
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  January 13, 2016 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of an appeal of the Community 

Development Director’s decision to approve a Heritage Tree Removal 
Permit to remove a 49-inch d.b.h. (diameter at breast height), Valley Oak 
tree, pursuant to Section 11,051 of San Mateo County Ordinance Code, 
on property located at 671 Menlo Oaks Drive in the unincorporated Menlo 
Oaks area of San Mateo County. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2015-00131 (Chase) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The appellant has appealed the decision to approve a heritage tree removal permit to 
remove a 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak tree located in the rear yard of a 23,454 sq. ft. 
property, which, according to the property owner’s arborist, presents a hazard to the 
residential development on the property.  The appellant contends that the tree can be 
preserved, and that the required replanting of two, 15-gallon trees is not an adequate 
replacement for the oak tree.  The tree is located on Parcel A of the subdivision 
(PLN 2014-00107) approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer on July 2, 2014, within 
12 feet of a house under construction. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Community Development 
Director to approve the removal of a 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak, County File Number 
PLN 2015-00131, by making the findings for approval and imposing the conditions of 
approval included in Attachment A of the staff report.  
 
Should the Planning Commission uphold the appeal, and thereby deny the removal of 
the 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak, alternate findings for denial are included in Attachment B 
of the staff report. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
On June 3, 2015, the Community Development Director approved the heritage tree 
removal permit, finding that the tree’s health was failing and the tree prevented 
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reasonable enjoyment of the property.  The appellant submitted an appeal letter in 
opposition to the Community Development Director’s decision to approve the tree 
removal permit, PLN 2015-00131.  The letter states that the appellant disagrees with 
the decision to allow removal of the heritage tree based on the following concerns 
summarized below.  The response by staff follows the appellant’s statement. 
 
1. The appellant states that the tree “could probably be saved with proper care.” 
 
 Staff’s Response:  The applicant has provided two arborist reports, a report 

prepared by Kielty Arborist Services, LLC, dated April 2, 2015 (revised May 12, 
2015), and a report prepared by McClenahan Consulting, LLC, dated August 16, 
2015, to the County for the subject tree.  Both reports indicate that limb failure is 
likely in the future and that removal and replacement is the only method that will 
eliminate overall liability presented by keeping the tree.  No arborist report was 
submitted to support the appellant’s statement. 

 
2. The appellant states that the developer has not adhered to his “promise” not 

to remove trees and the condition of approval for the Minor Subdivision 
(PLN 2014-00107) requiring protection of existing trees. 

 
 Staff Response:  While the subdivision application did not include the removal of 

significant or heritage trees, it does not prevent the applicant from applying for 
future tree removal permits.  The appellant suggests that, based on her review of 
aerial photos, site vegetation including trees have been removed.  No trees were 
authorized for removal in conjunction with the approval of the subdivision of the 
property. 

 
 Subsequent to the subdivision application, building permits were submitted which 

required the removal of two trees which were less than 12 inches in diameter, and 
a cluster of either small trees or bushes identified by the surveyor as “M” type 
(multi-trunk).  Therefore, no permit from the County was required for the removal 
of these trees. 

 
 In addition to this vegetation clearance, there was a 59-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak tree 

removed on Parcel B, the adjacent parcel, at 699 Menlo Oaks Drive, with an 
approved Heritage Tree Removal Permit from the County, PLN 2014-00267.  This 
tree was replaced with a 24-inch box oak tree. 

 
3. The appellant states that the condition for replacement of the subject heritage tree 

with two, 15-gallon oak trees is inadequate, as the developer has removed several 
trees on the property.  The appellant recommends replacement with four 48-inch 
box oak trees. 

