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Assignment

I was asked by Mr. Richard Alcina, MPA Design, a firm of Landscape Architects and
Urban Designers, Walnut Creek, California, to prepare an evaluation of the trees at the St.
James Park, West, located between N. First Street and N. Second Street, and between St.
James Street and St. John Street, San Jose, California.

The map provided for this evaluation is a Planting Plan prepared by the Department of
Public Works, San Jose, California, Sheet L1.20, dated 2-23-88.

Summary

A total of 127 trees are located in St. James Park, West. Each tree is assigned a number
and its location is shown on the attached map. A brief description of each tree is
provided in the section of this report called List of Trees.

Many trees are described in greater detail including an individual photo in the section
called Specific Trees.

There are 23 trees designated by the City of San Jose as Heritage Trees within the park.
They are Trees # 49, 52, and 71-91 on the attached map.

Trees # 3, 43, 45, and 46 are considered hazardous and are recommended for removal.
Tree #68 is recommended for removal due to severe decline.
Trees # 2 is recommended to be pruned to remove limbs at significant risk of failure.

A penetrometer was used to check soil compaction at 30 locations within the park. This
testing revealed high levels of soil compaction at all locations. Remediation strategies are
described.

Based on preliminary construction plans, several strategies are recommended for the
preservation of the existing trees.

Methods

I measured the trunks of the trees using a forestry service Lufkin diameter tape at 4 ¥ feet
above soil grade (referred to as DBH or Diameter at Breast Height), except those
specimens whose form does not allow for a representative measurement at this height.
When possible, the trunk measurement is taken below the lowest fork on the trunk of a
multi-stem specimen. The canopy height and spread are estimated using visual references
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only. The estimated shape of the canopy relative to the other nearby trees has been added
to the attached map.

Observations

There are 127 trees located within the St. James Park, West, located between N. First
Street and N. Second Street, and between St. James Street and St. John Street, San Jose,
California. This includes the 34 trees located in the VTA light rail platforms on N. First
Street and N. Second Street. The locations of all of the 127 trees are shown on the
attached map.

There are 23 Heritage trees within St. James Park. The row of 21 California fan palm
(Washingtonia filifera) along N. First Street are designated as Heritage Tree HG-03-002.
These are Trees # 71-91 on the attached map. The other two Heritage trees are both Bur
oak (Quercus macrocarpa) designated as Heritage Tree HT — 03 — 014 near N. First
Street. These are Trees # 49 and 52 on the attached map.

The canopies of most trees have been raised to 6 feet or higher. Visability from one side
of the park to the other side is possible at most locations.

Most of the trees are located in turf areas and are irrigated by sprinkler irrigation, when
the turf is irrigated. There is no separate irrigation for the trees. The trunks of most of the
trees are sprayed by sprinklers, which has the potential of exposing the trunks to root
collar disease, for example oak root fungus (Armellaria mellea). However, no root collar
disease was observed to exist on any of the trees at this time. It appears that this absence
of disease is because the majority of the trees have been planted on slight mounds above
the existing soil grade, resulting in adequate run-off to prevent the initiation of decay.

The turf has been removed around the trunks of most of the trees and a circle of compost
has been placed in the circle. | endorse this strategy for maintenance. This practice
usually results in less mechanical damage to the trunks of trees. No mechanical damage
was observed on any of the tree trunks. Obviously the maintenance staff take good care
around the trees while mowing. This care is commendable. | frequently see trees
damaged or killed by careless machanical damage on private properties.

Some of the trees have leaf chlorosis (yellowing), declining canopies, and branch tip die-
back, combined with otherwise healthy patches of canopy. Other trees have some of
these symptoms but not all. | suspect that this may be a result of soil compaction and/or
the use of herbicides in the Spring to control the turf around the trunks of the trees. In my
experience, the spraying of herbicides in the Spring often results in this type of decline. |
suggest that herbicides be used for this purpose only in the late Summer and the Fall.

Several trees have sparse canopies and die-back of branches. These dead branches pose a
risk of failure. Most of the Chinese hackberry trees pose a minimal risk because their
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dead branches are small in size. However, the eucalyptus Tree # 3 has dead limbs
estimated to be 3-4 inches in diameter at heights above 50 feet. The eucalyptus Tree # 46
has a very sparse canopy, and eucalyptus Tree # 45 has a moderately sparse canopy with
patches of dense foliage. The sparse foliage and die back seen in these 3 eucalyptus Trees
# 3, 45 and 46 indicate that the root system has been significantly compromised by the
site conditions (soil compaction and poor drainage). In my experience, these conditions
result in their root systems developing a relatively small root plate. This combined with
their tall structures, in my opinion, poses a significant hazard. For this reason, |
recommend that Trees # 3, 45, and 46 be removed.

