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R .
-vHIBIT B
Chase and Enrin Sorgel
7717 Kelly Canyon Drive
Dublin, CA 94568

SUBJECT: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
Proposed Single Family Dwelling
481 Sveamore Road
Pleasanton. California

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Sorgel:

Our geotechnical report for the proposed new residence at the subject property. is herewith
submitted. The report presents the results of our explorations. the review of published geologic literature.
along with our evaluations and recommendations for foundation desi gn. and other earthwork related elements
of the project.

In our opinion, the site is suitable to receive proposed improvements to the dwelling, provided the
recommendations presented in this report, are incorporated into the design and adhered 10 during
construction.

It you should have any questions or need further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact this

office.
“Henry Justiniano. P.E.
Calif. No. C-42347
Exp. 3/31/2018
Enclosures

ce: Ridgecrest Designs (2)

P.O. Box 2338 = San Ramon. CA 94583

(925)831-9092 « e-mail - justapiano@ sbeglobal.net
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

This report presents the results of our subsurface. inVCstigation:'of the subject property. Genétral
enginéering design and geotechiical récofnmendations are provided, based upon the physical and strength
characteristics of the subsurface iaterials, and take into considcration the proposed project’s requisites.

1.2 SITELOCATION

The. subject property is located in the southern peripliery of the City of Pleasanton, California.
S_p_eciﬁcal’]y_‘, the site is focated on the southern side of Sycamore Road, approximately 750 feet to the east
of Sunol Boulevaid and 2,000 feet northeast of the Sunol Boulevard intersection with Highway 680, The

precise location isillustrated on the Site Location Map, Figure 1.

1.3 SITE CHARACTERIZATION

The subject property hosts an old, relative_l_y_ small, one. story tesidence and. carport fronting
Sycamore Road. The pr‘ép‘o'sed building site is a vacant, level area behind the existing House (Figure 2).
There are a few scattered mature trees arid bushes, primarily along the pad perimeter.

The setting conforms to the southern macgin of the relatively flat lowlands of the broad Amador

Valley, ncar the transition into the foothills.

1.4 SCOPE

The scope of our work: included a literalure research of available and applieable geological data,
exploratory borings, sample collection, and logging of the-foundation soils cncountered. during: the ficld
investigation. The-geotechnical data compiled was analyzed in support of the recommendations presented

herein.
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1.5 PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

In acgordance with the information furnished to this office, _itis_pr_o_poSed to construct a single family
residence (Figure.2).

1.6 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Based upon the results of our evaluations, we canclude that there are no geotechnical nor geologic
considerations that would preclude the proposed new residence. Information from our review-of geological
maps, the existing topography and our exploration program, indicates thatthe proposed building-site-‘is-w.ifhin
acceptably stable terrain -and is fc'asiblc_, provided that the recommendations. prcsen'te.d hérein are
incorporated.inta the design and adhered to, during the construction phases of the project.
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2.0 GEOLOGY

2.1 SITE GEOLOGY

Accotding to a compilation in the geologic map published by Helley et al., 1997 (Figure 3), the site
is underlain by Pleistocene age, alluvial fan deposits, These deposits are described brown, dense, gravely
and clayey sand or clayey gravel that fines upward to a sandy clay.

Data from the subsutface explorationiindicates thal the site is underlain by clayey sands, in general
‘#greement with the above cited description.

2.2 FAULTING/SEISMICITY

The property is-not within a current Alquist Priclo Eartliquake Hazard Zone {fotmerly an Alquist
Priolo -S_pccial_ Studies Zone). We:did not. recoghize dny ;géomorphic conditions within the property or
swrroundings that wonld suggest the. presence of anactive fault trace. The subject arca is assigned a high
seismic rating, due to its proximity to several faults . . . inparticnlar, the Calaveras and Hayward Faults.

TableT below presents.anassessinent ol the faults that contiibute the most si gnilicant ground-motion
hazard to the site. Included in the Table is the shortest distance between the site and each fiult {as measured
i kilometers from the surface trace projection of the fault). The maximum moment magnitude {Mw) for the
Upper Bound Farthquake (UBE) estimated for each fault.

TABLE 1
FAULT DISTANCE - MAGNITUDE - ACCELERATION
Distance: Upper
Fauit Bounds
System - T oo Magnitude

Miles Kilometers (Mw)
Calaveras id 2.3 6.8
Greenville 11.2 18.0 6.9
Hayward 7.5 12.1 7.1
San Andreas (Northicrn) 257 414 7.9

{(Mw): Estimated Moment Magnitude from CDMG (1996) Open File Report 86-08.

5
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A peak ground dcceleration (PGA) estimate of 0.926 with 2% probability of exceedance in 50 years,

and 0.584 with 10% probability of exceedance in 50 years, was obtained from the Califoruia Geological
Survey's web site for a Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment (F igure 4),

2.3 POTENTIAL FOR LIQUEFACTION AND SEISMICALLY-INDUCED SETTLEMENT

Liquefaction occurs when a loose, saturated granular deposit changes from a solid to a liguid state due
to particle densification and increased pore préssures during scismic shaking. Recent, notoriously
conservative Official Mapping by the State of California, delineating Seismic Hazard Zones (2008, Figure
5), does not assign the subject site to an area with 2 potential for liquefaction.

As indicated by Figures 3 and 5, and confirmed by our borings, the site is underlain by deitse clayey
sands that are not susceptible to liquefaction or seismiically induced compaction within the upper 16.5-fcet
of'the profile. As such, we conclude that the liquefaction potential at the site; under extreme earthquake
loading, is possible within a deeper sand layer thalmight develop some excess pore pressure; however, it is

~hegligible with regard to any effect being reatized at the surface.
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3.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION AND LABORATORY TESTING

3.1 FIELD INVESTIGATION

On January 26, 2018, our Engincer explored the subsurface condifions at the property, with two.
borings that were advanced with truck riounted rotaty drill rig and a portable d#ill i g using 4-inch O.D.
augers, to a maximum depth of 16.5-feet. The appiroximate locations of the borings aré preseéntéd on the Site-
Plan, Figure 2.

The samples collected during our investigation consisted of relatively undisturbed samples obtained
by.advanc'ing into undisturbed soil-a Standard Penétration split bacrel Sampier_, through the action of a 140-
poand haramier falling adistance'of 30 inches. The in-situ strength characteristics of the underlying soil is
indicated by correlating the blow counts required to drive the sampler the lower 12 inches of a 18-inch
sample attempt. The soils encountered were exaniined .and-logged in the field by an Engineer from this
office. The s‘di.l'pro files are presented as-Figures 6 and 7.

3.2 LABORATORY TESTING

Laboratory testing was performed on selected samples, in order to identify:some of their engineering
properties. Testing was conducted to establish: Atterberg limits and sieve analyses for soil classification.