 
 Staff’s Response:  As stated previously, the applicant has removed three trees 

that did not require a permit or any replacement.  For the removed heritage tree, 
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 County File Number:  PLN 2015-00131 (Chase) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The appellant has appealed the decision to approve a heritage tree removal permit to 
remove a 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak tree located in the rear yard of a 23,454 sq. ft. 
property, which, according to the property owner’s arborist, presents a hazard to the 
residential development on the property.  The appellant contends that the tree can be 
preserved, and that the required replanting of two, 15-gallon trees is not an adequate 
replacement for the oak tree.  The tree is located on Parcel A of the subdivision 
(PLN 2014-00107) approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer on July 2, 2014, within 
12 feet of a house under construction. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Community Development Director 
to approve the removal of a 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak, County File Number 
PLN 2015-00131, by making the findings for approval and imposing the conditions 
of approval included in Attachment A of the staff report. 
 
Should the Planning Commission uphold the appeal, and thereby deny the removal of 
the 49-inch d.b.h. Valley Oak, alternate findings for denial are included in Attachment B 
of the staff report. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Erica Adams, Project Planner; Telephone 650/363-1828 
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Appellant:  Judy Horst 
 
Applicant:  Jeff Chase, Chase Arnold Custom Building 
 
Owner:  Pacific Excel 2, LLC 
 
Location:  671 Menlo Oaks, Menlo Park 
 
APN:  062-140-390 
 
Size:  23,454 sq. ft. 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-100 
 
General Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential Urban 
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  Menlo Park 
 
Existing Land Use:  Under Construction, Single-Family Residential 
 
Water Supply:  California Water Service Company 
 
Sewage Disposal:  West Bay Sanitary 
 
Flood Zone:  Zone “X” (Area of Minimal Flooding); Panel No. 06081C0308E, effective 
date October 16, 2012. 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  This project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15304 (Minor Alterations to 
Land).  This class exempts minor public and private alterations in the condition of land, 
water and/or vegetation, such as a removal of a tree. 
 
Setting:  The subject parcel is located in the residential community of Menlo Oaks.  The 
parcel was created by a minor subdivision, recorded November 19, 2014.  Demolition of 
a residence which was on both parcels has occurred, and currently both of the subject 
parcels are being developed with single-family residences and second unit guest 
houses. 
 
Chronology: 
 
Date  Action 
 
July 2, 2014 - Minor subdivision is approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer 

for creation of two parcels (PLN 2014-00107). 
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August 14, 2014 - Tree removal permit for 59-inch Valley Oak is approved on 
Parcel B (PLN 2014-00494). 

 
April 2, 2015 - Application submitted to remove the subject 49-inch Valley 

Oak tree along with arborist report prepared by Kielty Arborist 
Services. 

 
April 16, 2015 - Staff makes site visit for subject application. 
 
April 24, 2015 - Staff requests additional information and clarifications on the 

arborist report to respond to concerns expressed by members 
of the public. 

 
May 12, 2015 - Applicant submits revised arborist report. 
 
June 3, 2015 - Decision letter sent to the applicant and neighbors. 
 
June 17, 2015 - Appeal filed. 
 
August 16, 2015 - Applicant submitted arborist report prepared by McClenahan 

Consulting, LLC. 
 
November 12, 2015 - Staff visits the site and verifies existing trees on the site for 

Parcel A and Parcel B in response to appeal letter. 
 
January 13, 2016 - Planning Commission hearing. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES OF THE APPEAL 
 
 The appellant submitted an appeal letter in opposition to the Community 

Development Director’s decision to approve tree removal permit, PLN 2015-
00131.  The letter states that the appellant disagrees with the decision to allow 
removal of the heritage tree based on the following concerns. 

 
 1. The appeal letter states that with proper care the tree could have been 

preserved. 
 
  Staff Response 
 
  On April 2, 2015, the applicant, Jeff Chase of Pacific Excel 2, LLC, 

submitted an application to remove a 49-inch diameter Valley Oak on a 
parcel where construction for a single-family residence and guest house is 
occurring.  The applicant provided an arborist report from Kielty Arborist 
Services, LLC, dated April 2, 2015, and revised May 12, 2015.  In response 
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to the appeal, a second report by McClenahan Consulting, LLC, report 
dated August 16, 2015, was submitted.  Both reports indicate that the tree is 
likely to drop more limbs in the future and that there is no arborist-
recommended plan for trimming that will reduce the overall liability 
presented by keeping the tree in its current location. 

