
 
 
 
 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING 
AGENDA 

Wednesday, June 8th, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. 
Municipal Building, 35 Cabarrus Avenue, West 

 
CALL TO ORDER  
   
ORDER OF BUSINESS  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
New Business: 
H-12-16 
Forest Hill UMC, c/o Robert Burrage, has submitted a Certificate of Appropriateness application in 
order to replace the asphalt shingle roof, on the Forest Hill United Methodist building located at 50 Elm 
Avenue, Northwest, with simulated-shingle metal roofing.  PIN 5621-60-4254 
 
H-13-16 
Alex Porter has submitted a Certificate of Appropriateness application in order to remove several trees, 
including a row of Leland Cypress, from the property located at 131 Union Street, North and implement a 
new landscaping plan.   PIN 5620-79-6237 
 
H-14-16 
Garret Cronin has submitted a Certificate of Appropriateness application in order to demolish the single-
family residential structure located at 243 Union Street, South.  5630-05-8779 
 
STAFF UPDATES/DISCUSSIONS 

 
 

ADJOURNMENT  
 

 
In accordance with ADA Regulations, please note that anyone who needs an accommodation to 
participate in the meeting should notify Development Services Department at 704/920-5152 at 
least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting. 
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                                                                                    Agenda Memorandum 
 Historic Preservation Commission 
DATE: June 8, 2016 
SUBJECT: 

Certificate of Appropriateness Request : H-12-16 
Applicant: Robert Burrage 
Location of Subject Property:   50 Elm Ave. NW 
Staff Report prepared by: Starla A. Rogers, Sr. Planner  

 
BACKGROUND (Exhibit A): 
 Property located in the North Union Street Historic District 
 Date of Construction:  Early to mid-1990’s 
 Classification:  Accessory structure not listed (Primary Structure is “Fill”) (Exhibit A) 
 Applicant has requested (Exhibit B) to remove the single roofing to be replaced with metal roofing designed 

to mimic shingle/slate roofing. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The subject property is the site of an approximately 10,500sf accessory building on the Forest Hill United 
Methodist Church campus.  It is currently used as a fellowship hall and was constructed on Elm Avenue in 
approximately 1993 behind the original Saint James Catholic Church building. Because of the relatively new 
age of the building, it is not listed in the Historic Inventory.  The old Catholic Church building was constructed in 
approximately 1955 and is listed as a “Fill” structure in the Historic Survey Inventory but is noted to exhibit 
traditional form, while maintaining contemporary design, in relation to the historic nature of the architecture.  
Part of the traditional design on the church is the slate roof.   
 
When the subject building was constructed in the 1990’s, the mansard roof was covered with asphalt shingles. 
Over the years the roof has begun to leak and has required various repairs.  The applicant has spoken with a 
contractor who has suggested a metal roof product, designed to mimic slate roofing similar to that on the old 
Catholic Church.  The applicant has submitted photographs (Exhibit D) of similar metal roofing panels on the 
subject mansard roof.  However, a brochure (Exhibit C) has also been submitted indicating the actual panels to 
be used that closely resemble slate (Stonecrest Slate Steel Shingles).  Samples of the proposed panels will also 
be provided for the Commission’s consideration at the meeting.  The color of metal will be gray and will be in a 
shade that most closely resembles the slate on the old Catholic Church roof. 
 

Attachments include: 
• Application 
• Location map 
• Photograph from the 2006 survey 
• Photos submitted by applicants 
• Material Brochure 

 
HISTORIC HANDBOOK DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Historic Handbook Chapter 4 – Local Standards 

• “Hardiplank and similar synthetic materials that replicate historic materials such as brick, wood, 
and clay:  Modern synthetic products are created to give the appearance of historic materials.  
The materials are historically inaccurate and should not be used on Contributing or Pivotal 
structures or as part of additions to those buildings.  Accessory buildings for Pivotal and 
Contributing structures should utilize the same siding and roof material as the primary structure.  If 
the primary structure is not Contributing or Pivotal, new accessory structures, such as detached 
garages or outbuildings, may utilize these materials. In any case, prefabricated storage buildings 
that are not visible from the street, may utilize synthetic materials (excluding vinyl, metal, or 
plastic) if they are equal to or under 144 square feet.” 
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Chapter 5 – Section 7 – Roofing 

• “Typical roofing materials used are tin, copper, slate, tiles, wood, and composition shingles.” 
 

