COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 25, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of a Grading Permit for
590 cubic yards (c.y.) of grading to construct a new single-family
residence and basement, and the removal of three (3) significant trees,
on the property located at 900 Menlo Oaks Drive in the unincorporated
Menlo Oaks area of San Mateo County.

County File Number: PLN 2017-00262 (Mahadevan)

PROPOSAL

Proposal as Presented to the Planning Commission on February 14, 2018

On February 14, 2018, the Planning Commission considered an appeal of staff’s
decision to approve of a Grading Permit for 590 c.y. of grading, consisting of 540 c.y.
of cut and 50 c.y. of fill, in order to construct a new 5,043 sq. ft. single-family residence
with a 990 sq. ft. subterranean basement. The grading and construction of the resi-
dence proposed at that time involved the removal of three (3) significant trees including
one 20.9” diameter at breast height (dbh) Irish yew tree located mid-parcel, one 20.7”
dbh coast live oak tree located mid-parcel in the left side yard, one 28.7” dbh incense
cedar tree located in the front left yard of the subject property, as well as the removal of
ten non-significant sized trees of varying species located throughout the parcel.

The appeal contended that: (1) the noticing for tree removal was inadequate, (2) the
house can be redesigned or moved to save the 20.7” dbh coast live oak tree and a
smaller 6.9” dbh coast live oak tree proposed for removal, (3) too many trees in general
are proposed for removal, and (4) the tree replacement standards for this project are
inadequate.

The Planning Commission voted 3-1 to continue the item to a future date to allow staff
to draft findings for denial. This action was taken because the Planning Commission
could not make the findings required by the Significant Tree Regulations to authorize
the removal of the 20.7” dbh coast Live Oak tree (Tree #24). Specifically, a majority of
the Planning Commission was unable to conclude that the removal of this tree is
necessary to allow the reasonable economic or other enjoyment of the property given
that the development could be redesigned to retain Tree #24.



Revised Grading Permit Proposal

The applicant has submitted a revised grading plan in response to the comments and
concerns raised during the February 14, 2018 Planning Commission hearing. These
plans eliminate the need to remove Tree #24 by reducing the length of the proposed
basement light well and reducing the extent of the rear patio to avoid impacting the
tree’s roots. The applicant has requested that the Planning Commission approve
these revised plans and deny the appeal.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission approve the Grading Permit application, County File
Number PLN 2017-00262, by making the required findings and imposing the conditions
of approval found in Attachment A of this staff report. Findings to support denial of the
project and approval of the appeal are found in Attachment B.

SUMMARY

At its February 14, 2018 hearing, the Planning Commission considered the appeal of
the Grading Permit and heard public comment from the appellant, the Menlo Oaks
District Association (MODA), and the Menlo Oaks Tree Advocacy (MOTA). Concerns
were raised regarding the removal of one 20.7” dbh coast live oak, and overall loss of
canopy within the Menlo Oaks neighborhood.

In response to these concerns, the landowner identified relocation and/or redesign
efforts that would be necessary in order to retain the oak tree and was agreeable to
providing additional replacement trees. The arborist discussed the condition of the
existing oak tree, its conflict with adjacent trees, and its continued lean toward the
existing residence, characterizing it having a moderate risk of failure.

At that hearing, the Planning Commission determined that it could not make the findings
required by the Significant Tree Regulations to authorize the removal of the oak tree.
Specifically, a majority of the Planning Commission was unable to conclude that the
subject significant oak tree posed an immediate risk to the proposed structure, or that
retaining the oak tree would significantly impact the reasonable economic or other
enjoyment of the property given that the development could be redesigned to retain the
oak tree. Accordingly, the Planning Commission subsequently determined that the
proposed grading and tree removal did not adhere to the provisions of the Significant
Tree Ordinance, and voted 3-1 to continue the item to a future date to allow staff to
prepare findings of denial.

Since that hearing, the applicant has submitted revised plans that preserve the oak tree
of concern. Staff is therefore presenting the Planning Commission with the findings for

denial as previously directed, as well as the option of conditionally approving a grading

permit for the revised project submitted by the applicant.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 25, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Grading Permit, pursuant to Section 9280, for
590 cubic yards (c.y.) of grading to construct a new single-family
residence and basement, and the removal of three (3) significant trees,
on the property located at 900 Menlo Oaks Drive in the unincorporated
Menlo Oaks area of San Mateo County.

County File Number: PLN 2017-00262 (Mahadevan)

PROPOSAL

Background

On February 14, 2018, the Planning Commission considered an appeal of staff’s
decision to approve of a Grading Permit for 590 c.y. of grading, consisting of 540 c.y.
of cut and 50 c.y. of fill, in order to construct a new 5,043 sq. ft. single-family residence
with a 990 sq. ft. subterranean basement. The grading and construction of the resi-
dence proposed at that time involved the removal of three (3) significant trees including
one 20.9” diameter at breast height (dbh) Irish yew tree located mid-parcel, one 20.7”
dbh coast live oak tree located mid-parcel in the left side yard, one 28.7” dbh incense
cedar tree located in the front left yard of the subject property, as well as the removal of
ten non-significant sized trees of varying species located throughout the parcel.

The appeal contended that: (1) the noticing for tree removal was inadequate, (2) the
house can be redesigned or moved to save the 20.7” dbh coast live oak tree and a
smaller 6.9” dbh coast live oak tree proposed for removal, (3) too many trees in general
are proposed for removal, and (4) the tree replacement standards for this project are
inadequate.

The Planning Commission voted 3-1 to continue the item to a future date to allow staff
to draft findings for denial. This action was taken because the Planning Commission
could not make the findings required by the Significant Tree Regulations to authorize
the removal of the 20.7” dbh coast Live Oak tree (Tree #24). Specifically, a majority of
the Planning Commission was unable to conclude that the removal of this tree is
necessary to allow the reasonable economic or other enjoyment of the property given
that the development could be redesigned to retain Tree #24.



Revised Grading Permit Proposal

The applicant has submitted revised grading plans in response to the comments and
concerns raised during the February 14, 2018 Planning Commission hearing. These
plans eliminate the need to remove Tree #24 by reducing the length of the proposed
basement light well and reducing the extent of the rear patio to avoid impacting the
tree’s roots. The applicant has requested that the Planning Commission approve
these revised plans and deny the appeal.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission approve the Grading Permit application, County File
Number PLN 2017-00262, by making the required findings and imposing the conditions
of approval found in Attachment A of this staff report. Findings to support denial of the
project and approval of the appeal are found in Attachment B.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Laura Richstone, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1829
Appellant: John Danforth

Applicant: Eugene Sakai and Sean Rinde for Studio S Squared Architecture
Owner: Rohan Mahadevan

Location: 900 Menlo Oaks Drive, Menlo Oaks

APN: 062-160-090

Parcel Size: 31,193 square feet

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-100 (Single-Family Residential/Menlo Oaks Combining District)
General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential Urban

Sphere-of-Influence: Menlo Park

Existing Land Use: Single-Family Residential

Water Supply: California Water Service — Bear Gulch

Sewage Disposal: West Bay Sanitary District

Flood Zone: Zone “X” (Area of Minimal Flooding); Panel No. 06081C0306E, effective
date October 16, 2012



Setting: The subject parcel is located in the unincorporated residential community of
Menlo Oaks. The subject parcel is relatively flat, approximately 100 feet wide, heavily
forested, and developed with an existing single-family residence. A total of 47 trees of
varying species consisting of 25 significant-sized trees and 22 non-significant sized
trees are located throughout and immediately adjacent to the 31,193 sq. ft. parcel.
Adjacent parcels are similarly forested and developed with single-family residences.

Chronology:
Date

August 21, 2017

September 29, 2017
October 2, 20107

October 18, 2017

October 18, 2017

October 25, 2017

November 10, 2017

November 27, 2017

February 14, 2018

March 21, 2018

April 25, 2018

Action

Application submitted for 590 c.y. of grading and the removal
of 3 significant and 10 non-significant sized trees to construct
a new single-family residence and subterranean basement.
Application is deemed complete.

Public notice sent out. Public comment period opens.

Public comment period closed. Seventeen comments were
received by Planning staff.

Planning staff requests a revised arborist report to address
issues raised during the public comment period.

Applicant submits revised arborist report dated October 24,
2017.

Project approved by the Community Development Director.
Decision letter sent to the applicant and all interested parties
who had comments on the project.

Appeal filed by John Danforth.

The Planning Commission votes 3-1 to continue the item and
directed staff to draft findings of denial.

Revised plans submitted for 565 c.y. of grading and the
removal of 2 significant and 8 non-significant sized trees.
This proposal saves oak Tree #24 by reducing the length of
the basement light well.

Planning Commission hearing.



DISCUSSION

A.

1.

KEY ISSUES

Summary of the February 14, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting

At its meeting, on February 14, 2018, the Planning Commission considered
the appeal of the Grading Permit and heard concerns from the public
regarding the removal of one 20.7” dbh coast live oak tree (Tree #24)
located mid-parcel, in the area of the proposed basement light well, in
association with the proposed earthwork. The appellant, members of the
Menlo Oaks District Association (MODA), and members of the Menlo Oaks
Tree Advocacy (MOTA) group also raised concerns regarding the overall
removal of oak trees within the Menlo Oaks neighborhood at accelerated
rates due to natural causes (e.g., bark beetle, aging) and residential con-
struction projects resulting in the loss of tree canopy in the neighborhood.
Regarding the proposed removal of Tree #24, members of the public raised
concerns about insufficient analysis in the arborist report (lack of exploratory
root trenching, root monitoring) and disagreed with arborist’s and architect’s
conclusion that the tree posed a hazard to the existing development, that
the proposed construction would negatively impact the tree, and that
retention of the tree would negatively impact/create a hazard to the
proposed residence. Additional concerns were raised regarding the
inadequacy of the tree replacement requirements (three 15-gallon trees)
and that no mechanism to monitor replacement trees is found within the
Significant Tree Removal Ordinance. The appellant and members of
MOTA and MODA stated that the proposed residence could be redesigned
to retain Tree #24 and that a mixture of 15-gallon and 24-inch box size
replacement trees would be necessary to adequately replace the lost
canopy.

In response to concerns regarding the condition of Tree #24, the

arborist noted that the current lean of the oak tree toward the existing
residence, resulting from interference from the adjacent redwood trees, will
continue and that this lean poses a risk of failure. In addition, the landowner
and architect identified relocation and/or redesign efforts that would be
necessary to retain the oak tree. They noted that a larger 27.9” dbh valley
oak tree located at the front of the existing residence and additional oak and
redwood trees located toward the rear of the property (six oak trees ranging
from 12.5” dbh to 26.5” dbh; two redwood trees 32.1” dbh and 52.4” dbh)
would be impacted if the proposed residence was shifted toward the street
or rear property line. In considering a redesign to retain Tree #24, the
architect noted that a redesign would impact the footprint of the residence
and basement by 6 to 8 feet. Finally, the landowner stated that he is
amenable to providing a greater quantity and size of replacement trees

(five 15-gallon and two 24-inch box) but was unwilling to enter into a



maintenance and monitoring agreement since no such agreements are
required by the Significant Tree Removal Ordinance.

