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Summary 
It’s my opinion that Trees 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, and 20 are nuisance trees as defined by the 
City of Kirkland. These trees have had a poor history of pruning and maintenance, which have left them 
in a state that would require an unreasonable amount of maintenance to keep healthy and hazard free 
on a site frequently used by elderly patrons.  
 
Trees 17 and 18 are not viable trees for long term retention. Trees 17 and 18 are in fair health condition 
now, but are very likely to further decline in health given the condition of the other cherry trees on site 
and become nuisance trees in the near future. Removal now during this landscaping project would save 
money and resources. Cherries in general have numerous health issues in this region, and should be 
replaced by a tree more suited to our region.  
 
Trees 21 is not a very good candidate for long term retention considering this project, and landscaping 
activities taking place nearby. It can be easily replaced with a tree of equal size, without losing the 
ecosystem services it provides.  
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Tree 12 is not significant.   
 
Tree 23 is a specimen tree for the space, and should be preserved during all phases of the landscaping 
work. Please see the Kirkland Tree Protection Specifications for more details.  
 
 
Assignment & Scope of Report 
This report outlines the site inspection by Chris Madison of Tree Solutions Inc. on June 25, 2014. 
Included are observations and data collected at the site located at 12215 NE 128th Street. Ron Hastie, of 
RJ Development, requested these services to acquire information for project planning. 

 
Limits of Assignment 
Unless stated otherwise:  1) information contained in this report covers only those trees that were 
examined and reflects the condition of those trees at the time of inspection; and 2) the inspection is 
limited to visual examination of the subject trees without dissection, excavation, probing, climbing, or 
coring unless explicitly specified. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems 
or deficiencies of the subject trees may not arise in the future.   
 
Tree Solutions did not review any reports or perform any tests related to the soil located on the subject 
property unless outlined in the scope of services. Tree Solutions staff are not and do not claim to be soils 
experts. An independent inventory and evaluation of the site’s soil should be obtained by a qualified 
professional as determined to be needed by the property manager if an additional understanding of the 
site’s characteristics is needed to make an informed decision. 
 
Additional Assumptions and Limiting Conditions can be found in Appendix A. 

 
 

Methods 
I evaluated tree health and structure utilizing visual tree assessment (VTA) methods. The basis behind 
VTA is the identification of symptoms, which the tree produces in reaction to a weak spot or area of 
mechanical stress. A tree reacts to mechanical and physiological stresses by growing more vigorously to 
re-enforce weak areas, while depriving less stressed parts. (Mattheck & Breloer 1994) An understanding 
of the uniform stress allows me to make informed judgments about the condition of a tree.  
  
The diameter at standard height (DSH), 54-inches above grade, was measured for each tree included in 
my scope of services. Included in the report are the species, size, health and structural condition, and 
any additional notes for each tree assessed. A Marked Up Site Survey with tree locations and proposed 
trees to be removed is attached to this report.  
 
I used a True Pulse Laser range finder to determine drip line measurements. I took drip line 
measurements from at least two cardinal directions ninety degrees to each other (where possible). The 
average of these measurements should be used to determine the tree’s drip line.  Drip lines can be 
found in the Table of Trees. 
 
Where a tree splits into several trunks close to ground level, the DSH for the tree was determined using 
a formula to convert the multiple-trunk area into a single trunk diameter. The formula I used is the 
square root of the sum of the DSH for each individual stem squared (example with 3 stems:  DSH = 
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square root [(stem1)2+(stem2)2+(stem3)2]). These measurements are indicated with an asterisk in the 
Table of Trees, with the multiple trunks listed in the ‘notes’ column.  
 
 
Observations  
I visited the site on June 25, 2014. During my visit I met with Chris Barnes, a landscape architect working 
with Allworth Design. The company was hired to design a new landscape to be installed at the Madison 
House: a retirement home located in Kirkland. I walked through the site with Chris as he described the 
work to be done, which trees were proposed to be removed, and which trees are planned to be 
retained. 
 