• “The use of synthetic products that mimic historic materials are inappropriate in most circumstances 
including the replacement of historic materials and on Pivotal and Contributing structures.  These 
materials may be used on a case by case basis.” 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
1. The Historic Preservation Commission should consider the circumstances of this application for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness relative to the North and South Union Street Historic Districts Handbook and Guidelines 
and act accordingly. 

2. If approved, applicant(s) should be informed of the following: 

 City staff and Commission will make periodic on-site visits to ensure the project is completed as 
approved. 

 Completed project will be photographed to update the historic properties survey. 
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                                                                              Agenda Memorandum 
 Historic Preservation Commission 

DATE: June 8, 2016 
SUBJECT: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request : H-13-16 
Applicant: Alex Porter 
Location of Subject Property:  131Union Street, North (PIN 5620-79-6237) 
Staff Report prepared by: Starla A. Rogers, Sr. Planner  
 

BACKGROUND (Exhibit A): 
 Property located in the North Union Street Historic District (Exhibit A) 
 Date of Construction:  1940 
 Classification:  “Fill” 
 “Two-story, frame, late Colonial Revival style residence with full façade, two-story porch.” 
 Applicant has requested approval to remove 14 trees to be replaced with smaller shrubs and bushes. 

 

DISCUSSION: 
The applicant has requested (Exhibit B) to remove a row of evergreen trees from along the northwest property line 
(driveway side). There are a total of 14 trees as part of this request; 12 Leyland Cypress and 2 Deodar Cedars.  
According to the applicant the trees have outgrown their location, are too close to the home, and some are already 
declining in health. Included in the Commission’s packets are Tree Hazard Evaluations and photographs of each tree 
(Exhibit D).  Of the 14 trees, 3 have a Hazard Rating level that would permit staff level review and approval.   
However, the applicant does not want to plant similar species replacements for any of the 14 trees proposed for 
removal.  The applicant has instead proposed to replace the 14 trees with various species of bushes and shrubs (ex. 
Hydrangeas, Aucubas, Azaleas, Rhododendrons). Before and after site designs (Exhibit C) have been submitted, as 
well as a written description of the proposed replanting design (Exhibit B). 
    

                  Hazard Ratings: 
 
 

Attachments include: 
 Application 
 Location map 
 Site Plan 
 Photograph from the 2006 survey 
 Photos submitted by applicants 

 
 
 
HISTORIC HANDBOOK DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Historic Handbook section, Approval Requirement Needs: “Removal of healthy trees or pruning of limbs over six 
inches in diameter in any location on the property.” 

Chapter 5 – Section 8: Landscaping and Trees: 
• “Removal of healthy trees over the size of 6 inches in diameter (measured 4 feet above ground) or pruning of 

healthy tree limbs over 6 inches in diameter requires Historic Preservation Commission review and approval.”   
• “All trees that are removed should be replaced with a tree of similar species in an appropriate location unless 

no suitable location exists on the subject site.  Trees removed within street view must also have the stumps 
removed below ground level.” 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 
1. The Historic Preservation Commission should consider the circumstances of this application for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness relative to the North and South Union Street Historic Districts Handbook and Guidelines and 
act accordingly. 

2. If approved, applicant(s) should be informed of the following: 

 City staff and Commission will make periodic on-site visits to ensure the project is completed as approved. 
 Completed project will be photographed to update the historic properties survey. 

