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From: chris & angela gibbs ||| G

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 12:20 PM
To: Woodhouse, Kevin <woodhousek@ci.pacifica.ca.us>
Subject: Risk assessment revised

[CAUTION: External Email]

Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 20, 2020

Christopher Gibbs

Pacifica CA 94044
Site: 24 - 30 Salada Avenue, Pacifica CA
Dear Mr. Gibbs,

On Thursday, November 19, 2020, | visited the above site as requested, to inspect
and analyze the five (5) trees located along the easterly side of your property at 24
- 30 Salada Avenue, Pacifica, CA. The purpose for this visit was to do a risk
assessment of the trees. Your concern as to the future health and safety of the
trees, has prompted this visit.

Method:
<image003.jpg>



All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this
inspection. The trees in question were located on a plot provided. The trees were
then measured for diameter at 24 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at
breast height). A condition rating (CON) is provided using 50 percent vitality and
50 percent form, using the following scale:

1 - 29 VeryPoor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excellent

The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer.
The spread was paced off (HT/SP). Comments and recommendations for future
maintenance are provided. The Matheny and Clark 12 - Point Hazard
Assessment was used to rate the trees for possible risk. The trees were rated in
their current condition and if a new home was to be built on the vacant lot.

Five cypress trees at 24-30 Salada Ave. The trees have PGE electric power
lines wired throughout and beneath.

Salada 11/22/19 (2)

Survey:

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments

1H Monterey cypress 28 50 35/40 Poor-fair vigor,
poor form, (Cupressus macrocarpa)

leans easterly by 15 feet.

2H Monterey cypress 22 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor
form, leans (Cupressus macrocarpa)
northerly by 25 feet.
3H Monterey cypress 28 50 40/35 Fair vigor, fair
form, co- (Cupressus macrocarpa)
dominant at 15 feet, leans

easterly by 18 feet.
4H Monterey cypress 24 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor
form, large (Cupressus macrocarpa)

northern leader removed.

Leans easterly by 25 feet.
5H Monterey cypress 40 45 40/35 Fair-good vigor,
poor form, (Cupressus macrocarpa)

history of limb failure. Leans
easterly and southerly by 25
feet.

H indicates heritage tree

Matheny and Clark 12 - Point Decay Assessment Method:



The Matheny and Clark International Society of Arboriculture Approved -12
Point Hazard Assessment Method was used to help to determine the degree of
risk. The hazard rating system rates each tree with a possible four (4) points in
three (3) categories. The three (3) categories

represent the Part of the section of tree causing the possible hazard that may fail,
the Chance of failure, and the Target that will be damaged if the Part fails. An
explanation of the ratings is as follows.

Part Chance Target

1 = Small limbs or branches 1 = Not likely 1 =0Open
space or other trees

2 = Larger lateral limbs 2 = Slight chance 2 =Road or
fencing

3 = Trunks or leaders 3 = Failure likely 3 = Patios or
carports

4 = Entire tree or large trunks 4 = Failure eminent 4 = Residences

The higher the hazard rating, the higher the risk of tree failure. A rating of
“12” would be considered a high probability for damage and/or injury. A rating of
“3” would be considered a very low chance of failure and/or injury. This hazard
rating method will help you prioritize the recommended tree work.

Salada 11/22/19 3)
Existing conditions:

Tree# Part Likelihood Target Total

1 2 3 2 7

2 2 3 2 7

3 3 3 3 9

4 2 3 2 7

5 3 3 4 10
When lot is developed:

Tree# Part Likelihood Target Total

1 4 3 4 11

2 4 3 4 11

3 4 4 4 12

4 4 4 4 11

5 4 4 4 12
Summary:

The current conditions have most of the foliage and leaning trunks over the vacant
lot with some overhanging limbs on the developed property side. Cypress #5 has
heavy lateral limbs over the rear residence. The rear residence would be a high
value target of 4. Limb failure is the most likely chance of failure.

If the lot to the northwest of the property is developed the risk increases



dramatically. The narrow lot does not allow for a house to be moved further from
the cypress trees. Root loss if the home was to be built near the setback would be
major. Root loss would result in tree failure being the most likely chance of
failure. If the trees were to fail the home on the vacant lot would be the high
value target.

