
 

750 Sixth Street South | Kirkland, WA 98033 

P 425.822.5242 | f 425.827.8136 | wate rshed co .c om  

June 11, 2020 

Leif Anderson  

425-672-4963  

Via email: L.AndersonArchitecture@gmail.com 

 

Re:  Arborist Assessment   

The Watershed Company Reference Number: 200604 

Dear Leif: 

We are pleased to present the findings of our tree assessment for the property at 7254 North 

Mercer Way (parcel #5315100056) in Mercer Island, WA. Jake Robertson, an ISA Certified 

Arborist© with The Watershed Company, visited the subject property on June 8, 2020 to assess 

the trees on the subject parcel following the construction of a new single-family home. This 

assessment was requested by the City of Mercer Island to determine if retained trees have been 

negatively affected by construction. Anderson Architecture provided a site plan, dated March 5, 

2020, which showed surveyed trees and trees proposed to be removed.  

This letter summarizes the findings of the study. The following documents are enclosed:  

• Annotated Tree Map 

• Tree Risk Assessment Form 

Study Area  

According to King County iMap, tax parcel #5315100056 is approximately 0.3 acres in size and 

zoned Single Family (R-12). The study parcel is currently under construction with a new home 

and associated landscape improvements. The parcel is bordered by single family parcels to the 

north, west, and east, and North Mercer Way to the south (see Figure 1).  

https://www.watershedco.com/
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Figure 1. Vicinity map showing the approximate location of the project site and study area (outlined in 

yellow). (Image courtesy of King County iMap, 2019) 

Methods  

All significant trees in the project area were identified and assessed in the field using a Level I 

Visual Assessment according to International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) standards to collect 

species, diameter, height, canopy radius, and condition. Per Mercer Island City Code (MICC) 

19.10.010, a significant tree is at least ten inches in diameter when measured at four-and-a-half 

feet above ground level. Assessed trees were not tagged but identified on the enclosed 

annotated tree survey.  

Diameter: The diameter at breast height (DBH) of all subject trees was measured at four-and-a-

half feet above the ground surface using a graduated metal logger’s DBH tape.  

Canopy Radius: Canopy radius, also known as dripline, was measured from the trunk to the 

outermost branch tips by estimating a vertical line to the ground. For trees with uneven crowns, 

the average of two opposite radii was estimated. 
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Condition: The condition rating was assessed in accordance with ISA and Council of Tree and 

Landscape Appraisers (CTLA) standards. Ratings were based on the species and current 

conditions, and considered each tree’s health, structural integrity, and form. Each tree was 

given a rating from one through six (Excellent – Dead) as summarized below in Table 1. 

Table 1. Assessment of plant condition considers health, structure, and form. Each may be described 
in rating categories that will be translated into a percent rating. (CTLA 2018) 

Rating 
Category 

Condition Components 
Percent 
Rating 

Health Structure Form  

Excellent - 1 

High vigor and nearly 
perfect health with little 
or no twig dieback, 
discoloration, or 
defoliation. 

Nearly ideal and free of 
defects. 

Nearly ideal for the 
species. Generally 
symmetric. Consistent 
with the intended use. 

81% to 
100% 

Good - 2 

Vigor is normal for 
species. No significant 
damage due to diseases 
or pests. Any twig 
dieback, defoliation, or 
discoloration is minor. 

Well-developed structure. 
Defects are minor and can 
be corrected. 

Minor 
asymmetries/deviations 
from species norm. 
Mostly consistent with 
the intended use. 
Function and aesthetics 
are not compromised. 

61% to 80% 

Fair - 3 

Reduced vigor. Damage 
due to insects or diseases 
may be significant and 
associated with 
defoliation but is not likely 
to be fatal. Twig dieback, 
defoliation, discoloration, 
and/or dead branches 
may compromise up to 
50% of the crown. 

A single defect of a 
significant nature or 
multiple moderate defect. 
Defects are not practical 
to correct or would 
require multiple 
treatments over several 
years. 

Major 
asymmetries/deviations 
from species norm 
and/or intended use. 
Function and/or 
aesthetics are 
compromised.  

41% to 60% 

Poor - 4 

Unhealthy and declining in 
appearance. Poor vigor. 
Low foliage density and 
poor foliage color are 
present. Potentially fatal 
pest infestation. Extensive 
twig and/or branch 
dieback. 

A single serious defect or 
multiple significant 
defects. Recent change in 
tree orientation. 
Observed structural 
problems cannot be 
corrected. Failure may 
occur at any time. 

Largely 
asymmetric/abnormal. 
Detracts from intended 
use and/or aesthetics to 
a significant degree. 

