordinate:
-

Date: JZI d/ / / Vi [1?5 lnspéctor: Z’ '; Date of last inspection: [ not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS

Tree #: z( Species: {] Quercus agrifolia [ Quercus lobata ,E;olher tcc“g/ ez , 6‘((:‘)(9/&

#oftrunks: ___ 2 dvH (inches): 2.1 /2 Height (feet): 7("
Compass direction N NE E SE s sSW W NW
Dripline (feet) 20 /5 1% 207 S2 7 ' Z’
Clearance to canopy 30 g 1 28 |¢é i ¢’ &)

Form: O generally symmetric ﬁ.minor asymmetry Major asymmetry O stump sprout [0 stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant t;z‘eo-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: O young [ semi-mature @ature O over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): —— %

Pruning history: 00 crown cleaned _ [ excessively thinned Otopped O crown raised O poﬂarded O crown reduced
O flush euts [ cabled/braced ne [ muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: 0] unknown

Special Value: Xspecimen  fAheritage/historic [ wildife O unusual DO streettree DO screen [ shade
8 indigenous ?pmtec’ted by government agency

Folsage color: g.normal O chlorotic O necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ,ELave:age
DO poor O none
. Epicormics? Y (K Twig Dieback? Y./K/

Vigor class: O excellent [CYaverage Dfair O poor

Follage density: gnorrnal O sparse

_— : Growth obstructions: [ stakes ~ [ wirefties [ signs
Leat size: F‘&:’ njal O small D cables ,lepavement 0 guards '
Annual shoot growth: O exceilent £} average 0O poor 1 other -

Major pestsi/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS =~ ‘ . R A S LR :
Site character,;ﬂlgscdence 0 commercial DOindustrial Opark D openspace D natural DO woodlandfforest
Landscape type: O parkway O raised bed O container O mound DOijawn [J shrubborder ) wind break
lrrigaﬁon:ﬁ_nnne [ adequate 0D inadequate [ excessive [ltrunkwelted Pavement lifted? Y @

Recent site disturbance? Y /df O construction O3 soil disturbance O grade change O line clearing [ site ciearing
% dripline paved: 0% 1025% ZEE0% 50.75%  75-100%

% dripline wiill soil: 1025% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: 10-26% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

Soll problems: O drainage O shallow [ compacted 0[] o:!roughty“"i O saline Dalkaline O acidic 0O smal volume
O disease center | O history of failure I clay [1 expansive [Islope ° aspect

Obstructions: O lights O signage” O line-of-sight [ view [ overhead lines [ underground utilities O traffic
Macent vegetation [ other —_— CL

Exposure to wind: {0 single tree [ below canopy jﬂ«above canopy 0O recently exposed O windward, canopy edge
0O area prone to windthrow

Prevailing wind direction: E/ Occurrence of snowlice storms: )é'lever 0O se!dom D regularly

4



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number ?[

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building @‘\p\rkmg ﬂ-trafﬁc ,Fﬁgedestnan O recreation [ landscape O hardscape
0 smail features O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y @ Can use be restricted? YN

Occupancy: [0 occasional use }@termittent use 0O frequentuse [ constantuse

TREE. DEFECTS Noted as.applicable =~ - Hebe LT R
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y & Mushroom/conk present? Y@ o:__
Exposed roots: [] severe 0[O moderate O low Undermined: O severe O moderate O low

Root pruned: __ 4~ test fromtrunk Root area affected: _ — %  Buttress wounded? KQ When: "
Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate 0O low Potential for root fallure: O severe [ moderate 0O low

LEAN: _ ~___—. degrees fromvertical 0O natural Ounnatural 0O self-corrected Soil heaving? Y N

Decayin planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soil cracking? Y N Lean severity: L1 severe EI moderate Dlow
I——l-/__—

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS - BRANCHES
Poor taper .

Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Multiple attachments
Included bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits B
Hangers

Girdiing
Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hoie/bee hive

%ﬂﬂWOOWﬂubs [
orers/termites/ants )

Cankersls__;gllsfburls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT

Prune: [0 remove defective part O reduce end weight [Jcrownclean DOthin 0O raise canopy O crown reduce
DO restructure [ shape

Pest control: Cable/Brace: i
Other Activities: O aerate soil D remove fili soil O remove imigation/planting O remove wire, etc. [ fertilize/water

Inspect further: O rootcrown DO decay [aerial [ monitor Removetree? Y AL’ Repiace tree? Y @
Move target:? Y #_Other: — o action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: O none /ﬂ&valuate Notification: 0 owner [ manager [ goveming agency Date:

g

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS .

P ﬁ /D

Q—



FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 0 public ggﬂvate O unknown O other:
Site!Adc!:_es;: Thomas Guide: Page: ___ Coordinate:
Date: J & {{ lu qgg Inspector: ZZ', Date of last inspection: ___ 1 not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS ‘ . ST PN R
Treet: 0 L Species: O Quercus agrifolia O Quercus lobata  [-other / é"tf% (qedfic s
# of trunks: l dbH (inches): - : Height (feet;: _Z %
Compass direction N NE E SE 8 SW w NW
Dripline (feet) R = T2 Jz 72} /2 /7 /2 /T
Clearance to canopy ¢ 1 IF K Y R V 2 2

Form:prqgnerally symmetric 'O minor asymmetry [ major asymmetry U stump sprout [ stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant [Feo-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: 0 young 0O semi-mature m:.;re 8 over-maturefsenescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): . %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned L] excessively thinned Otopped 0O crown raised O poliarded [ crown reduced
O flush cuts 3 cabled/braced Mne 0O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: O unknown

Special Value: [ specimen ;ﬁ'hodtage!historic O wildlife [Junuysual O] streettree [ screen [ shade
1 indigenous ﬁpmtected by government agency

Foliage color: E normal O chiorotic  [1 necrotic Woundwood development O excellent ﬂ\everage
. Eplcormics? Y @ Twig Dieback? YAV Opoor O none

Vigor class: O excellent jigverage Ofar O poor

Growth obstructions: O stakes ~ [J wirefties [J signs
O cables BPhcurb/pavement [ guards '

Foliage density: ?horma_l O sparse
Leaf size: Cynormal 0] small

Annual shoot growth: [ excellent J.average [ poor . O other —_—
Major pests/diseases: —
SITE CONDITIONS =

Site character: ?:gsidence O cormmercial O industrial Opark 0Oopenspace 0O natural {0 woodlandfforest
Landscape type: [l parkway D[lraisedbed O container ‘Cimound [llawn O shrubborder [ wind break
Irrigation: none O adequate D inadequéte O excessive [ trunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y ,@

Recent site disturbance? Y (ﬁ O construction O soil disturbance O grade change [ line clearing [ site clearing

% dripline paved: 0% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%
% dripline wifill soil: ‘ 10-25% 25-50%  50-75% " 75-100%
% dripline grade lowered: 10-25% 25-50% 50-76% 75-100%

Soil problems: O drainage O shallow 'D compacted [ droughty [ saline [Jalkaline [ acidic O small volume
O disease center O history of failure Dl clay ([ expansive O slope S _° aspect T

Obstructions: lights O signage O tine-of-sight Oview (3 overheadlines (O underground utiites (I traffic
52 adjacent vegetation O other ~— -

Exposure to wind: O single tree [ below canopy ﬂ\bove canopy I:I recently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
0 area prone to windthrow —~

Prevailing wind direction: - Occurrence of snow/ice storms: Y never [ seldom [ regulary

- -



FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number 2z

TARGET

Use Under Tree: O building Mrking es O recreation D landscgpe O hardscape
0O small features O utility ines  Can target be moved? Y Can use be restricted?

