
 
BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 
Appeal of           Appeal No. 22-065 
600 ALVARADO STREET HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, ) 
                                                                     Appellant(s) )  
 ) 
vs. )    
 ) 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS                                         ) 
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY,  ) 
 Respondent  
 
 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on September 13, 2022, the above named appellant(s) filed an appeal with the 
Board of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), 
commission, or officer.  
 
The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE, on September 7, 2022, of a Public 
Works Order (DENIAL of an application to remove two Monterey Cypress trees, one a street tree within the public righ-
of-way and one a significant tree on private property; the trees do not pose a high or moderate risk of failure) at 600 
Alvarado Street. 
 
APPLICATION NO. Order No. 207050 
 
FOR HEARING ON October 19, 2022 
 
Address of Appellant(s):                  Address of Other Parties:  

 
600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association, 
Appellant(s) 
c/o Elizabeth Strutzel, Agent for Appellant(s) 
600 Alvarado Street, Apt 4 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
 
 

 
N/A 
 
 
 

 
 



      Date Filed: September 13, 2022 
 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  
BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT FOR APPEAL NO. 22-065     
 
I / We,  600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association, hereby appeal the following departmental action: 

ISSUANCE of Public Works Order No. 207050 (DENIAL of an application to remove two trees)  which was issued 

or became effective on: September 7, 2022, to: 600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association, for the property 

located at: 600 Alvarado Street.  
 

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:  
 
The Appellant may, but is not required to, submit a one page (double-spaced) supplementary statement with this Preliminary 
Statement of Appeal. No exhibits or other submissions are allowed at this time. 
 
Appellant's Brief is due on or before:  4:30 p.m. , September 29,  2022, (no later than three Thursdays prior to the hearing 
date). The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be double-spaced with a minimum 12-point 
font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org chris.buck@sfdpw.org 
 
Respondent's and Other Parties' Briefs are due on or before: 4:30 p.m. on October 13, 2022, (no later than one Thursday 
prior to hearing date).  The brief may be up to 12 pages in length with unlimited exhibits.  It shall be doubled-spaced with a 
minimum 12-point font.  An electronic copy shall be emailed to: boardofappeals@sfgov.org, julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org 
beth@strutzel.com 
 
Hard copies of the briefs do NOT need to be submitted to the Board Office or to the other parties. 
 
Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2022, 5:00 p.m., Room 416 San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place.  The parties may also attend remotely via Zoom.  Information for access to the hearing will be provided before the 
hearing date. 
 
All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the briefing 
schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any changes to the briefing schedule.  
 
In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should email all 
documents of support/opposition no later than one Thursday prior to hearing date by 4:30 p.m. to boardofappeals@sfgov.org.  
Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will become part of the public 
record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.  
 
Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal, including letters 
of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing. All such materials are 
available for inspection on the Board’s website at www.sfgov.org/boa. You may also request a hard copy of the hearing 
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.  
 
 
 
The reasons for this appeal are as follows:  
See attachment to the preliminary Statement of Appeal. 
 

Appellant or Agent: 
 

Signature: Via Email  
 

Print Name: Elizabeth Strutzel, agent for appellant 

mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/boa


Board of Appeals Brief Order No 207050              Date:  September 13, 2022   

The 600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association wishes to appeal the decision on the Permit to 

remove a City Tree and a Significant Tree as referenced in Order No 207050 for the following 

reasons:  

1.  Potential for personal injury and/or property damage caused by a failure in either or both 

trees.  This is based on the Risk Assessment report by Bartlett Tree Experts.  

2. Even if only a portion of one of the trees fails, the risk of personal injury and/or property 

damage is real:  The trees are very large, near residential buildings, and at the busy vehicle 

and pedestrian corner of Castro and Alvarado.  

3. Concern that the City will not sufficiently maintain the City Tree:  evidenced by their own 

admission that they have not kept up the planned maintenance schedule; and that the only 

maintenance done on the City Tree since 2017 has been pruning away from the low voltage 

lines running through the branches.  The City has verbally indicated it will not take Bartlett 

Tree Experts’ recommendation to replace the cable currently holding two large trunks 

together on the City Tree.  

4. Climate change may accelerate the deterioration of the trees, increasing risk over time.  If the 

City cannot provide frequent monitoring, increased risk of failure may go unaddressed.   



  San Francisco Public Works 
 General – Director’s Office 

49 South Van Ness Ave., Suite 1600 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

        (628) 271-3160    www.SFPublicWorks.org 

 

Public Works Order No: 207050 

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Wednesday, August 3, 2022, commencing at 10:00 AM via 
teleconference to consider several items related to tree removals. The hearing was held through 
videoconferencing to allow remote public comment. 
 
The hearing was to consider Order No. 206855 (permit no. 792604), the removal of one (1) street tree adjacent 
to, and one (1) significant tree on the property at 600 Alvarado St. Public Works staff denied the removal and 
the applicant appealed. 
 
Findings: 
The Department’s presentation was made by Susan Nawbary, with the Bureau of Urban Forestry. 
 
The property owner submitted a tree removal permit application (no. 792604) for the removal of both Monterey 
cypress trees because they believe the two trees have become a hazard. 
 
In summary, the Bureau of Urban Forestry denied the removal with replacement of two Monterey cypress trees: 
one, a street tree within the public right-of-way, and another tree, a significant tree on private property. Ms. 
Nawbary stated that the two trees did not pose a high or moderate risk of failure, and that the city believes the 
benefits of both trees outweigh the current, limited risks. 
 
Ms. Nawbary presented a chart detailing the consulting arborist’s list of tree defects that were referenced along 
with the Bureau’s responses to each defect and stated that any decay pockets found at the base of the trees 
were not extensive, that the structure of both trees was typical for this species, and neither tree had a history of 
failure. The overall vigor of both trees is good and the structure of both trees is good to fair. 
 
Ms. Nawbary thanked the property owners for maintaining both trees for a long time and for being stewards of 
the urban forest. She acknowledged that property owners who maintain large trees contribute to the urban 
forestry canopy goals, and while the property owner is no longer responsible for maintaining the street tree as 
of July 1, 2017, the property owner is still responsible for maintaining the “significant” Monterey cypress tree, 
which was in good condition and receives the same considerations and review as if it were a street tree in the 
public right-of-way.  
 
The two trees provide a wide range of environmental, social, and economic benefits and retaining them furthers 
San Francisco’s urban forestry goals. The citizens of San Francisco value street trees and significant trees and 
approval to remove the trees at this time, while the trees remain in good condition, would not be consistent 
with the Department’s mission to enhance and protect the urban forest. 
 
Recommendation: 
After consideration of correspondence and testimony provided, the recommendation is to deny the request to 
remove two Monterey cypress trees, one a street tree within the public right-of-way and one a significant tree 
on private property. The owner should continue to monitor the condition of the significant tree and the Bureau 
of Urban Forestry will continue to monitor the condition of the street tree. 

 

DocuSign Envelope ID: 98DD0AC8-5BA7-4DF9-BFDB-30AA8B82AA34

http://www.sfpublicworks.org/


Appeal: This Order and permit no. 792604 may be appealed to Board of Appeals within 15 days of September 7, 
2022. 
 
Board of Appeals  
49 South Van Ness Ave. suite 1475 (14th Floor) 
San Francisco, CA 94103  
Phone: 628.652.1150 Email: Boardofappeals@sfgov.org  
NOTE: Board of Appeals office is closed until further notice, due to COVID-19 
 
Due to COVID-19 social distancing measures, more information about how to file an appeal can be obtained by 
calling 628-652-1150 or by emailing the Board of Appeals at Boardofappeals@sfgov.org. For additional 
information on the San Francisco Board of Appeals and to view the Appeal Process Overview, please visit their 
website at http://sfgov.org/bdappeal/ 
 

 

 

X
Short, Carla

Interim Director

      

@SigAnk1       
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 Statement for Appeal No. 22-065  Date:  September 27, 2022  

Appeal No.:  22-065 

Appeal Title:  600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association vs. SFPW-BUF 

Subject Property:  600 Alvarado Street 

Determination Type:  Denial of a Tree Removal by Private Entity 

Order No.:  207050       

The 600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association hereby appeals the following departmental 

action:  ISSUANCE of Public Works Order No. 207050 (DENIAL of an application to remove two 

trees) which was issued or became effective on:  September 7, 2022, to 600 Alvarado Street 

Homeowners Association, for the property located at:  600 Alvarado Street.  