If one or more tree were to be removed, the chances of limb or entire tree failure

would increase for the remaining trees. Cypress trees rely on each other to help
block the coastal winds. This is a common result in forest situations (grove or
forest dynamics). Eurther trimming of the trees for safety reasons and/or to

correct their poor form, lack of balance, etc., would also increase the chances of
limb or entire tree failure.

Removal of all five (5) cypress tree is the only method that eliminates all
hazards and liabilities associated with the trees.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound
arboricultural principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty
Certified Arborist WE#0476A

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you
recognize the sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links,
open attachments or reply.



From: Woodhouse, Kevin

To: Coffey, Sarah; Petersen. Lisa; Bautista, Sam
Subject: FW: Salada 11 20 20 rivised FINAL.pdf
Date: Friday, November 20, 2020 2:14:02 PM
Attachments: Salada 11 20 20 rivised FINAL.pdf

ATT00001.txt

----- Origina Message-----

From: chris & angela gibbs

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2020 1:10 PM

To: Woodhouse, Kevin <woodhousek@ci.pacifica.ca.us>
Subject: Salada 11 20 20 rivised FINAL .pdf

[CAUTION: External Email]

Sorry thisisthe signed amended copy

CAUTION: Thisemail originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC

Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 20, 2020

Christopher Gibbs
2 Buffalo Court
Pacifica CA 94044

Site: 24 - 30 Salada Avenue, Pacifica CA
Dear Mr. Gibbs,

On Thursday, November 19, 2020, I visited the above site as requested, to inspect and analyze
the five (5) trees located along the easterly side of your property at 24 - 30 Salada Avenue,
Pacifica, CA. The purpose for this visit was to do a risk assessment of the trees. Your concern
as to the future health and safety of the trees, has prompted this visit.

Method:

All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a plot provided. The
trees were then measured for diameter at 24 inches
above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height).
A condition rating (CON) is provided using 50 percent
¥ vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale:

I - 29 VeryPoor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excellent

. The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon
Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was paced off
(HT/SP). Comments and recommendations for future
maintenance are provided. The Matheny and Clark

12 - Point Hazard Assessment was used to rate the trees
for possible risk. The trees were rated in their current
condition and if a new home was to be built on the
vacant lot.

Five cypress trees at 24-30 Salada Ave. The trees have PGE electric power lines wired
throughout and beneath.






Salada 11/20/20 )

Survey:
Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments
1H Monterey cypress 28 50 35/40 Poor-fair vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) leans easterly by 15 feet.
2H Monterey cypress 22 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, leans
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northerly by 25 feet.
3H Monterey cypress 28 50 40/35 Fair vigor, fair form, co-
(Cupressus macrocarpa) dominant at 15 feet, leans
easterly by 18 feet.
4H Monterey cypress 24 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, large
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northern leader removed.
Leans easterly by 25 feet.
SH Monterey cypress 40 45 40/35 Fair-good vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) history of limb failure. Leans
easterly and southerly by 25
feet.

H indicates heritage tree

Matheny and Clark 12 - Point Decay Assessment Method:

The Matheny and Clark International Society of Arboriculture Approved -12 Point Hazard
Assessment Method was used to help to determine the degree of risk. The hazard rating system
rates each tree with a possible four (4) points in three (3) categories. The three (3) categories
represent the Part of the tree to fail, the Chance of failure, and the Target that will be damaged if
the Part fails. An explanation of the ratings is as follows.

Part Chance Target

1 = Small limbs or branches 1 =Not likely 1 = Open space or other trees
2 = Larger lateral limbs 2 = Slight chance 2 = Road or fencing

3 = Trunks or leaders 3 = Failure likely 3 = Patios or carports

4 = Entire tree or large trunks 4 = Failure eminent 4 = Residences

The higher the hazard rating, the higher the risk of tree or limb failure. A rating of “12”
would be considered a high probability for damage and/or injury. A rating of “3”” would be
considered a very low chance of failure and/or injury. This hazard rating method will help you
prioritize the recommended tree work.