21% to 40% 

Severe - 5 
Poor vigor. Appears dying 
and in the last stages of 
life. Little live foliage.  

Single or multiple severe 
defects. Failure is 
probable or imminent.  

Visually unappealing. 
Provides little or no 
function in the landscape.  

6% to 20% 

Dead - 6    0% to 5% 
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Results  

At the time of the site visit on June 8, 2020, three significant trees were found on the property 

and are summarized below in Table 2. The site plan proposed retaining five significant trees 

and removing six significant trees to construct the residence.    

Table 2. Summary of significant trees within the study area. 

Tree 
# 

Scientific Name /  
Common Name 

DBH 
(inches) 

Height 
(feet) 

Canopy 
radius 
(feet) 

Condition 

1 Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas-fir)  31.1 55 20 Fair 

2 Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas-fir) 44.5 100 25 Fair 

3 Arbutus menziesii (Pacific madrone) 15.5 40 7 Severe 

 
Trees #1 & #2 –  Pseudotsuga menziesii  (Douglas-fir)   

Trees #1 and #2 are mature P. menziesii in Fair condition. Tree #1 has a DBH of 31.1 inches and 

had been topped prior to construction, as no recent cuts are found on the stem. The stem is 

covered with large amounts of running sap and has a dead branch on the lower canopy 

approximately 15-feet off the ground. At ground level, the tree is rooted approximately 20 to 25 

feet from a retaining wall and where construction of the home began. Tree #2 has a DBH of 44.5 

inches and has a height of approximately 100 feet. As with Tree #1, Tree #2 has sap running 

down the stem but does not have any noticeable deadwood within the canopy. This tree is 

rooted next to Tree #1 and is 20 to 25 feet from the same retaining wall. It is possible that some 

critical roots have been cut from both trees; however, it is believed that construction impacts 

sustained thus far will not lead to decline and tree death.  
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Tree #3 –  Arbutus menziesi i  (Pacif ic madrone)   

This madrone contains approximately five to ten percent of live foliage in its canopy, with a 

DBH of 15.5 inches and an estimated height of 40 feet (see Figure 3). This tree is dying and at 

risk of failing and striking the new home. Selective pruning and crown cleaning would not be 

effective in minimizing the risk and the tree is recommended for removal. Construction may be 

the cause of death as the tree is rooted approximately 10 feet from the retaining wall and 

excavation and many of the critical roots have been lost.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Tree #3 is an A. menziesii in severe condition with a substantial lean towards the new 
home. 

Figure 2. Two Douglas-firs are growing on the west side of the property. Tree #1 is on the left (with dead 
branches) and Tree #2 is on the right (with a full crown). 
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Missing Trees #4 & #5  

On the survey, two trees were identified for retention in the backyard, to the east of the new 

residence. The DBH of these trees was recorded as 12 and 18 inches, but these trees have been 

removed. Below are photographs of the backyard where the trees were previously located 

(Figure 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment  

Replacement Trees 

Per Mercer Island City Code (MICC 19.10.060(A)), a minimum of 30 percent of existing trees 

need to be retained during the construction process. The survey provided by Anderson 

Architecture identified 11 significant trees on site prior to construction. To comply with code, 

3.3 trees (rounded to 4) significant trees needed to be retained. Currently, only three significant 

trees are growing on the property. The City will require the client to provide replacement trees 

at a ratio that is dependent on the DBH of the removed trees. See Table 3 below. 

Table 3. Tree retention ratios for removed trees on Mercer Island. 

Diameter of removed tree Number of replacement trees required 

Less than 10 inches 1 

10 inches up to 24 inches 2 

24 inches up to 36 inches 3 

Figure 4. Two additional significant trees were proposed to be retained in this location. 



Arborist Assessment 
7254 N. Mercer Way 

June 2020 
Page 7 

More than 36 inches and any exceptional tree(s) 6 

According to the DBH measurements on the survey, a total of six additional replacement trees 

in addition to the planned replacement trees in the original permit plan. Mercer Island specifies 

that replacement trees should primarily be native to the Pacific Northwest, conifers should be at 

least six feet tall, and deciduous trees should be at least 1.5 inches in diameter (MICC 19.10.070). 

In lieu of tree replacement, a fee can be paid to the City when approved by the city arborist. 

The fee shall cover the cost including labor, materials, and maintenance for each replacement 

tree and is determined by the most current Guide for Plant Appraisal by CTLA. 