The determination.of Atterberg limits isused to correlate consistency changes with moisture variation,
which is indicative of the expansion potential of the soil (ASTM D-4943). Atterberg limitstesting pérformed
on'the niear surface soils yielded a liquid limit of 30, with a plasticity index of 14, which can be correlated
to clays with a low shrink-swell potential,

Sieve'.anal_yscs ‘were conducted to obtain. grain size distiibution, and to classify the encountered:
stratigraphic Iayers-(Figme_S and 9). In general, the grain size distribution cutves classify the near surface

soils as silty €lays that have a low shrink/swell potential and are underlainr by clayey sands.



Project No. 5-180-01
February 27, 2018

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 GENERAL

Based on the results of our exploration, it is our opinion that the property may be considered suitable
toreceive the proposed residence. Relatively dense alluvial deposits that offer a significant granular content
{thus low expansive properties) and no geotechinical hazards, were identified for the proposed building pad.
The .fel'ativély level terrain will not watrant significant grading, however, geotechnical considerations for the
project demand thorough pad preparations for the desired slab-on-grade floors-and some surficial grade
adjustments to promote: drainage:

Provided. that the bui]ding_fp'ad is properly prépared, a-systém comprising conventional footings
integrated to slab-on-grade floors, would be acceptable. We anticipate that the total compression related
settlement, would be inconsequential,

Detailed recommieéndations regard ing__si'te'_preparatious, foundation desi gn criteria and other pertinent
considerations, ar¢ presented in the following sections of this report. |

In order to avoid saturation of foundation bearing soils resulting from surface flow, the site drainage
must be planned so that the foundalions are. not dllowed to saturate, and no ponding of water near the
foundation tukes place. The behavior of the near surface soils and any surficial improvements such as
cancréte. walkways, will be dependent on the efficiency of the surface drairiage provisions. Good surface
drainage control will mitigate displacements and volume changes of the foundation supperting soils.

The recommendations prcse_nt'ed in this teport are for the soil conditions’ encountered in our
exploration. Shoutd other soil or rock conditions be uncovered during constriction, due to non-uniformity
of the geological forimations, we should be contacted to evaluate the need for revision of the
recommendations presented herein.

Based on the available geologic maps, it is our opinion that the subject site is not located astride an
active fault. It mustbe undcrsrood'by'the owners, that all risk of geola gm hazaids cannot be eliminated, due
lo uncertainties of geologic conditions aid unprediclabilily of seismic activily in the Bay Area. The
structural design-should incorporate ciirrent seismic code requirements. Seismicalty induced ground shaking
with possible structural damage, should be expected to occur within the economic life of the structure.
Nevertheless, the hazard of seismit shaking is shared throughout the region.
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4.2 SEISMIC DESIGN

Based on the resulis of our invesligation, we recommend that the following seismic design criteria
be implemented in-accordance with the California Buildieg Code (2015):;

Site Class D

8, 2.151
84 0.822
S s 1.434
Sd1 0.822

4.3 BUILDING PAD PREPARATIONS.

While nomass giading isanticipated for the future improvemets, the building pad should be scarified
and compacted. In addition, it will be necessary (o modify the grades in the areas designated to receive
structural improvements, to-promote drainage. . As sucly, the upper 18-inches should be scarified, moisture
conditioned-and compacted, in preparation for the pad fine gtading,

All fill tha( is required {0 accomplish the designated pad grade elevalion, should he placed in lifts thal
are moisture conditioned to near the optimum moisture content and. c-ompactc_d to a 90 percent of maximum
dry density, based on ASTM Test Procedurc D1557. The lifts should not exceed $-inchés in loose,

-uncompacted thickness, prior to receiving a compattive effort.-

During pad grading opérations; the project Soils Engineer shonld be granted the opportunity to review.
thie exposed pad conditions, to deterinine. whether additional pad preparations arc warranted.

All grading and depression backfill aperations must be under the supervision of'a qualified Engineer,
in addition to the compaction testing procedures conducled by a Field Technician,

44 FOUNDATIONS

Geotechnical conditions aré acceptable for the construction of conventional strip footing foundations
that are structurally integtaied to slab-on-grade floors. Afl footings should be aileast 12-inches in widih, and
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should have their bases located no less than 18-inches below the lowest adjacent finished -subgrade.
Footings constructed to the given criteria; may be designed for an‘allowable bearing capacity of 1500 psf:
for dead load; and 2,000 psf for dead load plus live Joad condition. These values may be increased by
one-third to accommodate short duration scismic or wind loading conditions.

The footings should corztain:’steel_rcinforcementbverthéi'r’cnti1'c.Jer’i"g’th;With‘rcinforcement as.directed
by the project Structural Engineer. In no case, however, should the éxterior footing contain less.than two
No. 5 retnforcing bars; both top-and bottom.

Allslabs should bea minimum thickness as set forth by'the Structural Engincer, but should fiot be less
than 5-inches thick, and reinforced by a minimurnof No. 4 bars, spacei at 18-inches each way, and céntered
within the entire slab. |

Concrete slabs should include crack control joints for normal lineal shrinkage of the concrete
materials, Where large areas of concrete slabs are placed, with itregular projections or inserts within the §lab
area, stress concentrations will result; causin guncontrolied crack patterns. Where possible, crack control
joints should be placed at stress lo¢ations where projections from amain slab, or where inscrts ocenr, in order
10 control the resultant crack pattern.

Allconcrete slabs-on-grade should beunderlain by a4-inch thick capillary break of clean crushed rock
or compacted Class T Aggregate Baserock. To miitigaté vapor transmission, it is recommended that-an
umpermeéable membrane of 10-mil minimum thickaess:be placed upon the capillary break material.

4.5 DRAINAGE

Tt is important to divert surface ranoff away from the foundation perimeters. A slope gradient of 3
percent down and:.away from the dwelling’s perimeters, for a minimum of 5 feet, should be provided to the
finish grade. Downspouts should be comnected to coriduits that will transport their effluent to. a discharge
pointaway (rom structural elemeni-bearing soils. Adjacent areas should be sloped toward-catch-basins that
are designated to low. points.
4.6 UTILITY TRENCHES.

Utility trenches that are parallel to the sides of the footings, should be avoided. Alltrenches should
be backfilled with native mterials compacted uniformly to a 90% relative compaction.

10
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5.0 GENERAL CONBITIONS

5.1 PLAN REVIEW

Prior to the submission of design drawings and construction dacuments for approval by the appropriate
local agency, copies of these documents should be reviewed by our firm, to evaluate whether or not the

recominendations contained in this report have been, cffectively incorporated into the design of the project.

5.2 CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATIONS

A representative of this firm must be present during grading of the site. This item is necessary to
pro_p‘éﬂy evaluate the quality of the materials.and their reldtive compac'tiou. ‘Foundation excavations must
be inspected by a representaiive of this firm, in order to nake the riecessary adjustments as a tesult of
localized irreguiarities.