Back in the office, I spoke to Ron Hastie of RJ Development, the company who is in charge of managing 
the remodel and updating of the landscape of this property. It’s the intent of the owner, Koelsch Senior 
Communities,  to redesign and upgrade the landscaping of the area which would involve the removal of 
nineteen trees and replacing them with new trees better suited to the site. When speaking to Ron, he 
had mentioned that some of the residents of the Madison house have complained to him about the 
pollen and leaf liter that is left on their cars after parking under the birch trees. I spoke to him on June 7, 
2014. 
 
The Site  
The Madison House is located at 12215 NE 128th St in Kirkland, WA. The building is located just south of 
the Evergreen Health Medical Center. The site is landscaped with many ornamental plants including 
Rhododendrons (Rhododendron sp.), Coral bells (Heuchras sp.), boxwoods (Buxus semperviren), Hostas 
(Hostas sp.), and numerous other annuals and perennials. The landscape is well cared for, as evidenced 
by the tidy and weed free appearance. 
 
After my visit, I contacted Scott Guter of the Kirkland Planning and Community Development office and 
went over the site with him. He confirmed with me that this area is a category C Landscape. Scott also 
pointed out that steep slopes exist near this property. I looked up the site on NW Maps to confirm that 
no trees on steep slopes were to be removed. Some of the trees in the northeast of the site (which I did 
not measure) exist on a steep slope area- however these trees are to be retained. A Site Classification 
Map is attached to this report indicating the steep slope areas- I have added a border indicating the area 
of this project onto the map.  
 
The soils near the building were very wet, and muddy in spots: signs that the site is well irrigated, and  
the drainage is poor.  
 
The Trees 
All of the trees I looked at on site are ornamental, and non-native to the area. Some trees on the border 
are native, and to be retained.  
 
Tree species on this site include Flowering Cherries (Prunus serrulata), Flowering plums (Prunus 
cerasiformis), Hollywood junipers (Juniperus chinensis ‘Torulosa’), Raywood ash (Fraxinus oxycarpa 
‘Raywood’), and European birch (Betula pendula). Numerous ornamental shrubs and groundcovers are 
planted near the bases of these trees.  
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These trees get regular treatment from Washington Tree and Lawn Care company. During my visit an 
applicator truck from Washington Tree and Lawn Care came by to treat the trees. When asked what 
they were applying they answered “fertilizer and insecticide.” The formula is most likely a broad 
spectrum systemic insecticide, along with a high nitrogen fertilizer. A high nitrogen fertilizer can 
sometimes increase the chance of pest and pathogen attacks on trees, as the tree expends more energy 
using the available nitrogen to grow rather than spending its resources towards developing an immune 
system against pests and pathogens. The insecticide is most likely used for boring insects that attack the 
Cherries and Birch (see more details below).  
 
Most of the trees near the buildings exhibit forms that suggest a past history of heavy pruning for 
maintenance. Whether the trees were pruned to control their height, to create clearance for the 
building, or for aesthetics is unknown. Along with the maintenance pruning, additional thinning was 
done on many of the cherries- a common pruning method used by landscapers purely for aesthetic 
reasons. If this pruning activity was improperly timed, it could have aided in the introduction of boring 
insects into the cherry and birch trees (the species most likely to be attacked by nearby boring insect 
species).  
 
Many of the trees are flowering cherry trees, showed significant dieback in their canopy. During my visit 
I noted signs of Cherry bark tortrix (Enarmonia formosana) on many of the trees  (see Photo 1). Cherry 
bark tortix (CBT) is a moth whose larval form eats away at the vascular tissues of the plant, which cause 
branch dieback and eventual death of the entire tree if infestations are heavy enough.  Branches which 
have died back do not recover, and pose a potential hazard to nearby targets. CBT is attracted to trees 
with fresh wounds on it, including pruning wounds. If trees were pruned during the time that adults are 
active (May through September) then infestation could have occurred.  
 