Tree # Hazard Rating  Tree # Hazard Rating 
1 4  8 4 
2 4  9 4 
3 4  10 4 
4 4  11 8 
5 4  12 8 
6 4  13 6 
7 4  14 5 















 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: North side of detached Garage __________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   1 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  18” ___ # of trunks:  1 Height: 45’ ______  Spread:15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☒ building 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 60%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒garage  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us

rogers
Typewritten Text
Exhibit D



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☐ moderate ☒ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☒ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and is causing damage to the roof line of the detached garage. This tree has no defects or risks 

beyond the normal for this species.  Bill Leake 
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Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   2 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  18” ___ # of trunks:  1 Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Foliage heavy in direction of lean _____________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   3 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  18” ___ # of trunks:  1 Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Foliage is heavy in direction of lean ___________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and foliage is heavy in direction of lean. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this 

species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   4 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  18” ___ # of trunks:  1 Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Foliage is heavy in direction of lean ___________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and foliage is heavy in direction of lean. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this 

species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   5 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  16” ___ # of trunks:  2 Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Foliage is heavy in direction of lean ___________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  M   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  M   
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and foliage is heavy in direction of lean. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this 

species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   6 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  16” ___ # of trunks: 3  Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Foliage is heavy in direction of lean ___________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  M   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  M   
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay L    
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and foliage is heavy in direction of lean. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this 

species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   7 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  10” ___ # of trunks: 3  Height: 40’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  M   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  M   
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and limbs are contacting edge of roof line. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for 

this species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
 
            

    

--------

- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   8 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  10” ___ # of trunks: 1  Height: 40’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☒ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and limbs are contacting edge of roof line. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for 

this species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
 
            

    

--------

- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: ___________________________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   9 _____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  16” ___ # of trunks: 2  Height: 45’ ______  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐  lights ☐  signage ☐  line-of-sight ☐  view ☐  overhead lines ☐  underground utilities ☐  traffic ☒  adjacent veg. ☒ fence  

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  S   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  S   
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☒ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location and limbs are contacting edge of roof line. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for 

this species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               2                   4 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
 
            

    

--------

- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: Closest to gate _______________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   10 ____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  1’ ____ # of trunks:  1 __  Height _______  Spread:  _____  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☐ minor asymmetry ☒ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☒ dominant ☐ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☐average ☒ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☐ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☐ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☒ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☒ intermittent use ☐ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      2                        4 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

LEAN:  3 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☐ moderate ☒ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    M 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree?   Replace?   Move target: NO  Other  ______________________________________________  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location. This tree has no defects or risks beyond the normal for this species.  Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          3              2               3                   8 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
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A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: Just outside gate _____________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   11 ____ Species:  Deodar Cedar (Cedrus deodara)______________________________________________________  

DBH:  3’ ____ # of trunks:  1    Height: 30’ _____  Spread: 20’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  90 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☐ mature ☒ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☒ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☐ average ☒ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☐average ☐ fair ☒ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☐average ☐ fair ☒ poor                                                                                     

  
Decay in the trunk 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☒ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☒ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☒ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☐ intermittent use ☒ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             3                       2                      3                        8 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: YES  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: YES When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  5 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: YES  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  Considerable decay in trunk ______________________  Lean severity: ☒ severe☐ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight     
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay M M   
Cavity L    
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark  M   
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs   L L 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure   M   

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Trunk   _______________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree: YES   Replace: YES     Replace in same location: NO            Move target: NO                                                   

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location. The co-dominate trunks do increase the probability of trunk failure impacting the adjacent property.  

Bill Leake 





 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          3              2               3                   8 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
 
            

    

--------

- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: Outside fence _______________________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________   

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   12 ____ Species:  Deodar Cedar (Cedrus deodara)______________________________________________________  

DBH:  3’ ____ # of trunks:  1    Height: 30’ _____  Spread: 20’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  90 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☐ mature ☒ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☒ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☐ average ☒ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☐average ☐ fair ☒ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☐average ☐ fair ☒ poor                                                                                     