At the completion of the earthwork related construction, a-reporl will be submilted summarizing our’
observations, inc.ludih_'g the results of the compaction testing program.

To allow for proper scheduling, we request a mitimum of 48 hours notice prior to the commencement
of earthwork operations requiring our presence,

5.3 LIMITATIONS

This report has been prepared by HENRY JTUSTINIANO & ASSOCIATES for the exclusive use of
Chase and Entin Sorgel and their representatives, for consideration of the proposed improverments to the
_property described in this report.

The interpretations and recommendations presented in thi § report arc.proféssional judgements, and
are based on our evaluations of the technical -information obtained duﬁﬁg- this investigation, on our
understanding of the. characteristics of 't'he__p']al'med' improverents to the simeture, and on our general
expericnce with similar subsufface conditions in other arcas, We do not gnaraatee the pecformance of this
project in any respect, only that our engineering work and judgements meet the standards of care normally
-exercised by our profession;

It 15 assumed that the borinigs are répresentative of thé subsurface conditions throughout the arcas
designated to receive improvements. Unanticipated soil conditions are commonly encountered-and cannot

be fully determined by performing exploratory borings, If, during construction, subsurface conditipns

11
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different from those indicated in this report, are encountered orappear to be present benéath excavations,

HENRY JUSTINIANO & ASSOCIATES should be advised at once so we can review these conditions and

reconsider our recommendations, when necessary.

¥ morc than 18 months have elapsed between thic submission of this report and the start of work at

the site, or if conditions have changed because of natural causes or.construction operations at or adjacent to

the site, we recominend that this report be reviewed to determine the applicability of the conctusions and
rccomtuendations, considering the time lapse or changed conditions.

The scope of our services did not include ah environmental assessment, or an investigation of the

presence or absence of ha'zardoﬂs:; toxic of corrosive materials in the soil, surface Wat'er,_gmundwater, or air,

on, below, or around this site.

12
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EXPLANATION

Liguefaction

Areas where historical occurence of liquefaction, or local geological, geotechnical and ground-water
conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements such thatmitigation as defined in Public

Resources Code Section 2693(c) would be required.

Earthquake-Induced Landslides

Areas where previous occurrence of landslide movement, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical and
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements such that mitigation
as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693(c) would be required.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA SEISMIC HAZARD ZONES
DUBLIN QUADRANGLE [RELIMINARY MAP
RELEASED FEBRUARY 27,2008 (MODIFIED)
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~ Exploration Boring Log by:
| Henry Justiniano
/& Associates

Boring Log No.: _ B-1

Proj ect: Sycamore Rd.. Pleasanton

Chent: Sorgel
Date Drilled: _01/26/18

Equipment Used: Mobile Drill, 140 Lb., 30inch

; s | Bl H
o Other g @ X C ow Sample o| Drive, 4.5" Continuous Flight, Samplers As Noted.
E 8 =t o E E ou'nt Nllmbel" g 2 o 1 ' i N i
B Laboratory A é 2 8 |peri12 & n| Location:4 th,41' West of Northeastern
e e | w
_E Tests B =S inch Type |2 Lot Corner —— .
S Drive il  Description of Material
Brown Silty CLAY
1 —
Steve 1 B-1-A Tan, S1lty‘C‘LAY
= SPT Low Plasticity
Moist, Stiff
5 4
Sieve 10 B-1-B Tan, Silty Clayey SAND
T SPT Moist, Loose to Medium Dense
A A AR R R SRR SN SRR R E RN N E R RN E N RN A R E R N N N R N EEEE RS
Becomesstiffer drilling @8'
10 —
Sieve 35 B-1-C Reddish-Tan-Grey, Silty Clayey SAND
] SPT Moist, Dense
IS —
Sieve 58 B-1-D Reddish-Tan-Grey, Silty Clayey SAND
= SPT Moist, Very Dense
- Terminated @ 16.5'
20 —

| Figure No. 6




 Exploration Boring Log by:
| Henry Justiniano
& Associates

Boring Log No.:  B-2
Project: Sycamore Rd., Pleasanton

Chlient: Sorgel

Date Drilled: _01/26/18

Equipment Used: MobileDrill, 140Lb.. 30 inch

= | Bl &
—_ Other “? @ X o Sample o | Drive, 4.5" Continuous Flight, Samplers As Noted.
= 8 2 ~| 3 & |Count [ Nymber |u - : - :
&g Laboratory 28|28 |per12 & 3 Location: 40' East, 65'North of Southwestern
R E Tests | S S inch Type g Property Corner
A Drive :| Description of Material
Brown Silty CLAY
1 -
Atterherg Limits 9 B-2-A Tan, Grey, S lty CLAY
i L[C]l.[ld Limit=30 SPT LOWP[aStIClty
Plasticity Index=14 Moist, Stiff
5
Sieve 11 B-2-B Reddish-Tan, Silty Clayey SAND
. SPT Moist, Medium Dense
10 —
Sieve 21 B-2-C Reddish-Tan-Grey, Silty Clayey SAND
N SPT Moist, Dense
_ Terminated @ 11.5'
15—
20 —

{ Figure No. 7




GRAVEL | SAND. .

PN,

WEIGHT

L e L T TR T S S,

; . e
U:B. 3TANDRARL SIEVE. Ne.

3/4 3/8 4 G RO A0 60 140 200

PP

PASSING RBY

40

PERCENT

T
o
S
_ B ot Ty
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETER

BEPTH  LL

...

Remark

;_ Pp‘o}'@c'l, No 5-18001

H. Justiniano
Angd
Assotiates

PL N
(f) o sy G DESCRIPTION .

25-35 INORG. HLTE AND Do

-

Sycamore Hd., Fleasanton

SILT OR CLAY

F - e e

_ UNIFIED S0IL '.CLAS’S-IFIC;A’[_‘IO_'N'___ ) ]

HYDROMETER

i
sani)

......

.\..Ai....'___...._i,,...,.....“.....,\ i = e g

N, 8

ot



[ P

Yocoppibs

TLEOWEVE SIF N ONCURE

()

| UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION
GRAVEL SANp

BT R
Dpgeie, ENCEY

LI STARDARD SIEVE No

374 3/8 4

10

20040 80 140 200

100

;

HYDROMITER

- t .,_..:

e e g
I : i o
Co P

BY WEIGHT

PASSING
1

PLRCENT

SILT OR ULAY

U S g

SYMBOL  BORING
&3 [t
1 3.2

Remnark

o1 fo!
GRAIN SIZE N MILLIMETER

1

LL Pl
im i

{7

CHTY, LLAYEY SAND [Ov-S0

H. Juslintano
Andd
Assoeiatos

= :
C Project No 318001

Sycamdare Rd. Pleasarnlon

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

...t...____._w..i._ S-Sl SOV

107

A1)