Tree # 43, a California black walnut (Juglans hindsii) has a very poor branching structure
and numerous cavities, many of which are located a points of stress in the tree’s structure.
I consider this tree to be hazardous and recommend its removal.

During my visits to this site, | observed that police vehicles would routinely drive across
the lawn between the trees in order to confront one or more individuals. On one
occasion, | observed a City of San Jose maintenance vehicle being driven across the
lawn. Apparently this is an accepted practice in this park. However, the use of vehicles
no doubt contributes significantly to the soil compaction in the park. Soil compaction
reduces the absorption of water into the soil, either by rainfall or by irrigation, and it
reduces the drainage capability of the soil. The result is that absorbing roots die and
require years to regenerate. Most trees react by slow decline. Some trees die. The decline
is usually gradual and often not associated with the event(s) which caused the
compaction. The restoration of compacted soil is costly and usually requires several
years to be thoroughly effective. | recommend that police vehicles be driven primarily on
the paved pathways except during an emergency.

Analysis
Suspecting that soil compaction is a significant problem at this site, | used a Lang
penetrometer to quickly test the compaction at 30 locations throughout the park. At all
locations the results were near identical. This instrument reached level 10 at 2-3 inches
below grade at all locations. At most locations, the instrument’s probe could not
penetrate below 3 %2 inches in depth. Compaction above level 4 with this instrument is
rated as sufficient compaction to restrict root growth. Level 10 is rated as severe
compaction.
There are three methods often used to alleviate soil compaction.
1. One method is to drill holes into the soil to a depth that penetrates the compacted
layer and backfilling the holes with a mixture fertilizer, compost, and native soil.
The exact backfill mixture is often based on professional soil laboratory analysis.
This method is considered by some experts to be minimally effective, because the
total volume of soil renovated is relatively low.
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2. Another method is to renovate an entire section or plot of soil based on
professional soil laboratory analysis. The soil would be thoroughly fractured
using a tractor with amendments added or mixed. Although this is considered an
effective method, it is not usually practical where damage to infrastructure or to
irrigation may occur.

3. The method often used to renovate the soil around trees is to dig trenches
(approximately 24 inches deep and 18 inches wide) between primary root
structures. These trenches (usually 6 in quantity) are dug radially from the trunk
like the spokes of a wheel. The distance from the trunk depends on the size of the
tree. The trenches are backfilled with amendments based on soil laboratory
analysis. This would not be practical for all of the trees within the park, but it
may be highly useful for a few individual specimens.

Risks to Trees by Proposed Construction
The preliminary construction plans appear to pose a risk of root damage to several trees,
particularly Trees # 17, 18, 20, 44, 45, 46, 47, 51, 52, 56 and 58.

Strategies for Tree Preservation

Several strategies may be used to preserve trees adjacent to pathways. The object in all
cases would be to assure that root losses would be at acceptable levels with the
expectation that individual trees could survive in good condition. The simplest method
would be to construct an adjacent pathway with little or no excavation. I refer to this as
construction on the existing grade. At locations were this would be feasible, the soil grade
would be raised with fill soil along the edges of the paving creating a 1:2 or 1:3 slope
down to the existing grade.

Where this on-grade method would not be feasible, | suggest that the area to be
constructed over the root zone near the trunk of a tree be excavated with an air spade or a
water jet spade to expose roots. With the roots exposed, the losses could be accessed in
relation to the proposed construction. The tolerances of trees depend on the species, the
individual specimen’s condition, the size and quantity of roots that would require
removal, and the time of year. In short, each tree must be evaluated individually and the
suggested remediations may require engineering approval.

In cases where buttress roots would have to be severed, the stability of an individual tree
may be compromised. In this event, the tree would require removal.

Trenching for irrigation or lighting may be highly damaging to the root system if done

inside the dripline. If trenching must occur inside the dripline of a specimen, this work is
usually accessed on an individual basis.
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The tree protection procedures required at most construction projects would also be
required, including tree protective fencing, irrigation, and mulching of individual
specimens.