Blossom brown rot (Monilinia sp.) could also be seen in many of the cherry trees. The symptoms of 
blossom brown rot include twig and branch dieback as well as dead flowers and leaves left hanging on 
the branches. Blossom brown rot overwinters on twigs and branches, and can cause dieback through 
the formation of stem girdling cankers.  
 
Many of the birch trees have been topped in the past, as mentioned in the notes above. Some of the 
birches on this property were pruned using “topiary” techniques, the result is that many of these trees 
now exhibit poor structure. Any branches allowed to grow on these trees would have poor attachments, 
and present some level of risk to targets below.  
 
Aside from structural defects to the birch from poor pruning, these trees are all susceptible to an attack 
from Bronze birch borer (Agrilus anxius). Bronze birch borer (BBB)  is a beetle that lays eggs into the 
trees bark; after the eggs hatch the larval form of the insect eats through the vascular tissues of the 
tree- leading to top dieback and eventual death if the infestation is great enough. These insects are 
attracted to stressed trees, and wounds caused by pruning. If trees were pruned during the time that 
adults are active (June through August) then infestation could have occurred. BBB is known to be 
present in the Kirkland area, so it’s very likely that all birch trees on this site are vulnerable to a BBB 
infestation. Birch trees thrive in cool moist environments, and having these plants located near a parking 
lot is likely to stress these plants. Stressed birch trees are more likely to attract BBB.  
 
Tree 1 is a European birch measuring 10.5 inches DSH. This tree has a bowed trunk and a history of top 
cuts- resulting in a fair structural form.  
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Tree 2 is a European birch measuring 9.6 inches DSH. This tree has a history of top cuts- resulting in a 
fair structural form.  
 
Tree 3 is a Flowering plum measuring 8.9 inches DSH. This tree has multiple branch attachments at a 
single union, with narrow angles of attachment. This form is also see in Trees 20 and 24- both flowering 
plums. It’s most likely these trees were form pruned this way by the nursery. While this form is typical to 
this tree, it’s not a structurally strong form which is why I gave this tree a fair structural rating (see Photo 
2). 
 
Tree 5 is a flowering cherry measuring 16.4 DSH, and showed significant dieback in the crown (see Photo 
3). This tree is situated by the entrance way to the east, with one of the scaffold branches hanging over 
a bench in the front. I estimated this tree to have a 40% live crown ratio (LCR). Any branches that die on 
this tree will possess a potential hazard to the targets below, including sidewalk pedestrians, the fence, 
and the bench and its users. This tree had signs of blossom brown rot and CBT.  
 
Trees 6 and 7 are flowering cherries measuring 14 and 18.8 inches DSH respectively. The diameter for 
Tree 7 was determined using the single trunk formula. These trees are good health with fair structural 
condition. These trees showed some signs of blossom brown rot. Both trees have had a history of being 
pruned back away from the building. These trees are to be retained.  
 
Tree 8 is a European birch, measuring 13.6 inches in diameter. I rated this tree with poor health and 
poor structure. The canopy of this tree is dying back, a typical symptom of BBB (see Photo 5). This tree 
was in the worst condition of all of the birches on site.  
 
Tree 9 is a European birch, measuring 11.2 inches in diameter. This tree has a history of top cuts- 
resulting in a fair structural form (see Photo 6).  
 
Tree 10 is a European birch, measuring 11.2 inches in diameter. This tree has a history of top cuts- 
resulting in a “lollipop” shape, which I have given a ‘poor’ structural form rating (see Photo 4).  
 
Tree 11 is a flowering cherry measuring 10.1 DSH (using the single trunk formula). This tree also showed 
significant dieback in the crown (see Photo 4). This tree is located just west of the service entrance on 
the western wing of the building. I estimated this tree to have 30% LCR. Like Tree 5, Any branches that 
die on this tree will possess a potential hazard to the targets below using the service entrance. This tree 
had signs of blossom brown rot and CBT. 
 