; £()

a0

[
P

Figrire Noo 9

WiTGHT

By

AN

F
i

NG

N

R

M

i



EXHIBIT D
TRAVERSO
TREE

SERVICE

WHEN IT HAS TQ BE DOME RIGHT

January 7, 2019

Erin Sorgel
esorgel@gmail.com

Re: Revised Arborist Report for 481 Sycamore Road, Pleasanton
Dear Erin,

This arborist report addresses the proposed project at 481 Sycamore Road. Per the City of
Pleasanton’s Tree Preservation Ordinance Chapter 17.16, the scope of work includes:
o Tag, identify and measure trees with a diameter of 6” or greater on or overhanging the
property.
¢ Note trees that are considered “Heritage” per city ordinance, defined as:
o Any single-trunked tree with a circumference of 55” or greater (17” in diameter),
measured 4.5’ above ground.
o Any multi-trunked trees of which the two largest trunks have a circumference of
55” (17” diameter) or more.
o Any tree 35 or more in height.
o Any tree of particular historical significance specially designated by official action.
o A stand of trees, the nature of which makes each dependent upon the other for
survival or the area’s natural beauty.
Identify dripline locations and tree numbers on site plan.
Assess individual tree health and structural condition.
Assess proposed improvements for potential encroachment.
Based on proposed encroachment, tree health, structure, and species susceptibility,
make recommendations for preservation.
e Provide appraised values for all trees whose driplines may be encroached.

This report was revised to address the city’'s comments. Changes are noted with “revised
1/7/19”.

Project Discussion

The property is currently developed with a single-family home to the north, which is separated
from the undeveloped south portion by an existing wire fence. The proposed project will develop
the open area with a new residence, served by a new driveway that extends the existing
driveway (Figure 1). Many landscaping improvements are also proposed throughout the entire
property, including but not limited to a pool & cabana, new hardscape, fencing and walkways.

I included fifty-six (56) trees in my inventory, eighteen (18) of which are considered Heritage
trees per City ordinance. Eighteen (18) trees are dead or nearly dead but were included per city
request. | also noted four (4) trees on the neighbor’s property since their canopies are
overhanging the site. However, they will not be affected by the proposed project. (revised
1/7/19)

4080 Cabrilho Drive - Martinez, CA 94553 - Telephone (925) 930-7901 - Fax (925) 723-2442



Revised Arborist Report, 481 Sycamore Road January 7, 2019

F|ur 1. The rear/south haI f the property is an open undeveloped field. Oak #13 can be seen at the upper left; |
recommend removing it due to encroachment and excessive cankering (see photo below).

Nearly all on-site trees are located along the
perimeter of the property or on the developed north
half, where they will not be directly affected by the
proposed house. The exceptions include a valley oak
(#13) immediately south of the proposed home. In
addition to dripline encroachment by the proposed
porch and house, the tree #13’s condition also
warrants its removal (Figure 2). It has sustained either
physical or biological injury over the years, with nearly
the entire circumference of its trunk girdled by
cankers. Multiple seasons of cankers are visible, and
the tree does not appear to be healthy enough to
overcome this chronic issue. | recommend removing
the tree to accommodate the proposed home.

| also recommend removing the significantly drought-
stressed, trunk-cankered redwoods (#6 & 7) along the
west property line. Replacing these young trees will
be more cost-effective than attempting to restore their
health. Other trees (#2, 10-12, 33, 34 & 259) will be
removed for proposed landscaping improvements.

Y ”

A valley oak (#23) was originally slated for removal Figure 2. Oak #13 is suffering from severe trunk

‘i cankers which recur and coalesce. It is also
due to proximity of the proposed cabana and pool located 3’ from the porch of the proposed home.

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist 2
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hardscape. The city requested it be saved, so Traverso Tree staff dug an exploratory trench
along the proposed hardscape to locate and assess roots. Few significant roots were
encountered — one 1.5” root was found to the south, but all other roots were 1” or smaller
(Figure 3). Since encroachment is low, the pool and cabana design can be constructed as
designed. Roots were pruned prior to trench backfilling. (revised 1/7/19)

The retained trees shall be protected by temporary protection fencing. The ideal type of fencing
is 6’ chain-link, as it is difficult to encroach, but alternative types may be approved by the City.
Any type of fencing shall not be adjusted or removed without consulting the arborist.

In summary, it is my opinion that twenty-eight (28) trees will need to be removed, eighteen (18)
of which are dead. The remaining twenty-eight (28) trees can be retained given that the
protection measures within this report are followed. (revised 1/7/19)

Assumptions & Limitations

This report is based on my site visit on 4/26/18,
grading & drainage plan by Alexander & Associates,
Inc. (dated 7/18/18), and the landscape plan by
Environmental Foresight, Inc. (dated 10/17/18). It
was assumed that the proposed improvements and
trees were accurately surveyed.

The health and structure of the trees were assessed
visually from ground level. No drilling, root
excavation, or aerial inspections were performed
except for oak #23. Internal or non-detectable
defects may exist and could lead to part or whole
tree failures. Due to the dynamic nature of trees and
their environment, it is not possible for arborists to
guarantee that trees will not fail in the future.

Figure 3. Exploratory trench by
tree #23 was dug by hand with air
spade assistance. Largest root
measured 1.5” in diameter (above);
all other roots were 1” or smaller.
Roots were cleanly pruned before
trench was backfilled.

......
......

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist 3
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Tree Inventory & Assessment Table

#s: Each tree was given a numerical tag from #1-34 (missing tag #18) & 255-259. Dead/dying redwoods were assigned a letter from
A-Q but were not physically agged. Their locations are given in the tree protection plan.

DBH (Diameter at Breast Height): Trunk diameters in inches were calculated from the circumference measured at 4.5’ above
average grade.

Health & Structural Condition Rating

Dead: Dead or declining past chance of recovery.

Poor (P): Stunted or declining canopy, poor foliar color, possible disease or insect issues. Severe structural defects that may or may
not be correctable. Usually not a reliable specimen for preservation.

Fair (F): Fair to moderate vigor. Minor structural defects that can be corrected. More susceptible to construction impacts than a tree
in good condition.

Good (G): Good vigor and color, with no obvious problems or defects. Generally more resilient to impacts.

Very Good (VG): Exceptional specimen with excellent vigor and structure. Unusually nice.

Age

Young (Y): Within the first 20% of expected life span. High resiliency to encroachment.
Mature (M): Between 20% - 80% of expected life span. Moderate resiliency to encroachment.
Overmature (OM): In >80% of expected life span. Low resiliency to encroachment.