Determination of the Planning Commission

After considering public comment, the Planning Commission requested
clarification on the failure risk of Tree #24 (which the arborist indicated was
a moderate risk), and discussed the potential reduction of the proposed
basement light well. The Planning Commission did not determine that the
tree posed an immediate risk to the proposed development, that retaining
the oak tree would significantly impact the placement or size of potential
development, or that the tree removal action was necessary to allow for the
reasonable economic or other enjoyment of the property given that the
development could be redesigned to retain the oak tree. The Planning
Commission subsequently voted 3-1 to continue the item and directed staff
to prepare Findings of Denial for consideration by the Planning Commission
at a future date.

Revised Project- Reduced Light Well

In response to comments and concerns raised at the February 14, 2018
Planning Commission hearing, the applicant has submitted revised grading
plans (Attachment C) and a revised arborist report (Attachment D) for the
Planning Commission’s consideration. The revised grading proposal saves
Tree #24, by reducing the length of the proposed basement light well and
the extent of the rear patio.

a. Staff Analysis

The placement, size, and height of the proposed residence have not
changed and are still consistent with the Single-Family Residential/
Menlo Oaks Zoning District (R-1/S-100), as detailed in the staff report
prepared for the February 14, 2018 Planning Commission meeting,
which is incorporated within this staff report by reference and included
as Attachment F. The recently submitted changes include revisions to
the basement light well, rear patio, grading quantities, and drainage
plan. The revised plans reduce the length of the basement light well
by approximately 5-feet and the extent of the rear patio to save oak
Tree #24. The reduction in the light well has also reduced proposed
grading quantities by 25 c.y. The revised project proposes 565 c.y. of
grading comprised of 515 c.y. of cut and 50 c.y. of fill.

Kielty Arborist Services LLC performed exploratory root trenching to
accurately map the extent of the oak tree’s buttress roots to determine
if the revised basement light well would impact the tree’s health and
safety. The root survey (detailed in Attachment D) revealed that no



buttress roots were found in the location of the proposed light well.
Instead, the roots of the tree are located both on the tension side of
the tree (i.e., in the rear) and extend almost laterally from both sides of
the tree. The lateral buttress roots grow at a 45 degree angle from the
proposed light well (Attachment E) and extend toward the proposed
back patio, on one side, and an existing fence on the other side of the
tree. As a result of the root survey, the applicant has also reduced the
width and depth of the patio to avoid impacting one of the larger lateral
buttress roots of the oak tree.

b. Review by County Arborist

The County Arborist has reviewed the revised project plans (including
drainage) and arborist report (see Memorandum/Attachment G). The
County Arborist has determined that the proposed construction should
minimize stress caused by developmental impacts to Tree #24 with
implementation of Conditions of Approval Nos. 19 and 20, relating to
the elimination of over-digging for the construction of the basement
and utilizing geotextile fabrics for root protection.

The County Arborist has also reviewed the applicant’s proposal to
replant seven (7) oak trees and has determined that the parcel is

too crowded with existing trees to accommodate this quantity of
replacement trees. Instead, the County Arborist has recommended
that the applicant replant four (4) 15-gallon native oak tree species.
The County Arborist recommends 15-gallon replacement trees
because they have higher establishment rates and recover from
transplant stress faster than 24-inch box sized trees (as requested by
the appellant), resulting in a higher canopy density in a shorter span of
time.

Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval — Revised Project

Staff has drafted Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval for
the revised project (Attachment A), based on staff’'s determination that, as
revised, the project is consistent with applicable County Policies and
Ordinances. The revised project has reduced significant tree removal
activities and is consistent with the provisions of the Significant Tree
Removal Ordinance. The recommended Conditions of Approval are similar
to those presented at the February 14, 2018 with a few minor modifications.
Condition No. 13, 14, and 25 have been added to reflect that Tree #24 shall
be retained, that the site arborist shall oversee all grading activities for the
basement light well to ensure the safety of the tree, and to clarify that the
proposed 800 sq. ft. pool depicted on the revised plans is not part of this
permit application. Condition No. 22 has been modified to require the
planting of four (4) oak trees, as recommended by the County Arborist.



Recommended Findings of Denial

Per the Planning Commission’s prior directive, Staff has also drafted the
following finding of denial (included in Attachment B), based on the Planning
Commission’s discussion at its previous hearing.

Draft Finding of Denial

The project, as proposed to the Planning Commission on February 14,
2018, is inconsistent with the provisions of the Significant Tree Removal
Ordinance, which must be considered and applied as part of the grading
permit approval process (Significant Tree Removal Ordinance Section
12.020.1(e)). Specifically, the Planning Commission finds that the criteria
for a tree cutting permit approval (Ordinance Section 12,023(a)) are not
satisfied, and further finds that the grading plan can be modified to minimize
tree removal activities and retain the significant oak tree identified by project
plans as Tree #24. The Planning Commission further finds that the
modifications to the grading plan required to retain the significant tree will
not significantly decrease the size of the proposed home nor interfere with
the property owner’s reasonable economic enjoyment of the subject

property.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings of Approval — Revised Project

B. Recommended Finding of Denial

C. Revised Project Plans, dated March 21, 2018

D. Revised Arborist Report, dated March 16, 2018

E. Photos of Root Trenching

F.  Planning Commission Staff Report, dated February 14, 2018

G. San Mateo County Arborist’s Revised Project Review Memorandum, dated

April 18, 2018
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2017-00262 Hearing Date: April 25, 2018

Prepared By: Laura Richstone For Adoption By: Planning Commission

Project Planner

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Reqgarding the Environmental Review, Find:

1.

That the project is exempt pursuant to Section 15303, Class 3 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, consisting of the construction and location
of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; in this case, a single-
family residence in a residential zone.

Regarding the Grading Permit, Find:

2.

That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse effect on

the environment. As discussed in this staff report, the project has received
preliminary approval from the Department of Public Works and the Geotechnical
Section and site specific recommendations have been incorporated as conditions
of approval to address any adverse environmental effects.

That the project conforms to the criteria of Chapter 8, Division VII, of the San
Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the standards referenced in Section
8605. Planning Staff, the Geotechnical Section, and the Department of Public
Works have reviewed the project and have determined it conforms to the criteria
of Chapter 8, Division VII, of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the
standards referenced in Section 8605 and the San Mateo County General Plan,
including the timing of grading activities, and implementation of dust control and
erosion and sediment control measures.

That the project is consistent with the General Plan. The subject site has a
General Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential Urban. The
proposed single-family residence remains consistent with the allowed density

and use of the designation. As proposed and conditioned, the project complies
with General Plan Policy 2.23 (Regulate Excavation, Grading, Filling, and Land
Clearing Activities Against Accelerated Soil Erosion) and Policy 2.17 (Erosion and



Sedimentation) because the project includes measures and conditions to address
each of these items.

The project is consistent with the provisions of the Significant Tree Removal
Ordinance, the provisions of which must be considered and applied as part of the
grading permit approval process (Significant Tree Removal Ordinance Section
12.020.1(e)). The proposed project has taken steps to minimize the removal of
significant trees by reducing the length of the proposed light well and placing the
proposed structure in an area of the parcel that is least impactful to the
surrounding significant trees.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1.

This approval applies only to the proposal as described in the plans, supporting
materials, and reports submitted to the Planning Commission on April 25, 2018.
Minor revisions or modifications to the project shall be subject to review and
approval of the Community Development Director, if they are consistent with the
intent of, and in substantial conformance with, this approval.

This approval shall be valid for one (1) year from the date of this permit and shall
be issued concurrently with the Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804) for the new
single-family residence and basement. If the Grading Permit (issued as the “hard
card” with all necessary information filled out and signatures obtained) has not
been issued within this time period, this approval will expire. No grading activities
shall commence until all permits have been issued. An extension of this approval
will be considered upon written request and payment of applicable fees sixty (60)
days prior to expiration.

No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to April 30) or
during any rain event to avoid potential soil erosion unless a prior written request
by the applicant is submitted to the Community Development Director in the form
of a completed Application for an Exception to the Winter Grading Moratorium at
least two (2) weeks prior to the projected commencement of grading activities
stating the date when grading will begin for consideration, and approval is granted
by the Community Development Director.

The site is considered a Construction Stormwater Regulated site. Any grading
activities conducted during the wet weather season (October 1 to April 30)
pursuant to prior authorization from the Community Development Director will
also require monthly erosion and sediment control inspections by the Building
Inspection Section.



Prior to the issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the applicant shall
submit a dust control plan for review and approval by the Planning and Building
Department. The plan, at a minimum shall include the following measures:

a.  Water all construction and grading areas at least twice dalily.

b.  Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose material or require all
trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

C. Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

Per Section 9280 of San Mateo County’s Grading and Land Clearing Ordinance,
all equipment used in grading operations shall meet spark arrester and firefighting
tool requirements, as specified in the California Public Resources Code.

The engineer who prepared the approved grading plan shall be responsible for the
inspection and certification of the grading as required by Section 8606.2 of the
Grading Ordinance. The engineer’s responsibilities shall include those relating to
non-compliance detailed in Section 8606.5 of the Grading Ordinance.

Prior to the beginning of any construction, the applicant shall implement the
approved erosion and sediment control plan and tree protection plan, which shall
be maintained throughout the duration of the project. The goal of the Tree
Protection Plan is to prevent significant trees, as defined by San Mateo County’s
Significant Tree Ordinance, Section 12,000, from injury or damage related to
construction activities. The goal of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is also
to prevent sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to
protect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive forces. Said plan shall adhere to
the San Mateo County Wide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General
Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including:

a.  Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures
continuously between October 1 and April 30. Stabilizing shall include both
proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and
the use passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas with plants
propagated from seed collected in the immediate area.

b.  Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes
properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater.

C. Controlling and preventing the discharge of all potential pollutants, including
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals,
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains
and watercourses.

10



10.

d. Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering
site and obtain all necessary permits.

e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a
designated area where wash water is contained and treated.

f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive
or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses.

g. Protecting adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes,
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.

h. Performing clearing and earth moving activities only during dry weather.

I Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent
polluted runoff.

J- Limiting construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; clean off-site paved areas
and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods.

l. The contractor shall train and provide instruction to all employees and
subcontractors regarding the construction Best Management Practices.

m.  The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior
to the beginning of construction

All grading and erosion and sediment control measures shall be in accordance to
the plans prepared by ROMIG Engineers, Inc., dated April 11, 2018, and
approved by the Department of Public Works and the Current Planning Section.
Revisions to the approved grading plan shall be prepared and signed by the
engineer, and shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works and the
Planning Department concurrently prior to commencing any work pursuant to the
proposed revision.

It shall be the responsibility of the applicant’s engineer to regularly inspect the
erosion control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed
and that proper maintenance is being performed. Deficiencies shall be
immediately corrected.

For the final approval of the Grading Permit, the applicant shall ensure the

performance of the following activities within thirty (30) days of the completion
of grading:
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

a. The engineer shall submit written certification to the Department of Public
Works and the Geotechnical Section that all grading has been completed in
conformance with the approved plans, conditions of approval, and the
Grading Ordinance.

b.  All applicable work during construction shall be subject to observation and
approval by the geotechnical consultant. Section Il of the Geotechnical
Consultant Approval form must be submitted to the County’s Geotechnical
Engineer and Current Planning Section.