Respectfully submitted,

S

Michael L. Bench, Consulting Arborist
ISA, WC - 1897
American Society of Consulting Arborists Member
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Legend

List of Trees
St. James Park, West

DBH — Diameter at Breast Height in inches @ 54 inches above grade

Height; Spread — Estimated in feet using visual references

Health; Structure rating 1 to 5: 1 (Excellent); 2 (Good); 3 (Fair); 4 (Poor); 5 (Extremely Poor)

Trunk

Number Name

1 English elm 41.6

(Ulmus procera)

2 English elm 34.1
3 Eucalyptus 48.3
(Eucalyptus species)

4 Chinese hackberry 10.0

(Celtis sinensis)

5 Chinese hackberry 14.6
6 Chinese hackberry 18.1
7 Coast live oak 19.0

(Quercus agrifolia)
8 London plane 9.7
(Platanus acerifolia)

9 London plane 10.2
10 London plane 9.3
11 London plane 10.4
12 London plane 9.1
13 Maidenhair tree 4.4

(Ginkgo biloba)
14 Maidenhair tree 4.3
15 Maidenhair tree 5.0
16 California sycamore 27.7

(Platanus racemosa)
17 American sweet gum
18 Chinese hackberry
19 Chinese hackberry
20 Chinese hackberry
21 Monterey pine
(Pinus radiata)
22 Chinese hackberry
23 Chinese hackberry
24 Chinese hackberry
25 Chinese hackberry
26 English oak
(Quercus robur)
27 Flowering cherry
(Prunus serrulata)
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DBH Height Spread Health Structure Comments

Suspected cavity in S. facing limb at 30’

Sparse canopy; primary leader broken
Topped; Sparse foliage; Branch tip die-back

Dense canoyy; Minor branch tip die-back

Branch tip die-back throughout canopy
Co-dominant leaders w/ imbedded bark @ 8’
Very dense canopy

Sparse canopy; Minor structural defects

Sparse canopy; Minor structural defects
Sparse canopy; Minor structural defects
Sparse canopy; Minor structural defects
Sparse canopy; Minor structural defects
Excellent specimen

Competing leaders, otherwise fine specimen
Competing leaders, otherwise fine specimen
Sparse canopy; branch tip die-back

Moderate branch tip die-back
Co-dominant leaders w/ imbedded bark; sparse
Minor branch tip die-back

Sparse; branch tip die-back

Some Chlorosis; branch tip die-back;
Pine bark beetle damage

Overall health good; minor die-back
Moderately sparse; branch tip die-back
Moderately sparse; branch tip die-back
Moderately sparse; branch tip die-back
Excellent health and structure

Fine young specimen
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Trunk
Number Name DBH Height Spread Health Structure Comments
28 Flowering cherry 69 10 10 1 2  Fine young specimen
29 Flowering cherry 88 10 15 1 2 Fine young specimen
30 Flowering cherry 55 8 8 3 2  Bark damage; broken branches
31 Flowering cherry 59 8 10 3 2  Bark damage; broken branches
32 Flowering cherry 5.6 8 8 3 2  Bark damage; broken branches
33 Bur oak 315 40 80 1 1 Outstanding specimen, but has
(Quercus macrocarpa) tussock moth infestation
34 Aristocrat pear 1.5 8 6 2 2  Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
(Pyrus calleryana ‘Aristocrat’)
35 Aristocrat pear 1.7 10 6 2 1 Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
36 Aristocrat pear 19 10 8 2 1  Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
37 Aristocrat pear 20 10 8 2 1 Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
38 Aristocrat pear 23 10 6 2 1  Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
39 Aristocrat pear 1.1 8 6 2 2  Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
40 Aristocrat pear 21 10 6 2 1  Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
41 Avristocrat pear 23 10 6 2 1 Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
42 Avristocrat pear 30 10 8 2 1 Suspected root bound or root barrier specimen
43 California black walnut 40.7 60 50 2 5  Previous broken limbs; numerous cavities;
(Juglans hindsii) very poor branching structure
44 Coast live oak 29.2 45 65 1 1 Very dense canopy; outstanding specimen
45 Eucalyptus 451 95 60 2 3 Previous broken limbs;
46 Eucalyptus 47.1 110 75 3 3 Previous broken limbs; sparse canopy
47 English EIm 40.1 80 50 2 3 No large cavities or major weaknesses
48 Coast live oak 26.6 35 35 2 1 Moderately sparse canopy; branch tip die-back
49 Bur oak 28,5 60 70 2 1  Heritage Tree HT — 03 — 014 ; Chlorosis;
Minor branch tip die-back
50 Chinese hackberry 96 30 30 3 1  Sparse canopy; branch tip die-back
51 Chinese hackberry  11.3 30 30 2 4  Topped
52 Bur oak 375 55 65 2 4 Heritage Tree HT — 03- 014; Chlorosis;
Minor branch tip die-back; lean toward W
53 Chinese hackberry  12.2 30 30 1 3 Co-dominant stems w/ imbedded bark
54 Coast redwood 336 120 30 2 2 Moderately dense
(Sequoia sempervirens)
55 Valley oak 225 50 50 2 1  Branch tip die-back in top of canopy
(Quercus lobata)
56 Californiasycamore 29.3 65 40 3 2 Sparse canopy/ lean approx. 15 degrees to SW
(Platanus racemosa)
57 Date palm 39.2 65 30 1 2 Numerous small bark injuries, but healthy
(Phoenix canariensis)
58 English yew 276@1 30 35 1 1 Minor die-back (suspect squirrel damage)
(Taxus baccata)
59 English oak 12.8 25 40 1 1 Outstanding specimen
60 English oak 8.9 15 30 1 1 Outstanding specimen
Trunk
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Number Name DBH Height Spread Health Structure Comments
61 Coast live oak 37.3 55 70 1 1 Outstanding specimen; tussock moth
62 Elm 14.5 25 45 1 1 Outstanding specimen