Tree 12 is a Hollywood Juniper measuring at 5.2 inches DSH. This tree is not six inches or larger, so it is  
NOT a significant tree. 
 
Tree 13 is a European birch, measuring 7.2 inches in diameter. This tree has a history of top cuts- 
resulting in a fair structural form (see Photo 6).  
 
Tree 14 is a European birch, measuring 11.2 inches in diameter. This tree has a history of top cuts- 
resulting in “lollipop” form which I have rated as poor structural form (see Photo 6).  
 
Tree 15 is a Hollywood Juniper measuring at 6.5 inches DSH.  
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Tree 16 is a flowering cherry measuring 10.1 DSH (using the single trunk formula). This tree is located  
on the outer edge of the building. This tree has a large structural root growing towards the building. This 
tree has large surface roots, indicating either shallow soils, or soil saturation. This tree also had a sparse 
canopy, an indication of CBT and blossom brown rot.  
  
Tree 17 and Tree 18 are flowering cherries located in a landscape bed in the northwest part of the 
property. Tree 17 measures 10 inches DSH (using the single trunk formula), and Tree 18 measures  13.4 
inches DSH. These trees have a shared canopy, and both show signs of fire blight. Tree 18 showed signs 
of flagging on the northern branches, which may indicate early signs of CBT and/or blossom brown rot. 
While I rated these trees with a fair health rating, after noting the condition of the other nearby cherries 
on this site it’s my belief that it’s very likely their condition will worsen over time- further adding 
maintenance issues, and making these trees nuisance trees in the near future. I do not think these trees 
are viable for retention, and I believe it would be more cost effective to replace these trees while other 
landscape work is planned.  
 
Tree 19 is a flowering cherry measuring 19.9 inches DSH. I rated this tree at poor health, because it 
possessed a sparse canopy with dieback of the smaller branches (see Photo 7). I also noted that the graft 
union of the tree was swollen, so I had to take the measurement below this area. The swelling of this 
union can indicate possible defects, which did affect my health and structural rating or this tree. Topping 
cuts are visible throughout the canopy. This tree had signs of blossom brown rot and CBT. 
 
Tree 20 is a Flowering plum measuring 13.2 inches DSH. This tree has multiple branch attachments at a 
single union with narrow angles of attachment. This tree also has a lot of dieback in the drown, and a 
sparse canopy. I rated the health of this tree as poor, and its structural condition fair (see Photo 7). 
 
Trees 21 and 22 were two Mugo pines (Pinus mugo) with multiple stems. Using the trunk conversion 
formula Tree 21 measures at 12.6 inches DSH and Tree 22 measures at 14.5 inches DSH.  
 
Tree 21 had evidence of sequoia pitch moth (Synanthedon sequoia). While attacks are unsightly, 
infestations don’t cause significant damage to pines, limb loss and stress can be associated with attacks. 
However, if significant landscaping activities were to take place nearby this tree, the associated stress on 
the tree could further the pitch moth attack. This tree also has a top heavy form due to the lack of good 
structural pruning when it was younger. This tree is small enough to be suitably replaced by a tree of 
similar size on the property. Given its poor aesthetic form, likelihood of poor health in the near future, 
and ease of replacement, I believe this tree could be easily removed and replaced without losing the 
ecosystem services it provides.  
 
Given the stresses that Tree 21 will experience, it’s likely that the pitch moth attack could worsen over 
time. Given the poor structural pruning of this tree and the potential for further health decline, I don’t 
believe this tree is a viable tree for retention.  
 
Tree 23 is a large Raywood ash tree. This tree is in good health and good structure, and serves as a focal 
point for the parking lot. This tree is to be retained, but will have some work being done below it. On 
site Chris Barnes indicated to me that the gazebo to the north will be removed, with some grading and 
demolition work to be done beneath the drip line. In my opinion this tree is of high value to the 
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landscape, and should be protected during landscaping activity in accordance the Kirkland Tree 
Protection Specifications. 
 