Salada 11/20/20 3)

Existing conditions:

Tree # Part Chance Target Total

1 2 3 3 8

2 2 3 3 8

3 3 3 3 9

4 2 3 4 9

5 3 4 4 11
When lot is developed:

Tree# Part Likelihood Target Total

1 4 4 4 12

2 4 4 4 12

3 4 4 4 12

4 4 4 4 12

5 4 4 4 12
Summary:

The current conditions have most of the foliage and leaning trunks over the vacant lot with some
overhanging limbs on the developed property side. High voltage utility lines and other electrical
lines are within the tree canopies. Many of the limbs are heavy lateral limbs and are subjected to
failure. Utility interruption and potential fire danger is at high risk as even a small limb failure
can interrupt the utility service. Pruning the cypress trees for line clearance will remove a large
portion of the canopies and would likely be beyond the tolerance of the trees. Pruning the
cypress trees and their canopies for balance would be extremely difficult and maybe not possible
as a large portion of the canopies should be removed which would likely be beyond the tolerance
of the trees. Tree decline would be expected if more than 25% of the canopies were to be
removed.

Pruning cypress trees #5 for line clearance would leave heavy lateral limbs over the rear
residence. This would create an off-balanced canopy with the remaining canopy heavy over the
residence. The rear residence would be a high value target of trees #4 and #5. Limb failure is
the most likely part of the trees to fail as a history of limb loss in the canopies was observed.

If the lot to the northwest of the property is developed, the risk increases dramatically. The
narrow lot does not allow for a house to be moved further from the cypress trees. Root loss if the
home were to be built near the setback would be major. The root loss would likely result in tree
failure. If the trees were to fail, the home on the vacant lot and people living in the home would
be the high value target.

If one or more tree were to be removed, the chances of limb or entire tree failure would increase
for the remaining trees. Cypress trees rely on each other to help block the coastal winds. This is
a common result of failure in forest situations (grove or forest dynamics) where trees are
removed.





Salada 11/20/20 4)
The tree pruning needed for line clearance and to reduce risk of limb failure likely exceeds ANSI
Standards. Pruning more than 25% of the tree canopies would weaken the trees and roots. Tree

decline would be imminent.

Replacement of all five (5) cypress tree is the only method that eliminates all hazards and
liabilities associated with the trees.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty

Certified Arborist WE#0476A  Kewwz /@/%










Sent from my iPhone


Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 20, 2020

Christopher Gibbs

Pacifica CA 94044

Site: 24 - 30 Salada Avenue, Pacifica CA
Dear Mr. Gibbs,

On Thursday, November 19, 2020, I visited the above site as requested, to inspect and analyze
the five (5) trees located along the easterly side of your property at 24 - 30 Salada Avenue,
Pacifica, CA. The purpose for this visit was to do a risk assessment of the trees. Your concern
as to the future health and safety of the trees, has prompted this visit.

Method:

All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a plot provided. The
trees were then measured for diameter at 24 inches
above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height).
A condition rating (CON) is provided using 50 percent
¥ vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale:

I - 29 VeryPoor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excellent

. The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon
Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was paced off
(HT/SP). Comments and recommendations for future
maintenance are provided. The Matheny and Clark

12 - Point Hazard Assessment was used to rate the trees
for possible risk. The trees were rated in their current
condition and if a new home was to be built on the
vacant lot.

Five cypress trees at 24-30 Salada Ave. The trees have PGE electric power lines wired
throughout and beneath.




Salada 11/20/20 )

Survey:
Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments
1H Monterey cypress 28 50 35/40 Poor-fair vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) leans easterly by 15 feet.
2H Monterey cypress 22 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, leans
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northerly by 25 feet.
3H Monterey cypress 28 50 40/35 Fair vigor, fair form, co-
(Cupressus macrocarpa) dominant at 15 feet, leans
easterly by 18 feet.
4H Monterey cypress 24 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, large
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northern leader removed.
Leans easterly by 25 feet.
SH Monterey cypress 40 45 40/35 Fair-good vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) history of limb failure. Leans
easterly and southerly by 25
feet.

H indicates heritage tree

Matheny and Clark 12 - Point Decay Assessment Method:

The Matheny and Clark International Society of Arboriculture Approved -12 Point Hazard
Assessment Method was used to help to determine the degree of risk. The hazard rating system
rates each tree with a possible four (4) points in three (3) categories. The three (3) categories
represent the Part of the tree to fail, the Chance of failure, and the Target that will be damaged if
the Part fails. An explanation of the ratings is as follows.