The basis for the Appeal is twofold:  

1.  Potential for personal injury and/or property damage caused by a failure in either or 

both trees.  Even if only a portion of one of the trees fails, the risk of personal injury 

and/or property damage is real:  The trees are very large, near residential buildings, and at 

the busy vehicle and pedestrian corner of Alvarado and Castro.  This concern is based on 

two recent arborist assessments which are attached as Exhibit 1 and Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2.  

The Exhibits contain excellent pictures of the trees showing their unusually large size, and 

their close proximity to residential structures, electrical lines, and pedestrian and vehicle 

passageways on Alvarado Street and Castro Street.  

a. Exhibit 1. 600 Alvarado Street Tree Risk Assessment Report dated April 5, 

2022 prepared by Lee Nachtrieb, Bartlett Tree Experts. (The Bartlett Report).  
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The on-site assessment was made on March 22, 2022.  The report details Mr. 

Nachtrieb’s conclusions, methods of assessment and his professional qualifications.  

b. Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2. Level 2 Visual Inspection dated March 10, 2022 prepared 

by Scott H. Wheeler, California Heartwood LLC.  (The Heartwood Report).  

The on-site assessment was made on March 4, 2022.  The report details Mr. 

Wheeler’s conclusions, methods of assessment and his professional qualifications.   

2. Concern that the City will not sufficiently maintain the City Tree.   This is evidenced 

by their own admission that they have not kept up the planned maintenance schedule; and 

that the only maintenance done on the City Tree since 2017 has been pruning away from the 

low voltage lines running through the branches.  The City has verbally indicated it will not 

take Bartlett Tree Experts’ recommendation to replace the cable currently holding two large 

trunks together on the City Tree.  The inspection and maintenance delays are exacerbated by 

the threat of climate change which may accelerate the deterioration of the trees, increasing 

risk over time.  Stronger storms increase risk of falling tree limbs.  If the City cannot provide 

frequent monitoring and implement maintenance, increased risk of failure may go 

unaddressed.   

Discussion:  

The two reports on which our appeal is based use substantially different risk assessment 

methodologies.  The Heartwood Report relies on a Level 2 visual assessment and the 

Bartlett Report relies on a Level 3 advanced assessment which identifies internal decay which 

is not visually observable.   

Level 3 employs the following advanced techniques in addition to the visual assessment:  1.)  

Sonic tomography to detect internal decay with the lower trunk and to provide images for 

the analysis.   A resistance-recording drill was used to measure and analyze the relative wood 
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density of the trunk at representative sensor tomography sensor locations.  2.) Tools to 

examine the exterior including a trowel to examine soil conditions and loose bark, a wire 

probe to explore open wounds, a sounding mallet to detect concealed internal cavities and 

air-evacuation equipment to allow greater access for root collar inspection.   

a. NOTE:  The two reports reference the two trees differently:  

i. City Tree:  

1. Bartlett Tree Experts:  Monterey Cypress #2 

2. California Heartwood LLC:  Tree #1 

ii. Significant Tree:  

1. Bartlett Tree Experts:  Monterey Cypress #1 

2. California Heartwood LLC:  Tree #2 

The Bartlett Report, based on its Level 3 advanced assessment identified multiple defects in both 

trees with the most severe in the City Tree.  “A cavity was apparent at the lower trunk and root 

collar.  The trunk sounded hollow tested with a sounding mallet… One area of the root collar was 

dry…  I could easily probe this area with a soil knife.”  Pictures of the ArborSonic 3D tomograms 

on page 10 of the report show severe interior decay of the trunk.  Also, of immediate concern was  

“A steel cable had been installed within the crown to support a questionable stem attachment.”  The 

Heartwood Report focused on this defect “In particular, the decaying top of the southeast stem in 

Tree #1 (City Tree) should be removed, and the cable replaced as soon as possible.  … This stub 

supports a dying branch, which is the most likely part of the tree to fail in the near future.” 

The Significant Tree showed similar but less significant decay in the Bartlett Report.  “The trunk 

sounded hollow near the cavity area when tested with a sounding mallet.  A supporting buttress root 
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was dry and decaying.  ArborSonic 3D tomograms indicated the presence of significant to severe 

decay in each of the two sensor planes tested.”   

In the Bartlett Report, if the first recommended option of Tree Removal was not taken and the trees 

were retained with their “moderate risk rating”, the following recommendations are listed:  

“Install an additional steel support cable within the crown of Cypress #2 (City Tree) to help support 

the weak attachment between primary codominant stems.  (Strongly supported by The Heartwood Report.) 

Monitor the trees for changes in health and structure annually and after major storm events.  

Acknowledge that the current amount of decay will undoubtedly become larger over time with a 

resulting increase in the likelihood of failure.” 

Given the increased official acknowledgement that climate change is happening and will continue, 

the 600 Alvarado HOA has concluded that the prudent course of action is to remove the trees to 

prevent potential for serious injury and damage.   Additionally, we have not seen evidence that the 

City has the capacity to provide the management required to keep the City Tree in safe condition.  

They have publicly admitted they have been unable to keep up with the maintenance schedule and, 

in this specific case, have verbally indicated that they would not implement the City Tree repairs 

recommended by both arborist reports.  

If the Permits to remove the Trees are not approved, the HOA is committed to frequent inspection 

and completion of required recommended maintenance on the Significant Tree.  (The Heartwood 

Report recommendation to treat the Trees for pests was promptly implemented on 2/23/2022.  See 

Exhibit 3.)  With regard to the City Tree, the HOA requests commitments by the City to implement 

the City Tree maintenance recommendations in the Bartlett and Heartland Reports as soon as 

possible.   Additionally, the HOA requests notifications and implementation of annual City Tree 

inspections and maintenance and, inspections after significant storm events.   



 
 
Submitted on April 5, 2022  © The F.A. Bartlett Tree Expert Company 
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Summary 
 
In February 2022, property owner Beth Strutzel agreed to the recommendation of completing 
Level 2 Basic and Level 3 Advanced tree risk assessments on two Monterey cypress trees 
located at 600 Alvarado Street in San Francisco, CA to determine the overall tree risk to people 
and the surrounding property. 

I visited the property to assess the trees on March 22, 2022. Using the methods outlined in this 
report, it is my professional judgement that the overall tree risk ratings of the following trees 
within the three-year assessment period were: 

• Monterey Cypress #1 – Moderate 
• Monterey Cypress #2 – Moderate 

If this level of risk is not acceptable to you, then mitigation actions should be taken as soon as 
practical to reduce the risk to an acceptable level 

The thickness of sound living wood surrounding the columns of trunk decay (shell wall) may be 
inadequate to support either of the two trees assessed. Internal decay within each tree was 
detected with a sonic tomography instrument (ArborSonic 3D™) and shell wall thickness was 
measured via resistance drill testing (IML-RESI PowerDrill®) The results of resistance-drill 
testing corresponded with the graphic representations of trunk cross sections produced by the 
sonic tomography software. 

Included bark between codominant stems of each tree may have prevented strong holding wood 
from forming at their point of attachment. This branching configuration is a common point of 
failure. The condition may be exacerbated by the presence of internal stem decay.  

The likelihood of failure for the trunk or roots of each Monterey cypress tree assessed was 
possible over the three year assessment period. 

Based on my assessments, there are two options for managing the tree and the associated risk.  

1. Remove the trees. Grind the resulting stumps and back fill the holes. There will be no residual 
risk for the crown or stem, but there may be a tripping hazard with the stump grindings or 
artifacts that you will need to address.  

2. Retain the trees and their moderate risk rating with the following recommendations. 

• Install an additional steel support cable within the crown of cypress #2 to help support the 
weak attachment between primary codominant stems.  