For more details on tree conditions please refer to the Table of Trees.  
 
Discussion 
Many of the trees proposed to be removed by Allworth Design for landscaping purposes are significant 
sized trees and therefore protected by the City of Kirkland (City of Kirkland Code Chapter 95.23). 
Protected trees may only be removed if they are deemed Hazardous or Nuisance trees in a report 
prepared by a qualified arborist and further approved by the City of Kirkland.  
 
A nuisance tree as defined by the City of Kirkland code chapter 95 is a tree “… causing obvious physical 
damage to private or public structures, including but not limited to: sidewalk, curb, road, driveway, 
parking lot, building foundation, or roof; or b. Has sustained damage from past maintenance practices. 
The problems associated with the tree must be such that they cannot be corrected by reasonable 
practices including but not limited to: pruning of the crown or roots of the tree, bracing, and/or cabling 
to reconstruct a healthy crown” (City of Kirkland Code 95.10).  
 
Given this definition, I believe all of the birch on this site (Trees 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 13, and 14) are nuisance 
trees due to poor past pruning practice leading to poor/fair structures. Unless these trees are 
continually maintained with aggressive pruning, these trees will grow branches that have poor 
attachments possessing some risk to targets below. These trees are also poorly placed and possess a 
high vulnerability to BBB. Continually treating these trees for BBB and continually pruning for 
maintenance of these trees is unreasonable for most landscaping budgets. Furthermore, the residents of 
the Madison Home expressed discontent with the pollen and leaf litter left on their cars from these 
trees.  
 
I also believe that many of the cherry trees in this area are also nuisance trees due to their poor pruning 
history and poor health. Trees 5, 11, 16, and 19 are all nuisance trees in my opinion. I call these trees 
out as nuisance trees due to their poor health (CBT and blossom brown rot), and dead parts in the 
canopy- some of which have targets below. Even with regular fertilizing and insecticide applications 
these trees are not thriving in their current location.  
 
Tree 12 is not significant.   
 
Recommendations 

• Acquire the proper permits before any tree removal.  
• It’s my opinion that Trees 1, 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, and 20 are nuisance trees as 

defined by the City of Kirkland. If removed, these trees should be replaced by a tree species 
more suited to long term preservation on this site.  

• Trees that are to be retained and have landscaping work done nearby should have tree 
protection specifications followed (see City of Kirkland Tree Protection Specifications).  

• Tree 23 should be protected during demolition and landscape installation work. This tree is a 
specimen tree on the property, and offers good shade to the central parking lot area. 

• All landscaping work should follow the requirements of a ‘category C’ landscape, as outlined by 
the City of Kirkland municipal code 95.40. 
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Glossary 
ASCA: American Society of Consulting Arborists 
DBH or DSH:  diameter at breast or standard height; the diameter of the trunk measured 54 inches 

(4.5 feet) above grade (Matheny et al. 1998) 
ISA:  International Society of Arboriculture 
live crown ratio (LCR):  1. the percentage of the total stem length covered with living branches, used 
to estimate the ability of the tree’s crown to nourish the remaining part of the tree. (Dunster 1996); 
2. the ratio of crown length to total height (ISA 2013) 
phototropic growth:  growth toward light source or stimulant ( Harris et al.1999) 
significant size:  a tree measuring eight inches in DSH or greater (Bellevue City Code) 
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Appendix A – Assumptions & Limiting Conditions 
1. Consultant assumes that any legal description provided to Consultant is correct and that title 
to property is good and marketable.  Consultant assumes no responsibility for legal matters.  
Consultant assumes all property appraised or evaluated is free and clear, and is under responsible 
ownership and competent management. 
 
2. Consultant assumes that the property and its use do not violate applicable codes, ordinances, 
statutes or regulations. 

 
3. Although Consultant has taken care to obtain all information from reliable sources and to 
verify the data insofar as possible, Consultant does not guarantee and is not responsible for the 
accuracy of information provided by others. 