 
  The arborist report prepared by Kielty Arborist Services, LLC, dated April 2, 

2015, states, “The large oak has a number of form flaws making the tree an 
immediate hazard.  Recent failed limb failures are a result of the form flaws 
and future failed limbs are likely.  The decay at the base and the large cavity 
on the southern trunk may lead to total tree failure.  As the lot is developed 
and the target becomes heavily used, the chances of damage or injury will 
increase.” 

 
  The report also states, “The canopy of the oak is heavy to the south and is 

over extended with decay at several locations on the scaffolds limbs.  A 
large 28-inch wide cavity is present on the southern trunk.  Failed cables in 
the canopy are of concern.  The tree receives a 40 percent (poor) on a scale 
of 1-100.”  

 
  It continues, “If the tree was trimmed to lessen the chances of leader failure, 

trimming would require end weight reduction using 6- to 10-inch diameter 
cuts.  The large cuts would be well beyond ANSI (American Nation 
Standards Institute) standards and would cause more long-term damage to 
the tree.  Trimming will lessen the chances of limb and leader failure but 
cannot guarantee the health or safety of the tree.”  The arborist’s 
recommendation is to remove and replace the failing oak as the tree is an 
immediate hazard. 

 
  The report was later updated on May 12, 2015 and stated, “Trimming of the 

tree is not advised as the large cuts will accelerate the decaying process 
and will lead to failure.  There is no effective treatment for the decay or the 
crown rot on the root zone.  Removal and replacement is the only method 
that will eliminate all hazards and liabilities associated with the tree.” 

 
  After the application was appealed, the applicant obtained a second arborist 

report.  The report by John H. McClenahan of McClenahan Consulting, LLC, 
dated August 16, 2015, states, “Currently, there is a high probability of 
numerous limb failures.  The target is the house under construction, the new 
landscaping, and the people working or living on property.  Pruning to 
mitigate the hazards would disfigure the tree significantly and would not 
eliminate the risk of failure.  Due to the risk for failure and new targets, this 
tree is recommended for removal.” 

 
  In general, tree removal permits are processed with the overarching goal 

being to prevent trees from being removed from property in San Mateo 
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County without adequate justification.  The Heritage Tree Regulations 
further emphasize preservation of mature tree specimen.  After reviewing 
the subject application and supporting materials and visiting the site, staff 
determined that this tree permit met the criteria for removal which include 
(1) the general health of the tree, and (2) the necessity of the required action 
to construct improvement or otherwise allow economic or other enjoyment of 
the property. 

 
  The health of the tree is described above.  Regarding the second criteria, 

the tree is located 12 feet from the foundation of the house under 
construction.  While the tree does not conflict with the construction, the 
house is described as a likely target in the event of limb and or leader 
failure. 

 
 2. The appellant states that the developer has not adhered to his “promise” not 

to remove trees and the condition of approval for the Minor Subdivision 
(PLN 2014-00107) requiring protection of existing trees.  The appellant 
suggests, based on her review of aerial photos, that site vegetation, 
including trees, has been removed. 

 
  Staff Response 
 
  The appellant states that the subdivision application, PLN 2014-00107, 

contained conditions that no trees were to be removed.  While the 
subdivision application did not include the removal of significant or heritage 
trees, it does not prevent the applicant from applying for future tree removal 
permits.  Subsequent to the subdivision application, building permits were 
submitted which required the removal of two trees which were less than 
12 inches in diameter, and a cluster of either small trees or bushes identified 
by the surveyor as “M” type (multi-trunk).  Therefore, no permit from the 
County was required for the removal of these trees. 

 
  In addition to this vegetation clearance, there was a 59-inch d.b.h. Valley 

Oak tree removed on Parcel B, the adjacent parcel, at 699 Menlo Oaks 
Drive, with an approved Heritage Tree Removal Permit from the County, 
PLN 2014-00267.  This tree was replaced with a 24-inch box oak tree. 

