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—Trunk —

— Crown and Branches —

— Roots and Root Collar —

Unbalanced crown LCR ______%
Dead twigs/branches ____%overall Max. dia. ______
Broken/Hangers Number __________ Max. dia. ______

Over-extended branches 

Pruning history

Crown cleaned 
Reduced 
Flush cuts 

Thinned 
Topped 
Other

Raised 
Lion-tailed 

Cracks  ___________________________________ Lightning damage

Codominant __________________________________ Included bark

Weak atachmens  ___________________ Cavity/Nest hole ____% circ.

Previous branch failures  _______________ Similar branches present

Dead/Missing bark  Cankers/Galls/Burls  Sapwood damage/decay

Conks  Heartwood decay  ________________________

Response growth

Collar buried/Not visible Depth________ Stem girdling

Dead  Decay Conks/Mushrooms

Ooze  Cavity _____% circ.

Cracks Cut/Damaged roots Distance from trunk _______

Roo plae lifing Soil weakness

Response growth

Main concern(s)

Loadondefect N/A Minor Moderate Signican

Dead/Missing bark  Abnormal bark texture/color

Codominant stems  Included bark Cracks

Sapwood damage/decay Cankers/Galls/Burls Sap ooze 

Lightning damage Heartwood decay Conks/Mushrooms

Cavity/Nest hole _____ % circ. Depth _______ Poor taper

Lean _____° Corrected? ________________________________

Response growth

Main concern(s)

Loadondefect N/A Minor Moderate Signican

Client _______________________________________________________________ Date___________________ Time_________________

Address/Tree locaon _________________________________________________________ Tree no.____________ Shee _____ o _____

Tree species _________________________________________ dbh_____________ Height ___________ Crown spread dia. ____________

Assessor(s) __________________________________________ Time frame_____________ Tools used______________________________

Target Assessment
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Hisory o ailures_____________________________________________________________ Topography Flat Slope _________% Aspect _____

Site changes None Grade change Site clearing Changed soil hydrology Root cuts Describe_____________________________________

Soil conditons Limited volume Saturated Shallow Compacted Pavement over roots ______% Describe __________________________

Prevailing wind directon______ Common weaher Strong winds Ice Snow Heavy rain Describe______________________________

Tree Healh and Species Profle

Vigor Low Normal  High Foliage None (seasonal) None (dead) Normal _____% Chloroc _____% Necroc _____%
Pests_____________________________________________________ Abiotc ________________________________________________________

Species ailure profle Branches Trunk Roots Describe____________________________________________________________________

Load Factors

Wind exposure Protected Paral Full Wind funneling________________________ Relatve crown size Small Medium Large

Crown densiy Sparse Normal Dense Interior branches Few Normal Dense Vines/Misleoe/Moss _____________________
Recen or planned change in load acors _________________________________________________________________________________________

Tree Deecs and Conditons Aectng he Likelihood o Failure

Occupancy
rate
1–rare

2 – occasional
3 – frequent
4 – constant

Likelihood o ailureLikelihood o ailure

Basic Tree Risk Assessmen Form
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Site Factors

Targe zone
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Main concern(s)

Load on defect N/A Minor  Moderate Signican
Likelihood o ailure Improbable Possible Probable  Imminent 

Improbable Possible Probable ImminentImprobable Possible Probable Imminent

City of Medina 1/9/24 6:00p

116 Overlake Dr E, Medina WA 98039 T26 1 2

Coast Redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) 50.2" ~100' 40'

Andrew Crossett - PN7375A 3 year Camera, probe, diameter tape

N/A
Unlikely to fail without signficiant structural defects.

Normal PNW weather

Neighbors driveway

N N

Small SFR Demo





SFR on 122 (tree is 60' from east, south-east corner of home.) 4

Garage on 122 (tree is 42' south of garage) 3

Normal minor branch failures associated with wind events.



 



S  


N/A

 





Development of 116.

NN

Crown is healthy with no observable signficiant defects.





No defects observed. No defects observed.

 

 
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Matrix1.Likelihood matrix.

