
EXAMPLE
James Ko
April 10, 
 

 
April 10,
 
*Redacte
 
*Redacte
 
I am writ
along the
within a 
 
 
Backgro
 
I met wit
perform a
property.
requested
 
While I w
his prima
the house
 
I perform
use any t
and you d
tell me w
closest to
 
I only ex
observab
property 
 
The basic
on how t
risk. Usu
eliminate
 

E TREE RISK 
omen, Class 
2017 

, 2017 

ed* 

ed*, 

ting to summ
e western sid
one year tim

ound 

th you on the
a risk assess
. You told m
d the remova

was on site, y
ary concern w
e. 

med a Level 2
tools. The su
did not know

whether the f
o the primary

xamined targ
ble. Target th

were not co

c premise to
o reduce the

ually the ben
e all tree risk

ASSESSMEN
One Arboric

Class On
CA Lic. #9
2832 Man
Glendale, 
Phone: (81
 

marize the re
de of the subj

me frame, and

e subject pro
sment for the

me that your c
al of all the t

you and I ha
was safety. H

2 Basic Tree
urvey that yo
w whether th
fence represe
y structure o

ets that you 
hat were not 
nsidered for

tree risk ass
eir risk to tol
efits provide

k is to elimin
 

NT REPORT 
culture Inc.

ne Arboric
982988 
hattan Ave
CA 91214 
18) 495‐5344

esults of my 
bject property
d the other a

operty at noo
e trees growi
company ow
trees due to a

ad a brief pho
He was conc

e Risk Asses
ou provided m
he fence repr
ented the pro
on the proper

disclosed to
explicitly lis

r this report.

sessment to h
erable levels

ed by trees o
nate all trees

culture 

4 

site visit to *
y, I can conc
assessed tree

on on Tuesda
ing on a hills

wned the subj
a concern re

one convers
cerned that a

ssment. My o
me did not s
resented the 
operty line or
rty to avoid p

o me or were
sted to me an

help tree risk
s. All trees p

outweigh the 
. 

*Redacted*.
clude that Tr
es have a low

ay, February
side on the w

bject property
egarding thei

ation with y
a tree would 

observations
show the wes
property lin
r not, I rema
possible tres

e readily obs
nd targets th

k managers m
provide bene

risks they p

. After viewi
ree 15 poses 
w risk rating

y 14. You ask
western edge
y and your te
ir safety. 

your tenant. H
fall and imp

s were visua
stern edge o

ne. Since you
ained on the 
spass. 

ervable or w
hat were not 

make an edu
efits, and all 
ose. The onl

Page 1

ing 17 trees 
a moderate

g. 

ked me to 
e of the subje
enants had 

He told me t
pact a person

l-only; I did 
f the propert

u were not ab
side of the f

were readily 
on the subje

ucated decisi
trees pose so
ly way to 

of 36 

 risk 

ect 

that 
n or 

d not 
ty, 
ble to 
fence 

ect 

ion 
ome 



EXAMPLE TREE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 
James Komen, Class One Arboriculture Inc. 
April 10, 2017    Page 2 of 36 
 

Tree Risk Assessment Methodology 
 
There are three components to a tree risk assessment: likelihood of failure, likelihood of impact, 
and consequences of failure and impact. For each combination of tree part and target, I rated 
each of these components. Then I combined them according to International Society of 
Arboriculture (ISA) Best Management Practice for tree risk assessment using the tables in 
Figures 1 and 2 to produce a risk rating for each tree part and target combination. Lastly, I 
assigned an overall risk rating for each tree equal to the risk rating of the tree part and target 
combination with the highest risk rating. I followed this process for my risk assessment of each 
of the 17 subject trees. 
 
Targets 
 
I assessed three targets in the backyard: the primary residence structure, people, and a porch 
swing. The porch swing and the residence structure are fixed targets. They are present 24/7, and 
it is not practical to move them to mitigate risk.  
 
People are mobile targets with an occasional occupancy rate in the backyard. They are 
infrequently or irregularly in the backyard patio and grassy area. For a large portion of the day, 
month, week, or year, they are either inside the structure or offsite. People are rarely present on 
the hillside as indicated by the groundcover of vegetation that is not conducive for walking. 
There is a lock on the gate on the southwest corner of the property, indicating that the occupancy 
rate of people on the western side of the fence is rare. 
 
The target zone is defined as the area in which the tree or tree part is most likely to fall if it were 
to fail. For trees in which the direction of fall was not clear, I assessed the likelihood of impact 
by assessing all possible directions the tree could fall as weighted equally. For whole tree failure, 
I defined the target zone as 1 x tree height. For branch failure, I defined the target zone as the 
dripline of the canopy. For this assignment, I determined target zones by visual approximation 
only. 
 