• Monitor the trees for changes in health and structure annually and after major storm 
events.  

• Acknowledge that the current amount of decay will undoubtedly become larger over time 
with a resulting increase in the likelihood of failure. 
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Background 
 
600 Alvarado Street is residential apartment building located in San Francisco, CA. In February 
2022, property owner Beth Strutzel requested that Bartlett Tree Experts conduct a tree risk 
assessment and inspection of two Monterey Cypress trees (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) with 
visible defects to determine the overall tree risk to people and the surrounding property. The 
result of the project would be a written report describing my observations, findings, and 
recommendations. I visited the property on March 22, 2022 to inspect the site and subject trees 
for the purpose of writing this report.  
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide the tree managers with objective information on tree and 
site conditions, in accordance with industry standards, for the purpose of assisting them in 
making informed decisions pertaining to the management of the trees in question, and the 
inherent risks identified. This report is the property of the Beth Strutzel. 
 
Assignment 
 
After discussing the tree with Ms. Strutzel, it was agreed that my assignment was to: 
 

1. Perform a Level 3 Advanced assessment (as defined in the International Society of 
Arboriculture’s (ISA’s) Best Management Practices (BMP) for Tree Risk Assessment and 
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 Part 9 Standard for Tree Risk 
Assessment) in conjunction with a Level 2 Basic assessment of tree risk on the two 
designated trees. Both the Level 2 Basic and Level 3 Advanced assessment would be 
conducted for targets including people (within and around buildings, streets, and vehicles), 
buildings, overhead utilities, and vehicles. 
 

2. Provide a written report that documents the level of risk based on the tree and site 
conditions observed, the likelihood of impact to the identified targets which were discussed 
and reviewed at the time of the assessments, and make recommendations in accordance 
with industry standards to reduce the level of risk to those targets where appropriate.  
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Limits of Assignment 
 
My ground-based assessment of the designated trees at 600 Alvarado Street was based on a 
single site visit on March 22, 2022. All photographs, samples, and readings, if applicable, were 
taken at the time the assessment was performed. 

The Level 3 Advanced assessment did not include an aerial inspection of the canopy. The Level 
2 Basic assessment provided was limited to visible and accessible portions of the root collar and 
canopy, per the agreement with Ms. Strutzel. 

Targets and occupancy rates were determined based on a conversation and review Ms. Strutzel 
on the day of inspection. Targets considered in this tree risk assessment were including people 
(within and around buildings, streets, and vehicles), buildings, overhead utilities, and vehicles. 
The time frame for this assessment was three years. 
 
Tree Assessment Methods 
 
A Level 3 Advanced assessment of tree risk via ground-
based assessment was performed on two Monterey 
Cypress trees located on the south side of the property, 
between the apartment building and Alvarado Street. The 
assessments were conducted in conjunction with Level 2 
Basic assessments of each tree. 

Tree risk ratings are derived from a combination of three 
factors: the likelihood of failure, the likelihood of the 
failed tree part impacting a target, and the 
consequences of the target being struck. These factors 
are then used to categorize tree risk as extreme, high, 
moderate or low. The factors used to define your risk 
rating are identified in this report.  

The root collar, trunk, and canopy 
of the trees were assessed. 

Tools used in the assessment 
included; a trowel to examine soil 
conditions and loose bark, a wire 
probe to explore open wounds, 
and a sounding mallet to detect concealed internal cavities. Air-
excavation equipment was used to allow greater access for root 
collar inspection.   

In addition to these hand tools, sonic tomography was used to detect internal decay within the 
lower trunk, and provide images used for analysis within this report (Photo 1). I used a resistance-
recording drill to measure and analyze the relative wood density of the trunk at representative 
sensor tomography sensor locations (Photo 1, inset). 

Photo 1: Sonic tomography readings 
were taken on horizontal planes of the 
two trunks assessed (yellow lines).  
Inset: A resistance-recording drill (IML-
RESI PowerDrill®) was used to 
measure and analyze relative wood 
density at representative sensor 
locations. 
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Site Observations 
Two Monterey cypress trees were located on the south side of the property at the corner of 
Alvarado and Castro Streets (Photo 2). The trees grew among sparse landscape plantings and 
minimal irrigation within the front yard abutting Alvarado Street. Soil near trunks and root collars 
was dry, mulched, and at natural grade. The trees 
were growing on slopes of 15 to 25 percent. 
Prevailing winds are primarily from the west and 
southwest, with increased occurrence of north and 
northeastern winds during the cooler months.  

Significant targets within striking distance of tree 
canopies include including people within and around 
buildings, streets, and vehicles (frequent 
occupancy), buildings and, overhead utilities 
(constant occupancy), and vehicles (frequent 
occupancy). 

Monterey Cypress #1 

Observations 

The mature Monterey cypress was moderately vigorous, with foliage density, color, and shoot 
growth typical of the species in urban landscape settings. The broad asymmetric crown, 

conformed to the available space between the building and 
overhead utility lines. (Photo 3). The crown was supported 
by multiple scaffold branches emanating from a single trunk 
that dividing 6 feet above grade. Bark may be included 
between the codominant stems.  

The furrowed trunk showed areas of abnormal bark texture 
and color. Vascular tissue behind these areas appeared 
dead when probed. A cavity was apparent at the lower trunk 
and root collar. Supportive reaction wood had once formed 
at the edges of the cavity, but response growth had since 
diminished and dry checked bark was now apparent on one 
side of the cavity. The trunk sounded hollow near the cavity 
area when tested with a sounding mallet. A supporting 
buttress root was dry and decaying. 

ArborSonic 3D™ tomograms indicated the presence of 
significant to severe decay at each of two sensor planes 
tested. The results of resistance drill testing with IML-RESI 
PowerDrill® corresponded with the graphic representations 
of trunk cross sections.  

Photo 2: Targets within striking distance include 
people, vehicles, overhead utilities, and buildings  

Photo 3: Decay had created a cavity at the 
lower trunk and root collar (red circle). Graphic 
representations of trunk cross sections 
indicated a significant column of internal decay. 
Results of resistance drill testing at 
representative sensor locations corresponded 
the tomography data (orange flags). 
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ArborSonic 3D™ Tomograms – Tree #1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Legend 
Height: 10 cm 
Graph mode 
 

Height: 10 cm 
Severe decay 

Multilayer model Height: 50 cm 
Severe decay 
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IML-Resi PowerDrill® Resistance-Drilling Profiles – Tree #1  
 

 

 

 

 
 

Lower sensor plane, location #3: 
• Intact wood to depth of 20cm; decay pockets between 20-24cm, 

27-30cm, and 33-40cm; hollow decay column beyond 50 cm.  
• Well compartmentalized. 

Lower sensor plane, location #5: 
• Intact wood to depth of 24cm; artifacts of intact wood between 

depths 39-45.  
• Well compartmentalized. 

Lower sensor plane, location #7: 
• Intact wood to depth of 21cm; hollow decay column beyond.  
• Well compartmentalized. 

Lower sensor plane, location #9: 
• Intact wood to depth of 18cm, and between depths 20-27cm; 

intact wood apparent at 49cm.  
• Diminished compartmentalization capacity (red circle). 
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Additional observations are provided in the table below:  
 

Observations 
Species Monterey Cypress  

(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) 
DBH 45 inches 
Height  ~55 feet 
Condition Poor 
Soil Conditions Urban composite; limited irrigation 
Mulch Shredded wood and bark 

Defects 
Codominant stems/included bark 

Abnormal/discolored bark 
Cavity (lower trunk/root collar) 

Buttress root decay 
Pests Unidentified decay pathogens 
Targets considered People in the target zone; overhead 

utilities; buildings; vehicles 

Tree Risk Assessment Results 
 
The main concerns and their associated risk ratings are provided in the following table.  
Observations that are not specifically summarized in the table were not considered significant 
factors at the time of assessment. 
 