Part Chance Target

1 = Small limbs or branches 1 =Not likely 1 = Open space or other trees
2 = Larger lateral limbs 2 = Slight chance 2 = Road or fencing

3 = Trunks or leaders 3 = Failure likely 3 = Patios or carports

4 = Entire tree or large trunks 4 = Failure eminent 4 = Residences

The higher the hazard rating, the higher the risk of tree or limb failure. A rating of “12”
would be considered a high probability for damage and/or injury. A rating of “3”” would be
considered a very low chance of failure and/or injury. This hazard rating method will help you
prioritize the recommended tree work.



Salada 11/20/20 3)

Existing conditions:

Tree # Part Chance Target Total

1 2 3 3 8

2 2 3 3 8

3 3 3 3 9

4 2 3 4 9

5 3 4 4 11
When lot is developed:

Tree# Part Likelihood Target Total

1 4 4 4 12

2 4 4 4 12

3 4 4 4 12

4 4 4 4 12

5 4 4 4 12
Summary:

The current conditions have most of the foliage and leaning trunks over the vacant lot with some
overhanging limbs on the developed property side. High voltage utility lines and other electrical
lines are within the tree canopies. Many of the limbs are heavy lateral limbs and are subjected to
failure. Utility interruption and potential fire danger is at high risk as even a small limb failure
can interrupt the utility service. Pruning the cypress trees for line clearance will remove a large
portion of the canopies and would likely be beyond the tolerance of the trees. Pruning the
cypress trees and their canopies for balance would be extremely difficult and maybe not possible
as a large portion of the canopies should be removed which would likely be beyond the tolerance
of the trees. Tree decline would be expected if more than 25% of the canopies were to be
removed.

Pruning cypress trees #5 for line clearance would leave heavy lateral limbs over the rear
residence. This would create an off-balanced canopy with the remaining canopy heavy over the
residence. The rear residence would be a high value target of trees #4 and #5. Limb failure is
the most likely part of the trees to fail as a history of limb loss in the canopies was observed.

If the lot to the northwest of the property is developed, the risk increases dramatically. The
narrow lot does not allow for a house to be moved further from the cypress trees. Root loss if the
home were to be built near the setback would be major. The root loss would likely result in tree
failure. If the trees were to fail, the home on the vacant lot and people living in the home would
be the high value target.

If one or more tree were to be removed, the chances of limb or entire tree failure would increase
for the remaining trees. Cypress trees rely on each other to help block the coastal winds. This is
a common result of failure in forest situations (grove or forest dynamics) where trees are
removed.



Salada 11/20/20 4)
The tree pruning needed for line clearance and to reduce risk of limb failure likely exceeds ANSI
Standards. Pruning more than 25% of the tree canopies would weaken the trees and roots. Tree

decline would be imminent.

Replacement of all five (5) cypress tree is the only method that eliminates all hazards and
liabilities associated with the trees.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty

Certified Arborist WE#0476A  Kewwz /@/%



From: chris & angela gibbs <

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 3:01 PM
To: Coffey, Sarah; Woodhouse, Kevin
Subject: 30 salada risk assessment form
Attachments: tree risk assessment.html

[CAUTION: External Email]

Here is the risk assessment form to be attached to our file

Also Sarah can we include kevin Kielty as our expert and the adjacent property owner Walt Mcdonald to the
zoom meeting just like the last one ? if you need more info from them please let me know

Thank you

Sincerely,
Chris Gibbs

Pacifica, CA 94044

The information contained in this email message and any attachments is privileged and confidential
information, and is protected under the privacy act of 1974 and the Gramm Leach Bliley Act of 2000, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this email message is not the
indended recipient, you are hereby on notice that you are in posession of confidential and privileged
information. Please notify the sender immediately by return email or the phone number listed above, delete this
email along with any attachments and destroy any copies. Any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of
this information by a person other than the inteded recipient is unauthorized, strictly prohibited and may be
illegal.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's
email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.



From: chris & angela gibbs

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 4:20 PM

To: Woodhouse, Kevin; Coffey, Sarah

Subject: tree risk assesment salada db 11 20 20.pdf
Attachments: tree risk assesment salada db 11 20 20.pdf; ATTO0001.txt

[CAUTION: External Email]

Sorry try this, let me know if it works
Thanks

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.



