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Arborist Report
Summary
This report will provide written documentation of my inspection for a Coast Redwood Tree,
Sequoia sempervirens tree growing on the apparent property line of 131/127 Butterfield
Rd. in San Anselmo, CA. Based upon my inspection, I have determined the Subject Tree
poses a moderate risk to the adjacent houses and individuals using the garden areas.
Mitigation measures in the form of reducing branch end weights can be employed to
reduce this risk.
The tree also has a trunk defect that poses a moderate risk of severely damaging the
adjacent houses, but a low risk for those using the garden areas. Mitigating this risk
through cabling is problematic at best, and will not significantly lower the existing levels of
risk.

Assignment
Conduct a Level 2 Basic Risk Assessment to determine the current state of the Subject Tree
and measures that can be employed to reduce the current level of risk. The purpose of this
report is to provide written documentation related to this inspection. Upon receipt of this
report, Ms. Boucher shall have full discretion over its use.
Note: During the course of me inspection I was requested to inspect two Coast Redwood
trees growing in the yard of 127 Butterfied Rd. Accompanied by Ms. Boucher, I provided
the property owner, Ms. Kate Reuter with a brief verbal summary of the condition of her
trees and recommended maintenance tasks. Those tasks included reducing branch end
weights, removing ivy from the base of the trees so a more thorough inspection could be
conducted, and monitoring the root plate area with exposed damaged roots. The contents
of this report do not include any further evaluation, risk Assessment or other professional
recommendations for those trees.

Background and Observations
I was contacted by Ms. Boucher, and agreed to conduct an inspection and if warranted draft
a written report in compliance with the town of San Anselmo’s Tree Removal permitting
process. This Risk Assessment can serve that purpose, as well as providing maintenance
specifications to reduce the Subject Tree’s level of risk. The inspection was conducted on
July 13, 2017, at which time I took field notes and photo documented the site and Subject
Tree (see photos #1 & #2).
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Ms. Boucher, has lived in the house with her family for the past 2.5 years and during that
time has replaced the patio and retaining walls around the subject tree. During the past two
year’s of winter storms, branches from the tree approximately (2 to 4 inches in diameter)
have failed onto the roof/yard and in one case onto the front sidewalk (see photo #6 for
damage to the building’s gutter). Ms. Boucher and her family have been concerned about
the safety of the Subject Tree and the continued failure of branches into the yard, especially
when they are using the area during summer months.
The Subject Tree is growing on a steep slope of approximately 30 degrees and is
approximately 25 feet from the Subject House. The house is down slope from the tree. As
noted and depicted in Photo #3, buttress roots are growing down slope towards the Subject
Property. Ms. Boucher informed me that some root removal was conducted when the patio
pavement was replaced approximately two years ago.
Based upon my measurements, the Subject Tree is classified as having ‘Heritage Status” as
defined by the Town of San Anselmo’s Tree Ordinance, and as such, would require a permit
to remove or significantly prune/alter. The following Table provides a summary of the
Subject Tree’s vital statistics and condition.
Table 1
Species
Approximate Height
Sequoia
& Spread in ft., and
sempervirens circumference in
inches
#1
125’, 40’ 138”, 151”

Condition

Normal to fair growth for the species, with fair foliage density
and normal color, two co-dominant trunks have included bark
and the tree has grown reaction wood on both sides of the
trunk union to mitigate this defect (see photos #7 & #8) – a
probe into the area did not exceed 6” so it does not appear to
have a crack or seam at this point (note: only an internal
analysis can determine if a crack or seam exists in this portion
of the tree, my visual inspection and probing of the area is
only superficial and will only reveal substantial cracks), live
crown ratio fair with many lower branches having either failed
or pruned on the northeast side ( above 131 Butterfield Rd.),
buttress root (see photo #3) growing towards house foundation
and has raised new patio pavement, possible root loss due to
patio repairs, minor sap flow on trunk of tree should be
monitored as this could indicate an internal defect(see photo
#5)
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Discussion
I would estimate the Subject tree to have been planted approximately 80 to 100 years ago.
The subject tree is part of a three-tree grove, with the other two trees to the windward and
totally within the yard at 127 Butterfield. The other two trees show significantly denser
foliage and better overall vigor, which I attribute to the well-maintained landscape and
associated supplemental irrigation.
The Subject Tree has been pruned in the past, as depicted in Photos #1 & #5. Raising
Redwood trees in such a manner increases wind loads along the trunk. The relatively new
pavement is again starting to show signs of displacement, which is consistent with the
species root growth habit. Redwood Trees also tend to shed lower branches and is the
most consistently noted type of failure found in the species. The size of these branches in
the 2 to 4-inch diameter range failing from 50 to 60 feet can severely injure anyone using
the immediate area.
As noted in the Table 1, the Subject Tree has a structural defect in the form of included bark
and co-dominant trunks. These defects predispose the tree to failures at the co-dominant
trunk union. The only remedy at his point in this tree’s life cycle is to cable the trunks to
mitigate the loads that could lead to a catastrophic failure.
In order to determine a level of risk for this tree utilizing the Tree Risk Assessment Matrix1,
you first identify existing tree defects. As noted, the two defects is the species tendency to
shed lateral branches and the existence of co-dominant trunks with included bark. The next
step in the Risk Assessment is the identification of targets the tree defects may affect if they
were to fail. In this case, we have people in the yards, inhabitants of the homes, and the
residential structures. The targets are further described by indicating if they are within the
tree’s target zone continuously, or not. In this case, the structures are obviously always in
the target zone, while people move in and out of the zone.
These factors are then utilized and to determine the level of risk (low, moderate, high or
extreme). For purposes of this report I have identified the highest level of risk for each
defect (branches striking an individual in the yard, and a trunk failure onto one of the
homes).
For the first defect, (branch failure) the likelihood of failure is rated as probable (somewhat
likely within the next 2 years, and the consequences if the target (individual) were to be hit
by a branch would be severe. The rating accounts for the occupancy of the target and since
the garden is not used continuously, the likelihood of someone being in the yard at the
ANSI A300 Part 9: Tree, Shrub, and Other Woody Plant Management- Standard Practices (Tree Risk Assessment a.
Tree Structure Assessment)