Plant Part of 
Concern Target Likelihood of 

Failure 
Likelihood of 
Impact Consequences Risk 

Rating 
Roots and Root 
Collar 

People in target 
zone Possible Medium Severe Low 

Roots and Root 
Collar 

Overhead 
utilities Possible High Severe Moderate 

Roots and Root 
Collar Buildings Possible Medium Significant Low 

Roots and Root 
Collar Vehicles Possible Medium Significant Low 

 
Using the methods outlined in this report and the results of the assessment of this tree, it is my 
professional judgment that this tree has an overall tree risk rating of moderate. If this level of risk is 
not acceptable to you, then mitigation actions should be taken as soon as practical to reduce the risk 
to an acceptable level. 
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Monterey Cypress #2 

Observations 

Monterey cypress #2 displayed diminished foliage density, color, and shoot growth when 
compared to cypress #1. Branches located within the eastern crown were most affected, 
appearing sparse and yellow (Photo 4). Branches to the south were pruned to accommodate 
adjacent utility lines. The crown was supported by multiple scaffold branches emanating from a 
single trunk that bifurcated 6 feet above grade (Photo 5). Bark may be included between the two 
codominant stems. A steel cable had been installed within the crown to support a questionable 
stem attachment.  

The furrowed trunk showed areas of abnormal bark texture and color. Vascular tissue behind 
these areas appeared dry when probed. A cavity was apparent at the lower trunk and root collar. 
The trunk sounded hollow tested with a sounding mallet. The effect was less pronounced on 
northwest portion of trunk (Photo 5). One area of the root collar was dry and checked. I could 
easily probe this area with a soil knife (Photo 6). 

ArborSonic 3D™ tomograms indicated the presence of severe decay at each of two sensor planes 
tested (Photo 7). The results of resistance drill testing with IML-RESI PowerDrill® corresponded 
with the graphic representations of trunk cross sections.  

Photo 4, upper left: foliage within the 
eastern crown was sparse and yellow (yellow 
circle).  

Photo 5, lower left: Bark may be included 
between codominant stems (red dash). 

Photo 6, lower right: I could easily probe 
the decayed root collar with a soil knife. 

Photo 7 upper right: Sonic tomography 
readings were taken at two sensor planes 
(yellow lines). Graphic representations of 
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ArborSonic 3D™ Tomograms – Tree #2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Legend 
Height: 10 cm 
Graph mode 
 

Multilayer model Height: 100 cm 
Severe decay 

Height: 10 cm 
Severe decay 
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IML-Resi PowerDrill® Resistance-Drilling Profiles – Tree #2  
 

 

 

 
 
 

Lower sensor plane, location #1: 
• Inconsistent wood density to depth of 47cm; diminished 

wood density beyond 47cm.  
• Varied compartmentalization. 

Lower sensor plane, location #6: 
• Inconsistent wood density throughout the 50cm test depth. 
• Poorly compartmentalized throughout profile. 

Lower sensor plane, location #4: 
• Intact wood to depth of 30cm; Inconsistent wood density 

beyond 30cm.  
• Poorly compartmentalized beyond 30cm depth. 

Lower sensor plane, location #9: 
• Intact wood to depth of 37cm.  
• Poor compartmentalization beyond 37cm depth. 
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Additional observations are provided in the table below:  
 

Observations 
Species Monterey Cypress  

(Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) 
DBH 60 inches 
Height  ~70 feet 
Condition Poor 
Soil Conditions Urban composite; limited irrigation 
Mulch Shredded wood and bark 

Defects 
Codominant stems/included bark 

Abnormal/discolored bark 
Cavity (lower trunk/root collar) 

Buttress root decay 
Pests Unidentified decay pathogens 
Targets considered People in the target zone; overhead 

utilities; buildings; vehicles 

Tree Risk Assessment Results 
 
The main concerns and their associated risk ratings are provided in the following table. 
Observations that are not specifically summarized in the table were not considered significant 
factors at the time of assessment. 
 

Plant Part of 
Concern Target Likelihood of 

Failure 
Likelihood of 
Impact Consequences Risk 

Rating 
Roots and Root 
Collar 

People in target 
zone Possible Medium Severe Low 

Roots and Root 
Collar 

Overhead 
utilities Possible High Severe Moderate 

Roots and Root 
Collar Buildings Possible Medium Significant Low 

Roots and Root 
Collar Vehicles Possible Medium Significant Low 

Trunk People in target 
zone Possible Medium Severe Low 

Trunk Overhead 
utilities Possible High Severe Moderate 

Trunk Buildings Possible High Significant Moderate 

Trunk Vehicles Possible Medium Significant Low 

 
Using the methods outlined in this report and the results of the assessment of this tree, it is my 
professional judgment that this tree has an overall tree risk rating of moderate. If this level of risk is 
not acceptable to you, then mitigation actions should be taken as soon as practical to reduce the risk 
to an acceptable level. 
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Discussion 

Structural defects or conditions of concern include: 

• Decay column within the lower trunks of each tree. 

• Decay of root collar and supporting buttress roots of cypress #2. 

• The location of significant targets within striking distance. 

 
The thickness of sound living wood surrounding the apparent columns of trunk decay (shell wall) 
may be inadequate to support either of the two trees assessed. 

There is a significant column of decay within the trunk of each tree. The decay columns were 
evident by testing with sonic tomography and sounding mallet. Of greater importance, there 
appears to be a low ratio of shell wall thickness relative to the volume of internal trunk decay 
detected. Stems and branches with a low ratio of shell wall thickness (thin shell) are more likely 
to fail than those with higher ratios (thick shells). This primary factor elevates the likelihood of 
failure for the trunk.  

Sonic tomography uses soundwaves to measure wood density within a cross section of stem or 
branch. The resulting data allows specialized software to create visual representations of internal 
wood density, where low density is interpreted as decay. To confirm the results of sonic 
tomography, I used a resistance-drill to measure shell wall thickness at representative 
tomography sensor locations at the lowest horizontal sensor planes of each tree, 10 cm above 
grade. These shell wall measurements generally corresponded with the sonic tomography data.  

Root collar decay was evident on the southeast side of cypress #2. The density of wood in this 
area was low enough to easily probe with a soil knife. The compromised area is often compression 
loaded by prevailing winds from the west and southwest. While compression loading of defects is 
preferable to tension loading (e.g., southeastern winds), I believe the area of combined root collar 
and lower trunk decay may eventually collapse. 

Included bark between codominant stems of each tree may have prevented strong holding wood 
from forming at their point of attachment. This branching configuration is a common point of 
failure. The condition may be exacerbated by the presence of internal stem decay. The steel 
support cable installed previously has served to mitigate the condition, but the likelihood of failure 
of the trunk or crown remains possible over the three year assessment period. 

In the event of trunk or root failure, several significant targets were within striking distance, 
including people within the target zone, overhead utilities, buildings, and vehicles. I am particularly 
concerned about the consequences of failure and impact with overhead power-lines over Castro 
Street. Overhead utilities include a network of MUNI lines that would be brought down on to the 
busy thoroughfare. The consequences of failure and impact with people would be severe, and 
effectively expanded by the net-like grid of downed power lines.   
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Based on my visual assessment, fielding testing, sonic tomography and resistance drill test 
findings, the likelihood of failure of each trunk is possible within a three year time frame. 
 
Risk Mitigation Recommendations and Residual Risk 
 
Overall tree risk is presently rated as moderate for each Monterey cypress. 

Based on my assessments, there are two options for managing the tree and the associated risk.  

1. Remove the trees. Grind the resulting stumps and back fill the holes. There will be no residual 
risk for the crown or stem, but there may be a tripping hazard with the stump grindings or 
artifacts that you will need to address.  

2. Retain the trees and their moderate risk rating with the following recommendations. 

• Inspect the existing steel support cable within the crown of cypress #2 to evaluate its 
condition. Adjust or replace as necessary. (Photo 8).  

• Monitor the trees for changes in health and structure annually and after major storm 
events.  

• Acknowledge that the current amount of decay will undoubtedly become larger over time 
with a resulting increase in the likelihood of failure. 