IS Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client __Christopher Gibbs Date_11/18/20 Time_noon
Address/Tree location _24-30 Salada Ave Pacifica CA Tree no._#1-5 Sheet _1__ of 2
Tree species _Monterey Cypress dbh_22-28" Height _35-40' Crown spread dia. _35-40'
Assessor(s) __Kevin Kielty and David Beckham Time frame Tools used
Target Assessment
Target zone
- - = | o Occupancy [
53 £ | E[EL] rte 28] 5.
YE E2|185|5E| tre |Ss|E%
=2 Target description 25| 5|2 x|2-occasional | 2T | 2.2
yvc|F < gc"! 3-frequent | © > | £ 0
5 ° £ 85| 4-constant c2 |1 af
(4 3 [ a £ x o
1 Home X 4 no no
2 overhead utilities X 4
no no
3 vacant parcel X 4 no | no
4 rFeople on Walkwdy 10 nome X 3 no no
Site Factors
History of failures No whole tree failures, past limb failures observed Topography Flat(® Slope % Aspect

Site changes None [0 Grade change [ Site clearing[d Changed soil hydrology 0 Root cuts[d Describe

Soil conditions Limited volume [ Saturated O Shallowd Compacted [0 Pavement over rootstd _20% % Describe Walkway and home

Prevailing wind direction NW _ Common weather Strong winds Klce[d Snow [ Heavy rain ¥l Describe_Wind and rains normal
Tree Health and Species Profile

Vigor Low 0 Normal @ HighO Foliage None (seasonal) ] None (dead)d  Normal %  Chlorotic %  Necrotic %
Pests Abiotic
Species failure profile BranchesD Trunk[d RootsC1 Describe___Limb failures common for species

Load Factors
Wind exposure Protectedd Partiald Fulld Wind funneling (J Relative crown size Smallld Medium[ Large o

Crown density Sparse[d Normal® Densed Interior branches Fewd Normal[d Densed Vines/Mistletoe/Moss [1
Recent or planned change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

/ — Crown and Branches — \
u Lightning damage O

nbalanced crown &4 LCR % Cracks OJ
Dead twigs/branches [ % overall Max. dia. Codominant C1 Included bark CJ
Broken/H Number _4 Max. dia. 10"

roken/Hangers umoer v L Weak attachments Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
Over-extended branches X . . o

. . Previous branch failures 4 Similar branches present Xl
Pruning history o - _
Crown cleaned [ Thinned O Raised s Dead/Missing bark 0  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 ~ Sapwood damage/decay 1
Reduced O Topped [ Lion-tailed @ Conks O Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts O Other. Response growth
Main concern(s) __Poorly attached limbs due to past topping cuts
Load on defect N/A O Minor [0 Moderate ™ Significant [
Likelihood of failure Improbable 0 Possible 0 Probable 4 Imminent O
/ —Trunk — \K — Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark [ Abnormal bark texture/color [J Collar buried/Not visible 0  Depth Stem girdling 1
Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms 1
Sapwood damage/decay O0 Cankers/Galls/Burlsd Sap ooze OJ Ooze O Cavity O % circ.
Lightning damage [0 Heartwood decay [0 Conks/Mushrooms [ Cracks 00 Cut/Damaged roots 0 Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting C1 Soil weakness C1
Lean_75_° Corrected? ___NO
Response growth Yes Response growth
Main concern(s) _Tree lean Main concern(s)
Loadondefect N/AL Minor 0 Moderate [XISignificant O Loadondefect N/ALO MinorO0 Moderate O Significant O

Likelihood of failure Likelihood of failure
Improbable[d  Possible X Probable O Imminent D/ Improbabled  Possible O Probable O Imminent O

Page | of 2




Risk Categorization

. Likelihood
[}
o 5 i Consequences
£ o S Failure Impact Failure & "‘,‘pa“ q
S o [= (from Matrix 1) i
< < S A Risk
c o © c 2 - - - .
o - o = © - ) 1 rating
E . '5%5 Sggég § %é gﬁ...gwofpart
© Conditions o it iy Target sl2|s|E|2 2 AHETHE EEEE
g 5|1 = | 5 _Q.moE;.;q,-EnEEg;.g)n_gucn>(from
O | Tree part of concern a w i€ |protection [E |2 || E| 2|2 |2 |58 |Z|2]12|2|5 |8 matrix2)
Crown poorlyattached 12-20"|35-40'| 1 no X X X X High
1 | and heavy limbs 2 X X X . High
branches no
no X X X X Low
4 no X X « x [ High
2
3
4
Matrix |. Likelihood matrix.
Likelihood Likelihood of Impacting Target
of Failure | very low Low Medium High
Imminent | Unlikely | Somewhat likely Likely Very likely
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure
Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor Significant Severe
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme
Likely Low Moderate High High North
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low
Notes, explanations, descriptions
Mitigation options Prune trees using approved crown reduction pruning methods at 25% maximum of canopy Residual risk Moderate to
Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating  Low [0 Moderate 0 High[@ Extreme O Work priority 10 20 30 40
Overall residual risk Low 0 Moderate @ High[@ Extreme O Recommended inspection interval