Tree Parts 
 
I assessed three different tree parts that could fail on the subject trees: whole tree failure, branch 
failure, and co-dominant stem failure. 
 
Whole tree failure may result from root plate failure or trunk failure. In most cases, I did not see 
any defects that indicated an elevated likelihood of failure. Branch failure is most likely to occur 
when a tree has compartmentalized off its deadwood, but Eucalyptus trees are known for their 
species failure profile to have a possible likelihood of branch failure even in the absence of 
defects. 
 
Co-dominant stems are known for having a possible likelihood of failure. Sometimes trees can 
deposit adequate response growth to retain co-dominant stem defects for many years, but the 
defect does represent an elevated likelihood of failure rating. I rated Tree 15’s co-dominant 
stems as having a possible likelihood of failure over the next one year time frame. 
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Risk Mitigation 
 
As a risk assessor, my job is to present options for risk mitigation. The property owner or 
manager’s responsibility is to choose one or more that meets the budget and level of risk 
tolerance. Each mitigation option will have residual risk unless the tree is completely removed: 
 

1) Prune dead branches out of Tree 15: This would reduce the likelihood of branch failure, 
but it would not change the overall risk rating of the tree. The residual risk would still be 
moderate. 
 

2) Top Tree 15 at a height of 25 feet: Reducing the height of Tree 15 to 25 feet would shrink 
its target zone. Doing so would reduce the likelihood of impacting the structure from high 
to low, thereby dropping the risk rating from moderate to low. However, topping an 
already stressed tree would likely predispose it to death in the years following the 
mitigation action. Ultimately, topping this tree would require its eventual removal 
anyway. 
 

3) Remove Tree 15: Removing this tree would reduce its risk from low to zero. The residual 
risk of all the remaining trees assessed in this report would have a low risk rating. This is 
the only effective mitigation strategy that would reduce the risk posed by Tree 15 below 
moderate. 
 

4) Remove Tree 16: Removing this tree would reduce its risk from low to zero. The primary 
residence structure is in the target zone of Tree 16, so removing this tree would eliminate 
the possibility that Tree 16 could fail and impact the structure. Since this tree is growing 
on the adjacent property to the north, you will need to obtain permission from the 
property owner before removing it. 
 

5) Prune the co-dominant stem defects out of Tree 3: this would reduce the likelihood of 
branch failure and improve the aesthetic appearance of the tree, but it would not change 
the overall risk rating of the tree. It is not possible to have a risk rating lower than low 
unless the tree is removed. 
 

6) Remove Tree 7: Removing this tree would reduce its risk from low to zero. It would also 
remove the benefits provided by the tree, including aesthetic appeal and shade for the 
porch swing. 
 

7) Remove Tree 3: Removing this tree would reduce its risk from low to zero. It would also 
remove the benefits provided by the tree, including aesthetic appeal and shade for the 
porch swing. 
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8) Remove all trees named in this report: Removing all trees named in this report would 
reduce their risk from low to zero. It would also remove the benefits provided by the 
trees, including property value increases, erosion mitigation, stormwater retention, 
aesthetic appeal, and shade. This mitigation strategy will require approval of the owners 
of the adjacent properties. Take caution if this mitigation strategy is chosen: removing 
trees on neighboring properties without permission may result in a financial liability to 
the tree owners for the loss. 
 

9) Retain and monitor: Consider hiring a tree risk assessor to return on an annual basis and 
after major storms to reassess the retained trees for any changes in their risk rating. A 
report with this level of detail would not be necessary. A re-inspection would not change 
the residual risk of the trees, but it will help to mitigate any potential increases in the risk 
they may pose in the future. 
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Glossary of Terms 
 
Consequences of impact: The amount of damage or harm caused by a tree or tree part failing 

and impacting a target. It may be personal injury, property damage, or 
disruption of an activity. 
There are four possible ratings: 
1) Severe: Hospitalization or death of a person, or property damage over 

$20,000. 
2) Significant: Personal injury that does not require professional medical 

care, or property damage costing less than $20,000 to repair. 
3) Minor: Very minor personal injury, or property damage costing less 

than $1,000 to repair. 
4) Negligible: Property damage that can be easily repaired. No personal 

injury. 
 
Likelihood of failure: The chance that a tree or tree part could fall within a specified time frame. 

There are four possible ratings: 
1) Imminent: Without regard to the assessed time frame, the tree or tree 

part is about to fail or has already started to fail. 
2) Probable: Within the assessed time frame, the tree or tree part may 

fail in ordinary weather conditions. 
3) Possible: Within the assessed time frame, the tree or tree part may fail 

in extreme weather. 
4) Improbable: Within the assessed time frame, the tree or tree part may 

not fail, even in extreme weather. 
 
Likelihood of impact: The chance that the subject tree would impact the target if it were to fail. 