All recommended work should be performed in 
accordance with industry accepted standards set 
forth by the American National Standards Institute 
(ANSI) and the ISA’s Best Management Practices. 
Monitoring should be performed by an ISA Certified 
Tree Risk Assessment Qualified Arborist. 

  

Photo 8: If you elect not to remove cypress #2, 
inspect the existing steel support cable (yellow) to 
evaluate its condition and suitability to support the 
questionable codominant stem union (red). 
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Site Map 
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Limitations of Sonic Tomography 
 
Sonic tomography devices can provide sophisticated results related to tree structure. However, 
sometimes, as with any higher level of technology, the program software can affect the outcomes, 
such as the ability to determine the exact defect or extent of decay present within the tree(s).  
Certain tree conditions and defects, such as cavities, cracks, decay, and voids, can also affect 
the readings, estimations, and outcomes.  Therefore, this technology can be limited and should 
not be used by the Client as the sole decision-making criteria, but rather one of many factors used 
by the Client in the decision-making process. 
 
Limitations of Tree Risk Assessments 
 
It is important for the tree owner or manager to know and understand that all trees pose some 
degree of risk from failure or other conditions. The information and recommendations within this 
report have been derived from the level of tree risk assessment identified in this report, using the 
information and practices outlined in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management 
Practices for Tree Risk Assessment, as well as the information available at the time of the 
inspection. However, the overall tree risk rating, the mitigation recommendations, or any other 
conclusions do not preclude the possibility of failure from undetected conditions, weather events, 
or other acts of man or nature. Trees can unpredictably fail even if no defects or other conditions 
are present. Tree failure can cause adjacent trees to fail resulting in a “domino effect” that impacts 
targets outside the foreseeable target zone of this tree. It is the responsibility of the tree owner or 
manager to schedule repeat or advanced assessments, determine actions, and implement follow 
up recommendations, monitoring and/or mitigation. 
 
Bartlett Tree Experts can make no warranty or guarantee whatsoever regarding the safety of any 
tree, trees, or parts of trees, regardless of the level of tree risk assessment provided, the risk rating, 
or the residual risk rating after mitigation.  The information in this report should not be considered 
as making safety, legal, architectural, engineering, landscape architectural, land surveying advice 
or other professional advice. This information is solely for the use of the tree owner and manager 
to assist in the decision-making process regarding the management of their tree or trees. Tree 
risk assessments are simply tools which should be used in conjunction with the owner or tree 
manager’s knowledge, other information and observations related to the specific tree or trees 
discussed, and sound decision making. 
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Certification of Performance 
 
I, Lee Nachtrieb, certify that: 
 

• I have personally inspected the tree(s) and/or property referred to in this report, and have 
stated the findings accurately, and it is my professional judgement that the trees have an 
overall risk rating of moderate. The extent of the assessment is stated in the attached 
report and the terms of assignment; 

• I have no current or prospective interest in ownership in the vegetation or the property that 
is the subject of this report and have no personal bias with respect to the parties involved; 

• The analysis, opinions, and conclusions stated herein are my own; 

• The analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed and this report has been 
prepared according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices; 

• That no one outside of Bartlett Tree Experts provided significant professional assistance 
to the consultant, except as indicated within the report; 

• That my compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion 
that favors the cause of the client or any other party. 

• I am an International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborist with a Tree Risk 
Assessment Qualification, and have been involved in the practice of arboriculture and the 
study of trees for over 35 years. 
 
 
 
Signed:                                Date:                  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. Please contact me if you wish to review 
these results or discuss the next steps to take with mitigation, or if I can be of any other service in 
the management of your landscape. 
 
A Tree Risk Assessment Glossary has been attached to the end of this report to assist the client in 
understanding industry terminology.   
 
 
  

4/5/2022
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Tree Risk Assessment Glossary 
 
Overview 
 
Tree risk assessment has a unique set of terms with specific meanings. Definitions of all specific 
terms may be found in the International Society of Arboriculture’s Best Management Practice for 
Tree Risk Assessment. Definitions of some of these terms used in this report are as follows: 
 
The specified time frame is used by the assessor in the risk assessment process to help determine 
the overall risk rating of the assessed tree.  It does not mean that the overall risk rating will stay 
the same over the specified time frame.  In accordance with industry standards, the Owner should 
not consider the specified time frame a “guarantee period” for the risk assessment 
 
The likelihood of failure may be categorized as imminent meaning that failure has started or is 
most likely to occur in the near future, even if there is no significant wind or increased load; 
probable meaning that failure may be expected under normal weather conditions within the 
specified time frame; possible meaning that failure could occur, but is unlikely under normal 
weather conditions within the specified time frame; and improbable meaning that failure is not 
likely during normal weather conditions and may not fail in many severe weather conditions within 
the specified time frame. 
 
Targets are people, property, or activities that could be injured, damaged or disrupted by a tree 
failure. 
 
The likelihood of the failed tree part impacting a target may be categorized as high meaning that 
a failed tree or tree part will most likely impact a target; medium meaning the failed tree or tree 
part is as likely to impact the target as not; low meaning that the failed tree or tree part is not likely 
to impact a target; and very low meaning that the likelihood of a failed tree or tree part impacting 
the specified target is remote. 
 
The Likelihood of Failure and Impact is defined by Table 1, the Likelihood Matrix: 

 

 
 
The consequences of a known target being struck may be categorized as severe meaning that 
impact could involve serious personal injury or death, damage to high-value property, or disruption 
to important activities; significant meaning that the impact may involve property damage of 
moderate to high value, considerable disruption, or personal injury; minor meaning that impact 
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could cause low to moderate property damage, small disruptions to traffic or a communication 
utility, or very minor injury; and negligible meaning that impact may involve low-value property 
damage or disruption that can be replaced or repaired, and do not involve personal injury. 
 
Targets are people, property, or activities that could be injured, damaged or disrupted by a tree 
failure. Tree Risk Ratings are terms used to communicate the level of risk rating. Definitions are 
provided in Table 2, the Risk Matrix, as a combination of Likelihood and Consequences: 
 

 
 
Overall tree risk rating is the highest individual risk identified for the tree. 
 
The residual risk is the level of risk the tree should pose after the recommended mitigation. 
 
Tree Risk Assessment Levels 
 
The scientific study of tree failure is not an exact science; there is still much to learn.  Most 
limitations of tree risk assessment arise from uncertainties with trees and the loads the trees are 
subjected to.  The three levels of tree risk assessment, as defined in the International Society of 
Arboriculture’s (ISA) Best Management Practices for Tree Risk Assessment and ANSI A300 Tree 
Risk Assessment Standard are described below along with the basic limitations of each.    
 
The three levels of tree risk assessment are described below: 
 
I. Level 1 Limited Visual Assessment: 

 
A Level 1 Limited visual assessment is a visual assessment from a specific perspective of an 
individual tree or a population of trees near specified targets.  These assessments are 
conducted to identify obvious defects or specified conditions (as defined in the International 
Society of Arboriculture’s (ISA) Best Management Practices for Tree Risk Assessment and 
ANSI A300 Tree Risk Assessment Standard). 
 
A Level 1 Limited visual assessment is typically performed from one specified perspective (i.e. 
from the sidewalk, street, parking lot, wood line, etc.), and typically of one side of the tree from 
that specified perspective.  The specified tree or trees are visually assessed to identify obvious 
defects or specific conditions (i.e. dead trees, large cavities, large dead branches, etc.) that 
result in a likelihood of failure of probable or imminent and would impact the specified target(s).  
Level 1 Limited visual assessments are typically performed to quickly assess large 
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populations of trees to identify trees with the highest likelihood of failure ratings in the 
population, or trees that are recommended for higher level of assessment. 
 
A Level 1 Limited visual assessment typically includes: 
 
1. Identifying the location and/or selection criteria of trees to be assessed. 
2. Determining the most efficient route and document the route taken. 
3. Assessing the tree(s) of concern from the defined perspective (e.g. walk-by, drive-by). 
4. Recording the location of trees that meet the defined criteria (e.g. significant defects or 

other conditions of concern). 
5. Evaluating the risk (a risk rating is optional). 
6. Identifying trees needing a higher level of assessment (Level 2 Basic or Level 3 Advanced) 

and/or prompt action. 
7. Submitting risk mitigation recommendations and/or report. 
 