Data ¥Final O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo [IYes-Type/Reason

Inspection limitations CINone OVisibility CJAccess CIVines CRoot collar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) and is intended for use by Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (TRAQ) arborists — 2013 P 2 of 2
age 2 o



From: Woodhouse, Kevin

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 4:59 PM

To: _City Council Group

Cc: Coffey, Sarah; Petersen, Lisa; Bautista, Sam

Subject: Additional Salada Tree Submittals from Applicant

Attachments: Salada 11 20 20 rivised FINAL.pdf; tree risk assesment salada db 11 20 20.pdf
Councilmembers,

Applicant Chris Gibbs submitted the enclosed additional arborist report Friday afternoon, and
Tree Risk Assessment form Sunday afternoon. This information will also be provided to the
appellant.

Kevin Woodhouse

City Manager

City of Pacifica
www.cityofpacifica.org
650.738.7409




From: Woodhouse, Kevin

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 5:06 PM

To: Cindy Abbott;

Cc: Petersen, Lisa; Bautista, Sam; Michelle Kenyon [BWS Law]; Coffey, Sarah
Subject: Additional Salada Tree Submittals from Applicant

Attachments: Salada 11 20 20 rivised FINAL.pdf; tree risk assesment salada db 11 20 20.pdf

Dear Ms. Abbott and Ms. Miller,

Applicant Chris Gibbs submitted the enclosed additional arborist report Friday afternoon, and
Tree Risk Assessment form Sunday afternoon, fyi. This information has been forwarded to the
City Council.

Kevin Woodhouse

City Manager

City of Pacifica
www.cityofpacifica.org
650.738.7409
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

November 20, 2020

Christopher Gibbs

Pacifica CA 94044

Site: 24 - 30 Salada Avenue, Pacifica CA
Dear Mr. Gibbs,

On Thursday, November 19, 2020, I visited the above site as requested, to inspect and analyze
the five (5) trees located along the easterly side of your property at 24 - 30 Salada Avenue,
Pacifica, CA. The purpose for this visit was to do a risk assessment of the trees. Your concern
as to the future health and safety of the trees, has prompted this visit.

Method:

All inspections were made from the ground; the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a plot provided. The
trees were then measured for diameter at 24 inches
above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height).
A condition rating (CON) is provided using 50 percent
¥ vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale:

I - 29 VeryPoor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair
70 - 89 Good
90 - 100 Excellent

. The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon
Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was paced off
(HT/SP). Comments and recommendations for future
maintenance are provided. The Matheny and Clark

12 - Point Hazard Assessment was used to rate the trees
for possible risk. The trees were rated in their current
condition and if a new home was to be built on the
vacant lot.

Five cypress trees at 24-30 Salada Ave. The trees have PGE electric power lines wired
throughout and beneath.




Salada 11/20/20 )

Survey:
Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments
1H Monterey cypress 28 50 35/40 Poor-fair vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) leans easterly by 15 feet.
2H Monterey cypress 22 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, leans
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northerly by 25 feet.
3H Monterey cypress 28 50 40/35 Fair vigor, fair form, co-
(Cupressus macrocarpa) dominant at 15 feet, leans
easterly by 18 feet.
4H Monterey cypress 24 45 35/40 Fair vigor, poor form, large
(Cupressus macrocarpa) northern leader removed.
Leans easterly by 25 feet.
SH Monterey cypress 40 45 40/35 Fair-good vigor, poor form,
(Cupressus macrocarpa) history of limb failure. Leans
easterly and southerly by 25
feet.