Erosion control and tree protection inspections are required prior to the issuance
of a building permit for grading, construction, and demolition purposes, as the
project requires the protection of significant trees. Once all review agencies have
approved the Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804), the applicant will be notified that
an approved job copy of the Erosion Control and Tree Protection Plans are ready
for pick-up at the planning counter of the Planning and Building Department.
Once the Erosion Control and Tree Protection measures have been installed per
the approved plans, please contact Jeremiah Pons, Building/Erosion Control
Inspector, at 650/599-1592 or jpons@smcgov.org, to schedule a pre-site
inspection. A $144.00 inspection fee will be added to the building permit for the
inspection. If this initial pre-site inspection is not approved, an additional
inspection fee will be assessed for each required re-inspection until the erosion
control and tree protection measures are deemed adequate by the Building
Inspection Section.

Non-significant oak trees #3 and #11, identified on the Erosion Control and Tree
Protection plans, shall be retained and protected. Tree protection measures shall
include tree protection fencing that extends to the driplines of the trees. Where
tree protection fencing does not cover the entire root zone of the trees, a
landscape buffer of wood chips spread at a depth of 6” shall be placed where foot
traffic is expected to be heavy.

Significant oak tree #24 (20.7” dbh), as identified on the Erosion Control and Tree
Protection plans shall be retained and protected. The only significant trees
permitted for removal are a 28.7” dbh incense cedar (Tree #4) and a 20.9” dbh
Irish yes (Tree #23). Additional significant tree removal activities outside the
scope of this project shall require a separate Tree Removal Permit.

The project arborist shall be on-site to oversee all excavation for the reduced
light well as described in the plans submitted to the Planning Commission on
April 25, 2018.

All excavation for the foundation near the 27.9” dbh valley oak (Tree #5

identified in the arborist report), shall be done by hand. No measuring over 2” in
diameter or greater shall be cut without the consent approval, and documentation
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

of the site arborist. Roots left exposed for a period of time shall be covered with
layers of burlap and kept moist.

Any excavation within 30 feet of the 35” dbh redwood tree (Tree #18) shall be
inspected and overseen by the site arborist.

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason shall be hand dug
when beneath the driplines of protected trees.

Storage of construction vehicles, equipment, and materials shall be limited to the
existing driveway and front walkway areas when feasible. Storage of construction
vehicles, equipment, and materials is prohibited within the driplines of protected
trees.

Over-dig for the installation of the basement forms shall be eliminated to further
reduce encroachment into the root zone of Tree #24.

Geotextile fabrics (root protection matting) shall be used to minimize the amount
of sub-surface digging for the rear patio.

To minimize the impacts to redwood tree #18 the driveway skirt shall be left
unimproved until after the construction of the main residence and basement is
completed.

The applicant shall plant on site a total of four 15-gallon native oak tree species to
replace the trees removed. Staff verification of tree plantings is required prior to
the final building inspection of the new home.

The location and placement of the required oak tree plantings shall be determined
and overseen by the site arborist to ensure that the trees are planted in an area
best suited for long term viability and growth of the trees. No replacement trees
shall be planted in the proposed pool area depicted on the plans submitted to the
Planning Commission on April 25, 2018. A signed and dated letter from the site
arborist verifying that they selected an appropriate location and supervised the
plantings shall be required prior to final inspection of construction authorized by
Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804).

The existing shed in the rear of the subject property shall be removed by hand, in
accordance with the arborist report, to prevent impacts to the adjacent coast live
oak trees.

The proposed 800 sg. ft. pool depicted on the March 21, 2018 project plans is not

part of this permit application, PLN 2017-00262. Construction of this pool shall
require a separate building permit.
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Building Inspection Section

26.

27.

This project shall require a building permit.

This project requires a geotechnical/soils report at the time of building permit
submittal.

Geotechnical Section

28.

The construction of the proposed residence shall include the recommendations
from the project geotechnical engineer as well as include scheduled on site review
by the project engineer during all required aspects of construction. The project
geotechnical engineer shall complete and sign the County of San Mateo form for
project design review and post construction observations.

Department of Public Works

29.

30.

31.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (for Provision C3
Regulated Projects), the applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil
engineer, a drainage analysis of the proposed project and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage analysis shall
consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of the stormwater onto, over,
and off of the property shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent
lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow. The analysis shall detalil
the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. Post-development flows
and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed state.
Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement
plans and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to
provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage
(assessable space) of the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277.

No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until
County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.
Applicant shall contact a Department of Public Works Inspector 48 hours

prior to commencing work in the right of-way.

LR:pac - LARCCO0121_WPU.DOCX
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Attachment B

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

FINDING OF DENIAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2017-00262 Hearing Date: April 25, 2018

Prepared By: Laura Richstone For Adoption By: Planning Commission
Project Planner

FINDING OF DENIAL

Reqgarding the Grading Permit, Find:

1.  That the project as proposed to the Planning Commission on February 14, 2018,
is inconsistent with the provisions of the Significant Tree Removal Ordinance,
which must be considered and applied as part of the grading permit approval
process (Significant Tree Removal Ordinance Section 12.020.1(e)). Specifically,
the Planning Commission finds that the criteria for a tree cutting permit approval
(Ordinance Section 12,023(a)) are not satisfied, and further finds that the grading
plan can be modified to minimize tree removal activities and retain the significant
oak tree identified by project plans as Tree #24. The Planning Commission
further finds that a modifications to the grading plan required to retain this
significant tree will not significantly decrease the size of the proposed home nor
interfere with the property owner’s reasonable economic enjoyment of the subject
property.

LR:pac - LARCCO0121_WPU.DOCX
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= NUMBER TO KEY NOTE BELOW
[N} CONCRETE STEP(5)--10° MIN. TREAD: AHD MAX. 7™ RISER HEIGHT

LINE OF BEAM, SOFFIT AND/OR CROWHN MOLDING ABOVE, TYP. SEE ALSC
REFLECTED CEILING PLAN

INDICATES PREFAB CLOSET SYSTEM (OWNER PROVIDE/CONTRACTOR INSTALL)
INDICATES ROD AND SHELF AT 50" A FF.—VERIFT HEIGHT WITH GWHER

(M) PREMAMUFACTURED 72 DIRECT-VENT SEALED-CCMBUSTION GAS
FIREPLACE, TO BE USTED AND LABELED, TESTED BY AN APFROVED TESTING
LAEORATORY, AND INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH LSTING AND MANUF.
INSTALLATION IMSTRUCTIONS. FIREFLACE SHALL HAVE CLOSABLE METAL OR

53 COVERING THE BNTIRE OFENING OF THE FIREBOX. FACTORY-BUILT
FREPLACES SHALL BE TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH UL-127. FIREPLACE TO
COMPLY WITH EPA PHASE Il EMISSION UMITS—MANUF: HEAT M GLO; STYLE:
PRIMOTZ, UL USTMG: ANSI 121.50-2014-VERIFY FMAL SELEC
OWNER PRIGR TO PLACING ORDER

WiTH

HEAT M GLO PRIMC48 FIREPLACE, SEE KETNOTE 5 ABCVE FOR MORE INFO

STE BULT GAS FIRE PT WITH UMEAR BURNER—IMSTALL PER MANUF
INSTRUCTIONS

OUTDOCR KTCHEN-PROVIDE SINK STORPER
FROM ENTERING SEWER SYSTEM

(M) 18" % 247 MIN. CRAWLSPACE ACCESS

M} WATER HEATER IN GARAGE OM 18" HIGH PLATFORM WITH 4" CONCRETE
FILLED STEEL BOLLARD IN FRONT. WATER HEATER TO BE STRAPPED PER
PLUMBING GENERAL NOTES OH AD.1a. PROVIDE FOR MAKEUP AIR PER CMC
701.4 IMDOOR COMBUSTION AR-SEE TTLE 24 REPORT FOR APPUANCE
REGUIREMENTS-SEE DETAIL 5/A8.2

© PREVENT STORM WATER

(M} AIR HANDLER 1M GARAGE ON 18" HIGH PLATFORM WITH 4 CONCRETE
FILLED STEEL BOLLARD IN FRONT-PROVIDE 30" WIDE, HIGH, AND DEEF CLEAR
WORKING SPACE PER CMC 305.0.-5EE TITLE 24 REPCRT FOR APPUANCE
REQUIREMENTS

SEYUGHT-SEE  RCF AND  WINDOW
INFORMATICN-CONTRACTOR TO USE SHAFED FRAMING MEMBERS TO
EMSURE THAT SKYLIGHT SHAFT HAS MO JOGS OR ANGLES THAT ARE MOT
SHOWN I PLANS

CUSTOM CABINETRY

FULL HEKGHT LINEN CABINET WITH SHELVES, KRAFTMAID OR EQUAL

IMSTALL MIRL. 1/2° GYP.2D. ON WALLS, UNDER-STAIR SURFACE, AMD ANY
SOFFITS AT ENCLOSED ACCESSIBLE SPACE UNDER STAIRS FER CRC 3027

ZURH 7330 OR EG. 2-1/2° WIDE TRENCH DRAIN-SEE CIVIL PLANS FOR MORE
INFO

SCHEDULE FOR  MORE

RETURM AR REGISTER ABOVE DOCR
LIGHTWELL TRENCH DRAIN AND SUMP FUMP—SEE CIVIL PLANS FO
INFO

MORE

APPRONIMATE LOCATION OF SEWAGE
DETERMIMNE FINAL LOCATION IN FIELD:
HYDROMIC RADIANT HEAT SYSTEM BOILER WITH 4" CONCRETE FILLED STEEL
BOLLARD 1N FRONT-PROVIDE FOR MAKEUP AIR PER CMC 701.4 INDOOR
COMBUSTION AIR

EJECTOR-CONTRACTOR TG

HYDROMIC RADIANT HEAT SYSTEM STGRAGE TAHK WITH 4° CONCRETE FLLED
STEEL BOLLARD M FRONT. TAME TO BE STRAPPED PER PLUMBING GEMERAL
NOTES O AD.10.~5EE TITLE 24 REFORT FOR AFPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS-SEE
DETAIL 5/A82

SEE 2/A0.10 FOR PLUMEING GENERAL NOTES

SEE 3/A0.10 FOR MECHANICAL GEMERAL NOTES

SEE 4/A0.1a FOR ELECTRIGAL GENERAL NOTES

SEE 5/A0.1a FOR PLAN AND INTERIGR GEMERAL NOTES

FLOOR PLAN KEYNOTES |

M) WALL: EXTERIOR: 216 STUDS @1¢" O
@eo.c. TP

1 LAYER [MIM.] OF WEATHER RESISTIVE BARRIER [TYVEK HOUSE
WRAP OR EZ.] OVER EXTERIOR WALLS SHEATHING PER CRC
703.2-INSTALL PER MANUF. INSTRUCTIONS. PROVIDE §/8" TYPE X
GYPSUM BOARD EACH SIDE @& INTERMCR PARTITIONS. PROVIDE
CEMENT BOARD OR TILE BACKER BOARD AT SHOWER/TUB