  
Decay in the trunk 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☒ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☒ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☒ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☐ intermittent use ☒ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             3                       2                      3                        8 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: YES  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: YES When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  5 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: YES  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  Considerable decay in trunk ______________________  Lean severity: ☒ severe☐ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark     
Excessive end weight     
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay M M   
Cavity L    
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark  M   
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs   L L 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure   M   

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Trunk   _______________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree: YES   Replace: YES     Replace in same location: NO            Move target: NO                                                   

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has considerable decay in the lower trunk, leans towards the adjacent property, and is entangled in utility lines. I recommend 

removal. Bill Leake 









 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          2              1               3                   6 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
 
            

    

--------

- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: West of Cedar in driveway _____________________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   13 ____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  2’ ____ # of trunks:  2     Height: 35’ _____  Spread: 15’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☐ minor asymmetry ☒ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☒ young ☒ semi-mature ☐ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☒ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☐average ☒ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☐average ☒ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☒ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☒ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☐ traffic ☐ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☐ intermittent use ☒ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             2                       1                      3                        6 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  5 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors:  ____________________________________________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☒ moderate ☐ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  M   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  M   
Excessive end weight    M 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay  L   
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    L 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree: YES   Replace: YES     Replace in same location: NO     Move target: NO  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location. This tree is foliage heavy to the side that the trunk is leaning. It is entangled in utility lines and 

more exposed to wind than trees number 2 and 3. I recommend removal.  Bill Leake 







 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
HAZARD RATING: 

          1              1               3                   5 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
----- 
 
 
 
 
 
_ 
----_____ 
 
 
 
 
-- 
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- 

       

 

A  Guide to the Evaluation of Hazard Trees in Urban Areas 

TREE HAZARD EVALUATION FORM 
2nd Edition 

 

Site/Address: 131 Union St N______________________________________________  

Map/Location: Firs tree on right entering driveway ______________________________   

Owner: public  ________  private  X _______ unknown _________  other  __________  

Date:  04/28/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   14 ____ Species:  Leyland Cypress (Cupressus x leylandii) _______________________________________________  

DBH:  3’ ____ # of trunks:  2     Height: 45’ _____  Spread: 20’  __  

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☒ young ☒ semi-mature ☐ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☐ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal 

Foliage density: 

Annual shoot growth: 

 

Woundwood : 

 

Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  Epicormics?  NO                    Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small           ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☒ cables 

 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none Twig Dieback? YES          ☒  curb/pavement   ☐ guards 

  

☐ excellent ☐average ☒ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                                                                                     

  
_________________________________________________________________________ ______ 

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO  ☐ line clearing ☐ site clearing 

% dripline paved: 70%  Pavement lifted? NO  

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☒ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☒ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction: SW         ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☒ parking ☒ traffic ☒ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☒ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☐ intermittent use ☒ frequent use ☐ constant us



 Inspection period' 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                      3                        5 

 

annual biannual other 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID:_________________________________________________________ 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: NO When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☒ severe ☐ moderate ☐ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☒ moderate ☐ low 

LEAN:  2 deg. from vertical  ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected Soil heaving: NO   

Decay in plane of lean: NO  Roots broken: NO  Soil cracking: NO  

Compounding factors: Codominate trunks with included bark ______________  Lean severity: ☐ severe☐ moderate ☒ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks  M   
Multiple attachments     
Included bark  M   
Excessive end weight    L 
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay     
Cavity     
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs    L 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure      

HAZARD RATING 
Tree part most likely to fail: Branches   ____________________________ Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

     

    Size of part: 1 - <6" (15 cm); 2 - 6-18" (15-45 cm); 

                   3 - 18-30" (45-75 cm); 4 - >30" (75 cm)  

       Target rating: 1 - occasional use;  2 intermittent use; 

                      3 - frequent use;  4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT ________________________________________________________  

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Cable/Brace:  ___________________________________________  Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☐ aerial ☒ monitor 

Remove tree: YES   Replace: YES     Replace in same location: NO     Move target: NO  

Effect on adjacent trees: ☒ none ☐ evaluate 

Notification: ☐ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date: 04/28/16      