H indicates heritage tree

Matheny and Clark 12 - Point Decay Assessment Method:

The Matheny and Clark International Society of Arboriculture Approved -12 Point Hazard
Assessment Method was used to help to determine the degree of risk. The hazard rating system
rates each tree with a possible four (4) points in three (3) categories. The three (3) categories
represent the Part of the tree to fail, the Chance of failure, and the Target that will be damaged if
the Part fails. An explanation of the ratings is as follows.

Part Chance Target

1 = Small limbs or branches 1 =Not likely 1 = Open space or other trees
2 = Larger lateral limbs 2 = Slight chance 2 = Road or fencing

3 = Trunks or leaders 3 = Failure likely 3 = Patios or carports

4 = Entire tree or large trunks 4 = Failure eminent 4 = Residences

The higher the hazard rating, the higher the risk of tree or limb failure. A rating of “12”
would be considered a high probability for damage and/or injury. A rating of “3”” would be
considered a very low chance of failure and/or injury. This hazard rating method will help you
prioritize the recommended tree work.



Salada 11/20/20 3)

Existing conditions:

Tree # Part Chance Target Total

1 2 3 3 8

2 2 3 3 8

3 3 3 3 9

4 2 3 4 9

5 3 4 4 11
When lot is developed:

Tree# Part Likelihood Target Total

1 4 4 4 12

2 4 4 4 12

3 4 4 4 12

4 4 4 4 12

5 4 4 4 12
Summary:

The current conditions have most of the foliage and leaning trunks over the vacant lot with some
overhanging limbs on the developed property side. High voltage utility lines and other electrical
lines are within the tree canopies. Many of the limbs are heavy lateral limbs and are subjected to
failure. Utility interruption and potential fire danger is at high risk as even a small limb failure
can interrupt the utility service. Pruning the cypress trees for line clearance will remove a large
portion of the canopies and would likely be beyond the tolerance of the trees. Pruning the
cypress trees and their canopies for balance would be extremely difficult and maybe not possible
as a large portion of the canopies should be removed which would likely be beyond the tolerance
of the trees. Tree decline would be expected if more than 25% of the canopies were to be
removed.

Pruning cypress trees #5 for line clearance would leave heavy lateral limbs over the rear
residence. This would create an off-balanced canopy with the remaining canopy heavy over the
residence. The rear residence would be a high value target of trees #4 and #5. Limb failure is
the most likely part of the trees to fail as a history of limb loss in the canopies was observed.

If the lot to the northwest of the property is developed, the risk increases dramatically. The
narrow lot does not allow for a house to be moved further from the cypress trees. Root loss if the
home were to be built near the setback would be major. The root loss would likely result in tree
failure. If the trees were to fail, the home on the vacant lot and people living in the home would
be the high value target.

If one or more tree were to be removed, the chances of limb or entire tree failure would increase
for the remaining trees. Cypress trees rely on each other to help block the coastal winds. This is
a common result of failure in forest situations (grove or forest dynamics) where trees are
removed.
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The tree pruning needed for line clearance and to reduce risk of limb failure likely exceeds ANSI
Standards. Pruning more than 25% of the tree canopies would weaken the trees and roots. Tree

decline would be imminent.

Replacement of all five (5) cypress tree is the only method that eliminates all hazards and
liabilities associated with the trees.

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural
principles and practices.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Kielty

Certified Arborist WE#0476A  Kewwz /@/%



IS Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client __Christopher Gibbs Date_11/18/20 Time_noon
Address/Tree location _24-30 Salada Ave Pacifica CA Tree no._#1-5 Sheet _1__ of 2
Tree species _Monterey Cypress dbh_22-28" Height _35-40' Crown spread dia. _35-40'
Assessor(s) __Kevin Kielty and David Beckham Time frame Tools used
Target Assessment
Target zone
- - = | o Occupancy [
53 £ | E[EL] rte 28] 5.
YE E2|185|5E| tre |Ss|E%
=2 Target description 25| 5|2 x|2-occasional | 2T | 2.2
yvc|F < gc"! 3-frequent | © > | £ 0
5 ° £ 85| 4-constant c2 |1 af
(4 3 [ a £ x o
1 Home X 4 no no
2 overhead utilities X 4
no no
3 vacant parcel X 4 no | no
4 rFeople on Walkwdy 10 nome X 3 no no
Site Factors
History of failures No whole tree failures, past limb failures observed Topography Flat(® Slope % Aspect

Site changes None [0 Grade change [ Site clearing[d Changed soil hydrology 0 Root cuts[d Describe