; INTERIOR 2x4 STUDS
UMN.O~SEE ELEVATIONS AND STRUCTURAL
DRAWINGS FOR EXTERICR WALL MATERIAL ASSEMBLIES. INSTALL

! THOMS. ALL WALLS TO RECEIVE (M) PAINT FAMISH.  ALL
CEILMNGS AT TUB/SHOWERS TO BE M.R. ECARD
g ——1—- - - -t - - = -t 8 NEW WALL W/ 1 HOUR SEPARATICN-S/&" TYPE 'X' GYP OM
4 ~ GARAGE SIDE FROM FOUNDATION TO ROOF SHEATHING
| ] | | NEW STAGGERED STUD ACOUSTICAL WALL PER DETAIL $/AS.1
! ! DEMOTES (M) HOSE BIBE. SEE PLANS FOR MEW LOCATION -
\ L - INSTALL HOSE BIEES PER CPC WITH APPROVED AMTHSIPHOM
9 _ - — RS | — -t T -+ - 9 DEVICE.
~ | | | | | | (M) GAS COCK—REFER TO MANUF. SPECS FOR ELECTRICAL AND
| I I - GAS REGUIREMENTS. PLUMBER TO VERIFY GAS PIPE DIAMETER
I ] | MNEEDED FOR APPLIANCE FROM GAS METER LOCATION
¥ DOOR KEY— SEE A4.0 FOR MORE INFORMATION
o A e . o .
A B E 1 F G H H \ﬁ WINDOW KEY— SEE A4.0 FOR MORE INFORMATION
y y . A3D J \ \ . =X FINISH ELEVAT CHANGE
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[2] =mumees 10 ker noTe BELOW

(]

[M] CONCRETE STEP(S]—-10° MIH. TREAD AHD MAX. 7 RISER HEIGHT

LINE OF BEAM, T ANDSOR CROWHN MOLDING ABOVE, TYP. SEE ALSO:
REFLECTED CELLING FLAN

P

@

INDICATES PREFAB CLOSET SYSTEM (QWHNER PROVIDE/CONTRAGTOR INSTALL)
INDICATES ROD AND SHELF AT +#-0" AFF.—VERFY HEIGHT WITH OWNER
[M]  PREMAHUFACTURED 72° D\EEC'I VErl' SEALED COMBUSTION  GAS

FIREPLACE, TO BE LISTED AND LABEL APER TESTING: STUDID S SOURRED

»

0

OVED
LABORATORY, AND INSTALLED I S CORDANE WITH LSTIIG, AL MANUE
INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS. FIREFLACE SHALL HAVE CLOSABLE METAL OR
GLASS COVERING THE ENTIRE OFEHING OF THE FIREBOX. FACTORT-BUILT
FIREPLACES SHALL 8E TESTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH UL-127. FIREPLACE O
COMPLY WITH EPA PHASE Il EMISSION LIMITS—MANUF: HEAT N GLO; STYLE: 1000 5 Winchester Blvd
PRIMOT72; UL LSTING: ANSI I21.50-2014-VERIFY FMAL SELECTION WITH San lose, CA 95128
CWMNER PRICR TO PLACING ORDER F . (408) 998 - 0933

HEAT N GLO PRIMO48 FIREPLACE, SEE KEYNOTE 5 ABOVE FOR MORE INFO F - (408) 404 - 0744

STE BULT GAS FIRE PT WITH LUNEAR BURNER-INSTALL PER MAMNUF
INSTRUCTIONS

o

8. CUTDOOR KTCHEN-PRCVIDE SIME STOPPER TO PREVENT STORM WATER
FROM ENTERING SEWER SYSTEM

£, [M] 18X 24 MIN. CRAWLSPACE ACCESS

0. (M] WATER HEATER IN GARAGE ON 18" HIGH PLATFORM WITH 4* CONCRETE
FLLED STEEL BOLLARD IN FRONT. WATER HEATER TO) BE STRAPPED PER
PLUMBING GENEPAL HOTES N AD.12. PROVIDE FOR MAKEUP AR PER CMC
7014 NDOOR COMBUSTION AIR-SEE TMLE 24 REPCRT FOR APPLIANCE
EEGUIPEMEH" SEE DETAIL 5/A8.2

V1. [H] AR HANDLER IN GARAGE OM 18" HIGH PLATFCRM WITH 4" CONCRETE
FILLED STEEL 8OLLARD IN FRONT-FROVIDE 307 WIDE, HIGH, AND DEEP CLEAR
WORKING SPACE PER CMC 305.0.-5EE TILE 24 REPORT FOR APPLIANCE
REGQUIREMENTS

1z EL\'UGHT—SEE ECD AND WINDOW  SCHEDULE  FOR  MORE
INFORMA CHTR TO USE SHAPED FRAMING MEMBERS 10
BHSURE THAT SKIUGHT SHART HAS 115 SO0 OR ALIGLES ThAT ARE NOT
SHOWH IN PLAMS

13. CUSTOM CABIHETRY

RESIDENCE
NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

200 MEMLO OAKS DRIVE,

MENLO PARK (SMC). CA
MANDIMI ACHARY A & ROHAN MAHADEVAN|

14, FULL HEGHT LINEN CABINET WITH SHELVES, KRAFTMAID O EQUAL

15. INSTALL MIn. 1/2° GYP.ED. ON WALLS, UNDER-STAIR SURFACE, AND ARy
SOFFITS AT ENCLOSED ACCESSIBLE SPACE UNDER STAIRS PER CRT

16. ZURH 2830 OR EG. 2-1/2° WIDE TRENCH DRAIN-SEE CIVIL PLANS FOR MORE
INFO

ACHARYA-MAHADEV AN
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17. RETURN AIR REGISTER ABOVE DOOR

15. LGHTWELL TRENCH DRAIN AND SUMP FUMP-SEE CIVIL PLANS FOR MORE
INFO
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7. AFPRONIMATE LCH OF SEWAGE EJECTOR-CONTRACTOR 1O
DETERMIME FINAL Lccch IN FELD

20. HYDEONIC RADIALT HEAT SYSTEM SOILES WITH & COINCRETE ALED Size
FRONT-PROVIDE FOR MAKEUP AIR PER CMC 701.4 INDOOR
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21. HYDROMIC RADIANT HEAT SYSTEM STORAGE TANK WITH 4" CONCRETE FILLED
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SOTES ON AD.10.~SEE TITLE 24 REFORT FOR APPLANCE REGUIREMENTS-SEE

. DeAL SiAB2
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NOTE:

1. SEE2/AD.10 FOR PLUMBING GEMERAL NOTES

2. SEE 3/AD.10 FOR MECHANICAL GENERAL MOTES

3. SEE£/AD.10 FOR ELECTRICAL GENERAL NOTES

4. SEE 5/AD.10 FOR PLAN AND INTERICR GENERAL NOTES
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC
Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650-515-9783

August 18, 2016, Revised June 6. 2017, Revised October 24, 2017, Revised January 3, 2018,
Revised February 13, 2018, Revised March 16, 2018

Rohan Mahadevan and Nandini Achary
900 Menlo Oaks
Menlo Park CA

Site:900 Menlo Oaks, Menlo Park. CA
Dear Rohan Mahadevan and Nandini Achary,

As requested on Monday. August 8. 2016, October 24, 2017, December 19, 2017, and February
19-2018 I visited the above site to inspect and comment on the trees. A new home is proposed
for this site and your coneern for the future health and safety of the trees has prompted this visit.

Method:

All inspections were made from the ground: the trees were not climbed for this inspection. The
trees in question were located on a map provided by you. The trees were then measured for
diameter at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or diameter at breast height). The trees were
given a condition rating for form and vitality. The trees condition rating is based on 50 percent
vitality and 50 percent form, using the following scale.

1 - 29 Very Poor
30 - 49 Poor
50 - 69 Fair

70 - 89 Good

90 - 100 Excellent
The height of the trees was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.

San Mateo County Planning Commission Meeting
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900 Menlo Oaks /3/16/18
Survey:

Tree# Species DBH

1S Valley oak 38est
{Quercus lobata)

2 Colorado blue spruce 6.1
{Picea pungens)

3 Coast live oak 6.4
{Quercus agrifolia)

4S/R  Incense cedar 28.7
{Calocedrus decurrens)

58 Valley oak 27.9
{Quercus lobata)

6 Western red bud 10(@base

(Cercis occidentalis)

75 Coast live oak 234
(Quercus agrifolia)

8 Kylosma 4.8
(Xvlosma spp.)

9 Holly 10(@base
(Ilex aquifolium)

10 Strawberry tree 5.8
(Arbutus unedo)

11 Coast live oak 5.6

(Quercus agrifolia)

CON
45

Lh
h

65

45

65

40

65
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=

40

L
=

Lh
n

(2)

HT/SP Comments

40/50

30/10

20012

60/50

30/45

Fair vigor, poor form. heavy lean south.
large lateral leaders. supported by 2 wooden
props, heavy decay in leader with prop, bee
hive in decayed area. aesthetically pleasing,
needs a great deal of maintenance to be able
to retain tree.

Fair to poor vigor. good form.

Good vigor. fair form. young tree.
volunteer.

Fair to poor vigor. poor form, leans towards
building, suppressed by neighbor’s
redwoods, abundance of dead wood and

dead limbs.

Good vigor. fair form. heavy to the south
east, dead limbs on suppressed side of tree,
oak bark canker. aesthetically pleasing. 10
feet from corner of the home.

Poor vigor. poor form. suppressed, in
decline.

Fair vigor. fair form. codominant at 10 feet
with good crotch formations, needs
maintenance to be visually appealing.

Fair vigor. fair form. suppressed.
Poor vigor. poor form. multi leader at base.
suppressed, in decline.

Fair vigor. poor form, suppressed, heavy
lean.

Fair vigor. poor form, suppressed by #13, on
property line, codominant at 5 feet with poor
crotch formation.
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900 Menlo Oaks /3/16/18 (3)
Survey:

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SPComments
12#S Deodar cedar 18-18est 60 60/40 Fair vigor. poor to fair form, codominant at
(Cedrus deodara) 2 feet with good crotch formation, leaders
suppress each other. § feet from property
line.
13 Toyon Gest 0 15/8 DEAD
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)
148 Coast live oak 140 60 30/15 Fair vigor. poor form. codominant at 10 feet
(Quercus agrifolia) with included bark, on property line.
158  Coast live oak 122 60 15/15 Fair vigor, poor form, big sweep in trunk.
(Quercus agrifolia) heavy to the south east. aesthetically

pleasing, on property line.

16 Bay 7.2 30 30/10 Nearly dead.
(Umbellularia californica)

17 Olive 59 45 25/10 Fair vigor. poor form, tall for DBH, heavily
(Olea europaea) suppressed, on property line.
18*S Redwood 35est 70 100/40 Good vigor. fair form, in grove of 4
(Sequoia sempervirens) redwoods, 4 feet from property line.
19#%S  Coast live oak 12est 80 35/30 Good vigor. fair form, 10 feet from property
(Quercus agrifolia) line.
20 Catalina cherry 10est 50 30/20 Fair vigor. poor form. heavily suppressed.
(Prunus ilicifolia) codominant at 8 feet.
2IR  Tulip magnolia 9"x4 45 25/30 Poor vigor, fair to poor form, multi leader at
(Magnolia grandiflora) base, improper cabling done in past is
slightly girdling tree. in decline. drought
stressed.
22R Crape myrtle 9.8 30 20/15 Poor vigor, poor form. split eroteh failed
(Lagerstroemia spp.) tree, in decline.
238R Irish yew 209 40 25/12 Poor vigor, poor form, in decline.

