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Figure 1. Satellite image of project site (outlined in

Figure 2. Satellite image of project site from Googl e
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Crotchds Bumbl ebee Survey, Gingko-Stonehouse Project, Sierra Madre



Figure 3. Photograph (April 22, 2024) of steep slope with coastal sage scrub and black sage (Salvia mellifera) with
biologist Cody Fees looking on. View looking west from within the central northern portion of the site.

Figure 4. Photograph (April 22, 2024) of level ground with grassland and woodlands on a southwestern portion of the
site (view looking southwest).
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Crotch’s Bumblebee Survey, Gingko-Stonehouse Project, Sierra Madre Osborne Biological Consulting — August 2024
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Figure 5. Phbtograph (June 6, 2024) of Bombus melanopygus on Salvia mellifera.
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Figure 6. Photograph (July 25, 2024) of Bombus vosnesenskii (worker) visiting Eriogonum fasciculatum.
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1.1  Introduction

On behalf of the City of Sierra Madre, VCS Environmental (VCS) prepared this 2024 Update to the 2016
Arborist Report for the Ginkgo Stonehouse Residential Project (Project), located on an approximately 9-
acre site. This update incorporates the results of the April and May 2024 protected tree surveys conducted
by certified arborist, Dane Shota, with the findings of the 2016 Stonehouse Project Arborist Report
prepared by Dudek (Attachment A). The focus of this update is on the Project’s potential impacts to
protected trees, as defined by the City of Sierra Madre’s Code of Ordinances (Municipal Code), Chapter
12.20 - Tree Preservation and Protection and Section 17.58.070 - Tree Preservation.

1.2  Updated Project Description

The Ginkgo Stonehouse Residential Project (TTM NO. 65348), or “Project”, proposes approval of a Vesting
Tentative Tract Map (TTM) that would allow for the development of nine single-family residential detached
lots on approximately 9 acres of land (Figure 1, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 65348). Since preparation
of the 2016 Dudek Arborist Report, minor adjustments have been made to the grading plan; therefore, the
site was reassessed to verify the location of protected trees within the context of the updated Grading
Limits and buildable portions of the Project site. The Project site includes a Non-Buildable Area that restricts
development from occurring within this portion of the Project site, except for limited grading required for
constructing a fire truck turnaround access driveway.

1.3  Results of 2024 Protected Tree Surveys

The 2024 protected tree surveys conducted by Dane Shota identified 64 protected trees that either will-be
or may-be removed because they are located within the Grading Limits and/or are located within the
buildable area of the Project site. It is possible that some of the trees located outside of the Grading Limits
but within the buildable area of the Project site may be preserved; however, this report conservatively
assumes potential removals for those trees. In addition, a 25-foot buffer (Encroachment Area) was
extended around the Grading Limits to identify 11 trees that are not anticipated to be removed but may
be encroached upon during construction activities. Other protected trees located within the Non-Buildable
Area and outside the Grading Limits and Encroachment Area are not anticipated to be impacted. Figure 2,
Tree Location Map shows the location of these areas and the location of protected trees by species. Table
1 shows the estimated number of trees to be removed and those that may be encroached upon.

Table 1: Impacts to Protected Trees

Tree Species Encroachment Removal
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa) - 5
California live oak (Quercus agrifolia) - 38
Scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia) 10 4
Engelmann oak (Quercus engelmannii) 1 17
Total 11 64




1.4  Findings and Recommendations

Based on the 2024 survey findings, the Project site conditions remain generally consistent with the Project
site conditions described in the 2016 Dudek Arborist Report (Attachment A). The revised Grading Limits
have resulted in a reduction of protected tree removals from 67 trees to 64 trees. The number of
encroached trees has gone from 6 in 2016 to 11 in 2024.

This report recommends implementing measures as required by the City of Sierra Madre’s Code of
Ordinances (Municipal Code), Chapter 12.20 - Tree Preservation and Protection and Section 17.58.070 -
Tree Preservation. This report also recommends implementing the measures described in Section 5
Mitigation, Section 6 Tree Protection, and Section 7 Removal of Polyphagous Shot Hole Borer Trees included
in the 2016 Dudek Arborist Report (Attachment A).
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1 INTRODUCTION

Dudek evaluated and recorded information about regulated trees classified as protected trees,
whose trunk (or collective trunks) exceeds a diameter of 4 inches measured at 4 feet above
natural ground level, and prepared this arborist report for the proposed Stonehouse Project
(project) in the City of Sierra Madre (City), California. Primary topics of this arborist report
include evaluations of project-related impacts and recommendations for tree protection,
relocation, removal, and mitigation. The project site is located on private land in the City, south
of the Angeles National Forest.

This arborist report provides a summary of Dudek’s site and tree evaluation within the proposed
development and infrastructure improvement areas. There are four native tree species that meet
the City’s definition of a protected tree, including California sycamore (Platanus racemosa),
California live oak (Quercus agrifolia), Engelmann oak (Quercus engelmannii), and scrub oak
(Quercus berberidifolia). Of the four native species found on site, California live oak is the most
prominent. Non-native trees found on site include catclaw acacia (Senegalia greggii), Norfolk
Island pine (Araucaria heterophylla), Hong Kong orchid (Bauhinia x blakeana), silk floss tree
(Celba speciose), citrus (Citrus spp.), loquat (Eriobotrya japonica), Tasmanian bluegum
(Eucalyptus globulus), willow peppermint (Eucalyptus nicholli), swamp gum (Eucalyptus
regnans), flooded gum (Eucalyptus grandis), Arizona ash (Fraxinus uhdei), blue jacaranda
(Jacaranda mimosifolia), common juniper (Juniperus communis), privet (Ligustrum spp.),
Chinaberrytree (Melia azedarach), white mulberry (Morus alba), olive (Olea europaea),
avocado (Persea Americana), Canary Island date palm (Phoenix canariensis), Aleppo pine
(Pinus halepensis), stone pine (Pinus pinea), fern pine (Pinus gracilior), cherry (Prunus spp.),
pomegranate (Punica granatum), holly oak (Quercus ilex), black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia),
Peruvian pepper (Schinus molle), Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius), and Washington
fan palm (Washingtonia robusta).