 
4. Client may not require Consultant to testify or attend court by reason of any report unless 
mutually satisfactory contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for 
such Services as described in the Consulting Arborist Agreement. 

 
5. Unless otherwise required by law, possession of this report does not imply right of publication 
or use for any purpose by any person other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the 
prior express written consent of the Consultant. 

 
6. Unless otherwise required by law, no part of this report shall be conveyed by any person, 
including the Client, the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media 
without the Consultant‘s prior express written consent. 

 
7. This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the Consultant, and the 
Consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specific value, a stipulated result, 
the occurrence of a subsequent event or upon any finding to be reported. 

 
8. Sketches, drawings and photographs in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not 
necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or architectural reports or surveys.  
The reproduction of any information generated by architects, engineers or other consultants and 
any sketches, drawings or photographs is for the express purpose of coordination and ease of 
reference only.  Inclusion of such information on any drawings or other documents does not 
constitute a representation by Consultant as to the sufficiency or accuracy of the information. 

 
9. Unless otherwise agreed, (1) information contained in this report covers only the items 
examined and reflects the condition of the those items at the time of inspection; and (2) the 
inspection is limited to visual examination of accessible items without dissection, excavation, 
probing, climbing, or coring.  Consultant makes no warranty or guarantee, express or implied, that 
the problems or deficiencies of the plans or property in question may not arise in the future. 

 
10. Loss or alteration of any part of this Agreement invalidates the entire report.  
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Appendix B –Photographs 

 
Photo 1- Tree 3. Note the close angle of attachments.  

 

 
Photo 2- Evidence of Cherry bark tortrix on Tree 5. Note the orange colored frass tubes hanging from the tree branch. 

Also note the gummosis, a response Prunus sp. give in attempt to ward off CBT. 
 
 

Gummosis  
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Photo 3- Tree 5 showing some dieback in the upper crown. Note area of dieback is above the branch that showed CBT 

evidence (Photo 2). Hanging foliage and flowers are signs of blossom brown rot.  
 

 
Photo 4- Note the overhanging branches of Tree 11, which are located over the service entrance. Dead twigs and old 

foliage/flowers hanging likely signs of blossom brown rit. Also note the ‘lollipop’ form of Tree 10.  
 

Tree 11 

Tree 10 

Blossom 
brown rot 
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Photo 5- Tree 8. Note the top dieback, most likely due to bronze birch borer. Also note history of poor pruning history 

involving topping cuts, with no current top regrowth. 
 

 
Photo 6- The row of birches as seen from the east. Note the extreme dieback of Tree 8, and the topped forms of Tree 9 

and 13. (The brightness and contract of this photo was adjusted so that the tree forms could be more visible) 
 

Tree 8 

Tree 13 

Tree 9 

Tree 14 
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Photo 7- Photo of  Tree 20 showing a sizeable amount of dieback in the crown. Note the photo of the narrow angle of 

attachments as well. Tree 19 and the sparse canopy can also be seen from this photo.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tree 20 

Tree 19 
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Appendix C –Kirkland Tree Protection Specifications 

Kirkland Tree Protection Specifications – as stated in Chapter 95.34 of KZC 

6. Tree Protection during Development Activity. Prior to development activity or initiating tree removal on the site, vegetated areas 
and individual trees to be preserved shall be protected from potentially damaging activities pursuant to the following standards:  

a. Placing Materials near Trees. No person may conduct any activity within the protected area of any tree designated to remain, 
including, but not limited to, operating or parking equipment, placing solvents, storing building material or soil deposits, or dumping 
concrete washout or other chemicals. During construction, no person shall attach any object to any tree designated for protection. 

b. Protective Barrier. Before development, land clearing, filling or any land alteration, the applicant shall:  

1) Erect and maintain a readily visible temporary protective tree fencing along the limits of disturbance which completely surrounds 
the protected area of all retained trees or groups of trees. Fences shall be constructed of chain link and be at least four feet high, 
unless other type of fencing is authorized by the Planning Official.  