Limitations: Level 1 Limited visual assessments are the least thorough means of assessment, 
some conditions may not be visible from the one-sided inspection, not all conditions are visible 
at all times of the year, and may not be adequate enough to make a risk mitigation 
recommendation.  Residual risk designations for trees are not included. 
 

II. Level 2 Basic Assessment:  
 
A Level 2 Basic assessment is a detailed visual inspection of a tree and its surrounding site, 
and a synthesis of the information collected.  It requires complete inspection around a tree 
including the site, visible buttress roots, trunk, and branches (as defined in the International 
Society of Arboriculture’s (ISA) Best Management Practices for Tree Risk Assessment and 
ANSI A300 Tree Risk Assessment Standard). 
 
A Level 2 Basic assessment typically incorporates most aspects of a Level 1 Limited visual 
assessment. A Level 2 Basic assessment is a detailed visual inspection of a tree(s) and 
surroundings, where all sides of the tree(s) is visually assessed from the ground.  The crown, 
branches, trunk, and buttress roots of the specified trees are all assessed to identify visual 
defects or specific conditions (i.e. dead trees, large cavities, large dead branches, etc.).  A 
Level 2 Basic assessment may include the use of tools such as a mallet, binoculars, or a 
probe.  Recommendations for trees that need a higher level of assessment are typically 
included. 
 
A Level 2 Basic assessment typically includes: 
 
1. Locating and identifying the tree or trees to be assessed. 
2. Determining the targets and target zone for the tree or branches of concern. 
3. Reviewing the site history and conditions, and species failure profile. 
4. Assessing potential load on the tree and its parts. 
5. Assessing general tree health. 
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6. Inspecting the tree visually and using binoculars, mallet, probes, or shovels, as desired by 
the arborist or as specified in the Scope of Work. 

7. Record observations of site condition, defects, and outward signs of possible internal 
defects, response growth. 

8. If necessary, recommending a Level 3 Advanced assessment. 
9. Analyzing data to determine the likelihood and consequences of failure in order to evaluate 

the degree of risk. 
10. Develop mitigation options and estimate residual risk for each option. 
11. Develop and submit the report/documentation, including, when appropriate, advice on re-

inspection intervals. 
 
Limitations: Level 2 Basic assessments only include conditions and defects that can be 
detected from a ground-based inspection on the day of the assessment and internal, 
belowground, or upper-crown conditions or defects, and certain types of decay, may be 
impossible to detect or assess and may remain undetected. 

 

III. Level 3 Advanced Assessment: 
 
A Level 3 Advanced assessment is performed to provide detailed information about specific 
tree parts, defects, targets, or site conditions.  These are usually conducted in conjunction 
with or after a Level 2 Basic assessment with client approval.  Specialized equipment, data 
collection and analysis, and/or expertise are usually required for these advanced 
assessments (as defined in the International Society of Arboriculture’s (ISA) Best 
Management Practices for Tree Risk Assessment and ANSI A300 Tree Risk Assessment 
Standard). 
 
A Level 3 Advanced assessment typically incorporates most aspects of a Level 2 Basic 
assessment. A Level 3 Advanced assessment is typically a recommendation based on 
specific defects or conditions identified in a Level 2 Basic assessment.  A Level 3 Advanced 
assessment provides detailed information about a specific tree part, and typically include the 
use of specialized equipment.  Recommendations for other advanced assessments or the use 
of additional advanced assessment equipment or techniques may be included. 
A Level 3 Advanced assessment typically includes: 
 
1. Locating and identifying the tree or trees to be assessed. 
2. Determining the targets and target zone for the tree or branches of concern. 
3. Reviewing the site history and conditions, and species failure profile. 
4. Assessing potential load on the tree and its parts. 
5. Assessing general tree health. 
6. Inspecting the tree using advanced techniques as desired by the arborist or as specified 

in the Scope of Work. 
7. Record observations of site condition, defects, outward signs of possible internal defects, 

response growth, and results from advanced techniques. 
8. Analyzing data to determine the likelihood and consequences of failure in order to evaluate 

the degree of risk. 
9. Develop mitigation options and estimate residual risk for each option. 
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10. Develop and submit the report/documentation, including, when appropriate, advice on re-
inspection intervals. 

 
Level 3 Advanced assessment techniques can include: 

 
Procedure Methodology 
Aerial inspection and evaluation of 
structural defects in high stems and 
branches 

• visual inspection from within the tree crown or from a lift 
• unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) photographic inspection 
• decay testing of branches 

Detailed target analysis 
• property value 
• use and occupancy statistics 
• potential disruption of activities 

Detailed site evaluation 
• history evaluation 
• soil profile inspection to determine root depth 
• soil mineral and structural testing 

Decay testing 
 

• increment boring 
• drilling with small-diameter bit 
• resistance-recording drilling 
• single path sonic (stress) wave 
• sonic tomography 
• electrical impedance tomography 
• radiation (radar, X-ray) 
• microscopic analysis for fungal type 

Health evaluation 
• tree ring analysis (in temperate zone trees) 
• shoot length measurement 
• detailed health/vigor analysis 
• starch assessment 

Root inspection and evaluation 
• root and root collar excavation 
• root decay evaluation 
• ground-penetrating radar 

Storm/wind load analysis 
• detailed assessment of tree exposure and protection 
• computer-based estimations according to engineering models 
• wind reaction monitoring over a defined interval 

Measuring and assessing the change 
in trunk lean 

• visual documentation 
• digital level 

Load testing 
• hand pull 
• measured static pull 
• measured tree dynamics 

 
Limitations: Level 3 Advanced assessments and evaluations using the technologies listed 
above are qualified estimations, not exact measures.   

 
Note: All levels of tree risk assessments consider visible and detectable tree conditions in 
proximity to the significant known and/or assigned targets of the tree or trees being assessed.  
Regardless of the level selected, any tree risk assessment will be limited to the tree or trees 
selected, and the detectable conditions at the time of the visual assessment.  The client should 
also recognize that not all defects will be detectable, and not all failures can be predictable.  
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To Whom It May Concern:  

On March 4, 2022, I performed a Level 2 visual inspection of two large Monterey Cypress 

trees (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa) in front of 600 Alvarado Street in San Francisco, CA. My 

inspection was undertaken on behalf of the property owner, Beth Strutzel, and was limited 

to what visual observations I could make from the ground. I did not climb the trees or use 

any instrumentations in my assessment, other than to measure the trunk diameters and 

various cavities with a tape measure, and to take photographs with my cellphone camera 

[see pages 5 - 8].   

The trees are located just south of the building, in an open garden strip on a hill 

immediately adjacent to the street. Both trees are fully established and mature. Ms. 

Strutzel believes that the larger of the two was planted as part of the original city 

park in the late 1800s before the house was built.  

This report will detail my assessment of both trees, what defects I found, and what 
recommendations or advice I believe will help to maintain the health of these trees, 
while ensuring the safety of those people who live with and around them.    

 

TREE #1 

Tree #1 is the larger and older of the two and is situated uphill and west of Tree #2. It has a 

DBH of 66” and I estimate the height to be 65ft, with a canopy spread of approximately 

80ft. While the exact age of the tree is unknown, the potential provenance of its being 

installed by the city as part of a grove of Cypress trees atop this hill puts it at approximately 

120 years old - which is an impressive age for a Cypress tree in a confined urban setting! 
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This tree is in fair health with an even distribution of branches spreading out from two 

codominant stems. The two main stems are situated east and west, and they each split into 

two smaller codominant stems situated north and south, for a total of four major stems. 

The main forks are very tight but appear sound with little to no indication of included bark 

growth. 

The southeast stem had been topped at one point and has since begun to decay from the 

wound down. Compounding this problem is the presence of a steel support cable which 

connects the decaying stub to the northeast stem [see Fig. 4]. 