Likelihood
o Failure

Likelihood o Impactng Targe

Very low Low Medium High

Imminent Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely Very likely

Probable Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely

Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely

Improbable Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely
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Failure Impact
Failure & Impac

(fromMatrix 1)
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Risk
ratng
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(from

Matrix 2)Tree part

Likelihood o
Failure & Impac

Consequences o Failure

Negligible Minor Signifcan Severe

Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme

Likely Low Moderate High High

Somewha likely Low Low Moderate Moderate

Unlikely Low Low Low Low

Data Final Preliminary Advanced assessment neededNoYes-Type/Reason ________________________________________________

Inspecton limiatons None Visibility Access Vines Root collar buried Describe ___________________________________________

Noes, explanatons, descriptons

Mitgaton optons _____________________________________________________________________ Residual risk ________

____________________________________________________________________________________ Residual risk ________

____________________________________________________________________________________ Residual risk ________

____________________________________________________________________________________ Residual risk ________

Overall ree risk ratng Low Moderate High Extreme Work prioriy 1 2 3 4

Overall residual risk Low Moderate High Extreme Recommended inspecton inerval __________________

is datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) and is intended for use by Tree Risk Assessment Qualied (TRAQ) arborists – 2013

North
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Matrix2.Risk rating matrix.

Risk Caegorizaton
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2 None

LowEntire 
tree.

~100' 1 None~100'N/A

Low

Healthy tree. Good example of speci

Sewer was relined due to root impact. Driveway at 122 was recently rebu

owner is concerned the subject tree roots will damage it.

LowNo mitigation recommended.






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Lonnson Arbor Care 
2616 169th Street SE 
Bothell, WA  98012 

425-891-1741 
lonnson@juno.com 

  
August 7, 2023 
 
Steve Burnstead 
116 Overlake Dr. E 
Medina, WA  98039 
 

Re:  Tree Report for the address above (Parcel #9389700015).  
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
The purpose of this report is to identify and locate significant trees and determine their condition for 
construction on the property mentioned above.  The enclosed survey table documents the identification, 
measurements, credits, and condition of each significant tree.  This report also includes tree protection 
measures during development, mitigation for tree hazards in the shoreline setback, a site map of the 
property with tree locations, and the Tree Activity/Performance Worksheets.  The Tree Activity 
Worksheet reflects the tree credits prior to a 2019 Tree Removal Permit (TREE-19-046). 
 
On November 23, 2022, I provided a basic inspection of trees within and adjacent to the parcel mentioned 
above.  The trees were measured (diameter tape) and tagged with a number engraved metal strip.  The tag 
numbers correspond with the data in the following tree inventory table.  Tree trunks were measured 4 ½ 
feet from the ground which is known as the Diameter at Standard Height (DSH).  In the inventory table, 
the number in brackets is the total DSH for multiple trunks derived from the square root of the total 
diameter of all trunks; DSH = √[(DSH1)2 + (DSH2)2 + (DSH3)2 +…].  The City of Medina considers a 
significant tree to have a 6-inch DSH or greater. 
 
The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) is the radius around the trunk where construction activities and access 
are limited to protect the tree(s) and soil from damage, and to sustain tree health and stability.  The TPZ is 
determined by species, branch length from trunk (dripline), DSH, surrounding conditions, and slope.   
 
All trees have some level of risk associated with tree defects, or hazards.  Hazards are categorized into 
four types of risk assessed for a five-year period:  Improbable, possible, probable, and imminent.  
Improbable risk means the tree is stable, void of defects, and unlikely to fail under normal, and may not in 
extreme, weather conditions.  Possible risk means that failure is unlikely to occur in normal weather 
conditions but may be expected in extreme weather conditions.  Probable risk means failure may be 
expected under normal weather conditions.  Trees with imminent risk are in the act of failing and should 
be worked on as soon as possible. 
 