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

This tree has out grown its location. This tree is foliage heavy to the side that the co-dominate trunks are leaning. It is entangled in 

utility lines and more exposed to wind than trees number 2 and 3.   Bill Leake 
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                                                                              Agenda Memorandum 
 Historic Preservation Commission 

DATE: June 8, 2016 
SUBJECT: 
Certificate of Appropriateness Request : H-14-16 
Applicant:  Garret Cronin 
Location of Subject Property:  243 Union Street, South (PIN 5630-05-8779) 
Staff Report prepared by: Starla A. Rogers, Sr. Planner  
 

BACKGROUND (Exhibit A): 
 Property located in the North Union Street Historic District (Exhibit A) 
 Date of Construction:  1910 
 Classification:  “Contributing” 
 “Frame, one-story, double-pile cottage with hip roof.” 
 Applicant has requested demolition. 

 

DISCUSSION: 
243 Union Street, South (formally 245 Union Street, South) is the site of a one story cottage style home with a hip 
roof.  The subject property is currently vacant and on the market. The applicant has placed an offer on the home, 
pending approval from the Historic Preservation Commission to demolish the structure.  It is the applicant intends to 
demolish the structure (Exhibit B) due to disrepair and structural issues, to be eventually replaced with a new single-
family structure. 
 
The applicant has a background in engineering and construction.  After personal inspection of the home, he has found 
it to be unstable and unsuitable for repair.  City Code Enforcement officers also visited the site in recent months, 
compiling an overview of the home’s structural integrity (Exhibit C).  According to the letter submitted by Code 
Enforcement Manager, Robert Watson, the home has a settled foundation, floor system failure, roof damage, and 
both electrical and plumbing systems that are not up to Code.  Photographs (Exhibit E) of the inside and outside of 
the house have been submitted by Code Enforcement to illuminate the issues described in the evaluation.  
Photographs show holes in the floor, water damaged walls/ceilings/floors, collapsing ceiling joists, and a damaged 
foundation.  The report further states that it is Code Enforcement’s opinion that the home’s structural integrity has 
been so compromised and neglected that demolition is the best course of action. 
 
The applicant has not requested to remove any trees from the property.  However, the City’s Arborist visited the site 
to see how demolition would impact surrounding trees.  A Tree Hazard Evaluation and photographs (Exhibit F) have 
been submitted.  A 65ft tall Red Maple tree would be caused root damage if demotion, grading, and eventual new 
construction are permitted.  The tree would be at risk for decline and future failure.   
 
 

Attachments include: 
 Application 
 Location map 
 Site Plan 
 Photograph from the 2006 survey (Exhibit D) 
 Photos submitted by applicant 
 Letter/report from Code Enforcement 
 Tree Hazard Evaluation Form and Tree Photographs 
 

HISTORIC HANDBOOK DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 
 

Chapter 5 – Section 13: DEMOLITION 
“Demolition of any pivotal or contributing structure in any Historic District is undesirable.  Historic Preservation 
Commission approval is required for any demolition. 
 
In accordance with The City of Concord Zoning Ordinance - Historic Preservation Overlay Districts, Delay in 
Demolition, - states that an application for a Certificate of Appropriateness authorizing the demolition of a 
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building or structure within the District may not be denied. However, the effective date of such a certificate may 
be delayed for a period of up to 365 days from the date of approval.  The maximum period of delay 
authorized by this section shall be reduced by the Historic Preservation Commission where it finds that the owner 
would suffer extreme hardship or be permanently deprived of all beneficial use of or return from such property 
by virtue of the delay.  During such period, the Historic Preservation Commission may negotiate with the owner 
and other parties in an effort to find a means of preserving the building.  If the Historic Preservation 
Commission finds that the building has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of 
the District, it shall waive all or part of such period and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

 
 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
1. The Historic Preservation Commission should consider the circumstances of this application for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness relative to the North and South Union Street Historic Districts Handbook and Guidelines and 
act accordingly. 