The decaying stub is 36” long and 10” wide. There is a long, dying branch (9” diameter) 

which extends east from this stub and is rapidly losing color and foliage. 

This tree also contains two cavities on the south side of the main trunk. The larger cavity is 

located 10 ft above the base of the tree and is 24” long by 8” wide. It was apparently 

caused by a large limb failure, which Ms. Strutzel claims happened before she bought the 

property twenty years ago. 

The smaller cavity is located at the base of the trunk and measures 12” long by 5” wide. 

Both cavities exhibit signs of active beetle or borer activity. 

 

TREE #2 

Tree #2 is smaller and younger than Tree #1, and in better health. It is located at the 

southeast corner of the property, downhill and east of Tree #1. DBH is 55”, height is 

approximately 50ft, and I estimate the canopy to be 60ft wide. This tree could be 80 

years old although this is purely speculative. Overall, the tree is in good health with a 

dense and deep green canopy. There are no apparent injuries to this tree, with the 

exception of a small cavity at the southwest base of the trunk. This cavity measures 

11” long by 8” wide and shows signs of recent beetle or borer activity. 

In addition to the high voltage power lines, this tree is located 30ft west of a busy 

intersection. The main road is a thoroughfare, with constant traffic, a bus line, and 

overhead MUNI lines which power the bus, all within 1.5x the height of the tree. 

 

OBSERVATIONS 

Due to the close proximity of both trees to the building, the various power and utility 

lines, and a busy intersection, the residents of the building were concerned about the 

current health and safety of the trees, as well as their long-term viability. 

Both of these trees have been consistently pruned away from the building to the 

north and the power lines to the south. As a result, their growth habits are mostly 
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lateral as the canopies spread east and west. There are few, if any, overextended 

branches. Neither tree exhibits much of a lean, and both are sheltered by a large 

apartment building to the west as well as the property owner’s building to the north.  

I did not observe any cracking or sponginess in the soil immediately adjacent to either 

tree, nor did I see any visibly damaged roots. Tree #1 does, however, have a large (5” 

diameter) girdling root which has grown over a substantial portion of the northwest 

side of the root zone. This root is too large to remove and will not destabilize the tree, 

although it could eventually, and minimally, impact its health. 

Within the past two years, the area underneath the trees was relandscaped. All of the 

bushes, shrubs, and smaller understory plants were replaced by a much more open, 

draught-tolerant garden with aboveground irrigation. Additionally, a fence which had 

been 10ft away was extended right up to the base of Tree #1, but there does not 

appear to have been any root damage as a result of installing fence posts.  

The sidewalk adjacent to Tree #1 was also recently repaired and a loose stone 

retaining wall installed on the south side of the trunk. There is no way of knowing if 

any roots were trimmed, shaved, severed, or otherwise damaged during the sidewalk 

repair. The sidewalk repair comes within 1ft of the base of the trunk and extends for 

18ft alongside the tree. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

It is my personal and professional belief that less is more when it comes to the maintenance 

of these two large Cypress trees, especially Tree #1. Branches should continue to be 

reduced and directed away from the building and the high voltage power lines, and long 

branches should be tipped back every few years to prevent overextension which could lead 

to branch failure. 

Of the three types of tree failure (branch, trunk, and root ball), branch failures account for 

nearly 50% of reported failures in Monterey Cypress trees1. It is highly unlikely that either of 

these trees would topple or break somewhere along the main trunk. Therefore, it is 

important to monitor the condition of the large limbs and ensure that any defects or decay 

is identified and addressed before it could lead to a branch failure. 

In particular, the decaying top of the southeast stem in Tree #1 should be removed, and the 

cable replaced as soon as possible. The stubbed top which currently holds the cable is 

approximately 36” long by 12” wide. This stub supports a dying branch, which is the most 

likely part of the tree to fail in the near future. 

I strongly recommend that the branch and the decaying stub be removed down to the 

 

1 L.R. Costello and K.S. Jones, “Structural failure profile: Monterey Cypress,” Western Arborist, Fall 2014, p. 50 
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next-lowest healthy lateral branch, roughly 10ft below. The cable should be removed 

from where it is attached to the northeast stem, and a strap (COBRA cabling system is 

preferable to steel cables) should be installed to connect the northeast stem to one of 

the main west stems. This will help to limit the range of motion between the two 

major east and west codominant stems. 

The cavities and lower trunks should be treated with a pesticide targeted for borers 

until all signs of infestation have been eliminated. Ms. Strutzel informed me that she 

had contacted a pest control contractor who would spray the trees on February 23. 

Finally, it is critically important that the irrigation for the new landscaping not impact these 

trees. The root zones should be allowed to dry out between waterings, and irrigators must 

not spray directly onto the trunks. Mulch or soil should not be allowed to pile up against the 

base of the trunks, although the trees would benefit from having a 3” layer of mulch spread 

over all available ground underneath the canopies. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

There is no reason to suspect that either of these trees will die or lose a main stem in 

the next three years. Branch failure is more likely, and impossible to predict, yet it is 

also unlikely to occur during normal weather patterns and with proper care. 

These two Monterey Cypress trees are mature, fully established, healthy trees in a 

serviceable location with attentive, caring stewards. Although they are confined to a 

limited, difficult space for large trees that want to spread their branches, both of the 

trees have been well-maintained for the majority of their lives. If they continue to 

receive the care and attention which they are due, I believe that they will lend their 

stately grace and beauty to this property for many years to come. 

 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Scott H. Wheeler 

California Heartwood LLC 

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #WE-10187B 

ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 

American Society of Consulting Arborists 
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Fig. 1: Looking east towards the trees (Tree # 1 is on the left) 

 

 

 
Fig. 2: Looking west towards the trees (Tree #2 is on the right) 
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Fig. 3: Looking west with tree owner’s building to north 

 

 

 
Fig. 4: Steel cable running south-north from decayed stem (left) 
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Fig. 5: Dying branch on Tree #1 
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Fig 6: Two cavities on south side of trunk (Tree #1) 

 

 

 
Fig. 7: Single cavity at southwest base of trunk (Tree #2) 
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October 13, 2022 
 
Appeal No. 22-065 (600 Alvarado Street Homeowners Association) 

Department’s Brief (Respondent) 

Tree Removal Permit Application No. 792604 (Public Works Order No. 207050)  

RE: Removal of one (1) significant tree on private property and one (1) street tree in the 
public right-of-way at 600 Alvarado St. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
Dear Commissioners: 

 Public Works is submitting this brief in response to the appeal filed by the 600 

Alvarado Street Homeowners Association, which seeks to overturn our Department’s denial 

to remove two trees at 600 Alvarado St.  Public Works Order No. 207050 denied permission 

to remove two (2) Monterey cypress trees as part of tree removal permit application no. 

792604. 

 Public Works denied the appellant’s tree removal permit application following a 

hearing that was held on August 3, 2022, as part of our review of the appellant’s tree 

removal permit application. Prior to the hearing, the application to remove both trees was 

carefully reviewed by staff and a letter denying the request was issued by staff to the 

applicant on July 6, 2022. The applicant appealed this staff-level denial and the matter was 

then scheduled for the August 3rd hearing. 
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 Prior to receiving an application for removal, our staff and Bureau was very 

responsive to the property owners, exchanging several emails and including several site visits 

to ensure that there were no pressing public safety issues with regards to the condition of 

the trees. This demonstrates that we are in fact staffed to respond to public safety concerns, 

and we do so in a timely manner.  

 The narrative that the City does not have the resources to maintain trees within 

the public right-of-way changed with the passage of Proposition E on November 8, 2016. The 

voters approved the proposal that the City should take over the maintenance responsibility 

(and the liability) for maintaining all of the trees within the public right-of-way. This change 

in maintenance responsibility occurred on July 1st, 2017 and our goal is to maintain all street 

trees on a three to five year maintenance cycle.  

 Like most Departments due to staffing impacts during the pandemic and due to 

our need to address “the worst first”, we are a couple of years off the mark, but we have 

already inspected and maintained a vast majority of the street trees in a systematic and 

strategic effort we refer to as StreetTreeSF. More information about StreetTreeSF and our 

maintenance schedule can be found on our website at: 

https://sfpublicworks.org/streettreesf. 

