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Plate7. This is a view ofa treecanopy in contact

with a nearby structur@521). Plate8. This is a view oexfoliating bark(#529).
Plate9. This is a view oexuding canker§#532). Platel0. This is a view of aliseased callus wood
(#530).
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Plate 11. This is a view of exuding cankers Plate 12. This is a view of a codominant stem
(#534). (#547).

Plate 13. This is a view of an epiphytic English Plate 14. This is a view of a wire strangling a stem
ivy and indication of overwatering (#534). and impeding cambial nutrient flow (#535).
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Plate 15. This is a view of trees installed within Plate 16. This is a large unclosed branch cut with
close proximity of a nearby building (#534). localized decay and nearby stained wood (#538).

Plate 17. This is a view of utilities running through the
canopy of nearby trees (southern boundary).
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SECTION 4: DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 - Conclusion

As part of this assessment, details of each tree were recorded, documenting their species, stature, health,
local environment as well as conditions in which they occur. In all, 47 trees were assessed, comprised of
four distinct species. The two most prominent species assessed were Canary Island Pine (Pinus
canariensis) and Crape myrtle (Lagerstroemia indica), composing 78.7% of the total tree population. Of
the species assessed, only the western sycamores (Platanus racemosa) are native. No other trees within the
site are expected to qualify as special status trees based on the City’s Municipal Code.

The trees are mostly adequately maintained, but several show indications of neglect and disease. In
addition, many trees onsite pose a risk due to their proximity to power lines running through their canopies;
this is isolated to the stand of trees along the southern boundary. Due to stem damage, stress and disease,
six trees (12.8%) are in decline, necessitating their removal. The remaining 41 trees are healthy or
potentially treatable and can be preserved as part of the proposed project.

4.2 - Discussion

The trees within the property are generally located within planters of the northern parking lot as well as
along the southern boundary. Although the trees are maintained, structural supports were left in place as
the trees grew resulting in growth tissue encasing the supports, or the localized presence of diseased or
decay within the affected tree stems. In addition, the western sycamores are native trees and are used
nicely within the landscaping. Unfortunately, they are not thriving and further analysis is needed to treat
them. Over-watering is suspected, but other environmental conditions may persist. Finally, utilities run
though the canopies of the trees along the southern boundary. If left unaddressed, the situation may pose
a risk to nearby people and property.

4.3 - Recommendations

4.3.1 - Tree Removal and Replacement

Recommended mitigation for special-status, native, and other living tree removal is replanting in
accordance with the City’s Municipal Code (see Section 2.6 above), following the attainment of a removal
permit (if necessary). It is recommended that a mitigation ratio of 2:1 (with 24-in. boxed and 15-gallon)
containered trees be used with local, quality native and non-native nursery tree stock. However, newly
installed tree species must be in accordance with any City-approved species list (if applicable). Deviation
from the aforementioned recommendation is at the discretion of the City’s Planning Director.

4.3.2 - Trees Preserved

Removal of living, native and non-native trees may result a biological impact. If it is decided to preserve
any trees onsite, an ongoing maintenance and monitoring are recommended; this is to ensure public safety
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and minimize liability due to potential tree failure. In addition, tree protection measures must be made to
assure all tress preserved within the site (or adjacent to) will be adequately protected during construction
activity (see Appendix B below). Strategic pruning compliant with ISA standards must be performed to
subordinate non-primary, codominant stems, and canopy deadwood should be removed. Regular care and
maintenance are recommended according to ISA standards.

It is also recommended that several trees onsite be evaluated and treated, if preserved. A more detailed
evaluation of specific trees is warranted in the event of their retention going forward,; this is especially
important with the western sycamores within the property. They have the potential to recover if treated
and adverse environmental conditions (i.e., over-watering, soil drainage, etc.) are addressed.