The health of the trees is defined as good, fair, and poor.  Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, or 
structural defect has good health.  Fair health describes a tree as having vigor but has defects such as 
disease, included bark, wood decay, weak structure, or root zone  issues (i.e., impervious surfaces, 
compacted soil, etc.) that may not be feasible for mitigation.  Poor health describes a tree that is dead, a 
state of decline, severely diseased, injured, or a hazard to surrounding property with no chance of 
recovery. 
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Tree Inventory Table: 
 
Tag # Species DSH Drip 

-line 
TPZ Health Tree 

Unit 
Condition 

T42* Red cedar 
Thuja plicata 

42.5” 17.0’ 25.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T52 Coast redwood 
Sequoia 
sempervirons 

13.4” 9.0’ 12.0’ Good .75 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T26 Coast redwood 50.2” 18.0’ 20.0’ Good 1.0 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T31 Red cedar 25.6” 14.0’ 20.0’ Good .75 Bark damage (9”x12”) with exposed 
sapwood near base. No signs of 
decay or disease. Improbable risk of 
tree failure. 

T32 W. hemlock 
Tsuga 
heterphyllum 

19.0” 15.0’ 18.0’ Good .75 Some dead branching. No signs of 
decay or disease. Improbable risk of 
tree failure. 

T33 Douglas fir 
Psuedotsuga 
menziesii 

24.9” 18.0’ 20.0’ Good .75 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T34 Hawthorn 
Crataegus 
monogyna 

9.9” 10.0’ 10.0’ Good .5 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T40 Sequoia 
Sequoiadendron 
giganteum 

41.5 16.0’ 20.0’ Good 1.0 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T43 W. hemlock 29.9” 
26.3” 

[39.8”] 

20.0’ 25.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 
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Tag # Species DSH Drip 
-line 

TPZ Health Tree 
Unit 

Condition 

T48 Douglas fir 25.5” 15.0’ 20.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T49 Cherry 
Prunus sp. 

12.0” 15.0’ 12.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T50 Leyland cypress 
Chamaecyparis 
leylandii 

7.2” 6.0’ 6.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T51** Douglas fir 22.0” 15.0’ 20.0’ Good N/A Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T2** Douglas fir 24.5” 18.0’ 20.0’ Good .75 Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, 
disease, or structural defects. 
Improbable risk of whole tree or 
large part failure. 

T1** Alaskan cedar 
Chamaecyparis 
nootkatensis 

19.0” 
16.0” 

[24.8”] 

15.0’ 20.0’ Fair .75 Tree has excessive lean at 30 and 35 
degrees to the east.  Bark damage 
(16”x24”) with exposed sapwood. 
Included bark between trunks. Root 
uplifting on the west side. Probable 
risk of tree failure. 

 
     * Tree in the Right-of-Way. 
   ** Trees in the Shoreline setback. 
000  Trees off-site. 
 
Tree Units After Removal Permit TREE-19-046: 
Tree Units for each tree are found under MMC 16.52.090.C.   
Required Tree Units for the lot is 8 [(20,526 ft2 / 1000) x .4 = 8.2].   
The total number of Tree Units within the property boundaries is 7.   
Pre-existing Tree Unit gap is 1 (8 – 7 = 1).   
The removal of trees T26, T31, T32, and T33 is 3.25 Tree Units equal to 3.0 net existing trees (8.0 
required Tree Units – 5.0 supplemental trees = 3.0). 
Supplemental tree requirement is 5 Tree Units (8 – 3.25 = 4.75). 
 
Required Supplement Trees: 
2 to replace 50.2” DSH tree = 1.0 Tree Unit 
2 to replace 25.6” DSH tree = 1.0 Tree Unit 
2 to replace 24.9” DSH tree = 1.0 Tree Unit 
1 to replace 19.0” DSH tree = 1.0 Tree Unit 
1 to fill pre-existing gap       = 1.0 Tree Unit 
Net existing Tree Units        = 3.0 Tree Units 
Total             = 8.0 Tree Units, or 8 supplemental trees (1 additional tree for the lot size 
and 7 tree replacements for the removals). 
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Tree Protection Plan: 
 
Protective fencing is required around the perimeters of the TPZ for each retained or group of 
trees during grading and construction.  Chain-link fencing is recommended to preserve the trees 
from soil disturbance due to machines, foot traffic, and materials.  Grading and construction 
should not be allowed within the TPZ of retained trees, unless described in this report. 
 
The placement for tree protection fencing is shown on the site map (page 8).  Trees T26, T32, 
T33, and T40 have irregular root zones because of the existing gravel driveway as the ingress 
and egress.  These trees have adapted to the current conditions and tree protection over the gravel 
driveway is not necessary when the driveway surface is not to be graded or disturbed. 
 