2) Install highly visible signs spaced no further than 15 feet along the entirety of the protective tree fence. Said sign must be 
approved by the Planning Official and shall state at a minimum “Tree Protection Area, Entrance Prohibited” and provide the City 
phone number for code enforcement to report violations.  

3) Prohibit excavation or compaction of earth or other potentially damaging activities within the barriers; provided, that the Planning 
Official may allow such activities approved by a qualified professional and under the supervision of a qualified professional retained 
and paid for by the applicant.  

4) Maintain the protective barriers in place until the Planning Official authorizes their removal.  

5) Ensure that any approved landscaping done in the protected zone subsequent to the removal of the barriers shall be 
accomplished with light machinery or hand labor.  

6) In addition to the above, the Planning Official may require the following:  

a) If equipment is authorized to operate within the critical root zone, cover the areas adjoining the critical root zone of a tree with 
mulch to a depth of at least six inches or with plywood or similar material in order to protect roots from damage caused by heavy 
equipment.  

b) Minimize root damage by excavating a two-foot-deep trench, at edge of critical root zone, to cleanly sever the roots of trees to be 
retained. 

c) Corrective pruning performed on protected trees in order to avoid damage from machinery or building activity.  

d) Maintenance of trees throughout construction period by watering and fertilizing. 

c. Grade.  

1) The grade shall not be elevated or reduced within the critical root zone of trees to be preserved without the Planning Official’s 
authorization based on recommendations from a qualified professional. The Planning Official may allow coverage of up to one half 
of the area of the tree’s critical root zone with light soils (no clay) to the minimum depth necessary to carry out grading or 
landscaping plans, if it will not imperil the survival of the tree. Aeration devices may be required to ensure the tree’s survival.  

2) If the grade adjacent to a preserved tree is raised such that it could slough or erode into the tree’s critical root zone, it shall be 
permanently stabilized to prevent suffocation of the roots.  

3) The applicant shall not install an impervious surface within the critical root zone of any tree to be retained without the 
authorization of the Planning Official. The Planning Official may require specific construction methods and/or use of aeration devices 
to ensure the tree’s survival and to minimize the potential for root-induced damage to the impervious surface.  
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4) To the greatest extent practical, utility trenches shall be located outside of the critical root zone of trees to be retained. The 
Planning Official may require that utilities be tunneled under the roots of trees to be retained if the Planning Official determines that 
trenching would significantly reduce the chances of the tree’s survival.  

5) Trees and other vegetation to be retained shall be protected from erosion and sedimentation. Clearing operations shall be 
conducted so as to expose the smallest practical area of soil to erosion for the least possible time. To control erosion, it is 
encouraged that shrubs, ground cover and stumps be maintained on the individual lots, where feasible.  

d. Directional Felling. Directional felling of trees shall be used to avoid damage to trees designated for retention.  

e. Additional Requirements. The Planning Official may require additional tree protection measures that are consistent with accepted 
urban forestry industry practices.  
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Table of Trees
 12215 NE 128th St.
Kirkland, WA   98034

Date of Inventory: 6/25/2014
Table Prepared: 6/27/2014

 

Tree # Common Name Scientific Name
DSH 

(inches)
Health 

Condition
Structural 
Condition North South East  West Notes

1 European birch Betula pendula 10.5 Good Fair 13 12 16 Nuisance tree. Bowed trunk. History of topping cuts.

2 European birch Betula pendula 9.6 Good Fair 16.5 15.5 Nuisance tree. History of topping

3 Flowering plum Prunus 
cerasiformis

8.9 Good Fair 10 14 Small dead woody parts. Multiple branch attachments at 
a single union. Narrow angle of attachment. Diameter 

4 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 11.3 Good Good 9.5 10.5 Pruned away from building. To be retained. 

5 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 16.4 Poor Fair 20 17.5 Nuisance tree. Cherry bark tortrix. 40% Live crown ratio. 
Medium sized dead woody parts in canopy.