Soil conditions Limited volume [ Saturated O Shallowd Compacted [0 Pavement over rootstd _20% % Describe Walkway and home

Prevailing wind direction NW _ Common weather Strong winds Klce[d Snow [ Heavy rain ¥l Describe_Wind and rains normal
Tree Health and Species Profile

Vigor Low 0 Normal @ HighO Foliage None (seasonal) ] None (dead)d  Normal %  Chlorotic %  Necrotic %
Pests Abiotic
Species failure profile BranchesD Trunk[d RootsC1 Describe___Limb failures common for species

Load Factors
Wind exposure Protectedd Partiald Fulld Wind funneling (J Relative crown size Smallld Medium[ Large o

Crown density Sparse[d Normal® Densed Interior branches Fewd Normal[d Densed Vines/Mistletoe/Moss [1
Recent or planned change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

/ — Crown and Branches — \
u Lightning damage O

nbalanced crown &4 LCR % Cracks OJ
Dead twigs/branches [ % overall Max. dia. Codominant C1 Included bark CJ
Broken/H Number _4 Max. dia. 10"

roken/Hangers umoer v L Weak attachments Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
Over-extended branches X . . o

. . Previous branch failures 4 Similar branches present Xl
Pruning history o - _
Crown cleaned [ Thinned O Raised s Dead/Missing bark 0  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 ~ Sapwood damage/decay 1
Reduced O Topped [ Lion-tailed @ Conks O Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts O Other. Response growth
Main concern(s) __Poorly attached limbs due to past topping cuts
Load on defect N/A O Minor [0 Moderate ™ Significant [
Likelihood of failure Improbable 0 Possible 0 Probable 4 Imminent O
/ —Trunk — \K — Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark [ Abnormal bark texture/color [J Collar buried/Not visible 0  Depth Stem girdling 1
Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms 1
Sapwood damage/decay O0 Cankers/Galls/Burlsd Sap ooze OJ Ooze O Cavity O % circ.
Lightning damage [0 Heartwood decay [0 Conks/Mushrooms [ Cracks 00 Cut/Damaged roots 0 Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting C1 Soil weakness C1
Lean_75_° Corrected? ___NO
Response growth Yes Response growth
Main concern(s) _Tree lean Main concern(s)
Loadondefect N/AL Minor 0 Moderate [XISignificant O Loadondefect N/ALO MinorO0 Moderate O Significant O

Likelihood of failure Likelihood of failure
Improbable[d  Possible X Probable O Imminent D/ Improbabled  Possible O Probable O Imminent O

Page | of 2




Risk Categorization

. Likelihood
[}
o 5 i Consequences
£ o S Failure Impact Failure & "‘,‘pa“ q
S o [= (from Matrix 1) i
< < S A Risk
c o © c 2 - - - .
o - o = © - ) 1 rating
E . '5%5 Sggég § %é gﬁ...gwofpart
© Conditions o it iy Target sl2|s|E|2 2 AHETHE EEEE
g 5|1 = | 5 _Q.moE;.;q,-EnEEg;.g)n_gucn>(from
O | Tree part of concern a w i€ |protection [E |2 || E| 2|2 |2 |58 |Z|2]12|2|5 |8 matrix2)
Crown poorlyattached 12-20"|35-40'| 1 no X X X X High
1 | and heavy limbs 2 X X X . High
branches no
no X X X X Low
4 no X X « x [ High
2
3
4
Matrix |. Likelihood matrix.
Likelihood Likelihood of Impacting Target
of Failure | very low Low Medium High
Imminent | Unlikely | Somewhat likely Likely Very likely
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure
Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor Significant Severe
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme
Likely Low Moderate High High North
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate
Unlikely Low Low Low Low
Notes, explanations, descriptions
Mitigation options Prune trees using approved crown reduction pruning methods at 25% maximum of canopy Residual risk Moderate to
Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating  Low [0 Moderate 0 High[@ Extreme O Work priority 10 20 30 40
Overall residual risk Low 0 Moderate @ High[@ Extreme O Recommended inspection interval

Data ¥Final O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo [IYes-Type/Reason

Inspection limitations CINone OVisibility CJAccess CIVines CRoot collar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) and is intended for use by Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (TRAQ) arborists — 2013 P 2 of 2
age 2 o
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