New Tree Plan & Recommendations: 
 
Native, conifer trees are preferred with the new tree planting requirements.  Some of the larger 
native evergreen (conifer) trees include Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga menziesii), Red cedar (Thuja 
plicata), Western hemlock (Tsuga heterphylla), Grand fir (Abies grandis), and Engelmann 
spruce (Picea Engelmanii).  New tree plantings recommended for this site includes Douglas fir, 
Red cedar, and Alaskan weeping cedar (Chamaecyparis nootkatensis) is a recommendation for 
tree replacements.  Proposed but not definite locations for the new tree plantings are shown on 
the site map (page 8). 
 
Ornamental native trees and near native trees more suited for landscape design may include 
Mountain hemlock (Tsuga mertensiana), Shore pine (Pinus contorta), Excelsior cedar (Thuja 
plicata ‘Excelsior’), and Pacific yew (Taxus brevifolia) for evergreen conifers.  Deciduous trees 
include Serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), Dogwood (Cornus nutellii or Cornus ‘Eddie’s 
White Wonder’), White oak (Quercus garryana), Pacific crabapple (Malus fusca), and Vine 
maple (Acer circinatum). 
 
The fall and winter seasons are the best time to plant new trees.  The root systems will grow 
during the fall and winter months in this region and be better established for the oncoming dry 
season.  New trees will need to be watered during their first couple of dry seasons.  Soaker hoses, 
drip systems, and water bags are the best and most efficient way to keep the new trees watered 
during the dry months. 
 
 
 
Shoreline Tree Hazard & Mitigation: 
 
Alaskan cedar T1 is within the shoreline setback and poses a hazard to neighboring property and 
may cause bulkhead damage.  Cedar T1 has increased its severe lean with little canopy 
correction for the past few years under my routine inspections.  The tree is experiencing active 
root failure.  Other health factors put the tree at high risk.  Pictures and ISA Hazard Assessment 
Form describes the tree’s condition on the following pages. 
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I question the viability of Cedar T1 and how to mitigate its risk without total removal to reduce 
impacts to the shoreline area.  So, removing the lower trunk or at least topping the lower trunk to 
reduce the leverage load on the root system is a suggested treatment, even though topping is not 
an acceptable ANSI Tree Maintenance guideline.  However, the tree will most likely recover 
from a topping cut.  The Cedar leans too much to be guided with stakes and cables.   
 
In addition to the pruning to alleviate leverage load, new tree plantings are recommended near 
the subject tree to ensure future canopy coverage.  For example, three new Alaskan weeping 
cedars (Chamaecyparis nootkatensis) of minimum height for replacement should Cedar T1 
eventually fail. 
 
Cedar T1 will require removal if topping the lower trunk cannot be accepted.  A tall portion of 
the trunk will need to remain to act as a “wildlife snag” if removal is the preference.  New 
Alaskan weeping cedars continue to be the preferred replacement trees. 
 
Please reply if you have questions. 
Thank you, 

 
Lonnie Olson, Owner 
ISA Certified Arborist (PN-5427A) exp. 12/31/2023 
Qualified Tree Risk Assessor (#697) exp. 7/23/2024 
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The Alaskan Cedar T1 is pictured 
on the left, taken at time of 
inspection July of 2022.  The cedar 
leans to the neighboring property 
at 30-35 degrees.  It targets the 
neighboring shoreline and dock.  
Tree failure at the root crown may 
damage the bulkhead. 
 
The bottom picture is a close-up of 
the tree’s trunk.  The red arrow 
shows the large open wound and 
dead wood that extends into the 
root collar.  Live wood around the 
wound has low vigor.  The root 
plate has signs of upheaval on the 
opposite side of the lean. 
 
Removal of the lower, southeast 
trunk (yellow arrow) will reduce 
the risk of whole tree failure. 
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Assumptions & Limiting Conditions 
 

1. Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct.  Any titles and 
ownerships to any property are assumed to be good and marketable.  No responsibility is 
assumed for matters legal in character.  All property is appraised or evaluated as though 
free and clear, under responsible ownership and competent management. 

2. All data has been verified insofar as possible; however, I can neither guarantee nor be 
responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others. 