 
  On November 12, 2015, staff visited the properties and used the land survey 

(Exhibit E) from the subdivision application to identify the trees which 
currently exist on the site.  Surveys provide a more accurate depiction of the 
tree population than an aerial photograph of tree canopy.  Staff did not 
observe evidence of unpermitted tree removal.  Both the survey and site 
visit support the applicant’s statement that no unpermitted tree removal took 
place. 
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 3. The appellant states that the condition for replacement of the subject 
heritage tree with two, 15-gallon oak trees was inadequate, as the developer 
has removed several trees on the property.  The appellant recommends 
replacement with four 48-inch box oak trees. 

 
  Staff Response 
 
  The claim by the appellant about the unpermitted tree removal was 

addressed in the previous section of this report. 
 
  Section 11,052 of the Heritage Tree Ordinance states that the Planning 

Director may attach reasonable conditions to ensure compliance with the 
content and purpose of this ordinance, such as, but not limited to, requiring 
replacement of trees removed with plantings acceptable to the Planning 
Director. 

 
  The County most commonly requires replacement trees to be a minimum of 

5-gallon in size.  Larger trees are typically required when a one-to-one 
replacement ratio is not being used when the tree which was removed was 
a large specimen, or in cases of a violation.  The two most common, larger-
size trees are 15-gallon and 24-inch box.  However, depending on the size 
of the parcel and the intended location of planting, additional smaller trees 
may be required in lieu of a single large replacement tree. 

 
  Staff supports the original condition of approval since it will result in a larger 

tree canopy, but has no objection to modifying the condition to require one 
24-inch box oak tree instead of two, 15-gallon oak trees.  Should the 
Planning Commission require a 24-inch box tree, a revised condition has 
been added to the Alternatives Section of this report. 

 
B. CONFORMANCE WITH THE GENERAL PLAN 
 
 San Mateo General Policy 1.25 requires new development to protect vegetative 

resources and ensure that development will:  (1) minimize the removal of 
vegetative resources and/or; (2) protect vegetation which enhances microclimate, 
stabilizes slopes or reduces surface water runoff, erosion or sedimentation; and/or 
(3) protect historic and scenic trees. 

 
 The heritage tree removal application/permit is an evaluative process which seeks 

to ensure that tree removal is minimized and is necessary to utilize a property in 
its intended manner.  As stated in Section A.1 and Section C of this report, the 
review of this application complies with the Heritage Tree Regulations which 
implements this General Plan Policy. 
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C. CONFORMANCE WITH THE HERITAGE TREE ORDINANCE 
 
 Section 11,052 of the Heritage Tree Ordinance states that the Planning Director or 

any other person or body charged with determining whether to grant, conditionally 
grant or deny a Heritage Tree Cutting or Trimming Permit may approve a permit 
for based on the following criteria: 

 
 (a) The general health of the tree;  
 
 (b) The anticipated longevity of the tree;  
 
 (c) Whether the tree is a public nuisance;  
 
 (d) Proximity to existing or proposed structures and interference with utility 

services;  
 
 (e) The necessity of the required action to construct improvements or otherwise 

allow economic or other enjoyment of the property;  
 
 (f) The number, species, size and location of existing trees in the area;  
 
 (g) The effect of the requested action in terms of historic values;  
 
 (h) The topography of the land and effect of the requested action on erosion, 

soil retention, water retention, and diversion or increased flow of surface 
waters. 

 
 The tree removal permit was granted based staff’s assessment that criteria “a. 

and “e.” were applicable.  As described in detail in Section A of this report, the 
general health of the tree is in a state of decline as indicated by arborist reports 
and observed by staff.  The heritage tree regulations support removal of a 
specimen which has been determined to be in poor health and in close proximity 
to residential development.  The removal is also necessary for the economic 
enjoyment of the property due to hazards it poses to people and structures. 

 
D. ALTERNATIVES 
 
 1. Findings in Attachment A for the removal of the oak tree can be made, and 

revise the Condition No. 3 which requires two, 15-gallon oak trees to be 
planted to require one 24-inch box tree to be planted. 