Occupancy: O occasional use [ intermittent use I;QLequent use DO constant use

TREE DEFECTS ‘Noted as. appllcable _ e s
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspectrootrot? Y /il Mushroom/conk present? Y@: D
Exposed roots: [Gsevere 0O moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe D) moderate [ iow RS
Root pruned: __», feetfomtrunk Rootareaaffected: % Buttress wounded? Y A When:_—
Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate [Jlow Potential for root failure: O severe [ moderate DO low

LEAN: ‘jdegrees from vertical [Jnatural 0O unnatural O self-comrected Soil heaving? ¥ N

Decay in planeof lean? Y N Roots broken? ¥ N Soil cracking? Y N Lean severity: L] severe [ moderate‘ . EI iow
Compounding factors: — |
CROWN DEFECTS: S = severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ) ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES

Poor taper

Bow, sweep

Co-dominants, forks

Multiple attachments

Included bark

Excessive end weight

Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdiing

Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity

Conks/mushrooms

Bleeding/sap fiow

Loose/cracked bark

Nesting hole/bee hive
| Deadwood/stubs L Frd,

Borers/termites/ants ;

Cankers/gzalis/buris

Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT . R P I A Y
Prune: O remove defective part [ reduce end weight [Scrownclean [Clthin DO raise canopy [ crown reduce
O restructure [ shape "

Pest control: " : Cable/Brace:

—e

Other Activities: O aerate soil {3 remove fill soil O remove irfigation/planting 3 remove wire, etc. [ fertiize/water

Inspect further: O rogt crown O decay [l aerial [ monitor Remove tree? Yﬁ? Replace tree? Y@
Move target:? Y Other: : O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [ none Q‘evaluate " Notification: 0 owner O manager [ governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

/49# ;5’; //




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: 0 public ﬁ-private 0 unknown ' 03 other:
Site/Address: : Thomas Guide: Page: _____ Coordinate: ______
Date: ﬂfl; / / ﬂ?’g Inspector: /(: Date of last inspection: & not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS S ' R o
Tree #: 273 Species: 0 Quercus agrifolia 0 Quercus lobata [ other -SC 4 N, /*'
#of trunks: ___ dbH (inches): _L 6 (2. & B Height (feet): _ < S~
Compass direction N NE E SE S SW w NW
Dripline (feet) : I3 70 22 20 {5 /5 oL gg
Clearance to canopy = Vi I3 /2 [ Z. /5 4

Form: D) generally symmetric Fminor asymmetry D) major asymmetry (3 stump sprout [J stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant p‘io-dominant . O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: [Jyoung 0O semimature Tmature [ over-mature/senescent Live crown ratio (conifers only): *_ %

Pruning history: O crown cleaned O excessively thinned ([ topped - O croWn raised [ pollarded 0O crown reduced
O fiush cuts O cabled/braced ﬁ-none O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: e O unknown

Special Value: (Fspecimen Kl heritage/historic O wildiife {Junusuai O streettree O screen [ shade
O indigenous p_protected by government agency

Foliage color: lﬁ.normal O chiorotic O3 necrotic Woundwood development: O excellent [Xaverage
Epicormics? Y K Twig Dieback? Y (" Opoor O none

Foliage density:}ﬁ.nommal O sparse

Y Growth obstructions: O stakes [ wirefties B signs
Leat size: Diormal O sma O cables 0O curb/pavement 0O guards
Annual shoot growth: O excellent  Plaverage O poor 0O other

e

Vigor class: O excellent Blaverage 0O fair O poor

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS = ) ‘ , | A

Site character: I;Nesidence 3 commercial [l industrial O park O open space ;@ural | 0 woodland/fforest
Landscape type: O parkway DO raised bed [ container O mound DOilawn O shrub border DO wind break
Irrigation: {3 none - O adequate DO inadequate [ excessive [ trunkwetted Pavement lifted? Y a5

Recent site disturbance? Y /ﬂ O construction O seil disturbance (O grade change ([ fine ciearing I site clearing
% dripline paved: 10-26% 25-60% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline wifill soil: 0% ! 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline grade lowered: |\ 0 10-25% 25-50% 50-75%  75-100%

Soijl problems: O drainage [ shailow D compacted D droughty Dsaline Dalkaline D acidic [ smallvolume
0 disease center [ history of failure O clay 0O expansive [1 siope -— * aspect ——

Obstructions: O lights O signagé O line-of-sight O view 0O cverhead lines O underground util'!t'ies O traffic
O adjacent vegetation [ other i .