3. I shall not be required to give testimony or attend court by reason of this report unless 
subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee. 

4. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report. 
5. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for 

any purpose by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior 
expressed written or verbal consent of the consultant. 

6. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report, nor copy thereof, shall be conveyed 
by anyone, including the client, to the public through advertising, news, sales, or other 
media, without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of the consultant particularly 
as to value conclusions, identity of the consultant, or any reference to any professional 
society or institute or to any initialed designation conferred upon the consultant as stated in 
my qualification. 

7. This report and values expressed herein represent the opinion of the consultant, and the 
consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting of a specified value, a 
stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be 
reported. 

8. Sketches, diagrams, 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. 

9. 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, excavation, probing, or coring.  There is no warranty or guarantee, 
expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the plants or property in question 
may not arise in the future. 
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Certification of Performance & Appraisal 
 
I, Lonnie Olson, certify that all the statements of fact in this report are true, complete, and correct 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that they are made in good faith. 
 
❑ I have personally inspected the trees and the property referred to in this report and have 

stated my findings accurately.  The extent of the evaluation or appraisal is stated in the 
attached report and the terms of assignment. 

❑ The analysis, opinions, and conclusions stated herein are my own and are based on current 
scientific procedures and facts. 

❑ No one provided significant professional assistance to me, except as indicated within the 
report. 

❑ My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion that 
favors the cause of the client or any other party nor upon the results of the assessment, the 
attainment of stipulated results, or the occurrence of any subsequent events. 

 
I further certify that I am a member in good standing with the International Society of 
Arboriculture.  I have been involved in the field of arboriculture in a full-time capacity for more 
than 26 years. 
  

 
Signed: ________________________________ 
 
 



Summary of Burnstead Tree Permits as submitted.  
 
TREE-19-046 – Initial Tree Activity Permit 
Permit Type: TREE-PERFORMANCE 
Parent Permit: D-19-013 (Demo Permit) 
Reviewing Arborist – Tom Early 
Submitted: 7/19/2019 
 

• 39 trees documented on-site in ATAP application totaling 37.25TU. 

• 24 trees proposed for removal totaling 23TU removed. 

• 14.25TU remained on-site. 

• *Required Tree Units = 19,988sqft/1,000 = 19.98 x .35 = 7TU 
 
TREE-23-018 – Second tree permit. (Includes subject Coast Redwood) 
Permit Type: TREE-WITH BUILDING/DEVELOPMENT 
Parent Permit: DEP00229 
Reviewing Arborist: Sean Dugan (initial) Andy Crossett (current) 
Submitted: 4/7/2023 
 

• 19 trees documented on-site in ATAP application totaling 14TU. 

• 14 trees proposed for removal totaling 10.25TU to be removed. 

• 3.75TU remaining. 

• *Required Tree Units = 20,526sqft/1,000 = 20.526 x .35 = 7.18 (rounded up to 8). 

• 3.75TU – 8.0(required) = -4.25TU deficit. 

• 17 supplemental trees proposed for replacement totaling 14.0TU 

• Sean reviewed and then sent a correction letter (provided on page 2) on 8/2/23. 

• The letter requested a separate permit application for the subject Coast Redwood. 

• I also sent a request for an updated ATAP application, excluding the Redwood, so it could be 
handled under the non admin tree activity permit. 

 
TREE-23-043 – Third tree permit for the removal of the Landmark Coast Redwood. 
Permit Type: TREE-NON-ADMIN TREE ACTIVITY PERMIT 
Parent Permit: DEP00229 
Reviewing Arborist: Andy Crossett 
Submitted: 8/24/2023 
 

• 1 50.2” coast redwood proposed for removal. 

• Requires 12 supplemental trees and $10,800 contribution to Medina tree fund. 
 