DE: Dripline Encroachment (X indicates encroachment)
Cl: Anticipated Construction Impact (L = Low, M = Moderate, H = High)

# Species DBH | Health | Structure Dripline Age | DE | CI Comments Action
N E S W
A | Redwood 3 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
(Sequoia
sempervirens)
B | Redwood 3 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
C | Redwood 3 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
D | Redwood 3 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
E | Redwood 5 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
F | Redwood 2,2 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
G | Redwood 6.5 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist 4
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# Species DBH | Health | Structure Dripline Age | DE | CI Comments Action
N E S W
H | Redwood 25 Dead - Not surveyed. (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
| | Redwood 1 Dead - Not surveyed. (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
J | Redwood 1 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
K | Redwood 25 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
L | Redwood 4 VP - Nearly dead. (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
M | Redwood 3 Dead - Not surveyed. (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
N | Redwood 4 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
O | Redwood 4 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
P | Redwood 2" x4 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
Q | Redwood 7 Dead - (Added 1/7/19) Remove.
1 | Monterey Pine 28 G-F G 15 (15| 15| 18 M X L | Heritage tree. Canopy slightly sparse, no signs of | Install temporary protection
(Pinus radiata) flagging or beetle infestation. Low growing fencing.
branches. Proposed fence 12’ from tree;
improvements to driveway in existing location.
2 | Deodar Cedar 10.5 G G-F 10 (10| 10 | 10 Y L | Slight kink at top of trunk. Slightly crowded by Remove.
(Cedrus adjacent pine. Noted as removal on proposed
deodara) landscaping plan.
3 | Valley Oak 23 G F 15|18 | 20 | 18 M X L | Heritage tree. Multiple co-dominant stems at 10’ Install temporary protection
(Quercus lobata) above grade, appears to have been topped in the | fencing.
past. Abundant sprouting from wood. Within 2’ of
existing driveway. Flare slightly buried. Proposed
improvements to existing driveway in same
footprint.
4 | Valley Oak 18.5 G F 0|15(20]| O M X L | Heritage tree. Trunk flare buried. Large scaffold Install temporary protection
removed at 3’, wound completely closed. Shaded fencing.
by adjacent tree. 1’ from existing driveway.
Proposed improvements to existing driveway in
same footprint.
5 | Valley Oak 13 G G-F 15|12 |12 | 12 M X L | Trunk flare buried. 3’ from existing driveway. Co- Install temporary protection

dominant stems at 7. Sprouting along trunk. 7’
from proposed driveway; proposed improvements
to existing driveway in same footprint.

fencing.

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist
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# Species DBH | Health | Structure Dripline Age | DE | CI Comments Action
N E S W
6 | Redwood 6 P G 31333 Y L | Unusual recurring trunk cankers up to 6’, appears | Remove.
to be regular occurrence over the years. Girdled by
stakes. Foliage bronzed. 17’ from proposed
driveway. Recommend removal due to poor
condition.

7 | Redwood 7 P G 313133 Y L | Persistent trunk cankers. 20’ from proposed Remove.

driveway. Recommend removal due to poor
condition.

8 | Redwood 11.5 G-F G-F 6|6 |6 |6 Y L | Top sparse. 15 from proposed driveway. Install temporary protection
fencing.

9 | Redwood 11.5 F F-P 6|6 |6 |6 Y L | Sparse canopy. Reverse taper in trunk due to Install temporary protection

canker damage. 16’ from proposed driveway. fencing.

10 | Redwood 9.5 F F 6|6 |6 |6 Y L | Not surveyed. Trunk canker. Clear of construction. | Remove.

To be removed for new landscaping.

11 | Redwood 8.5 F F-P 6|6 |6 |6 Y L | Sparse canopy; trunk canker. 12’ from proposed Remove.

house (revised 1/7/19). To be removed for new
landscaping.

12 | Redwood 7.5 F F-P 31333 Y L | Severe trunk cankers. Top of tree thin. 4’ from Remove.

proposed house (revised 1/7/19). To be removed
for new landscaping.

13 | Valley Oak 195 P F 18|18 | 18 | 18 M X H | Heritage tree. Multiple stems at 7’. Moderate Remove.

deadwood in canopy; canopy sparse. Significant
trunk cankering around 90% of trunk. 3’ from
proposed covered porch, 15’ from proposed house.
Not worthy of preservation.

14 | Valley Oak 18.5 G-F F 2020 | 20 | 20 M X L | Heritage tree. 8 from proposed fence. Install temporary protection
fencing. Hand dig fence
footings within 10’ of trunk.

15 | Coast Live Oak 315 G-F G-F 12|12 |20 | 25 M X | L- | Heritage tree. Elongated co-dominant stems with | Install temporary protection

(Quercus M | wide attachment. East side of trunk with no flare fencing. Hand dig fence
agrifolia) (may indicate root issues). Existing concrete slab footings within 15’ of trunk.
17’ from tree. 11’ from proposed fence; additional
landscaping beneath dripline.
15B | Valley Oak 115 Dead No tag. (Added 1/7/19) Remove.

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist
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# Species DBH | Health | Structure Dripline Age | DE | CI Comments Action
N E S W
16 | Valley Oak 24 G-F G-F 10 [ 20| 20 | 15 M X | L- | Heritage tree. Canopies slightly sparse. Minor Install temporary protection
M | lean away from adjacent oaks. DBH estimated due | fencing. Cleanly prune roots
to fence. Proposed flagstone paving 5’ from tree. >2” if encountered during
excavation.

17 | Valley Oak 27.5 G-F 20|20 |15 15 M X | L- | Heritage tree. Canopy slightly sparse. Co- Install temporary protection

M | dominant stems at 5. Minor trunk canker. 22’ from | fencing.
existing concrete slab. 19’ from corner of proposed
covered porch; 21’ from proposed hardscape.

19 | Valley Oak 19 G 15(10|20 (20| M L | Heritage tree. Trunk flare half buried. Low growing | Install temporary protection
scaffolds towards home. 23’ from proposed limit of | fencing.
grading.

20 | Valley Oak 15 G 1215|118 | O M L | Trunk flare buried. Existing fence 3' from tree. 23’ Install temporary protection
from proposed limit of grading. fencing.

21 | Valley Oak 15 G-F G 15 15| 15| 15 M X | L- | Trunk flare buried. 10’ from proposed pool deck; 7’ | Install temporary protection

M | from proposed DI. (revised 1/7/19) fencing.
22 | Valley Oak 13 G-F 200 0 | 0 |15 Y X | L- | Trunk flare buried. Shading by adjacent oaks. 6’ Install temporary protection
M | from proposed pool paving; 8 from proposed fencing. Cleanly prune roots
cabana. > 2" in diameter if
encountered during grading.

23 | Valley Oak 22 G G-F 8|0 (20]12 M X L | Heritage tree. Trunk flare buried. Shaded by Install temporary protection
adjacent oaks. <6’ from proposed pool paving, 5’ fencing at 5’-5.5’ from trunk.
from proposed cabana. Exploratory trenching on (revised 1/7/19)

1/7/19 revealed no significant roots. (revised
1/7/19)

24 | Valley Oak 21 F 0 |15(18]| 15 M X L | Heritage tree. Canopy slightly sparse; sprouting Install temporary protection
from wood. Slight lean to south.14’ from proposed | fencing. Cleanly prune roots
pool cabana. Existing shed to be demolished > 27 in diameter if
beneath dripline. encountered during grading.