Tree Risk Assessment  

Tree #3 has declined into a hazardous state that is at risk of failing and striking the newly 

constructed home. Destruction of critical roots from excavation is the most likely cause of this 

decline and removal is the only mitigation option recommended. Enclosed within this report is 

a completed Tree Risk Assessment Form completed by TRAQ certified Arborist Kyle Braun. 

Replacement of hazardous trees follow the same replacement ratio as healthy tree removals. 

Tree Protection During Construction  

To promote the health and longevity of the remaining trees with potential impacts from 

development, the arborist recommends implementing the following tree protection practices:  

• Tree protection fencing: Small, orange fencing can be seen outside the driplines of the 

trees but it has collapsed and can be easily missed. This should be replaced with a fence 

that is approximately 6-feet in height and more visible with signs clearly stating “Tree 

Protection Area”.   

• Minimize root zone disturbance: All construction activities, including staging and 

driving machinery, should be located outside of the dripline. If temporary impacts 

within the dripline are unavoidable, the arborist recommends using one of the following 

temporary measures to minimize soil compaction and root damage: 

o Install six inches of wood chip mulch within the dripline. 

o Lay down a ¾-inch thick plywood sheet over at least four inches of wood chip 

mulch. 

The plywood and all mulch over four-inches thick must be removed after the temporary 

disturbance is finished. 
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• Maintenance during construction: Protected trees will benefit from access to water 

during construction, especially during the dry, summer months.  

• Maintenance post-construction: The impacts of construction are stressful to trees, which 

may not show the signs of stress for up to five to ten years after being impacted. Apply 

four inches of wood chip mulch within the dripline (keep mulch 12 inches away from 

trunks). Additionally, apply one to two inches of water to the root zones each month in 

the summer (June to September) for the next two to three years to help the trees 

regenerate roots and acclimate to their new conditions.  

• Monitoring: After construction is complete, the tree protection fencing can be removed. 

Any branches accidentally broken during construction should be pruned. An ISA 

certified arborist should monitor the trees once a year for five years to perform a tree 

risk assessment and provide management recommendations for the trees post-

construction as the trees recover from the impacts of construction. 

Limitations to the Study  

The findings of this report are based on the best available science and are limited to the scope, 

budget, and site conditions at the time of the assessment. Although the information in this 

report is based on sound methodology, internal physical flaws (such as cracking or root rot) or 

other conditions that are not visible cannot be detected with this limited basic visual screening. 

Trees are inherently unpredictable. Even vigorous and healthy trees can fail due to high winds, 

heavy snow, ice storms, rain, age, or other causes.  

This report is based on the current observable conditions and may not represent future 

conditions of the trees. Changes in site conditions, including clearing and grading, will alter the 

condition of remaining trees in a way that is not predictable. The conclusions contained within 

this report have been made for permitting purposes only and are not intended for tree risk 

assessment purposes.   
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Sincerely, 

 
Jake Robertson 

ISA Certified Arborist© 

 

April Mulcahy, Ecological Designer & ISA 

Certified Arborist© 

Enclosures: Annotated Tree Map & Tree Risk Assessment Form 
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_____________________________________________________________   Topography Flat  Slope  _________%  Aspect _____

Site changes  None   Grade change   Site clearing   Changed soil hydrology   Root cuts   Describe _____________________________________
 Limited volume   Saturated   Shallow   Compacted   Pavement over roots  ______%  Describe __________________________

______ Common weather  Strong winds  Ice   Snow   Heavy rain    Describe______________________________

Vigor  Low   Normal   High           None (seasonal)         None (dead)  
_________________________________________________  _______________________________________________________ 

Branches   Trunk   Roots    Describe ____________________________________________________________________
Load Factors 
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         Site Factors

Load on defect N/A  Minor       Moderate 
 Improbable  Possible  Probable    Imminent 

Load on defect N/A  Minor       Moderate 
 Improbable  Possible  Probable    Imminent 

Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/A  Minor       Moderate 
 Improbable  Possible  Probable    Imminent 

Dead/Missing bark  Abnormal bark texture/color 
Codominant stems   Included bark  Cracks 
 Sapwood damage/decay       Cankers/Galls/Burls  Sap ooze 
Lightning damage      Heartwood decay  Conks/Mushrooms 
Cavity/Nest hole _____ % circ.         Depth _______ Poor taper 
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Response growth  
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Collar buried/Not visible        Depth________          Stem girdling 
Dead                             Decay Conks/Mushrooms 
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Cracks        Cut/Damaged roots  Distance from trunk _______

   Soil weakness 

Response growth

Load on defect N/A  Minor       Moderate 
 Improbable  Possible  Probable    Imminent 

Part Size Fall Distance

Part Size Fall Distance
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This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) — 2017
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Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
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