1

Page 4 of 11
131 Report
July 16, 2017
exact time the branch fails is somewhat likely. If the branch were to strike the structure,
the individuals within the building would be protected, while the building would suffer only
minor damage and is therefore not considered in this rating methodology.
The other defect noted in the previous section is the co-dominant trunks with included
bark. Using the same process, with the highest rated target being the adjacent houses and
inhabitants. Given the size of the tree, the structure and those inside would be subject to
serious damage/injury if the trunk were to fail.
Using these factors and the Risk Assessment Matrix, the Subject Tree in its current condition
is considered to have a Moderate-Risk rating for each defect. Once a rating is established,
the next step is to determine if sound maintenance practices can be employed to reduce
the risk rating to an acceptable rating (mitigation). An acceptable level of risk is determined
by the owner(s) of the tree.

Recommendations
Although the Subject tree is currently rated as having a Moderate level of risk for those
using the adjacent yards because of the species tendency to shed branches this associated
risk can be lessened by reducing the end weights of the branches. Lateral branches in the
lower two thirds of the tree can be shortened by approximately 25% in order to reduce
stress on the branch/trunk union. This work should be done by a qualified and certified
arborist. Redwood trees should not be topped nor should the branches be pruned to such
an extent as to leave inadequate foliage on the branch that impacts vigor.
The other noted defect, co-dominant trunk with included bark is more problematic to
mitigate given the size of the tree and the forces that are driving the two trunks apart.
Cabling the trunks together can alleviate some of the stress on the two trunks, but will not
completely mitigate this defect. The idea is to cable the two trunks together at multiple
locations along the two trunks and adjust and monitor those cables on a bi-annual basis.
While the first mitigation recommendation with result in a lower risk level for the Subject
Tree the second mitigation recommendation will not fully address the nature of the existing
defect and the level of risk will remain Moderate. As noted, only the owner of a tree can
determine what is an acceptable level of risk. As mentioned, advanced assessment
techniques can also be employed to examine the internal area of the co-dominant trunks.
This could change the risk rating if the defect is found to be more severe. If you wish to
further understand the defect in this portion of the Subject Tree I can make a
recommendation for firms that can perform this type of analysis.
If you should have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience.
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Photos #1 & #2
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Photos #3 & #4
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Photo #5
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Photos #6 #7 & #8
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Glossary of Terms
ANSI A300 Standards: In the United States industry-developed, national consensus standards
of practice for tree care
Buttress Roots: Roots at the trunk base that help support the tree and equalize mechanical
stress; trunk flare
Canopy & Crown: Refers to the portion of a tree comprising the branches, twigs, and
leaves/needles
Codominant branches/codominant stems: Forked branches nearly the same size in diameter,
arising from a common junction and lacking a normal branch union
Included Bark: Bark that becomes embedded in a crotch between branch and trunk or between
codominant stems; causes a weak structure
Live crown ratio: ratio of the height of the crown containing live foliage to the overall height of
the tree.
Scaffold Branches: Permanent or structural branches of a tree
Target: Person, object, or structure that could be injured or damaged in the event of a tree or
branch failure
Vigor: Refers to the overall growth of the tree during a typical growing season and based upon
general characteristics associated with a species
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

1. Any legal descriptions provided to the author by others are assumed to be correct.
2. That my appraisal has been prepared in conformity with the Guide for Plant Appraisal
(9th edition, 2000) authored by the Council of Tree & Landscape Appraisers.
3. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.
4. Sketches, diagrams, and photographs in this report are intended as visual aids and are not
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or
surveys.
5. Unless expressed otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only those
items that were examined, and reflects the condition of those items at the time of
inspection; and 2) the inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items
without dissection, or coring. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied,
that problems or deficiencies of the plans or property in question may not arise in the
future.
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Certification of Performance
I, Dan McKenna, CERTIFY to the best of my knowledge and belief:
1. That the statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct and I have
personally inspected the tree in question.
2. That the valuation, analysis, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and that they are my personal, unbiased professional
analysis, opinion, and conclusions.
3. That I have no present or prospective interest in the plant that is the subject of this report,
and that I have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved.
4. That my compensation is not contingent upon a predetermined value or direction in value
that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of a
stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.
I am a member in good standing of the American Society of Consulting Arborists and a member
and Certified Arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture. I have been involved in
the field of arboriculture for over thirty years.

Respectfully Submitted,

7/16/17
Dan McKenna, RCA #445
Certified Arborist WE 0356A
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

DATE