25 | Valley Oak 23 F 15|20 | 15| 20 M L | Heritage tree. Moderate deadwood. 19’ from Install temporary protection
proposed pool cabana trellis; 31’ from proposed fencing.
pool.

26 | Valley Oak 13 F 201201 0 | O Y L | Understory tree, suppressed by adjacent oak Install temporary protection
(within 1’). Clear of construction. fencing.

27 | Persimmon 7,8 F 15| 15| 15| 15 M X L | Trunk flare buried. Co-dominant stems at 4'. Install temporary protection

(Diospyros sp.) Canopy slightly sparse. 7’ from proposed plastic fencing.
header.

28 | valley Oak 145 G-F 0 (1015|115 M L | Trunk flare buried. Multiple elongated stems. None.

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist
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# Species DBH | Health | Structure Dripline Age | DE | CI Comments Action
N E S W
29 | Valley Oak 25 F F 1515|1525 M L | Heritage tree. Trunk flare buried. Multiple systems | None.
at 10’. Elongated scaffold over lawn. Canopy
slightly sparse. 18’ from proposed plastic header.
30 | Valley Oak 20 F F 20020 (10|10 | M L | Heritage tree. Old circular tag #100. Trunk flare None.
buried.
31 | Valley Oak 21 F F 15(15|30(10| M X L | Heritage tree. Trunk flare buried. Elongated None.
scaffold over lawn. 17’ from proposed plastic
header.
32 | Ash (Fraxinus 14.5, F F-P 15| 8 |20 | 20 M X L | Heritage tree. Co-dominant stems at 2’ with None.
sp.) 13 included bark. Consider cabling in future. Trunk
flare buried. 17’ from proposed plastic header.
33 | Apple (Malus 4,4, 4 F F 6|6 |6 |6 M L | Topped. Trunk flare buried. To be removed for new | Remove.
sp.) landscaping.
34 | White Birch 5, 3.5, G G-F 71717 |7 Y X | H | Not surveyed. Triple trunks. ~1.5’ from proposed Remove.
(Betula pendula) 4 concrete paving. (revised 1/7/19)
255 | Valley oak 8,8 F F 200201 0 | O M L | Neighbor’s tree, not surveyed. Tag on fence. Install temporary protection
Within 6” of existing fence. Unknown trunk cankers | fencing.
at 5’. Lopsided canopy due to shade. (added
1/7/19)
256 | Valley oak 10, 10 F F 2512515 |20 M L | Heritage tree. Neighbor's tree, not surveyed. Tag | Install temporary protection
on fence. Co-dominant stems at 1’. Canker at 5. fencing.
(added 1/7/19)
257 | Valley oak 11, 6, F F 0|25({20| O M L | Heritage tree. Neighbor's tree, not surveyed. Tag | Install temporary protection
8 on fence. Trunk cankers at 5. Stunted growth. fencing.
(added 1/7/19)
258 | Valley oak 11 G-F F 02500 M L | Phototropic lean to east. All canopy in upper half. Install temporary protection
(added 1/7/19) fencing.
259 | Euonymus 8.5, 7 G-F G-F 8|6 |0]10 M X H | Umbrella-shaped shrub. Minor powdery mildew. To | Remove.
(Euonymus (at 6”) be removed for landscaping project. (added 1/7/19)
japonicus)

Trees that will need to be removed: 2, 6, 7, 10-12, 13*, 33, 34, 259 (10 trees; asterisk indicates heritage tree)
Dead trees to be removed: A-Q, 15B (18 trees)

Trees to be saved that will be subjected to dripline encroachment: 1, 3-5, 14-17, 21, 22-24, 27, 31, 32 (15 trees)

Trees to be saved that will not be encroached: 8, 9, 19, 20, 25, 26, 28-30, 255-258 (13 trees)

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist
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Tree Appraisal (Revised 1/3/19 with all trees < 6” DBH)
Per city ordinance, appraisals are required for all trees whose driplines will be encroached. The
following appraised values were determined using the Trunk Formula Method, used for larger
trees that cannot be readily replaced by equal-sized specimens. All figures below were
calculated using a worksheet formatted from The Guide for Plant Appraisal (9" Edition) written
by the Council of Tree & Landscape Appraisers, and the Species Classification and Group
Assignment Guide written by the Western Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture.
(Worksheets available upon request)

January 7, 2019

# Species DBH Basic Value Species Condition Location Appraised
Rating Rating Rating Value
A-Q | Redwoods, dead - - - - - $0.00
1 | Monterey Pine 28 $22,550.15 30% 88% 38% $2,280.00
2 | Deodar Cedar 10.5 $4,107.10 90% 94% 33% $1,160.00
3 | Valley Oak 23 $19,050.66 90% 81% 38% $5,300.00
4 | Valley Oak 18.5 $12,386.28 90% 86% 35% $3,360.00
5 | Valley Oak 13 $10,393.40 90% 89% 38% $3,190.00
6 | Redwood 6 $1,200.28 90% 59% 30% $190.00
7 | Redwood 7 $1,571.34 90% 63% 30% $270.00
8 | Redwood 115 $3,947.51 90% 75% 33% $890.00
9 | Redwood 115 $3,947.51 90% 69% 32% $780.00
10 | Redwood 9.5 $2,748.72 90% 70% 28% $490.00
11 | Redwood 8.5 $2,234.95 90% 67% 28% $380.00
12 | Redwood 7.5 $1,778.27 90% 67% 28% $300.00
13 | Valley Oak 195 $23,169.04 90% 60% 43% $5,400.00
14 | Valley Oak 18.5 $20,870.94 90% 84% 42% $6,600.00
15 | Coast Live Oak 315 $34,881.42 90% 86% 52% $13,900.00
15B | Valley Oak 115 Dead $0.00
16 | Valley Oak 24 $35,007.30 90% 91% 35% $10,000.00
17 | Valley Oak 27.5 $45,908.17 90% 81% 47% $15,600.00
19 | Valley Oak 19 $22,004.87 90% 88% 57% $9,900.00
20 | Valley Oak 15 $13,780.08 90% 84% 52% $5,400.00
21 | Valley Oak 15 $13,780.08 90% 78% 52% $5,000.00
22 | Valley Oak 13 $10,393.40 90% 89% 38% $3,190.00
23 | Valley Oak 22 $29,443.47 90% 81% 48% $10,400.00
24 | Valley Oak 21 $26,842.98 90% 75% 53% $9,700.00
25 | Valley Oak 23 $32,164.91 90% 75% 55% $11,900.00
26 | Valley Oak 13 $10,393.40 90% 7% 30% $2,160.00
27 | Persimmon 7,8 $7,340.13 90% 78% 40% $2,060.00
28 | Valley Oak 14.5 $12,888.05 90% 81% 37% $3,440.00
29 | Valley Oak 25 $37,970.64 90% 7% 63% $16,700.00