4.3.3 - Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and CDFG Code, removal of any trees, shrubs, or any
other potential nesting habitat should be conducted outside the avian nesting season. The nesting season
generally extends from early February through August, but can vary slightly from year to year based upon
seasonal weather conditions.
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SECTION 5: QUALIFICATIONS OF ARBORIST

Mr. Wirtes is a Certified Arborist (CH-08084) with the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) and is
a Registered Consulting Arborist (#738) with the American Society of Consulting Arborists. Originally
ISA certified in November of 2005, Mr. Wirtes is also Tree Risk Assessment Qualification (TRAQ)
certified, and has conducted numerous tree assessments for residential, industrial, and commercial
properties involving oak and other tree species. Most notably, Mr. Wirtes has assessed properties with as
many as 550 trees, and has created an oak regeneration, desert native plant and Joshua tree management
plans. He regularly performs tree surveys within Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange as well as Los
Angeles Counties. Mr. Wirtes” education includes a Bachelor of Science in Biology and a Master of
Science in Environmental Science from California State University at Fullerton.

| certify that the details stated herein this report are true and accurate:

M/Q e

George Wirtes, MS, RCA #738
ISA Certified Arborist, CH-08084
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Appendix A - Tree Species Observed

Note - This tree survey details recorded below are meant to characterize the trees within the property based on a limited “visual only” evaluation (see Section 2.7 above). The goal was to accumulate

enough data to make a judgment as to what role, if any, the existing trees may have in the proposed project.

‘ KEY ‘ Health Rating:

1= Good, 2 = Fair, 3 = Poor, 4 = Dying/Immanent Hazard

Structural/Stature Rating:

1 — Good, 2- Fair, 3- Potential Hazard 4- Imminent Hazard

Risk of Failure:

1 — Improbable, 2- Possible, 3 — Probable, 4 - Imminent

DBH (inches)

Tree

Canopy Width (feet)