 
 
*Mr. Suver later informed me that the actual surveyed square footage of the site should be 19,960 
(per licensed survey), which would make the actual tree unit minimum for the site 7.0TU. 
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City of Medina 
Non-Administrative Tree Activity Permit  
Tree-23-043 

 

1. Letter of justification for removal of the tree from Leo Suver, President, Steve Burnstead 
Construction LLC. 
 

2. Letter of support, Lonnie Olson, ISA Certified Arborist, Lonnson Arbor Care 
 

3. Site Plan for Proposed Development 
 

4. Bellevue Sewer Utility records – 116 Overlake Dr 
 

5. 2019 Arborist Report 
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Lonnson Arbor Care 
2616 169th Street SE 

Bothell, WA  98012 

425-891-1741 
lonnson@juno.com 

 

December 26, 2023 

 

Tree Activity Permit 

TREE-23-043 

 

Re:  Planned removal of a legacy tree on 116 Overlake Dr, Medina WA.  
 

To The City of Medina, 

 

This letter addresses the justification of removing a Redwood tree (Sequoia sempervirens) over 

50 inches in diameter from the property mentioned above. 

 

Primarily, Redwood T26 is not suitable for preservation because of its location on the property.  

The tree stands on the front part of the skinny property where its critical root zone already takes 

up half of the lot width.  Therefore, this young Redwood will rapidly impact the ingress and 

create constant mitigation to structures and utilities. 

 

In addition, the tree disrupts the neighboring property to the north and a public utility. The root 

zone has been disturbed along the adjacent property because of driveway renovation.  Continued 

root zone disturbance on both sides of the tree is unavoidable.  The sewer line under the tree is 

also a concern for the tree’s preservation. 

 

In conclusion, the species and placement of this tree does not allow the sustainability of the 

properties around it because of its robust and expanding trunk and root system. Sustain 

 

Please reply if you have questions. 

 

Thank you, 

 
Lonnie Olson, Owner 

ISA Certified Arborist (PN-5427A) exp. 12/31/2026 

Qualified Tree Risk Assessor (#697) exp. 7/23/2024 











  

Lonnson Arbor Care 
2616 169

th
 Street SE 

Bothell, WA  98012 

425-891-1741 
lonnson@juno.com 

 

May 4, 2019 

 

Steve Burnstead 

116 Overlake Dr. E 

Medina, WA  98039 

 

Re:  Tree Report & Inventory for the address above.  
 

Dear Steve, 

 

On April 25, 2019, using a tree diameter tape, I inspected and tagged 43 significant trees on and 

adjacent to the above-mentioned property.  This report documents the location, identification, 

size and viability of each significant tree, detailed in the following survey table.  A site map of 

the property and the tagged trees is included on the last page. 

 

The City of Medina defines “significant” trees as having a minimum of 6-inch trunk Diameter at 

Standard Height (DSH = 54 inches from ground).  A percentage of significant trees will need to 

be retained, which will be described in further detail later in this report. 

 

In the following tree inventory table, the number within the brackets is the total DSH for 

multiple trunks derived from the total area in square inches; DSH = [√ (Area / π)] x 2.  The Limit 

of Disturbance (LOD) is the general radius around the trunk that should not be disturbed during 

grading and construction in order to preserve the root zone.  The LOD is determined by the tree 

species, its dripline, DSH, surrounding conditions, and slope.  A tree’s viability for retention 

depends on its likelihood for survival (> 10 years), and the various hazards or defects that would 

be detrimental to tree health, people, or property in the future. 

 

Hazard assessment is categorized into four types of risk within a five-year period: improbable, 

possible, probable, and imminent.  Improbable risk means the tree is stable, void of defects, and 

unlikely to fail under normal or severe weather conditions.  Possible risk means failure could 

occur but is unlikely under normal weather conditions.  Probable risk means the tree or part of 

the tree is very likely to fail within a given time.  Trees with imminent risk should be worked on 

as soon as possible. 

 

Some of the trees have a large root zone which may impede certain development.  Scenarios 

where the root zone may be disturbed, or is disturbed (i.e. compacted gravel driveway) will be 

described in further detail.  In any case, no development will be allowed beyond the threshold for 

root disturbance. 

 

 

 

 



 

Tree Inventory Table: 

 

Tag# 

 

Species DSH LOD Viable Condition 

T1 Alaskan cedar 

Chamaecyparis 

nootkatensis 

19.0” 

16.0” 

[24.8”] 

19.0’ Yes Open wound at the base of one trunk.  The 

trunks lean at 10 and 20 degrees to the east.  

Tree is possible for whole tree failure into 

the water due to its lean. 