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist
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# Species DBH Basic Value Species Condition Location Appraised
Rating Rating Rating Value
30 | Valley Oak 20 $24,363.45 90% 78% 53% $9,100.00
31 | Valley Oak 21 $26,842.98 90% 78% 60% $11,300.00
32 | Ash 145, 13 $11,026.07 30% 75% 43% $1,080.00
33 | Apple 4,4,4 $3,358.04 70% 78% 50% $920.00
34 | White Birch 5,354 $1,921.33 30% 97% 48% $270.00
255 | Valley oak 8,8 $7,490.53 90% 75% 50% $2,530.00
256 | Valley oak 10, 10 $13,780.08 90% 69% 53% $4,560.00
257 | Valley oak 11,6, 8 $12,026.26 90% 2% 50% $3,900.00
258 | Valley oak 11 $7,490.53 90% 70% 63% $2,990.00
259 | Euonymus 8.5, 7 (at 6”) | No reference data available for shrubs. Based on Traverso Tree $750.00
Service planting cost for 24” box replacement
Total Value of Appraised Trees $187,340.00

Recommendations (to be printed on site plans)
Pre-construction

Remove trees #2, 6, 7, 10-12, 13*, 33, 34, 259 (10 trees; asterisk indicates heritage
tree). Dead trees A-Q & 15B will also be removed.

Prior to construction or grading, contractor shall install fencing to construct a temporary a
Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) around each tree or grove of trees as indicated on the tree
protection plan. 6’ tall chain-link fencing is recommended, though other types of fencing
may be used with City approval.

TPZ fencing shall remain in an upright sturdy manner from the start of grading until the
completion of construction. Fencing shall not be adjusted or removed without consulting
the project arborist (PA).

Foundation, Grading, and Construction Phase

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist

Hand dig fence footings within 10’ of trunk of tree #14, and 15’ within trunk of tree #15.
If roots > 2”7 are encountered during excavation by trees #16, 22 & 24, they shall be
cleanly pruned, covered, and kept moist till backfilled.

If needed, pruning shall be performed by personnel certified by the International Society
of Arboriculture (ISA). All pruning shall adhere to ISA and American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) Standards and Best Management Practices.

Should TPZ encroachment be necessary, the contractor shall contact the PA for
consultation and recommendations.

Contractor shall keep TPZs free of all construction-related materials, debris, fill soil,
equipment, etc. The only acceptable material is mulch spread out beneath the trees.
Should any damage to the trees occur, the contractor shall promptly notify the PA to
appropriately mitigate the damage.
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Landscaping Phase

e Contractor shall avoid trenching and grade changes within oak driplines.

e All planting and irrigation shall be kept a minimum of 10’ away from native oaks. All
irrigation within the driplines shall be targeted at specific plants, such as drip emitters or
bubblers. No overhead irrigation shall occur within the driplines of native oaks.

e All planting within oak driplines shall be compatible with oaks, consisting of plant
material that requires little to no water after two years’ establishment. A list of oak-
compatible plants can be found in a publication from the California Oak Foundation,
available at: http://californiaoaks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/04/CompatiblePlantsUnderAroundOaks. pdf

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this report, and please do not hesitate to contact me if
there are any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

/

Jennifer Tso
Certified Arborist #WE-10270A
Tree Risk Assessor Qualified

Jennifer Tso, Certified Arborist 11



TREE PROTECTION RECOMMENDATIONS
Pre-construction

» Remove trees #2, 6, 7, 10-12, 13%, 33, 34, 259 (10 trees; asterisk indicates heritage
tree). Dead trees A-Q & 15B will also be removed.

* Prior to construction or grading, contractor shall install fencing to construct a temporary a
Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) around each tree or grove of trees as indicated on the tree
protection plan. 6’ tall chain-link fencing is recommended, though other types of fencing
may be used with City approval.

e TPZ fencing shall remain in an upright sturdy manner from the start of grading until the
completion of construction. Fencing shall not be adjusted or removed without consulting
the project arborist (PA).

Foundation, Grading, and Construction Phase

+ Hand dig fence footings within 10’ of trunk of tree #14, and 15’ within trunk of tree #15.

o Ifroots > 2" are encountered during excavation by trees #16, 22 & 24, they shall be
cleanly pruned, covered, and kept moist till backfilled.

e If needed, pruning shall be performed by personnel certified by the International Society
of Arboriculture (ISA). All pruning shall adhere to ISA and American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) Standards and Best Management Practices.

e Should TPZ encroachment be necessary, the contractor shall contact the PA for
consultation and recommendations.

e Contractor shall keep TPZs free of all construction-related materials, debris, fill soil,
equipment, etc. The only acceptable material is mulch spread out beneath the trees.

 Should any damage to the trees occur, the contractor shall promptly notify the PA to
appropriately mitigate the damage.

Landscaping Phase

¢ Contractor shall avoid trenching and grade changes within oak driplines.

» All planting and irrigation shall be kept a minimum of 10’ away from native oaks. All
irrigation within the driplines shall be targeted at specific plants, such as drip emitters or
bubblers. No overhead irrigation shall occur within the driplines of native oaks.

» All planting within oak driplines shall be compatible with oaks, consisting of plant
material that requires little to no water after two years’ establishment. A list of oak-
compatible plants can be found in a publication from the California Oak Foundation,
available at: http://californiaoaks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/04/CompatiblePlantsUnderAroundQaks.pdf

30' 50'
SCALE: 1" = 20' 0" g N

If roots 2" or larger are encountered during
excavation, they shall be cleanly pruned,
covered, and kept moist till backfiied.

LEGEND:
SETBACK LINE AD = AREA DRAIN
.................. GAS LINE CL =CENTER LINE
, (E) = EXISTING
“ TREE TRUNK & DIAMETER GR = GRADE
X TREE TO BE REMOVED HDR = HEADER
0pOS c 0.C. = ON CENTER
=== PROPOSED FENCE P.A. = PLANTING AREA
- - PROPERTY LINE R = RADIUS
Lt S ERBRATIVE CRAVEL PAVING R.O.W. = RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT
TYP. = TYPICAL

DECOMPOSED GRANITE

8' PUBLIC SERVICE EASEMENT

ROW DEDICATION

PROPOSED STRUCTURE

|
| | 10" x 20' PARKING SPOT
|

L 10"0“ .

\ Hand dig fence foctings

FENCING TO BE REPLACED, SEE SHEET L4.3-3 IN LANDSCAPE P

within 10" of trunk.

Frotectiof fence shall not he
until startbf landscaping phase.

Install temporary 6’ chain-link fencing
as close fo driplines as possible. Alfernate
- fencing may be used with City approval.

Approximate fence location shown; actual

location to be determined in field.