This is primarily determined by the occupancy rate of the targets, the 
direction of the tree’s fall, and any potential protection factors. 
There are four possible ratings: 
1) High: If the tree or tree part were to fail, it may be expected to impact 

the target. 
2) Medium: If the tree or tree part were to fail, the chance of impacting 

the target is approximately 50/50. 
3) Low: If the tree or tree part were to fail, it would be unlikely to impact 

the target. 
4) Very Low: If the tree or tree part were to fail, the chance of impacting 

the target is remote. 
 
Mobile target:  A target that is constantly moving or stopping intermittently. Such targets 

include people, animals, bicycles, and vehicles. 
 
Movable target:  A target that may be relocated as a mitigation strategy. 
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Occupancy rate:  The amount of time that a mobile target is present in the target zone. 
There are four possible ratings: 
1) Constant: Within the assessed time frame, the target is always or 

nearly always present in the target zone, 20-24 hours per day. 
2) Frequent: Within the assessed time frame, the target is present in the 

target zone for a large portion of the day, month, week, or year, 
averaging 4-20 hours per day.  

3) Occasional: Within the assessed time frame, the target is infrequently 
or intermittently present in the target zone, averaging 0.25-4 hours per 
day. 

4) Rare: Within the assessed time frame, the target is present in the target 
zone for a very small portion of time, averaging 0.25 hours per day or 
less. 
 

Risk Rating: The combination of likelihood of failure, likelihood of impact, and 
consequences of impact.  
There are four possible ratings: 
1) Extreme: access to the target zone should be restricted immediately 

and mitigation should take place as soon as possible. 
2) High: mitigation should take place as soon as practical.  
3) Moderate: mitigation should take place as soon as pruning cycle 

allows. 
4) Low: The risk may be mitigated as pruning cycle allows, or the tree 

may be retained and monitored. 
 

Static Target: A target that does not move. It is present in 24 hours per day, seven days 
per week. Building and landscape fixtures are considered fixed targets. 

 
Target:  A person that could be injured, property being damaged, or activities that 

could be disrupted by a failure of a tree or tree part. 
 
Target zone:  The area in which a tree or tree part can reasonably be expected to fall if it 

were to fail. 
 
Time frame:  The period of time over which the likelihood of failure is assessed. Time 

frame is often one year, but it may be modified to meet the needs of the 
client. For this assignment, I used a timeframe of one year. 
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Limitations 
 
I relied upon historical information regarding the site and the subject tree that you provided to 
me. For purposes of this report, I assumed all of the information you gave me to be true. If any of 
the information provided to me is found to be inaccurate, the conclusions in this report may be 
invalidated. 
 
My observations are based on a strictly visual inspection of the property, and some hidden or 
buried symptoms and signs may not have been observed. I did not conduct excavation, coring, or 
aerial inspection to make observations. Specialty arborists would be needed to conduct root 
crown inspections and extent-of-decay analysis on the tree, if these additional inspections are 
desired. Because the property line was not known, my observations were made from only one 
side of the fence shown in the report. If any tree defects were present but not observable from my 
perspective by the fence, they were not included in this risk assessment. 
 
Although the condition of the trees will change throughout the year, my analysis is only based on 
the observations I gathered at the time of inspection. I do not guarantee the safety, health, or 
condition of the trees. There is no warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or 
deficiencies in the trees may not arise in the future. 
 
Arborists are tree specialists who use their knowledge, education, training, and experience to 
examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to 
reduce the risk of living trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of 
the arborist, or to seek additional advice. 
 
Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to structural failure of a tree. 
Trees are living organisms that fail in ways not fully understood. Conditions are often hidden 
within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe 
under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, like any 
medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 
 
Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the 
arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between 
neighbors, and other issues. Arborists cannot take such considerations into account unless 
complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then be 
expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information provided. 

 
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree 
of risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees. 
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Conclusion 
 
For a one-year time frame, the risk of Tree 15 is moderate, and the risk of all other subject trees 
is low. The only effective mitigation action that would reduce the risk rating of Tree 15 is 
removal. Evaluate the risk/benefit tradeoff for the trees that pose low risk before considering 
them for removal. 
 
After reading this risk assessment report, your responsibility as tree risk manager is to determine 
your risk tolerance threshold and budget. You will use those to determine appropriate mitigation 
actions, if any. 
 
 
If you have further questions, feel free to give me a call or email. 
 
 
 
 
James Komen 
Board Certified Master Arborist #WE-9909B 
Registered Consulting Arborist #555 
Class One Arboriculture Inc. 
818-495-5344 
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Figure 4: Results of the tree risk assessment for every assessed tree, tree part, and target 
combination. The only tree part and target combination with a moderate risk rating was Tree 15’s 
co-dominant stem failing and impacting the building. 
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