(Taxus baccata)
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Survey:
Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SPComments
248 Coast live oak 207 60 40/20 Good vigor. fair form, suppressed by
(Quercus agrifolia) redwoods heavy towards home, needs
maintenance.
25R  Coast live oak 6.9 45 30/10 Fair vigor. poor form, tall for DBH,
(Quercus agrifolia) suppressed.
268 Redwood 524 70 100/35 Fair vigor. fair form. possible failure in past
(Sequoia sempervirens) near tree, 3 feet from #27.
27S  Redwood 321 70 100/35 Fair vigor. fair form. possible failure in past
(Sequoia sempervirens) near tree. 3 feet from #26.
2858  Coast live oak 265 45 35/30 Fair vigor. poor form, heavy decay at base
(Quercus agrifolia) on south side, multi leader at 8 feet, tree
heavy to the south, hazard.
298 Coast live oak 129 45 40/12 Fair vigor. poor form. tall for DBH, poor
(Quercus agrifolia) live crown ratio. top heavy.
308  Coast live oak 125 45 30/15 Fair vigor. poor form, codominant with poor
(Quercus agrifolia) crotch formation. included bark, less than 1
foot from an accessory structure,
318 Coast live oak 19.1 45 30/15 Fair vigor. fair form, suppressed. 1 foot from
(Quercus agrifolia) building, top heavy.
328 Coast live oak 19.2 45 30/20 Good vigor. poor form. leans to the north.
(Quercus agrifolia) history of limb loss. suppressed. skinned up.
1 foot from #33, shares root zone.
338 Coast live oak 19.7 50 35/25 Fair vigor. poor form, leans south,

(Quercus agrifolia) codominant at 12 feet, poor erotch. 1 foot
from #32, shares root zone.

34 Privet 8.1 40 25/10 Poor vigor, poor form. suppressed, covered
(Ligustrum japonicum) n ivy.
35 Tree of heaven 89 45 25/20 Fair vigor. fair form. invasive species.

(Ailanthus altissima)

368  Coast live oak 16.2 60 35/20 Good vigor. fair form, slight lean south.
(Quercus agrifolia) codominant at 15 feet.
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Survey:
Tree# Species

37

388

39%8

40%S

41

44

45

46

47*S

Catalina cherry
(Prunus ilicifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Valley oak
(Quercus lobata)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak

(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

*-Indicates neighbors tree
S- Indicates significant tree by San Mateo County ordinance
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35/30

2012

15/10

15/10

15/10

15/10

15/10

40/40

Poor vigor. poor form. nearly dead. if
removed it improves #36.

Fair vigor. poor form, leans south. decay at
2 feet on north side of trunk, codominant at
10 feet, heavy decay at 10 feet on south side
of tree, history of limb loss, supported by
wooden beam that is bending. good location,
hazardous.

Good vigor. good form, 10 feet from
property line.

Good vigor. fair form. decay at 10 feet, 5
feet from property line.

Good vigor. good form, young tree,
volunteer, suppressed by #1.

Good vigor. fair form. suppressed, young
tree, on property line.

Good vigor. fair form. suppressed, young
tree, on property line.

Good vigor. fair form. suppressed. young
tree, on property line.

Good vigor. fair form. suppressed. young
tree, on property line.

Fair vigor. poor form, suppressed. leans over
home, young volunteer.

Good vigor. good form, 13 feet 7 inches
from existing home. on neighbor's property.
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Summary:

The trees on site are a mix of imported and native trees. The trees are spread throughout the
property in various locations. A high number of the trees are growing in suppressed conditions.
Trees that grow in suppressed conditions develop poor forms. such as a heavy lean that can often
create trees that are structurally unstable. The mature oaks on site are recommended to receive
maintenance pruning every 3-5 years as they tend to develop large lateral leaders that can
become heavy often to the point of failure. All recommended pruning shall be done by a
Certified Arborist with knowledge in pruning mature oak trees. The majority of pruning cuts
should consist of reduction cuts out on the ends of the limbs back to a lateral branch large
enough to take on apical growth. These types of pruning cuts can reduce the risk of branch or
leader failure.

The property has not been maintained for an unknown amount of time, and all imported trees are
obviously struggling from lack of irrigation. All imported trees to be retained should receive
supplemental irrigation as soon as possible. None of the native trees on site need supplemental
irrigation unless their root zones are traumatized. The landscape design of this property should
not plant high water use plants underneath the driplines of the oaks on site. as this can encourage
oak root fungus growth. Plantings are recommended to stay at least 10 feet away from the large
oak trees on site. Native plantings are encouraged. No heritage trees were located on site. All
trees over 12 inches in diameter are considered a significant tree in San Mateo County and a
permit is required for their removal.

Valley oak tree #1 is located in close proximity to the street.
This tree has poor form consisting of a heavy lean to the
south and decay on the main trunk. The tree is being
supported by a wooden prop. Steel props are widely used in
today’s time for prop material over wood because of its
strength and longevity. This is an indication of old work
done to try and reduce the risk of a failure. The large lateral
limb that 1s being supported by the wooden prop has heavy
decay with a large bee hive in the decay pocket. This tree is
aesthetically pleasing because of its poor form. This tree has
a high risk of leader failure because of the decay and lean. A
great deal of maintenance should go into this tree to lower its
risk of failure. Cabling. a new steel prop and heavy pruning
1s recommended.

Showing valley oak #1 supported by wooden props

Blue spruce #2 and coast live oak #3 are both not of a protected size in the County of San Mateo.
Coast live oak tree #3 1s likely a volunteer that sprouted through means of natural acorn
dispersal. This tree will grow into a nice tree and 1s to be retained as its location fits in with the
design of the new home. Blue spruce #2 has some decline in its canopy. this is likely due to lack
of irrigation and from growing in suppressed conditions. This tree does not fit into the natural
oak landscape and should be removed.
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Incense cedar tree #4 is a protected tree. This tree was given a poor condition rating of 45
because of its poor vigor, and poor form. The neighbor’s redwood trees are heavily suppressing
this tree and have caused the tree to lean towards the existing home. This tree is in decline and is
considered hazardous because of its heavy lean towards the home. A large amount of dead wood
and dead limbs were observed. The large amount of dead wood is from a fungal canker disease
that causes dieback. This tree is not suitable for preservation as it will always be suppressed and
the lean will not be able to be corrected through pruning. Remowal is recommended as the tree 1s
not expected to survive much longer due to the canker disease.

Valley oak tree #5 is a protected tree in fair condition.
This tree is aesthetically pleasing and an asset to the
home as the tree provides shade in the summer and
solar heat in the winter. The tree is heavier towards the
property as a result of being suppressed by the
neighbor’s redwood trees. The tree is located 10 feet
from the corner of the existing home. This tree will
require maintenance every 3 years in order to reduce
heavy end weight of the limbs towards the home, also
the tree would benefit from a general erown cleaning.
This tree will need to be protected during all
construction activities. The proposed basement for this
site is outside of the calculated root zone(10 times
diameter) of this tree. therefore no impaets are expected
from the proposed basement to this tree. The first floor
foundation for the proposed home encroaches 1 foot
from where the existing foundation is located into the
tree's root zone. All excavation for the foundation near
this tree will need to be done by hand. The existing

Showing valley oak tree #5 foundation likely acted as a root barrier for this tree.

Roots underneath the home are expected to be minimal

to nonexistent as this is a space where roots are not expected to thrive. The site arborist will
need to be on site to witness the excavation 1 foot from the existing home. All encountered roots
measuring 2 inches in diameter or over will need to be documented. Excavation depth for the
new home when near this tree should be reduced as much as possible. Impacts to this tree from
the proposed plan are expected to be minor. Mitigations for the minor root loss will consist of
irrigation as close as possible to where the cut s to take place. Irrigation shall take place by
using a soaker hose. The soaker hose can be turned on for 4 hours every 2 weeks following the
root cutting for the duration of 1 year. Seasonal rainfall may be sufficient during winter months.
After one year irrigation shall be permanently suspended.

Western red bud tree #6 is in poor condition and recommended to be removed. The tree has
likely declined as a result of growing in a heavily suppressed area. Light quality for this tree is
extremely poor.
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Coast live oak tree #7 is a protected tree in fair condition. This tree 1s in a good location far from
proposed work. The tree looks over grown and messy in its current state. The tree would look
visually appealing after a thorough pruning for structure and after a crown cleaning for dead
wood and diseased wood. Also. the smaller non protected trees surrounding this tree (#8.9.10)
should be removed in order to retain the oak as a focal point.

Coast live oak tree #11 1s a small tree under the protected size and is likely a volunteer tree. This
tree 1s proposed for removal as it is growing underneath the neighbor’s cedar tree #12 and has no
room for vertical growth.

Neighbor's cedar tree #12 is located at an estimated 8 feet from
the property line. The proposed home is near the same location
as the existing home. The proposed foundation near this tree will
need to be dug by hand in order to expose roots that may have
grown in this area. No roots over 2 inches in diameter are to be
cut without the site arborist consent. Tree protection fencing for
this tree should extend out from the property line as close to the
proposed foundation as possible and to a width equal to the drip
line of the tree. The site arborist must be on site to view digging
by hand in this area in order to inspect. document and offer

| mitigation measures depending on the findings. Impacts to this
tree are expected to be minor to nonexistent as the existing home
in this location likely acted as a root barrier.

Redwood tree #18 is located 4 feet from the existing property line fence. This tree is the closest
tree in a grove of 4 redwood trees of the same size and stature. These trees are in good
condition. Any excavation within 30 feet from these trees will require the site arborist to be on
site. This includes any driveway work including the possible removal of the driveway. All work
within 30 feet of these trees must be inspected and documented by the site arborist. No roots
should be cut in this area.

Trees #19 and #20 are located on the neighbor’s property. These trees are in fair condition. At
this time no impacts are expected to these trees.
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Tulip magnolia tree #21 is proposed for removal. This
tree 1s a multi-leader tree at grade. The tree is in
significant decline. The trees vigor and form is poor. The
drought appears to have stressed the tree. No maintenance
has been provided to this tree for an unknown length of
time. Improper cabling has been installed on this tree and
has caused some minor girdling. This tree 1s not a
significant tree as designated by the County and no permit
is required for removal. As of my last site visit I observed
that this tree is nearly dead.

Showing tulip magnolia in decline

Crape myrtle tree #22 is proposed for removal. A past
failure at the base of the tree has caused a large split in
the trees crotch at 2feet. This tree is not suitable for
preservation and should be removed regardless of
construction. This tree is not a protected tree.

Irish yew tree #23 is proposed for removal. This tree is
in obvious decline as no irrigation or maintenance has
been applied for an unknown length of time. This tree
1s of a protected size in the county of San Mateo and
will need a permit to be removed as it 1s designated a
significant tree. The tree was given a condition rating
of 40 making it a poor tree.