Canopy

Species 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th Height Health  Structure Risk | Recommendation
Tag# Stem Stem Stem | Stem | Stem Stem sl (feet) (et @n iy Caver B
501 Canary Island Pine 15 15 47 12 330 2 2 2-3 Preserve
Near utilities, good form and vigor, trim clear of utility lines 9 10
10
502 | CrapeMyrtle [ 65 | | | | | 6.5 23 7 177 34 2 2-3 Remove
In decline, stem cankers 8 7
8
503 | CanarylIsland Pine [ 12 | | | | | 12 38 12 298 2 3 2 Remove
Lean, increased liability risk, re-evaluate to keep 10 8
9
504 | CrapeMyrtle [ 75 ] | | | | 7.5 28 11 330 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Exfoliating bark, distressed 11 10
9
505 | CrapeMyrtle [ 8 | | | | | 8 21 7 201 3 2 2-3 Remove
Burl at base, in decline, poor prognosis 8 9
8
506 | Canary Island Pine [ 23 | | | | | 23 50 17 730 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Multiple large branch cuts, droopy foliage 16 13
15
507 | Canarylsland Pine [ 23 | | | | | 23 58 14 660 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 11 16
17
508 | CrapeMyrtle [ 7 ] | | | | 7 19 9 269 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Mechanical damage 9 10
9
509 | CrapeMyrtle [ 5 ] | | | | 5 17 9 165 2 2 2 Preserve
Fair form and vigor, epicormic shoots 8 7
5
510 | CanaryIsland Pine [ 19 | | | | | 19 60 10 397 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor, competing canopy 14 9
12
511 | CanaryIsland Pine [ 17 | | | | | 17 61 9 346 1-2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 10 8
15
512 [ CanaryIsland Pine [ 33 | | | | | 33 52 22 1134 2 3 3 Remove
Large specimen, increased liability, lean, lifted soil on south side, re-evaluate to keep 17 20
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17
513 | CrapeMyrtle [ 75 | | | | | | 75 [ 26 10 330 1-2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor, planted with nursery container intact...likely girdled roots present and well as poor 11 9
root development 11
514 | Canary Island Pine [ 21 | | | | | | 21 | 49 11 380 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 12 8
13
515 | Canary Island Pine [ 20 | | | | | | 20 | 66 11 363 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 10 11
11
516 | CanarylIsland Pine [ 21 | | | | | | 21 [ 69 10 510 1-2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 13 16
12
517 | Canarylsland Pine [ 16 | | | | | [ 16 | 69 9 452 1-2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 15 12
12
518 | Western Sycamore | 8 | | | | | | 8 | 36 12 471 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Distressed, re-evaluate and treat to preserve 14 9
14
519 | Canarylsland Pine [ 13 | | | | | | 13 [ 35 9 314 2 2 3 Preserve
Against target (building), prune 9 12
10
520 | CrapeMyrtle [ 5 ] | | | | | 5 | 23 6 143 2 2 2 Preserve
Distressed, re-evaluate and treat to preserve 8 6
7
520 |  QueenPalm [ 10 | | | | | | 10 | 34 10 165 2 2-3 2-3 Preserve
Good form and vigor, next to target 10 4
5
522 | QueenPalm [ 16 | | | | | | 16 | 26 6 189 2 2-3 2-3 Preserve
Good form and vigor, next to target 10 10
5
523 | QueenPalm [ 15 | | | | | | 15 | 29 10 240 2 2-3 2-3 Preserve
Good form and vigor, next to target 10 10
5
524 | CrapeMyrtle [ 5 ] | | | | | 5 [ 21 6 123 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 7 6
6
525 | CrapeMyrtle [ 5 ] | | | | | 5 [ 24 7 201 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 7 8
10
526 | CrapeMyrtle [ 6 | | | | | | 6 | 24 7 201 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 8 7
10
527 | CrapeMyrtle [ 5 ] | | | | [ 5 ] 20 7 123 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 6 6
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6
528 | Western Sycamore [ 7 | | | 7 23 8 254 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor, indications of stress noted (exfoliating bark) 10 9
9
529 | Western Sycamore | 6.6 | | | 6.6 22 10 269 3 2-3 2 Preserve
Fair form and vigor, rope strangling lower stem, exfoliating bark, remove rope 10 9
8
530 | CrapeMyrtle [ 45 | | | 45 14 3 95 3 2-3 2-3 Remove
Embedded brace and chain 6 7
6
531 | Western Sycamore [ 8 | | | 8 25 11 638 3 2 2 Remove
Exfoliating bark, cankers, distressed 15 19
12
532 | Western Sycamore | 7 | | | 7 27 8 298 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Exuding sap, exfoliating bark 13 9
9
533 | Western Sycamore | 85 | | | 8.5 28 9 254 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Exuding sap and exfoliating bark, re-evaluate and treat 9 9
9
534 | Western Sycamore [ 8 | | | 8 26 8 254 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Exuding sap and exfoliating bark, re-evaluate and treat 10 9
9
535 | CrapeMyrtle [ 6 ] | | 6 15 5 104 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Strangled by wire, mechanical damage, remove wires and treat 6 6
6
53 | CrapeMyrtle [ 45 | | | 45 16 6 123 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 6 7
6
537 | CrapeMyrtle [ 6 ] | | 6 19 7 165 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 7 7
8
538 | Canary Island Pine [ 15 | | | 15 46 14 363 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Fair form and vigor 8 10
11
539 | CanaryIsland Pine [ 20 | | | 20 47 14 491 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor, competing canopy 10 10
16
540 | Canarylsland Pine [ 12 | | | 12 44 12 214 2 2 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor, competing canopy 7 6
8
541 | Canary Island Pine [ 13 | | | 13 44 15 397 2 2 2 Preserve
Fair form and vigor, utilities in canopy 7 7
16
542 [ Canarylsland Pine [ 19 | ] | 19 55 11 415 2-3 2 2 Preserve
Fair form and vigor 8 8
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19
543 | Canary Island Pine [ 23 | | | 23 56 15 531 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 10 8
19
544 | Canary Island Pine | 14 | | | 14 41 15 283 2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 8 6
9
545 | Canary Island Pine [ 18 | | | 18 44 13 380 2 Preserve
Codominant stems with included bark, re-evaluate and brace 6 8
17
546 | Canary Island Pine [ 19 | | | 19 56 12 531 1-2 Preserve
Good form and vigor 14 8
18
547 | CanaryIsland Pine [ 26 | | | 26 44 15 829 3 Preserve
Codominant stems with included bark, re-evaluate and brace 16 16
18
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Appendix B —Tree Protection during Construction