T2 Douglas fir 

Psuedotsuga menziesii 

24.5” 19.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T3 Austrian pine 

Pinus nigra 

29.0” 22.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T5 Holly 

Ilex aquifolium 

13.2” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T6 Shore pine 

Pinus contorta 

6.2” 5.0’ Yes Tree has no signs of decay or disease.  The 

trunk leans at 15 degrees to the east. 

T7 Yellow poplar 

Liriodendron tulipifera 

20.2” 15.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Lower canopy pruned 

with proper cuts.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T8 Holly 13.1” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T50 Apple 

Malus sp. 

11.5” 9.0’ Yes Neighboring tree that has a dripline over the 

property.  Sturdy tree with no signs of 

structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T9 Portugal laurel 

Prunus lusitanica 

12.8” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of structural 

defects.  A spot of bleeding phytophthora 

exuding from the main trunk.  Possible 

whole tree failure. 

T10 Portugal laurel 12.2” 9.0’ Yes Tree has a 17 degree lean to the east, but no 

signs of decay or disease.  Improbable risk 

of failure. 

T11 Portugal laurel 13.5” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T12 Douglas fir 23.2” 17.0’ No Tree stands on the edge of a vertical dirt 

wall.  No signs of decay or disease.  

Possible whole tree failure.  Not viable due 

to surrounding condition. 

T13 Pine 

Pinus sp. 

9.6” 7.0’ No Tree stands on the edge of a vertical dirt 

wall with a >20 degree lean to the east.  No 

signs of decay or disease.  Probable whole 

tree failure.  Not viable due to surrounding 

condition. 

T51 English laurel 

Prunus laurocerasus 

9.2” 7.0’ No Tree has a contorted trunk and grows 

through decking material.  Grows from 

sloped earth under building structure.  Not 

viable due to surrounding conditions. 
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Tag# 

 

Species DSH LOD Viable Condition 

T52 Coastal redwood 

Sequoia sempervirens 

7.4” 6.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T14 Southern magnolia 

Magnolia grandiflora 

5.3” 5.0’ No Foliage is very thin from excessive shade.  

Top canopy is dead, most likely from 

drought stress.  Not viable due to poor 

health.  Probable risks for failure. 

T15 Cork-bark oak 

Quercus suber 

12.0” 9.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with an asymmetric canopy.  No 

signs of decay or disease.  Improbable risks 

for failure. 

T16 Coulter pine 

Pinus coulteri 

29.7” 23.0’ No Tree has a 15 degree lean with the very top 

canopy corrected.  Tree’s lean is evidence 

of movement/failure.  Probable risk for 

failure.  Not viable due to leaning condition. 

T41 Douglas fir 12.5” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T17 Douglas fir 18.5” 14.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T18 Douglas fir 18.9” 14.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T19 Southern magnolia 14.3” 11.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of disease.  Decay 

pocket in the trunk filled with concrete.  

Improbable risks for failure. 

T20 Shore pine 9.8” 7.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T22 Portugal laurel 12.9” 

8.6” 

[15.6”] 

12.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T23 Portugal laurel 13.5” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay and 

disease along the main trunk.  Top canopy 

broke resulting with poor connection of 

stem growth.  Possible large part breaking.  

Improbable whole tree failure. 

T24 Portugal laurel 9.5” - No Tree has uprooted and leaning on another 

tree.  Imminent failure. 

T25 Lawson cypress 

Chamaecyparis 

lawsoniana 

- - No Dead. 

T26 Coastal redwood 45.0” 30.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T27 Boulevard cypress 

Chamaecyparis 

pisifera 

11.5” 8.0’ No Tree is thin and etiolated from excessive 

shade.  Probable risk of whole tree failure 

due to windthrow if exposed.  Not viable 

due to susceptibility to windthrow. 
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Tag# 

 

Species DSH LOD Viable Condition 

T28 Douglas fir 12.5” 9.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T29 Douglas fir 17.8” 13.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T30 Pear 

Pyrus sp. 

8.2” 6.0’ Yes Tree leans with a poor root system.  No 

signs of decay.  Improbable risk of failure. 