Showing Irish yew #23 in decline

San Mateo County Planning Commission Meeting

Owner/Applicant: Rohan Mahadevan/ Sean Rinde Attachment: D

File Numbers:

PLN 2017-00262




900 Menlo Oaks /3/16/18 (10)

% Coast live oak tree #24 15 to be retained for this
3 project. On Monday, February 19. 2018, I visited
P ‘ , the above site in order to conduct an exploratory
B R trench following the previous location of the

' proposed lightwell near oak tree #24. The trench
was done in order to explore the actual extent of
roots and to accurately determine if the proposed
project will impact the health and stability of the
tree. T was also asked to perform an exploratory
= trench at a second location where a reduced
lightwell would be located. The exploratory trench
 started at a distance of 6 feet 8 inches from the
corner of the existing home and went in a straight
line moving closer and closer to the tree as this was
the proposed lightwell loeation. The trench was
completed to a depth of 2 feet as root growth
generally takes place in the top 3 feet of soil with
® the majority of roots in the top 18 inches of soil.
B The trench was completed using an air spade so that
the encountered roots remained damage free.
Surprisingly no roots were encountered until 2 feet
from oak tree #24. When examining the buttress roots of
the tree. the roots seemed to be running at nearly a 45
degree angle from the proposed light well or from the
exploratory trench. To the left is a picture to help explain.
The highlighted blue lines represent the trees buttress roots
which all roots expand off of. No buttress roots were
located directly in the direction of the tree’s lean.
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" The second photo to the left shows no significant
sized roots in the trench leading up to the tree.

| The large exposed buttress roots when within 2

+ feet from oak tree #24 were measured using a

" Drescher Tree Caliper. The largest root measured
at 8 inches in diameter, other smaller roots
measuring, 7.4 and 2 inches were also measured.
Impacts to the tree would be severe if these roots
were cut as the roots would likely decay back to
the tree trunk and make the tree unstable.

" Therefore. I did not continue the exploratory
trench further past the tree as the past design
would not be expected to work with the retention
of this tree.

Showing roots that would need to be cut for old lightwell location
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In order to explore the option of a reduced light well
a second trench was completed. This trench was to
run off of the same exploratory trench leading up to
the tree from the proposed design but to turn at a 90-
degree angle at 10 feet 2 inches from the corner of
the home. No roots measuring over 2 inches in
diameter were encountered in this area. The trench
stopped at small oak tree 246 (not protected).
Because only small roots were located in the optional
reduced lightwell location at 10 feet 2 inches from
the corner of the home, impacts at this distance
would be expected to be minor. Also. the location of
B the buttress roots as well as their growth direction
show a majority of the root growth to be away from
the optional reduced lightwell.

Showing small roots found at 10 feet 2 inches
(Optional reduced light well)

Because only small roots were found at the reduce lightwell
location plans have now been changed to keep the tree as a
reduced light well has been designed. The reduced lightwell
can be seen on all of the revised plans. With continued tree
maintenance consisting of reduction cuts every 2 years for

' oak tree #24 and the construction of the proposed reduced

lightwell, the tree would be expected to thrive and survive for

' many years to come. The diagram to the left shows the root

zone of tree #24. Roots likely expand further out than shown
but are very small fibrous roots not critical for tree stability.
The Project Arborist must be onsite to witness all excavation
for the new proposed lightwell location. All encountered
roots must be cleanly cut and documented.

Coast live oak tree #25 is a small tree with a diameter of 6.9 inches. This tree is likely a
volunteer grown by means of natural seed dispersal. This tree should be removed regardless of
construction as it 1s heavily suppressed. Oak tree #25 is not a protected sized tree.

Redwood trees #26 and #27 are both in fair condition. A redwood tree in the past has been
removed near these trees. The removed tree is possibly a failed tree but unknown at this time.

These trees will need to be protected during construction. Tree protection fencing for these trees
will need be as large as possible. It 1s recommended that a minimum distance of 25 feet from the
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trees trunks remains protected and unchanged. During my recent site visits I noticed the canopy
of the redwood trees to be in slight decline. Redwood trees require supplemental irrigation to
maintain a healthy crown, therefore irrigation should be provided as soon as possible by means
of a soaker hose. Irrigation should be place as far from the oak trees as possible.

Coast live oak tree #28 has a diameter of 26.5 inches. This
tree has a heavy amount of decay at its base on the south
side of the tree. The tree is also heavy to the south. The
large amount of decay associated with this tree gives the
tree a high risk rating for tree failure. In order to reduce
risk associated with the decay. it is recommended to prune
this tree every 3-5 years using only approved reduction
cuts. The tree should be maintamed at its current size. In
the future it 1s recommended to explore the extent of decay
at the base of this tree further. A patio is proposed off of
% the back of the home. The patio is located at a distance of
- 24 feet from this tree. This is a sufficient distance and no
impacts are expected as the excavation is outside of the
trees root zone.
Showing heavy decay at base of tree %28

Coast live oak trees #29-31 are all located in close
proximity to an accessory structure. All 3 of these trees
are growing in suppressed conditions. The suppressed
conditions have made for these 3 trees to be top heavy
as they are stretching towards sunlight. If these trees
are to be retained the accessory structure must be
removed by hand as these trees would likely be
mmpacted by heavy machinery to remove the structure.

Showing trees #29-31
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Coast live oak trees #32 and #33 are located right next to
each other and could be considered one tree as they
share the same root zone. Both of these trees suppress
each other and as a result they lean away from each
other in opposite directions. If these trees are to be
retained it 1s recommended that they be cabled together
in order to offer extra support. Also. a maintenance plan
of pruning to relieve heavy end weight every 3-5 years
1s recommended. This would inerease the trees
longevity.

Showing oak trees #32 and #33

Coast live oak tree #36 should be retained as this tree is in fair condition and in a good location
for preservation during construction. Tree #35 is a non-protected tree and an invasive species.

This tree should be removed. With tree #35 removed. coast live oak tree #36 would benefit as 1t
would relieve suppressed conditions.

Coast live oak tree #38 is a large protected tree with a
diameter of 35.2 inches. This tree has a heavy lean to
the south. Decay was observed on the north side of the
tree at 2 feet. The tree is codominant at 10 feet with
heavy decay directly below the codominant junction.
The tree has lost large limbs in the past. A large
wooden support beam is supporting a large lateral limb.
The wooden support beam is bending in its current state.
The heavy decay associated with this tree in
combination with the tree heavy to the south makes the
tree hazardous. Mitigations for this tree could be put in
place to lower its risk of failure. Pruning and cabling
and the installation of a steel prop would improve its
risk rating from high to moderate. If the owner does not
except a moderate risk rating the tree should be
removed. The tree is in a good location on the property
and offers a good amount of sereening.
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Valley oak tree #41 is a small tree in good condition.
This tree is to be added to the list of trees to be saved
and protected as a condition of approval as it is in a
good location. Tree protection fencing should be
installed for this tree as it is to be retained. Fencing
should be installed at a minimum distance of 8 feet
from the tree trunk.

Showing valley oak tree #41

Coast live oak trees #42-45 are small oak trees located at
the property line on the south side of the property(may
be neighbor's trees, not identified on survey). These
trees do offer a good amount of sereening for the
property. The neighbor's large deodar cedar tree £12
suppresses these oak trees. Because these oak trees are
only a few feet away from each other and are heavily
suppressed by the cedar tree, future growth is expected
to create poor form as the trees will lean away from the
neighbor's cedar tree and from one another. In order to
maintain the sereen and retain the trees there are a few
different options. First option would be to remove 2 of
the 4 trees to give more room for vertical growth to the
remaining two trees. The remaining two trees will
likely need to be pruned in the future as they will likely
grow on a lean as a result of suppressed conditions.
Second option is to treat these four trees as a hedge and
provide monthly maintenance to control their size and to
create a dense hedge. At this time all four trees
retained and added to the list of trees to be
condition of approval.
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Coast live oak tree #46 is in poor condition. This tree is
heavily suppressed and leans over the existing home. This
tree will be removed as it is in the way of the proposed

' construction. This tree is under the significant size for trees
in San Mateo County and no permit is required for removal.

Showing small oak tree #46 leaning over home

Coast live oak tree #47 1s a significant tree located on the
neighbor’s property to the south. The tree 1s 13 feet 7
inches from the existing home foundation. The existing
home likely acted as a root barrier for this tree. Tree
protection fencing placed at the dripline of this tree on the
property side may reduce access to the rear yard. If access
1s needed and fencing needs to be reduced. a landscape
barrier shall then be installed. Landscape barriers consist of
a 6inch thick layer of mulch covered by plywood. This will
protected the tree's root zone from soil compaction where
tree protection fencing is reduced. Impacts to this tree are
expected to be nonexistent. The following tree protection
plan will help ensure the safety and health of the retained
trees on site.

Showing tree #47
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Tree Protection Plan:

Tree protection fencing

Tree protection zones should be established and maintained throughout the entire length of the
project. Fenecing for protection zones should be G-foot-tall metal chain link supported by 2-inch
diameter poles pounded into the ground. The location for protective fencing should be as close
to the dripline as possible still allowing room for construction to safely continue. No equipment
or materials should be stored or cleaned inside protection zones. Protected trees located on the
neighbors’ properties should be protected by fencing extending out from the property line and
out to the set back of the property. The existing driveway is recommended to be retained during
the construction of the home as it is protecting the root zones of the trees in close proximity.

Landscape Buffer

Where tree protection does not cover the entire root zone of the trees a landscape buffer
consisting of wood chips spread to a depth of six inches will be placed where foot traffic is
expected to be heavy. The landscape buffer will help to reduce compaction to the unprotected
root zone.

Root Cutting

Any roots to be cut should be monitored and documented. Large roots or large masses of roots
to be cut should be inspected by the site arborist. The site arborist may recommend irrigation or
fertilizing at that time. Cut all roots clean with a saw or loppers. Roots to be left exposed for a
period of time should be covered with layers of burlap and kept moist. All roots encountered
measuring 2 inches in diameter or over shall be exposed and remain damage free for the site
arborist to view. Mitigation measures will be applied at this time.

Trenching and Excavation

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason, should be hand dug when
beneath the dripline of desired trees. Hand digging and careful placement of pipes below or
beside protected roots will dramatically reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to desired trees.
Trenches should be back filled as soon as possible using native materials and compacted to near
original levels. Trenches to be left open with exposed roots shall be covered with burlap and
kept moist. Plywood laid over the trench will help to protect roots below.

Irrigation

Normal irrigation should be maintained throughout the entire length of the project. All of the
mmported trees will require normal irrigation. This includes the redwood tree. Irrigation should
consist of surface flooding. with enough water to wet the entire root zone. If the root zone is
traumatized this type of irrigation should be carried out two times per month during the warm
dry season.
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Inspections

The site will be inspected after the tree protection measures are installed and before the start of
construction. Other inspections will be carried out on an as needed basis. Any time work is
within 20 feet of the protected tree on site. the site arborist must be notified 48 hours in advance
so that a site visit can be scheduled during the proposed work.