2. If approved, applicant(s) should be informed of the following: 

 City staff and Commission will make periodic on-site visits to ensure the project is completed as approved. 
 Completed project will be photographed to update the historic properties survey. 



































































 

Fa i l u r e  +  S i z e  +  Ta rge t  =  Haza rd  
Potential  of part     Rating        Rating 

 ________  Immediate action needed 

________  Needs further inspection 

 ________  Dead tree 

 
RISK RATING: 

          1              1               3                   5 
------------  +----------+ -------------- = -------------
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 TREE RISK ASSESSMENT FORM  
 

Site/Address: 243 Union St S ______________________________________________  

Map/Location: Right side of lot ______________________________________________   

Owner: public:  _______  private:  X _______ unknown: ________  other:  __________  

Date:   5/24/16 ____  Inspector: Bill Leake ____________________________________  

Date of last inspection:  ___________________________________________________  

TREE CHARACTERISTICS _________________________________________________  

Tree #:   1 _____ Species:  Red Maple (Acer rubrum) ___________________________________________________________  

DBH: 6’    # of trunks: 1       Height:65’     Spread: 45’ 

Form: ☐ generally symmetric ☒ minor asymmetry ☐ major asymmetry ☐ stump sprout ☐ stag-headed 

Crown class: ☐ dominant ☒ co-dominant ☐ intermediate ☐ suppressed 

Live crown ratio:  95 %  Age class: ☐ young ☐ semi-mature ☒ mature ☐ over-mature/senescent 

Pruning history: ☐ crown cleaned ☐ excessively thinned ☐ topped ☒ crown raised ☐ pollarded ☐ crown reduced ☒ flush cuts  

☐cabled/braced ☐ none ☐ multiple pruning events   Approx. dates:  _____________________________________________  

Special Value: ☐ specimen ☒ heritage/historic ☐ wildlife ☐ unusual ☐ street tree ☐ screen ☐ shade ☐ indigenous ☐ protected by gov. agency 

TREE HEALTH __________________________________________________________  

Foliage color. ☒ normal                        

Foliage density:                    

Annual shoot growth: 

             Woundwood : 

 

             Vigor class: 

  _____________________________________________          ☐ excellent   ☒ average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

Major pests/diseases:    

☐ chlorotic ☐ necrotic  ☒ Epicormics                   Growth obstructions: 

☒normal      ☐sparse      Leaf size: ☒ normal ☐ small              ☐ stakes ☐ wire/ties ☐ signs ☐ cables 

☐ excellent ☒ average ☐ poor ☐ none    Twig Dieback:  ☒         ☐  curb/pavement   ☒ Retaining walls 

  

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor 

     

☐ excellent ☒average ☐ fair ☐ poor                        

  

None  

SITE CONDITIONS ______________________________________________________  

Site Character: ☒ residence ☐ commercial ☐ industrial ☐ park ☐ open space ☐ natural ☐woodland/forest 

Landscape type: ☐ parkway ☐ raised bed ☐ container ☐ mound ☐ lawn ☒ shrub border ☐ wind break 

Irrigation: ☒ none ☐ adequate ☐ inadequate ☐ excessive ☐ trunk wetted 

Recent site disturbance? NO ☐ construction   ☐ soil disturbance   ☐ grade change     ☐ herbicide treatment   

% dripline paved: 0%   Pavement lifted:     

% dripline w/ fill soil: 0%  

% dripline grade lowered: 0%  

Soil problems: ☐ drainage ☐ shallow ☐ compacted ☐ droughty ☐ saline ☐ alkaline ☐ acidic ☐ small volume ☐ disease center ☐ history of fail 

☒ clay ☐ expansive ☐ slope  ______ ° aspect:  __________  

Obstructions: ☐ lights ☐ signage ☐ line-of-sight ☐ view ☐ overhead lines ☐ underground utilities ☐ traffic ☐ adjacent veg. ☐ _________   

Exposure to wind: ☐ single tree☐ below canopy ☐ above canopy ☐ recently exposed ☒ windward, canopy edge ☐ area prone to windthrow 