T31 Red cedar 

Thuja plicata 

24.5” 18.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T32 Western hemlock 

Tsuga heterophylla 

18.1” 14.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T33 Douglas fir 22.9” 17.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T34 Hawthorn 

Crataegus monogyna 

9.9” 7.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T35 Holly 11.5” 

6.8” 

5.7” 

6.0” 

[15.8”] 

12.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T36 Cherry 

Prunus sp. 

10.5” 8.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Foliage and branching 

structure thin from excessive shade.  

Improbable risks for failure. 

T37 Douglas fir 15.2” 11.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T38 Douglas fir 17.3” 13.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T39 Douglas fir 12.6” 10.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T40 Sequoia  

Sequoiadendron 

giganteum 

39.0” 30.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

T42 Red cedar 42.5” 32.0’ Yes Sturdy tree with no signs of decay, disease, 

or structural defects.  Improbable risks for 

failure. 

 

The total DSH of viable trees within this property (excludes trees T50 and T42) is 561.3 inches.  

There is a total of 453.2 diameter inches of viable trees proposed to keep.  This is 81% retention 

of all viable significant trees within the property. 
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Retention Plan: 

 

The priority in tree retention should be to preserve trees that have connecting canopies.  The 

grouping of these trees, or known as a grove, will limit the dangers of isolated trees blowing 

down in strong winds. 

 

The total diameter of retained trees exceeds the minimum number of diameter inches set forth by 

the City of Medina per municipal code chapter 20.52.110.  81% of the trees, greater than 6 

inches DSH, can be retained. 

 

Retention Table: 

Tag # 

 

Species DSH  Tag # Species DSH 

T1 Alaskan cedar 24.8”  T20 Shore pine 9.8” 

T2 Douglas fir 24.5”  T22 Portugal laurel 15.6” 

T3 Austrian pine 29.0”  T23 Portugal laurel 13.5” 

T5 Holly 13.2”  T26 Redwood 45.0” 

T6 Shore pine 6.2”  T31 Red cedar 24.5” 

T7 Yellow poplar 20.2”  T32 Hemlock 18.1” 

T8 Holly 13.1”  T33 Douglas fir 22.9” 

T9 Portugal laurel 12.8”  T34 Hawthorn 9.9” 

T10 Portugal laurel 12.2”  T35 Holly 15.8” 

T11 Portugal laurel 13.5”  T36 Cherry 10.5” 

T17 Douglas fir 18.5”  T40 Sequoia 39.0” 

T18 Douglas fir 18.9”  T52 Redwood 7.4” 

T19 S. magnolia 14.3”     

 

Total retained DSH = 453.2 inches. 

 

 

Tree Protection Plan: 

 

Protective fencing is encouraged around the perimeters of the LOD for each retained tree, or 

grove of trees during grading and construction.  Chain-link fencing is recommended for tree 

protection to preserve the trees from soil disturbance due to machines, foot traffic, and materials.  

Grading and construction should not be allowed within the protected area of retained trees unless 

approved by a Certified Arborist. 

 

In order to maximize space for driveway and housing, with proper site conditions, development 

can encroach within the trees’ LODs.  30% disturbance of the outer root zones can be allowed.  

The outer root zone is the area around the tree from the LOD line and half the distance to the 

trunk.  For example, T26 can withstand the root disturbance on the outside of the protective 

fencing, displayed on the site map, last page.  The resulting root disturbance for T26 is less than 

30% of the root zone and not within the inner root zone.   
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I recommend the following if new trees are added to the landscaping plan.  Adding ornamental 

species of native trees may include Excelsior cedar (Thuja plicata ‘Excelsior’), Yew (Taxus sp.), 

and Mountain hemlock (Tsuga mertensiana) for evergreen conifer types.  Additional deciduous 

native species appropriate for the site include Serviceberry tree (Amelanchier alnifolia), Pacific 

dogwood (Cornus nutellii), Cascara buckthorn (Rhamnus purshiana), and Vine maple (Acer 

circinatum). 

 

Please reply if you have questions. 

 

Thank you, 

 
Lonnie Olson, Owner 

ISA Certified Arborist (PN-5427A) 

Qualified Tree Risk Assessor (#697)  
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Property Map:  116 Overlake Dr. E, Medina 98039. 
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