Construction activity near trees pose a great risk due to many factors. It is very important to reduce
disturbance impacts to existing trees during construction activity associated with a development project.
Older trees are less tolerant to root crown disturbance, either from damaged roots or compacted soils.
Damage to structural roots can greatly cause harm and structural instability to trees and cause them to fail.
The main stresses and risks of construction include:

Soil compaction

Lack of water or changes in the site hydrology
Change of grade in the root zone

Physical damage to tree roots and stem structure
Dumping of potentially toxic construction wastes
Dust

Human error

Given this, the following Best Management Practices (BMPs) are recommended to mitigate adverse effects
stemming from construction and to preserve the health and vigor of the trees onsite.

The successful implementation of a project requires effective communication regarding protective measures
in place and a willingness by everyone involved to follow the guidelines presented. Prior to groundbreaking
activity, a pre-construction meeting should be held with the project arborist, supervisor, work crew, and
other parties associated with the project that may be involved in the various stages of the project. The
guidelines and BMPs can be presented at this time and handouts given to the work crews.

Tree Protection Zone (TPZ)
A tree protection zone should be established and clearly marked for all trees. A TPZ is meant to protect the

tree’s limbs, trunk and roots from construction damage by discouraging the storage of materials beneath
the tree’s canopy, accidental releases of chemicals, and the accidental breakage or damage of tree structures.
The TPZ should extend one foot from the face of the trunk for each inch in trunk diameter (measured at a
height of 4.5 feet), with a minimum of 2 feet. The TPZ should be extended to 1.5 feet per inches DBH for
sensitive or overmature trees. A tree’s Critical Root Zone (CRZ) includes the area in which the significant
structural roots, critical to the tree’s structural integrity, are located. To the extent feasible, it is advisable
for the construction crew to refrain from working within the CRZ.

In areas where feasible, the following measures are recommended to protect the trees.
1. Protective fencing should be placed at the outer edge of the TPZ.
2. Protective fencing must be erected so that it is visible and structurally sound enough to deter
construction equipment, foot traffic, and the storing of equipment under tree canopies.
3. Signs should be posted on the fencing around trees notifying contractors of the fines for dumping.
Oil from construction equipment, cement, concrete washout, acid washes, paint, and solvents are
toxic to tree roots.
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4. Ifitis not feasible to operate outside of the TPZ and CRZ, an arborist or biological monitor should
be consulted to assess the situation and explore methods that will result in minimal adverse impact
to the nearby tree.

5. If work must be performed within or near the TPZ, soil compaction must be mitigated by the
addition of 4” of mulch or other similar material in the immediate vicinity of the work being
performed.

6. Construction creates large amounts of dust. Trees to be preserved will need to be kept clean. Dust
reduces photosynthesis within the leaves of trees. During periods of extended drought, wind or
grading, trunks, limbs and foliage should be sprayed with water to remove accumulated
construction dust. Strict dust control measures must be implemented during construction to
minimize this impact, and an occasional rinsing with a solution of water and insecticidal soap will
help control pests.

7. Many trees in the appendix are noted to have poor health or structural issues. Strategic pruning
may be required to limit hazardous conditions to the construction crew; this is at the discretion of
the project arborist or supervisor. All pruning should be performed by an ISA Certified Arborist or
ASCA Consulting Arborist.

8. Supplemental irrigation is recommended if a tree appears stressed or under irrigated. Irrigation
should be designed to wet the soil within the Tree Protection Zone to the depth of the root zone and
to replace that water once it is depleted. Light, frequent irrigation should be avoided.
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