Exposure to wind: q_singte tree 0O beiow canopy [ above canopy [ recently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow '

Prevailing wind direction: /:-'——_— Occurrence of snow/ice storms: %ever O seidom O regularly

3




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number <.J

TARGET

Use Under Tree: [ building [ parking DOraffic—B pedestian O recreation 1 landscape 0O hardscape
O smali features O utility lines Can target be moved? Y N  Can use be restricted? Y N

Occupancy: [} occasional use [T intsrmittent use— 0 frequent use O constant use

TREE DEFECTS Noted asapplicable v L Tull
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? YW Mushroomiconk present? Y/ 1D:
Exposed roots: O severe O moderate O low Undermmed Osevere [l moderate O low

Root pruned: ""‘—"'“ffeet fromtrunk Root area affected; % Buttress wounded? \6/ When:
Restricted root area: [ severe [l moderate [Olow Potential for root failure: O severe 0O moderate 0O low
LEAN: = degrees from vertical O natural [lunnatural O self-corrected  Soil heaving? Y N
Decay in planeoflean? Y N Roots broken? Y N Soilcracking? Y N Lean severity: O severe [ modera‘te Dlow

————

e

Compounding factors:
CROWN DEFECTS: S =severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper
Bow, sweep
Co-dominants, forks
Muitiple attachments
Inciuded bark
Excessive end weight
Cracks/splits
Hangers
Girdling
Wounds/seam
Decay
Cavity
Conks/mushrooms
Bleeding/sap flow
Loose/cracked bark
Nesting hole/bee hive
Deadwood/stubs L
Borerstermites/ants
Cankers/galls/burls
Previous failure

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT = .

Prune: OO remove defective part [ reduce end welght DOerownclean DOthin O raise canopy O crown reduce
O restructure O shape

Pestcontrol: __ ~— Cable/Brace;

N—

Other Activities: (1 aerate soil O remove fill soil O remove irrigation/planting [ remove wire, etc. O fertiize/water

inspect further: Ol rgot crown  Odecay Daerial [ monitor Remove tree? Y@ Replace tree? Y O
Move target:? Y Other: _ P@ action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: O none Mluate Notification: 0 owner [0 manager [ governing agency Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS :.

I #/z




FIELD EVALUATION FORM

Owner: O public ﬁpjvate O unknown D other:
Site/Address: Thomas Guide: Page: Cceordinate: ___
Date: ] C‘E / ; / f‘ﬁf Inspector; /7 C‘ Date of last inspection: 8 not previously inspected
TREE CHARACTERISTICS ' ’ - o C o '
Tree #: Z 4’ Species: O Quercus agrifolia [ Quercus lobata ﬁ-other §:4 Fer S0 //‘5
# of trunks: ___ (- dbH (inches): [ 7, /T / Ny A Height (feet): _ &
Compass direction N NE E SE S SW w NW
Dripline (feet) Y« <5 25 23 75 Zg i 2
Clearance to canopy 7% /& i 1 !'gf- e o~ / 2

Form: O generally symmetric #minor asymmetry [ major asymmetry O stump sprout [0 stag-headed
Crown class: O dominant }Zh:o-dominant O intermediate O suppressed
Age class: O young 0O semi-mature jZLnlature 0] over-mature/senescent  Live crown ratio (conifers only): %

Pruning history: [ crown cleaned [0 excessively thinned O topped DO crow;n raised D pollarded 3 crown reduced
O flush cuts O cabled/braced #’ﬂone O muttiple pruning events  Approximate dates: — p‘\nknown

Special Vatue: O specimen }E’l\heritagefhistoric O wildlife DO unusual O streettree 0O screen [ shade
B indigenous ﬂprotected by government agency