27-0"

i
/’\ .
r{b R . 9%
3 i E + +0+ . iy o
Hand dig fence footin / : . 2x
i : ¥ / o 4+ @y . a5
within 15° of trunk: +9+ + oI
a- + = H s
\-p\*+ + E
+ mpg Y .
¢ ean B
N + 4+ + .x”‘
+ 4+ Iz
M+ + \H 5
+ + o+ o+ A
14+ + +
] St s
N ,'_To_;bT + o+ WOmIT § QE
+ 4+ + + /4 =
o+ 4+ I E
+ + + + 4 /
+_T & ++ AT 0T Fos g
— + + + + D
— + +F [+ 4+ 4
1 e
PROPOSED RESIDENCE ~ f— i +++\— )
5,059 SF — = e e L
— 1+ + F B
i t + o+
d +lafe + 4+ i
+ o+
+ t + + 4 b C
j F/+ +%
f | + +/+ + Bl
+ 4+ F p
I O+ —+
— " 3
i ++ * .s-‘ux
¥+ 'B g
+ 4+ 4
+ o+ o+
+ o+ 4 B-¥
| + 4+ o+ 3
+ 4
+ + o+ A
| + 4+ o+ P
+ o+
| + 4+ o+ 3
,9{5 + o+ =l
z I | | + o+ o+
E + o+ o+
: — ] . !
+ o+ o+
gy . o \\ / | < | PR AT 3
;&_ F N L . + A?‘ M
3 Trsthanssfeanesneies P P T - s o a | 9 + M+
9 t 0§ og_; : o o+ + '2'
& R . r ¥ o+ oA 0
y ND  Tresesess Focood - : 1’ Eg y | | + o+ o+
° £ o . E | | + + o+ |-G
= v s . + +
9% A . 8 + + o+
o . (3" redwood) | + + o+ s
R P 2 o + o+
< P . z . *
= <N 3 iy & LT e 0-€
/0/ : | 3 n : + + F
"%_ Vi : + 4+ 4+
- . + 4+
§ / ﬁz’ : *
L . + +
O .
] s . - + + Ol
* g q U I RN AN [ A S S~ S B =l . i S L LT T + 4+ +
E N U A T ) St Rt A
d + 4+ 4
= R‘F : // QQ + + +j
¥ W+ + +
5 ; SN +oa
O~ ¥E ) .C-9T T an Nt ot
: o0l : ® + + o+
z g S|+ + +
g o+ + o+
4 . s+ o+ o+
o E . + o+ e
-Ce B + o+ o+
; Qg - + o+
F l+ + 4+
E 3 + +
]+ + + _
3 WL
1 & Ll - + + +
8 \ P 7 rL{) SLr ot
T ¢ / My o)+ o+ 4
ho B / el e
¢ f : ; + 4
) ; / 7 f}SF Py . i
f F— i A ' / X/ g™
$ b0 Lo U / PN + 4 4
. < — + + + "
£ pe o E)H s ! G —= Il
] " o+ E R/ + o+ o+ #
S —— ATNSMCATANRE ROAD [a "+ I e b & |
y < AD Install temporary &'chain-link fencing §+ + . + g*' . ky A L . + . e
o % o * as close to driplines as possible. Alternate/ o, I+ + )+ £ A o+ o+ o+ A ‘t
i i i + + + + + (* . + + + 4+ W Tl
v - fencmg.may be used w.'ti"r City-approval. TR & 3 S & )
4 i (2 dapanse Approximate fence location.shown; actual + + Hp 4 o+ B+ F + o+ o+ F
@% i “ § AD ) ey 4. location to be determinedin fleld. S L A i
et + + F [+ F ;
1 < ¢ + ¥k o+ + + + +
\ ok o F— ok HNF o+ o+
\ & +\+ + + + +‘J'+ + + 4+
H (A x A E AT S + o+
i ~J A QE ot 350 . + B+ + + + o+ + o+ 4\
~ L ¥ D + + + + + + +\+ + +
gz ¥ & v + + + + + + + Bt + [+ F
A < £ Ry i/ + o+ o+ T ¥
t @% L + + + + + + + + +/ + + +
Ee P + o+ o+ + +NF + + 4+ o+ o+ +
Q? | “'%qa_ ¥ + + + + +\+ + + + + # + +
~ =3 - = + F o+ + 4+ N\ + + + |+
= ¥ > LS hy ¥ + o+ + + +
? % a Gepdaeibuevs + 4
+ o+ T~ LogND SEm %y O, ® (muiti-stemmed craps
\ * oF o F F i < QEP—“,& myrtie; 5 at base) + il
+ + + + + F : g. == . AD N+ + + o+ Ef..as,,'”t”m'
I + o+ + + - S Sy . + + o+ + o+ poe Ll
+ - + w\+_ + S Fa + o+ +
| + | # + + ~+_ + ¥ hal p S + + \+ + y
+ + o+ P 4]+ < Sy Iy + 4+ o+ o+
o + o+ + * &+ b + o+ 4 + o+
- I—g_: % +/F 0+ + F - &'y + + o+
- - . G e d et
— ol Eg % 4 NN .t + * + * + +..+_t_*\+ Tao &y (mulfi-stemmed crap; + + “Osg; .
< E 4 + + + ~ #34 (not surveyed) ¥ + myrtie; 3" at base) EY YA ) UL 4
@é § 3 + I AF + +Hf+ + + + *’aaw < Ry eer"”
\ nz + T o+ \F o+ o+ + + + o uhtE
b L +) + ol ol 4 4 4 n g
o+ o+ t_+ @cheme &+ 4 # ES i p
\.\ + ~_+ + + o+ < & @E s wE
+ ’+ + F + + o+ o " : E
+ GR= 405{1- o+ [Tt o+ LA .
(3" white hirches) + o+ o+ e F i + + Lo . u
—_ \ + + o+ Ffet, Fo+oF =i T H
- - \ + o+ o+ [+ T+ T, 2.
— o Y s - o
-~ ~ I " ., ,\4‘) - i .
--..._._‘_‘_ \ \ + + + + - =g
=~ -~ +  +.08 e, -
— s -~ \ \ + ¥ LR .
\ - \ A £ ., .
~ Q <
e ""--..\ \ ¥ t
~ i \ ~ "
~ o \ + 4+ o+ o+
~ + +
\ ~ N o+ + + + o+
~_ \ + o+ o+ ‘+\v\
+ o+ o+ o+
\ QO ~ b o+ o+
~ ~ + + 4+
T~ + +
\ + o+
+
~ ~ +

NOTE: Location of temporary protection
fencing shown on plan is approximated for
the construction of the new home. Fencing
may be adjusted with arborist approval

for landscape construction phase.

Dripline of neighbor’s oak overhangs F/L
but tree will not be affected by construction.

TREE PROTECTION PLAN
By: Jennifer Tso

Certified Arborist #/VE-10270A
Traverso Tree Service, Inc.
January 7, 2019

(drawn on proposed site plan)
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