 
 2. Find that the permit application for the removal of the oak tree does not 

meet the criteria for removal of the Heritage Tree Regulations by making the 
Finding of Denial in Attachment B. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Recommended Finding of Denial 
C. General Location/Vicinity Map 
D. Heritage Tree Permit Application  
E. Survey of the Original Parcel with Trees Marked 
F. Kielty Arborist Services, LLC, report dated April 2, 2015 
G. Kielty Arborist Services, LLC, report dated April 2, 2015, revised May 12, 2015 
H. McClenahan Consulting, LLC, report dated August 16, 2015 
I. Site plans for development of Parcel A and Parcel B 
J. Correspondence from Interested Members of the Public 
K. Decision letter, dated June 3, 2015 
L. Appeal Application and Supporting Documents 
M. Site Photos 
N. Statement from Applicant, dated January 6, 2016 
 
EDA:fc/pac – EDAAA0014_WFU.DOCX 
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2015-00131 Hearing Date:  January 13, 2016 
 
Prepared By: Erica Adams For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15304 (Minor Alterations to Land).  This 
class exempts minor public or private alterations in the condition of land, water 
and/or vegetation, such as the removal of a tree. 

 
Regarding the Heritage Tree Removal Permit, Find: 
 
2. That the subject 49-inch Valley Oak meets the criteria for removal found in 

Section 11,051 of San Mateo County Ordinance Code.  After reviewing the 
subject application and supporting materials and visiting the site, staff determined 
that this tree permit meets the criteria for removal which include (1) the general 
health of the tree, and (2) the necessity of the required action to construct 
improvement or otherwise allow economic or other enjoyment of the property. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. The tree indicated on the application form dated April 7, 2015, may be removed 

after the end of the appeal period, assuming no appeal is filed as stipulated in this 
letter.  A separate Tree Removal Permit shall be required for the removal of any 
additional trees. 

 
2. This Tree Removal Permit approval shall be on the site and available at all times 

during the tree removal operation and shall be available to any person for 
inspection.  The issued permit shall be posted in a conspicuous place at eye level 
at a point nearest the street. 
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3. The applicant shall plant on-site a total of two (2) Valley Oak trees using at least 
15-gallon size stock, for the trees removed.  Replacement planting shall occur 
within one year of the Tree Removal Permit approval date (Section 12,024 of the 
San Mateo County Ordinance Code). 

 
4. The applicant shall submit photo verification to the Planning Department of the 

planted replacement trees required in Condition of Approval No. 3.  Photos shall 
either be submitted in person to the Planning Department, or via email to 
plngbldg@smcgov.org with reference to the Planning Application PLN Number, 
PLN 2015-00131. 

 
5. If work authorized by an approved permit is not commenced within the period of 

one year from the date of approval, the permit shall be considered void. 
 
6. During the tree removal phase, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of 

the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of 
stormwater runoff from the construction site by: 

 
 a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30. 
 
 b. Removing spoils promptly and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials when rain 

is forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be 
covered with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 c. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as 

to avoid their entry to the storm drain system or water body. 
 
 d. Using filtration or other measures to remove sediment from dewatering 

effluent. 
 
 e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 

designated to contain and treat runoff. 
 
 f. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to avoid polluting 

runoff. 
 
7. Prior to the removal of any trees located within the public right-of-way, the 

applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Department of Public 
Works.  Additionally, prior to planting any trees within the public right-of-way, the 
applicant shall obtain a landscaping/encroachment permit from the Department of 
Public Works. 

 
8. The applicant shall clear all debris from the public right-of-way. 
 
EDA:fc/pac – EDAAA0014_WFU.DOCX  
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Attachment B 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDING OF DENIAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2015-00131 Hearing Date:  January 13, 2016 
 
Prepared By: Erica Adams For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDING OF DENIAL 
 
Regarding the Tree Removal Permit, Find: 
 
1. That the tree indicated in this application does not comply with the criteria for tree 

removal of Section 11,052 of the Heritage Tree Ordinance, that there is not a 
substantial hazard presented by the tree’s health and the preservation of the tree 
does not inhibit the economic enjoyment of the property. 