TREE HEALTH - - S . | .
Faliage color: Enomal O chiorotic O necrotic Woundwood development' 0 excellent ,Ei\average
. Epicormics? Y & Twig Dieback? Y N B poor T none

Vigor class: [ excellent {4 average 0O fair [ poor

Foliage density: & normal O sparse

- Growth obstructions: O stakes [ wireties O signs
Leaf "'“‘5 ormal - O small O cables D curb/pavement 0O guards
Annual shoot growth: O excellent /3.average 0O poor 0 other

"

Major pests/diseases:

SITE CONDITIONS _ ‘ , . _ L

Site character: ?fzasidence O commercial O industrial O park [ open space }Zhatural D woodlandfforest
Landscape type: 00 parkway Draisedbed O container O mound Olawn [ shrub border 1 wind break
lrrigation:,@ne [ adequate [inadequate [ excessive D trunkwetted Pavement lifted? W

Recent site disturbance? Y /B-’ O construction O soil disturbance € grade change O line clearing O site clearing
10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

10-25% 25-50% 50-75% 75-100%

10-25% 2550% 50-75%  75-100%

% dripline paved:
" % dripline wifill soil: /
% dripline grade lowered:

Soil problems: O drainage O shallow O compacted O droughty O saiine [ alkaiine O acidic DO smail volume
O disease center [ history of failure [ clay O expansive [l slope ® aspect —

Obstructions: O lights [ signage [ line-of-sight O view O overheadlines O underground utilities [ traffic
O adjacent vegetation O other

Exposure to wind: O single tree [ below canopy [Mabove canopy O recently exposed [ windward, canopy edge
O area prone to windthrow :

Prevailing wind direction: é—_ Occurrence of snowlice storms: ,@ver D seidom D regularly




FIELD EVALUATION FORM - PAGE 2 OF 2 Tree Number £ &

TARGET LRI
Use Under Tree:fd building I parking <S-traffic Q(.p_edest jan O recreation [Xjandscape Il hardscape
O smali features = O utility lines  Can target be moved? Y, Can use be restricted? Y :

Occupancy: I occasionaluse O mtquuent use [Jconstant use

TREE DEFECTS - Noted .as applicable PR .
ROOT DEFECTS: Suspect root rot? Y& Mushroom/conk present? Y& D;

Exposed roots: U severe [J moderate 0O low Undermined: O severe O moderate I low
“Root pruned: ___~~——feet fromtrunk ~ Root area affected: — % Buttress wounded? A//‘Wheﬁ:

Restricted root area: O severe [ moderate 0O low Potential for root failure: O severe [ moderate [ low

LEAN: “—"" degrees from vertical O natural DO unnatural 0O self-corrected Soil heaving? Y N

Decay in planeoflean? Y N Rootsbroken? ¥ N Soilcracking? Y N Lean severity: [ severe Clmoderate' O low

Compounding factors: -

CROWN DEFECTS: S =severe, M = moderate, L = low

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES
Poor taper .

Bow, sweep

Co-dominants, forks

Multipie attachments

included bark

Excessive end weight

Cracks/splits

Hangers

Girdling

Wounds/seam

Decay

Cavity

- Conks/mushrooms

Bleeding/sap flow

Loose/cracked bark

Nesting hole/bes hive ‘ -
§eadwoo§fu@ , i ' L7/ L7

Borersftermites/ants

Cankers/galis/buris . .

Previous failure

RECOMMEND D/TREATMENT

Prune: il remove deféctlve part [ reduce end weight EI crownclean O thin [ raise canopy [ crown reduce
O] restructure O shape

Pest control: — Cable/Brace:

Other Activities: O aerate soil [ remove fil soif O remove irrigation/planting [ remove wire, etc. [ fertilze/water
Inspect further: O crown Cldecay O aerial /i@nrtor Remove tree? Y/'N N Replace tree? YZ N

Move target:? Y Other: L m— 0O no action required at this time

Effect on adjacent trees: [0 none ﬁ.evaluate Notification: O'owner 1 manager O governing agency Date:

Ch
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(.