Dudek’s International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)-certified arborists performed various tasks
associated with surveying, inventorying, and evaluating the condition of the property’s trees, as
described in the following sections. The purpose of this arborist report is to present the physical
characteristics, mapped locations, impact and preservation totals, and recommended protected
tree impact mitigation. The tree quantities and related project impacts have been analyzed and
are reported in the following sections.

In summary, the project site exhibits a natural/seminatural setting with native and ornamental
trees scattered throughout the property. There are 443 trees (protected and non-protected over 4
inches in diameter) within the property boundary. The 443 trees consist of 106 protected trees
and 337 non-native and ornamental trees. Of the 443 trees, 255 (67 protected and 188 non-
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protected) require removal to accommodate the project. In total, 67 protected trees (15.1% of the
trees on the project site) are expected to be impacted by the proposed project and associated
infrastructure improvements. Two of the impacted trees are considered candidates for relocation.
However, tree relocation is not a requirement of the City or this arborist report. Should the
project applicant determine that relocating trees would be desirable, the candidate trees could be
considered appropriate but would need closer examination to confirm.

1.1 Site Description

The approximately 9-acre project site is located northwest of the intersection of East Grandview
Avenue and Stonehouse Road, north of Interstate 210 and west of Interstate 605, within the City,
Los Angeles County, California (Figure 1). It is composed of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 5764-
001-017 and 5764-001-0018, situated in Section 18 of Township 1 North Range 11 West of the
Mount Wilson 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle (Figure 2).

Three occupied single-family residential homes are located throughout the southern portion of the
property. The vegetation within the southern portion of the site is dominated by non-native
vegetation and ornamental tree species. The northern portion of the project site is largely
undeveloped, with the exception of a small orchard, and is composed primarily of naturalized
vegetation. The eastern portion of the property is dominated by a mature eucalyptus grove. The site is
bounded by the Angeles National Forest to the east and residential development on the north, south,
and west.

1.2 Project Description

The site is approximately 9 acres (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 5764-001-017 and 5764-001-0018)
and is located off East Grandview Avenue in Sierra Madre, California. The proposed project would
establish a specific plan to create a new subdivision consisting of 10 single-family residential home
sites. The existing site currently has three single-family residential homes, which will be
demolished as part of the new subdivision. A single cul-de-sac street, approximately 380 feet long,
off East Grandview Avenue will provide access to the proposed lots.
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2 METHODS
2.1 Individual Protected Tree Evaluation

Dudek mapped and collected individual tree attribute information for all protected trees within
and adjacent to the proposed project limits meeting the City’s definition of a protected tree,
which includes native oak and sycamore trees that have a minimum diameter of 4 inches at 4
feet above natural grade. The location of each individual protected tree was mapped using a
Trimble Pathfinder Pro XH Global Positioning System (GPS) receiver (Appendix A). The
Pathfinder has a horizontal accuracy of 1 meter (1 sigma) using differential code positioning
techniques. Since tree canopies can sometimes cause loss of satellite lock by blocking the line-
of-sight to satellites, an electronic compass and reflectorless, electronic distance-measuring
device was also used in mapping tree locations. The electronic distance-measuring/compass
combination operates in concert with the Pathfinder system to position offsets, and offset
information is automatically attached to the GPS position data string. Protected trees were
tagged in the field with an aluminum tree tag bearing a unique identification number. The tags
were placed on the trunk of each inventoried tree, and tag numbers correspond with the
individual tree data presented in Appendix B.

Concurrent with tree mapping efforts, Dudek arborists collected tree attribute data, including
species, quantity of individual trunks, individual trunk diameters, overall height, canopy extent,
and general health and structural conditions. Trunk diameter measurements were collected at 4
feet above natural grade along the trunk axis, as described in Section 12.20.020 of the City’s
Municipal Code (2016), with a few common exceptions. In cases in which a tree’s trunk is
located on a slope, the 2-foot height was approximated as the average of the shortest and longest
sides of the trunk (i.e., the uphill side and downhill side of a tree’s trunk, respectively), and the
measurement was made at the circumference of the trunk at this point. Tree height measurements
were ocular estimates made by experienced field arborists. Tree canopy diameters were typically
estimated by “pacing-off” the measurement based on the arborist’s knowledge of his stride
length or by visually estimating the canopy width. The tree crown diameter measurements were
made along an imaginary line intersecting the tree trunk that best approximated the average
canopy diameter.

Pursuant to the Guide for Plant Appraisal (Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers 2000),
tree health and structure were evaluated with respect to five distinct tree components: roots,
trunk(s), scaffold branches, small branches, and foliage. Each component of the tree was
assessed with regard to health factors, such as insect, fungal, or pathogen damage; fire damage;
mechanical damage; presence of decay; presence of wilted or dead leaves; and wound closure.
Components were graded as good, fair, poor, and dead, with good representing no apparent
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