 Public works has experience managing Monterey cypress trees (Hesperocyparis 

macrocrpa) and the two subject trees are not considered to be “unusually” large; their size is 

typical of the species. The Monterey cypress trees along Sunset Boulevard are just some of 

the hundreds of this species that we manage city-wide. We do recognize that trees of this 
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size, if they experience a large branch failure, or an entire root failure, would have serious 

impacts to public safety and property.  

 Our goal is to preserve these assets as long as public safety can be reasonably 

assured. At this time, we do not believe the trees post a moderate or elevated risk of failure. 

The property owners have done an excellent job maintaining the two trees for many years 

and this care over decades, is acknowledged and appreciated.  

 In November 2010 this commission denied a request from a different property 

owner at 100 Vasquez Ave. to remove a significant Monterey cypress tree of similar size on 

private property, on the condition that Public Works inspect the tree annually (Appeal 10-

096). Our staff have carried out these annual inspections and the tree remains to this day. In 

2019 the property owner again sought removal of the tree and the request to remove the 

tree was denied by Public Works. The property owner did not file an appeal with Board of 

Appeals. The tree remains an asset and provides critical ecosystem services. 

 



4 
 

 The exhibits provided by the property owner were reviewed and considered 

throughout our tree removal permit process, including review by our hearing officer, and I 

can answer any questions you may have on this matter on October 19th.  

 The subject trees are not causing property damage at this time and to remove 

both trees now, would not be consistent with how we have handled similar cases. For this 

reason Public Works respectfully asks that the commissioners deny this appeal and uphold 

the Department’s recommendation that both cypress trees be preserved. 

 

Respectfully, 

Chris Buck 

Chris Buck 

Urban Forester 

 

Enclosures: Public Works Order No. 207050 

  Powerpoint from August 3rd Hearing 



                  PUBLIC COMMENT 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Suzanne Herel
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: re: Appeal No. 22-065, 600 Alvarado St.
Date: Monday, October 3, 2022 9:15:00 AM

 

Dear Board,

I respectfully and strongly urge you to uphold your denial of the application to remove
two Monterey Cypress trees from 600 Alvarado St.

I live next door, at 630 Alvarado. The trees not only are mature and beautiful, they are
native, and as such provide critical (and shrinking) habitat for native insects, birds and
other fauna that are crucial to maintaining a healthy ecosystem for us all.

As a Master Naturalist, I am keenly aware of the need for more urban habitat, not less,
and applaud the City for its thoughtful consideration of such matters.

If there is not a compelling reason to protect health or safety, I believe you have a
duty to uphold the status quo.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Herel
630 Alvarado, Apt. 101
San Francisco, CA 94114
(302) 502-5793

mailto:suzanne.herel@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: nigdaloff@aol.com
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal No. 22-065 - 600 Alvarado St.
Date: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 5:14:12 PM

 

To: Board of Appeals
 
I am one of the homeowners at 601 Alvarado St., the home directly across the street from 600 Alvarado St.  This has
been my home for the past 38 years.  I have admired and enjoyed these Monterey Cypress Tees the entire time I
have lived here.  Originally, there were three Monterey Cypress Trees at 600 Alvarado, but several years ago the
current owner cut down one of these trees which at the time looked extremely healthy, just like the current
remaining trees.  I was quite distressed when I saw this. 
 
These are old and magnificent trees.  These trees have contributed greatly not only to the aesthetic appeal of the
specific property but to the beauty of the street and the neighborhood as a whole. In a city that is lacking in enough
trees, it is criminal to allow someone to needlessly cut down these healthy old growth trees with little or no
justifiable reason.  According to the denial of the application, the trees do not pose a high or moderate risk of failure
at the subject property.  In addition, as has been well documented that trees have a positive effect on air quality,
climate and the environment. The eradication of any beneficial trees which are providing a productive use of our
natural resources without good reason is counter-intelligent to current science.  I strongly urge you to reject this
proposal.
 
Nancy Igdaloff

mailto:nigdaloff@aol.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Monica Levin
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal #22-065, 600 Alvarado vs Public Works Order #207050
Date: Sunday, October 9, 2022 8:15:25 PM

 

To Whom It May Concern:

Trees are a giant kiss of nature. These perennial plants are green goddesses that
add beauty to any area. That’s especially true in cities, where gray and beige
predominate from miles of concrete roads and nondescript buildings.

Trees help keep our local water clean and free from pollutants. Monterey cypress
trees, in particular, which are at issue here, are massive and magisterial. They grow
fast and flourish, living approximately 285 years. A project called City Grove, to
plant 75 redwood trees in well-lit gardens in downtown San Francisco, “a
commitment to the future vitality of this great city” per its senior managing
director Paul Paradis, is in the works. That’s progress!

And so it is incomprehensible to me that the owner of the nondescript building
across the street from my house wants to cut down two beautiful Monterey
cypress trees gracing her property. I have admired and enjoyed these trees during
the 38 years I have lived at this location. There was a third tree among these two
giants. Sadly, it got cut down years ago by this same person without the
opportunity of debate from anyone who might have wanted to object. Why did it
have to go? Last year, she also removed some bushes that perked up the front of
her house, replacing them with gray gravel. Why? I understand the urge to save
water, but aesthetics should also be weighed.

The SF Department of Public Works issued an order denying her tree removal
request by reporting that “the[se] trees do not pose a high or moderate risk of
failure at the subject property.”

I strongly object to the seemingly frivolous request by the owner of 600 Alvarado
Street to kill the two major showcases on her property. Thank you for the
opportunity for concerned citizens who value nature to express our opposition. I
will be watching the October 19 hearing with great interest.

Monica Levin
601 Alvarado Street
San Francisco 94114

mailto:mondo11@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Claire Mellor
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: appeal # 22-065
Date: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 4:19:10 PM

 

In regards to the Appeal # 22-065: 600 Alvarado Street.  Hearing date October 19, 2022.

Please DO NOT remove those 2 beautiful monterey cypress trees.  They are beautiful and
provide needed shade.  

Claire Mellor
928 Castro St
San Francisco CA 94114
801 510 6162

mailto:clairemellor@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Katie Mellor
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Subject: Appeal # 22-065
Date: Wednesday, October 12, 2022 4:23:22 PM

 

In regards to the Appeal # 22-065: 600 Alvarado Street.  Hearing date October 19, 2022.

I oppose this. I do not want the trees to be removed. Please do not remove those 2 beautiful
monterey cypress trees.  They are beautiful and provide needed shade.  Thank you 
-- 
Katie Mellor

mailto:mellorkatie@gmail.com
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.google.com/maps/search/600+Alvarado+Street?entry=gmail&source=g___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzozOWJlNjhjZjg1MDUxZjk1YzBkNzA1MzhjOGIyYTA4NDo2OmVjMzY6NmExM2NlYWU3MmM5YzNjYzU1NDI4OGU2YjlkNWFhMmMzOTA0YTA2NTc2OTM5ZjZjYWQ3ZjA0M2ZiY2FjNjMwOTpoOlQ


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: eliskameyers@comcast.net
To: BoardofAppeals (PAB)
Cc: randymeyers87@comcast.net
Subject: Appeal #22-065, 600 Alvarado St, Hearing Date October 19, 2022
Date: Thursday, October 13, 2022 11:46:53 AM

 

Hello Board of Appeals,
 
We are neighbors & have lived around the corner at 922 Castro Street for 37 years. We do not know
why the owners of 600 Alvarado Street want the 2 big, beautiful Cypress trees removed. Per the
letter we received from the city, these trees do not pose any safety risk. If it is just a matter of cost
of maintenance, we do not support their removal.
 
Thank you for your consideration in preserving these wonderful trees!
Eliska & Randy Meyers
922 Castro Street

mailto:eliskameyers@comcast.net
mailto:boardofappeals@sfgov.org
mailto:randymeyers87@comcast.net
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