Replacement trees:

The County Of San Mateo has a 1:1 replacement standard using a minimum of a 15 gallon sized
tree. This means that the county would require two 15 gallon sized tree as a replacement for
trees #23 and #4 to be removed. Originally as conditions of approval the county also wanted the
owner to save non-protected oak trees #3 and #11. On the next page are areas where new trees
can be planted on site.
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Red circled areas are good locations for replacement trees. Trees #3, #11 and #41-45
circled in green are to be preserved and protected as a condition of approval.

This information should be kept on site at all times. The information included in this report is
believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural principles and practices.

Sincerely.
Kevin R. Kielty David P. Beckham
Certified Arborist WEZ0476A Certified Arborist WE£10724A
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Attachment F
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: February 14, 2018
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: Consideration of an appeal of the Community Development Director’s
decision to approve a Grading Permit, pursuant to Section 9280 of the
San Mateo Ordinance Code, to allow 590 cubic yards (c.y.) of grading
to construct a new residence and basement. The property is located
at 900 Menlo Oaks Drive in the unincorporated Menlo Oaks area of
San Mateo County.

County File Number: PLN 2017-00262 (Mahadevan)

PROPOSAL

The appellant has appealed staff’s decision to approve a Grading Permit to allow

590 c.y. of grading, composed of 540 c.y. of cut and 50 c.y. of fill, in association with

the excavation and construction of a 990 sq. ft. subterranean basement and a new
5,043 sq. ft. single-family residence. The grading and construction of the new residence
will involve the removal of three significant trees including: one 20.9” diameter at

breast height (dbh) Irish yew located mid-parcel, one 20.7” dbh coast live oak located
mid-parcel in the left side yard, one 28.7” dbh incense cedar located in the front left yard
of the subject property, and the removal of thirteen other non-significant sized trees of
varying species located throughout the parcel. The appellant states that: (1) the
noticing for tree removal was inadequate, (2) the house can be redesigned or moved to
save the 20.7” dbh coast live oak tree and a smaller 6.9” dbh coast live oak tree
proposed for removal, (3) too many trees in general are proposed for removal, and

(4) the tree replacement standards for this project are inadequate. The appellant states
that replacement trees should be of sufficient size and number to replenish the tree
canopy within 10-years’ time.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission deny the appeal, and uphold the Community
Development Director’s decision to approve the Grading Permit, County File Number
PLN 2017-00262, by making the findings for approval and imposing the conditions

of approval included in Attachment A of this staff report.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Laura Richstone, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1829
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Appellant: John Danforth

Applicant: Eugene Sakai and Sean Rinde for Studio S Squared Architecture
Owner: Rohan Mahadevan

Location: 900 Menlo Oaks Drive, Menlo Oaks

APN: 062-160-090

Parcel Size: 31,193 square feet

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-100 (Single-Family Residential/Menlo Oaks Combining District)
General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential Urban
Sphere-of-Influence: Menlo Park

Existing Land Use: Single-Family Residential

Water Supply: California Water Service — Bear Gulch

Sewage Disposal: West Bay Sanitary District

Flood Zone: Zone “X” (Area of Minimal Flooding); Panel No. 06081C0306E, effective
date October 16, 2012

Environmental Evaluation: This project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3, consisting
of the construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures;
in this case, a single-family residence in a residential zone.

Setting: The subject parcel is located in the unincorporated residential community of
Menlo Oaks. The subject parcel is relatively flat, approximately 100 feet wide, heavily
forested, and developed with an existing single-family residence. A total of 40 trees of
varying species consisting of 23 significant-sized trees and 17 non-significant sized
trees are located throughout the 31,193 sq. ft. parcel. Adjacent parcels are similarly
forested and developed with single-family residences.

Chronology:
Date Action

August 21, 2017

Application submitted for 590 c.y. of grading and the removal
of 3 significant and 13 non-significant sized trees to construct
a new single-family residence and subterranean basement.

September 29, 2017

Application is deemed complete.
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October 2, 20107 - Public notice sent out. Public comment period opens.

October 18, 2017 - Public comment period closed. Seventeen comments were
received by Planning Staff.

October 18, 2017 - Planning Staff requests a revised arborist report to address
iIssues raised during the public comment period.

October 25, 2017 - Applicant submits revised arborist report dated October 24,
2017.
November 10, 2017 - Project approved by the Community Development Director.

Decision letter sent to the applicant and all interested parties
who had comments on the project.

November 27, 2017 - Appeal filed by John Danforth. Subsequently, the applicant
entered into discussions with the appellant regarding tree
replacement.

January 24, 2018 - Planning Commission hearing.

DISCUSSION

A. KEYISSUES

1. Appellant’'s Basis for Appeal

The appellant submitted an appeal letter in opposition to the

Community Development Director’s decision to approve the Grading
Permit, PLN 2017-00262. The appellant disagrees with the decision to
allow the grading activities and associated removal of three significant and
13 non-significant sized trees based on the following concerns. The key
points to the appellant’s appeal are outlined below followed by staff's
response.

a. Inadequate Notice of Tree Removal

The appellant contends that the applicant should be required to obtain
a Tree Removal Permit for this project and states that applications for
Grading Permits should not eliminate or reduce the public noticing
requirements found in the Significant Tree Ordinance. Furthermore,
the appellant states that the noticing regarding the trees proposed for
removal was inadequate.

Staff Response:

When Tree Removal and Grading Permits are Required
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When a request for a Grading Permit includes significant tree
removal activities, the Planning and Building Department evaluates
the proposed tree removal as part of the Grading Permit. A separate
Tree Removal Permit is not required. This practice is authorized by
Section 12,020.1(e), Exemptions, of the San Mateo County Significant
Tree Ordinance, which states that ...No permits shall be required
under this Part [the Significant Tree Ordinance of San Mateo County]
in the following circumstances: Tree cutting which has been
authorized by the Planning Commission, Design Review Committee,
or Community Development Director as part of a permit approval
process in which the provisions of the Part have been considered and
applied.

Grading Permits are required when a licensed civil engineer
estimates that 250 c.y. or more of cut and fill, combined, is expected
to accommodate a proposed project. The current project, proposes a
total 590 c.y. of grading, and thus requires a Grading Permit. Through
its review and approval of the required Grading Permit, the Planning
and Building Department has considered and applied the provisions
of the Significant Tree Ordinance. Thus, in accordance with

Section 12,020.1, the proposed project does not require a separate
Tree Removal Permit. A Tree Removal Permit would only be required
if the proposed project did not need a Grading Permit (for example, if
the project required less than 250 c.y. of grading).

In cases such as these, where a Grading Permit is required rather
than a Tree Removal Permit, the Planning and Building Department
provides the public notice required pursuant to the Grading and Land
Clearing Ordinance. The differences in notice requirements are
detailed below.

Noticing Required for Tree Removal Permits

Per Section 12,021.2 (Posting Notice of Application) of the Significant
Tree Ordinance, public noticing for a Tree Removal Permit shall
consist of a posted notice of application... on each tree for which a
permit is required and [in a] conspicuous location clearly visible to the
public. In addition, Section 12,021.2 states that the posted tree
removal application notice must indicate the date, [provide] a brief
description of the [trees to be removed], identify the subject property,
[identify] the address to which comments may be directed and from
which further information may be obtained, and [provide] the final date
of receipt for comments. As a courtesy, the County also mails a notice
of tree removal application to all property owners within a 100-foot
radius of the project site. This courtesy notice to neighbors is not
required by the Significant Tree Ordinance.


LRichstone
Typewritten Text
Attachment F


Attachment F

Noticing Required for Grading Permits

Under the Land Clearing and Grading Ordinance (Grading Ordinance),
public noticing requirements for a Grading Permit must include the
same information as that required for a Tree Removal Permit notice
(e.g., description, project location, planner contact information, etc.).
Section 9289 of the Grading Ordinance establishes the following
noticing requirements: Ten (10) days prior to the action by the
Planning Director public noticing for Grading Permits consists of a
mailed notice to all property owners within three hundred (300) feet of
the exterior limits of the property for which the application is proposed
and the date on or after which the application will be acted upon. The
notice also includes a project description that identifies the amount of
grading proposed and any related significant tree removal activities.
Unlike the Significant Tree Ordinance, the Grading Ordinance does
not require that a poster be placed on the site. As noted above, the
Grading Ordinance requires a mailed notice to property owners in a
300-foot radius, while the Significant Tree Ordinance has no such
requirement (although County practice is to provide a courtesy notice
within a 100-foot radius).

Public Notice Sent for this Application

Per the Grading Ordinance, the public notice for this project was
mailed to all homeowners within 300 feet of the subject parcel, as well
as to the Menlo Oaks Tree Advocacy (MOTA) and the Menlo Oaks
District Association (MODA) on October 2, 2017. Following the public
noticing, MODA and MOTA requested and received the arborist report
(dated June 6, 2017) that identified each tree proposed for removal in
addition to the required mailed public notice of grading activities. The
mailed notice (Attachment F) specified the proposed grading
guantities, identified the significant trees to be removed by size and
species, provided the assigned planner’s contact information, and
prompted any member of the public to contact the planner if they had
any questions or concerns about the proposed grading and tree
removal activities.

During the comment period, the Planning Department collected all
comments received, answered clarifying questions about the project,
and provided copies of the arborist report and tree protection plan
upon request to interested members of the public. All comments were
formally summarized and addressed in the Community Development
Director’s decision letter, dated November 10, 2017 (Attachment G).

Additional Noticing Requested

The different noticing requirements for grading and tree removal
permits, and the appellant’s desire to apply both noticing requirements
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in instances where grading will result in tree removal, was discussed
at the January 10, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. During that
discussion, the Community Development Director identified that
updates to the tree removal regulations currently underway will
provide an opportunity to clarify noticing requirements. In the
meantime, the Community Development Director agreed to require
on-site posting of tree removal requests associated with grading
permit applications.

The Planning and Building Department’s general practice is to not
change the regulations that apply to a project after a permit application
has been submitted. Nevertheless, following the January 10, 2018
Planning Commission meeting, staff suggested to the applicant that he
voluntarily post a notice on-site identifying the proposed tree removals.
As of the writing of this report, a tree removal notice has been posted
on the project site and the significant trees proposed for removal have
been wrapped with caution tape to increase their visibility.

Objection to the Removal of Oak Trees #24 and #25 Due to Tree
Canopy Impacts

The appellant objects to the total number of significant and
non-significant trees proposed for removal. Specifically, the
appellant objects to the proposed removal of the 20.7” dbh

significant oak tree (tree #24 shown on the Tree Protection Plan)

and the removal of the 6.9” dbh non-significant oak tree (tree #25).
The appellant states that these oak trees are critical to the tree canopy
in the immediate area due to: (1) the large number of non-significant
trees proposed for removal, (2) oak tree #25’s potential to grow into a
mature oak tree, and (3) due to the large number of significant trees
removed throughout the Menlo Oaks neighborhood to accommodate
various construction projects.