(Ulmus species)
63 Chinese hackberry 12.3 25 35 3 1 Sparse canopy/ branch tip die-back
64 Chinese elm 23.6 65 70 2 4 Sparse canopy/ Topped @ 50’
(Ulmus parvifolia)
65 Chinese hackberry 28.8 50 75 2 3 S. side of canopy very dense/ die-back of
approx. 10-15% of canopy on N side

66 Chinese hackberry 14.1 30 35 2 2
67 Chinese hackberry 10.2 20 30 4 3 Sparse canopy/ branch tip dieback/mistletoe
68 Cypress 12.8 35 25 4 2 Browing canopy/ significant die-back

(Cupressus species)

69 Chinese hackberry 10.8 30 30 1 2  Good condition
70 Coast live oak 28.2 35 60 1 1 Outstanding specimen; tussock moth
71 California fan palm 31.8 90 20 1 1  Heritage Tree HG-03-002

(Washingtonia filifera) (Individual tag # 3590)
72 California fan palm 30.3 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3589)
73 California fan palm 30.2 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3588)
74 California fan palm 29.3 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3587)
75 California fan palm 30.1 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3586)
76 California fan palm 30.5 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3585)
77 California fan palm 29.3 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3584)
78 California fan palm 29.7 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # defaced)
79 California fan palm 30.9 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # defaced)
80 California fan palm 30.7 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # defaced)
81 California fan palm 30.0 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # gone)
82 California fan palm 30.0 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3579)
83 California fan palm 29.7 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3578)
84 California fan palm 29.9 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3577)
85 California fan palm 29.7 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3576)
86 California fan palm 30.8 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3575)
87 California fan palm 30.0 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3574)
88 California fan palm 30.4 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3573)
89 California fan palm 30.0 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3572)
90 California fan palm 30.4 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3571)
91 California fan palm 30.5 90 20 Heritage Tree (Individual tag # 3570)
92 London plane 12.2 45 30 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
93 London plane 10.9 45 30 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
94 London plane 10.0 45 30 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back

WWWWWWWRRRRREPRRERPRPRREPRREPREPRRERERERER
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95 London plane 9.6 40 25 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
96 London plane 10.5 40 30 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
97 London plane 9.2 45 25 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
98 London plane 8.9 45 25 Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
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Trunk

Number Name

99 London plane 7.3 40
100 London plane 7.4 40
101 London plane 7.2 40
102 London plane 7.6 40
103 London plane 8.3 40
104 London plane 8.7 45
105 London plane 9.6 45
106 London plane 9.0 45

107 London plane 10.2 45

108 London plane 12.5 45
109 London plane 9.6 35
110 London plane 9.2 35
111 London plane 10.1 35
112 London plane 8.3 35
113 London plane 8.2 40
114 London plane 8.2 40
115 London plane 9.9 40
116 London plane 9.1 45
117 London plane 9.3 40
118 London plane 2.8 15
119 London plane 3.1 15
120 London plane 2.9 15
121 London plane 8.5 25
122 London plane 9.9 30
123 London plane 6.2 20
124 London plane 6.4 25
125 London plane 8.1 30
126 London plane 8.8 30

127 London plane 10.3 45
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DBH Height Spread Health Structure Comments

Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Very Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Very Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Very Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Very Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Very Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
Sparse Canopy/ Branch tip die-back
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