6 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 14 Good Fair 16 10.5 Cherry bark tortrix. Pruned away from buidling. 

7 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 18.8* Good Fair 17.5

History of heavy crown thinning. Fire blight in canopy. 
Small dead woody parts. Pruned away from building.  
*(Multiple stemmed tree: 7.9, 14.1, 9.6)

8 European birch Betula pendula 13.6 Poor Poor 8.5 13 Nuisance tree. Top dieback, possibly bronze birch borer. 
History of topping. 

9 European birch Betula pendula 11.2 Good Fair 9.5 14 Nuisance tree. History of topping.

10 European birch Betula pendula 8.4 Fair Poor 6.5 7.5 Nuisance tree. Poor pruning. Topped in past, now 
possesses lollipop tree. 

11 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 10.1* Fair Poor 15.5 13.5
Nuisance tree. Small to medium dead woody parts. Lots 
of dieback. 30% live crown rartio.  *(Multiple stemmed 
tree: 7.6, 6.6)

12 Hollywood Juniper
Juniperus 
chinensis 
'Torulosa'

5.2 Fair Fair
Not a significant tree.

13 European birch Betula pendula 7.2 Good Poor 6.5 9 Nuisance tree. History of topping. Lillipop tree. 

14 European birch Betula pendula 9.1 Good Fair 12.5 14 Nuisance tree. Possibly topped in the past. 

15 Hollywood Juniper Juniperus 
chinensis 

6.5 Good Good 8 7

Drip Line Radius (feet)  
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Table of Trees
 12215 NE 128th St.
Kirkland, WA   98034

Date of Inventory: 6/25/2014
Table Prepared: 6/27/2014

 

Tree # Common Name Scientific Name
DSH 

(inches)
Health 

Condition
Structural 
Condition North South East  West Notes

Drip Line Radius (feet)  

16 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 10.1* Fair Good
Nuisance tree. Large surface roots. Fire blight. Sparse 
canopy.  *(Multiple stemmed tree: 7.1, 7.2)

17 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 10* Fair Fair 13 14.5
Fireblight  *(Multiple stemmed tree: 7.4, 7.2)

18 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 13.4 Fair Fair 16.5 13.5
Flagging of one of the North limbs. Fire blight. 

19 Flowering cherry Prunus serrulata 19.9 Poor Fair 8.5 9.5

Nuisance tree. Sparse canopy, with some dieback of 
smaller branches. Scion of graft swelling. Topping cuts 
throughout. Diameter taken low, at least swollen part. 

20 Flowering plum
Prunus 
cerasiformis

13.2* Poor Fair 11.5 11.5

Nuisance tree. Sparse canopy. Dieback. Narrow angle of 
attachment. Multiple attachments at union.  *(Multiple 
stemmed tree: 4.8, 5.8, 5.2, 5.5, 7.8)

21 Mugo pine Pinus mugo 12.6* Fair Fair 12.5 8
Sequoia pitch moth. *(Multiple stemmed tree: 4.2, 3.5, 
5.2, 4.6, 4.5, 3.9, 3.7, 4, 4.2)

22 Mugo pine Pinus mugo 14.5* Fair Good 12.5 6.5
Lots of small dead woody parts. Girdling root on north 
side.  *(Multiple stemmed tree:10.3, 7.5, 7)

23 Raywood ash
Fraxinus 
angustifoilia

15.8 Good Good 17 22 17 20.5
Will have significant work done below the tree. To be 
protected during landscape activities. (see notes)

24 Flowering plum
Prunus 
cerasiformis

14.4 Good Good 17.5 16
Diameter taken below union. Vigorous sprouting of 
internal canopy.

25 Cornelian cherry Cornus mas 6.2 Good Good 10 9
26 Cornelian cherry Cornus mas 5.6 Good Good 9 7
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	Kirkland Tree Protection Specifications – as stated in Chapter 95.34 of KZC