Prevailing wind direction:   SW       ____  Occurrence of snow/ice storms ☐ never ☒ seldom ☐ regularly 

TARGET_______________________________________________________________  

Use Under Tree:☒ building☐ parking ☒ traffic ☒ pedestrian ☐ recreation ☐ landscape ☐ hardscape ☐ small features ☒ utility lines 

Can target be moved? NO  Can use be restricted? NO  

Occupancy: ☐ occasional use ☐ intermittent use ☒ frequent use ☐ constant use 



 

Failure Potential + Size of Part + Target Rating = Hazard Rating 

             1                       1                       3                        5 

 

TREE DEFECTS _____________________________________________________________  

ROOT DEFECTS: 

Suspect root rot: NO  Mushroom/conk/bracket present: NO     ID: 

Exposed roots: ☐severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Undermined: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

Root pruned:  _____  distance from trunk Root area affected:  ___ % Buttress wounded: ☐ When: _________________  

Restricted root area: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low Potential for root failure: ☐ severe ☐ moderate ☒ low 

LEAN:  4 deg. from vertical ☒ natural ☐ unnatural ☐ self-corrected   ☐ Soil heaving:   

Decay in plane of lean: ☐ Roots broken: ☐ Soil cracking: ☐ 

Compounding factors:      Lean severity: ☐ severe☐ moderate ☒ low  

CROWN DEFECTS: Indicate presence of individual defects and rate their severity (s = severe, m = moderate, l = low) 

DEFECT ROOT CROWN TRUNK SCAFFOLDS BRANCHES 

Poor taper     
Bow, sweep     
Codominants/forks     
Multiple attachments     
Included bark   M  
Excessive end weight     
Cracks/splits     
Hangers     
Girdling     
Wounds/seam     
Decay L L   
Cavity  L   
Conks/mushrooms/bracket     
Bleeding/sap flow     
Loose/cracked bark     
Nesting hole/bee hive     
Deadwood/stubs   L L 
Borers/termites/ants     
Cankers/galls/burls     
Previous failure    L  

HAZARD RATING ___________________________________________________________  
 

Tree part most likely to fail:  Scaffolds ___________________________________________________________________________  

Failure potential: 1 - low: 2 - medium; 3 - high; 4 - severe 

Size of part: 1 - <6"    2 - 6-18"   3 - 18-30"    4 - >30"   

Target rating: 1 - occasional use    2 -intermittent use   3 - frequent use   4 - constant use 

HAZARD ABATEMENT 

Prune: ☐ remove defective part ☐ reduce end weight ☒ crown clean ☐ 

thin ☐ raise canopy ☐ crown reduce ☐ restructure ☐ shape 

Inspect further ☐ root crown ☐ decay ☒ aerial ☐ monitor 

☐ Cable/Brace    ☐ Remove tree  ☐ Replace with similar species in same location   ☐ Alternate replacement location available        

Effect on adjacent trees: ☐ none ☒ evaluate 

Notification: ☒ owner ☒ manager ☐ governing agency          Date:     5/24/16 __________________  

COMMENTS  _______________________________________________________________  

The described demolition, grading and new construction will all impact the root system of this tree. The effects of this root damage 

could be minimal, causing slow decline in vigor. If a large percentage of supporting roots are severed, high winds, ice, or snow could 

cause the complete uprooting of this tree. Removal should be considered if demolition is allowed. 

Bill Leake 
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Map Disclaimer
These maps and products are 
designed for general reference only, 
and data contained herein is subject 
to change.  The City of Concord 
makes no warranty of merchantability 
or fitness for any purpose, express or 
implied, and assumes no legal 
responsibility for the information 
contained therein.  Data used is from 
multiple sources   -   with various 
scales and accuracies.   Additional 
research, such as field surveys, may 
be needed to determine actual conditions.

City of Concord, NC
Business & Neighborhood Services
Geographic Information Systems

Coordinate System - NC State Plane NAD83
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