 
EDA:fc/pac – EDAAA0014_WFU.DOCX 
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the County required its replacement with a 24-inch box tree.  These matters are 
not part of the subject application.  

 
 Regarding the subject application, the County’s Heritage Tree Ordinance grants 

authority to the Community Development Director to determine when and how 
tree replanting should occur.  Staff supports the original condition of approval 
which requires two, 15-gallon oak trees which will create a larger canopy, but has 
no objection to modifying the condition to require one 24-inch box oak tree.  A 
revised condition has been added to the alternatives section of this report. 

 
EDA:fc/pac – EDAA0013_WFU.DOCX 
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August 16, 2015 
 
 
 
Chase Arnold, Inc. 
c/o Mr. Jeff Chase 
700 Pleasant Valley Lane 
Aptos, CA 95003 
 
RE: 671 Menlo Oaks Drive 
 Menlo Park, CA 
 
 
Assignment 
As requested, I performed a visual inspection of Valley oak approved by county for removal to 
determine size and condition. This report is intended to be shared with interested persons 
attending the site meeting on Tuesday August 18, 2015. 
 
Summary/Background 
This tree has been evaluated by another arborist and determined unsafe to retain. During my 
visual assessment of the tree I observed two limbs greater than 20-inch diameter, two limbs 
over 10-inch diameter and a 6-inch limb that are dead. One large badly decayed leader in the 
middle of the crown and numerous cavities were observed. Currently, there is a high probability 
of numerous limb failures. The target is the house under construction, the new landscaping and 
the people working or living on property.  Pruning to mitigate the hazards would disfigure the 
tree significantly and would not eliminate the risk of failure. Due to the risk for failure and new 
targets, such as the home and its future residents, this tree is recommended for removal.  
 
Methodology 
No root crown exploration, climbing or plant tissue analysis was performed as part of this 
survey. 
 
In determining Tree Condition several factors have been considered which include: 
 
      Rate of growth over several seasons; 
     Structural decays or weaknesses; 
      Presence of disease or insects; and 
      Life expectancy. 
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Chase Arnold, Inc. 
Page 2 
 
 
Tree Description/Observation 
1: Valley oak (Quercus lobata) 
Diameter:  49.1”" as posted  
Height: 45' Spread: 70' 
Condition: Fair 
Location: Rear of new home construction 
Observation: The crown has an irregular shape due to old large limb failures and some of the 
dead decayed old stubs. I observed two limbs greater than 20-inch diameter, two limbs over  
10-inch diameter and a 6-inch limb all dead for many years. There are numerous dead limbs 
greater than 2-inch diameter. A 12-inch cavity on the south side at 11-feet, 6-inch cavity on 
north side at 6-feet are indicators of heartwood decay common to this species. Some pruning 
cuts during framing of the house need to be cleaned up with proper final cuts on stubs.  
 
 
 
All written material appearing herein constitutes original and unpublished work of the Arborist 
and may not be duplicated, used or disclosed without written consent of the Arborist. 
 
We thank you for this opportunity to be of assistance in your tree preservation concerns. 
 
Should you have any questions, or if we may be of further assistance in these concerns, kindly 
contact our office at any time. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
McCLENAHAN CONSULTING, LLC 

 
By: John H. McClenahan 
 ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, WE-1476B 
 member, American Society of Consulting Arborists  
 
JHMc: pm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

 
 

ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
 
 
 Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and 
experience to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, 
and attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees.  Clients may choose to accept or disregard 
the recommendations of the arborist, or seek additional advice. 
 
 Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of 
a tree.  Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand.  Conditions are 
often hidden within trees and below ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be 
healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time.  Likewise, remedial 
treatments, like a medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 
 
 Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope 
of the arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes 
between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc.  Arborists cannot take such issues into 
account unless complete and accurate information is given to the arborist.  The person hiring 
the arborist accepts full responsibility for authorizing the recommended treatment or remedial 
measures. 
 
             Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled.  To live near a tree is to accept 
some degree of risk.  The only way to eliminate all risks is to eliminate all trees. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
Arborist:  
  John H. McClenahan 
Date:  August 16, 2015 
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