Staff Response:

Significant Tree Ordinance Criteria

Section 12,012 of the Significant Tree Ordinance defines a significant
tree as any live wood plant with a single stem or trunk with a dbh of
12” or larger. All trees meeting this size threshold are protected and
require a discretionary permit for removal. For the Menlo Oaks
Combining District (R-1/S-100), trees that fall under the 12” dbh size
threshold are not protected, do not require a permit to be removed,
and can be removed by right.
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Removal of Multiple Oaks

In addition to the removal of three significant trees, the original project
application also included the removal of 13 non-significant trees of
various species located throughout the parcel. Though these smaller
non-significant sized trees are not protected by the Significant Tree
Ordinance, in response to public comments, the County required as a
condition of permit approval in the decision letter (dated November 10,
2017), that the applicant preserve two non-significant sized oak

trees (#3 & #11) originally proposed for removal (see Condition of
Approval No. 12). The Planning Department determined that non-
significant oak tree #25 could not be preserved because it is within the
footprint of the proposed development. The Planning Department
further determined that significant oak tree #24 could not be saved
due its location. Oak tree #25 is located immediately adjacent to the
proposed light well for the basement, in an area of high disturbance,
and where severe root loss and damage from grading and
construction activities is expected (see Section A.1.c below for

further discussion).

Removal of Other Trees within the Menlo Oaks Neighborhood

Though other recently approved projects within the Menlo Oaks
neighborhood may have necessitated the removal of trees, these
projects are subject to the rules and regulations contained within the
County’s Significant Tree Ordinance. If these projects involved the
removal of significant sized trees, as defined by the ordinance, they
would have been required to obtain a discretionary permit from the
County. Prior to approval, any such permits would have required
public notice, public comment, and County review an analysis. All
such permits would be subject to appeal.

Tree Canopy Concerns

In response to comments received during the comment period,
Planning Staff requested that the applicant provide an updated
arborist report to address the comments. This report, prepared by
Kielty Arborist Services LLC, was received by the Planning
Department on October 25, 2017. The report noted that oak trees #24
and #25 are not visible from the street and that their removal and
subsequent reduction in tree canopy would only be noticeable to
immediately adjacent neighbors. In response to this appeal, a tree
canopy report prepared by Kielty Arborist Services on December 15,
2017 (see Attachment J) estimated that all significant trees located on
the subject site provided 13,896.5 sq. ft. of tree canopy coverage. The
report did not assess the canopy coverage provided by the non-
significant trees located on the parcel. The removal of significant trees
#21, #23, and #24 would constitute a 1,134.3 sq. ft. (or 8%) loss of
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significant tree canopy provided by significant trees. The removal of
significant oak tree #24 would have a low impact on the tree canopy of
the site, as it provides 314.2 sq. ft. (or 2.26%) of the total significant
tree canopy. While the removal of these three significant trees would
reduce the overall tree canopy of the 31,000 sq. ft. parcel,
replacement trees would be required per County regulations (see
Section 1.e below for further discussion) to compensate over time for
the canopy reduction.

Danger to the Proposed Structure

The appellant states that the proposed residence should be
redesigned to save oak trees #24 and #25, contending that if the
proposed residence was redesigned, the trees would not pose a
danger to the structure. The appellant also notes that houses in the
Menlo Oaks area are regularly built near existing trees, and that there
is no reason why this project cannot be built near these tree without
removing them.

Staff Response:

Oak Tree #25

The applicant is proposing to remove non-significant oak tree #25
because it is within the development footprint of the proposed back
patio, and because the site arborist recommended its removal. The
arborist report dated June 6, 2017, and a revised arborist report dated
October 24, 2017, recommended that non-significant oak tree #25
should be removed regardless of if a new house it built or not because
the tree is heavily suppressed by adjacent redwood trees and will
continue to grow at a lean toward the location of the existing and
proposed home. Staff preformed a site visit on December 8, 2017 and
noted that coast live oak tree #25 is growing under the canopy of the
larger coast live oak tree #24 and is leaning approximately 15 degrees
toward the location of the existing and proposed residence (see
Attachment K). Due to the non-significant status of oak tree #25,
which means that County approval is not required for its removal, as
well as the lean of the tree and the recommendation of the site
arborist, staff supports the applicant’s proposal to remove this tree.

Oak Tree #24

In response to comments received during the comment period,

staff requested a revised arborist report that assessed whether
significant oak tree #24 could be preserved and what risks (if any)
were associated with preserving the tree. As noted in the revised
arborist report dated October 24, 2017 (Attachment 1), oak tree #24 is
suppressed by adjacent redwood trees #26 and #27 and as a result is
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growing at a lean toward the existing house. The report concluded
that there is no way to correct the lean of oak tree #24 without
removing redwood trees #26 and #27. The report states that if oak
tree #24 were to be retained it would need to be pruned yearly to
provide a 6-foot vertical fire clearance and to reduce the heavy end
weight associated with the tree’s lean.

The report also noted that the location of the proposed light well would
be immediately adjacent to the trunk of significant oak tree #24 and
that if the tree was retained it would experience severe root loss well
beyond the maximum advisable root loss of 25% (arborist ANSI
Industry Standards). The report states that the anticipated root loss
would affect the tree’s buttress roots, would cause the tree to become
unstable, and have a higher risk of failure. The arborist concluded that
the only way to preserve significant oak tree #24 is to redesign the
proposed residence and to ensure no excavation would occur within
15 feet of significant tree #24.

The House can be Repositioned to Save the Oak Trees

The appellant states that the proposed house can be moved back into
the lot to accommodate both the planned construction and the
protection and preservation of oak trees #24 and #25.

Staff Response:

Locate the Structure Closer to the Front Property Line

As proposed, the project would retain the existing driveway, the 89'7”
front yard setback of the existing residence, and place the proposed
new residence in roughly the same location as the existing residence.
Review of the plans submitted to the Planning Department on
September 28, 2017, reveal that the placement of the proposed
residence is constrained due to the location of the existing U-shaped
driveway and the location of several existing significant oak and
redwood trees in the rear and front yards of the project parcel.
Shifting the proposed structure closer to the front property line to
provide at 15-foot buffer zone around significant oak tree #24 would
likely require reconfiguration of the existing driveway. Reconfiguring
the driveway would impact the 27.9” dbh significant valley oak tree #5
(which is located 10 feet from the corner of the existing residence),
three significant neighboring redwood trees located near the front left
property line, and may impact the 23.4” dbh significant coast live oak
tree #7 located in the middle of the U-shaped driveway.
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Locate the Structure Deeper into the Parcel

The rear half of the parcel is heavily wooded with significant oak

and redwood trees. The location and size of these trees limit where
the proposed residence can be placed. Locating the proposed
structure deeper into the lot would impact significant redwood tree #26
(52.4” dbh), significant redwood tree #27 (32.1” dbh), and significant
coast live oak tree #28 (26.5” dbh). Measured from the edge of the
light well, as currently proposed, the proposed structure will be located
20 feet from the trunk of redwood tree #26 and 25 feet from the trunk
of redwood tree #27. Measured from the edge of the back patio, the
proposed structure will be located approximately 22 feet from the trunk
of oak tree #28. Locating the proposed residence closer to the trees
in the rear yard may cause the structure to encroach into the driplines
and root zones of the redwood and oak trees. While the arborist did
not assess what the potential impacts to trees #26, #27, and #28
would be if the house was moved further back into the lot, the arborist
did recommend that a minimum distance of 25 feet from the trunks of
the redwood trees remain protected and unchanged. Moving the
proposed house closer to the redwood and oak trees would encroach
into that 25-foot buffer zone and may impact the stability of the
redwood trees due to their relatively shallow root systems.

The applicant states that the design of the proposed structure and
heavily wooded nature of the lot constrains where the proposed house
can be placed. The proposed residence has been designed to reduce
impacts to existing trees on the lot and save as many significant trees
as possible while still allowing the principally permitted land use of a
single-family residence. The location of the existing trees in relation to
the proposed new residence, and the heavily wooded nature of the lot,
constrains where a new residence can be located. Locating the new
structure in roughly the same footprint of the existing residence avoids
impacts to other existing significant trees located on the parcel.

Tree Replacement is Inadequate

The appellant states that more replacement trees should be required
as a condition of approval and that the replanting requirement of three
15-gallon size oak trees is insufficient. Specifically, the appellant
contends that tree replantings should be of a specific size and quantity
to sufficiently replenish the tree canopy in 10-years’ time. The
appellant states that Palo Alto and other local jurisdictions utilize a
canopy-based tree replacement standard and that the County should
use the canopy-based standard for this project and all tree removal
projects in the future.

10
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Staff Response:

Tree Replacement Ratios Required by the Significant Tree Ordinance

Section 12,024(a) of the Significant Tree Ordinance states that
outside of the Residential Hillside/Design Review District (RH/DR),
replacement of trees removed shall be with plantings of trees
acceptable to the Community Development Director. The Significant
Tree Ordinance is not specific on required tree replanting ratios or
appropriate tree species for parcels located outside of the RH/DR
Zoning District. Historically, the Planning Department has referred to
the Significant Tree Removal Application form as a guideline for these
standards. Per the Significant Tree Removal Application form,
Bayside Non-Design Review Districts require a 1:1 replacement ratio
with a minimum 15-gallon size tree unless otherwise adjusted by the
Community Development Director. The application form further states
that any native tree species removed must be replaced with a native
tree species.

The subject Grading Permit, which includes the removal of three
significant trees (one non-native Irish yew tree, one native coast live
oak tree, and one native incense cedar tree) applied the provisions of
the Significant Tree Removal Ordinance and the Significant Tree
Removal Application form listed above. Under these size and
replanting ratios, the applicant is required to replant two 15-gallon
trees of any native species and one 15-gallon tree of any native or
exotic species. The approved Grading Permit included a condition
requiring the replanting of three 15-gallon native oak tree species as
replacement for the removal of the three significant trees. Condition of
Approval No. 19 was also included in the initial Grading Permit
approval. This condition of approval required that the location and
placement of the required tree replantings be determined and
overseen by the site arborist to ensure that the replacement trees are
planted in an area that is best suited for their long term viability. Per
this condition of approval, a signed and dated letter from the site
arborist is required prior to the building permit final inspection that
verifies that the arborist selected an appropriate location for the
replacement trees and supervised their replanting.

Tree Replacement in Other Jurisdictions

Other jurisdictions take a variety of approaches to tree regulation and
management, including alternative tree replacement requirements that
account for tree canopy or other factors. Staff is studying these
alternatives in order to inform the tree regulation update currently
underway.

11
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In the meantime, the existing Significant Tree Ordinance remains

the applicable standard of review. As described above, the 1:1
replacement ratio using three 15-gallon size replacement trees
satisfies these standards. With regard to the tree canopy standard
suggested by the appellant, a report prepared by the site arborist on
December 15, 2017, estimated that ten 24-inch box trees would need
to be planted to replace the tree canopy lost within 10-years’ time.

2. Project Conformance with County Requlations

a. Conformance with the General Plan

San Mateo County General Plan Policies 2.17 (Regulate Development
to Minimize Soil Erosion and Sedimentation) and 2.23 (Regulate
Excavation, Grading, Filling, and Land Clearing Activities Against
Accelerated Soil Erosion) require the regulation of excavation,
grading, filling, and land clearing activities to protect against
accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation to protect and enhance
natural plant communities. The project seeks to reduce impacts to as
many mature oak and redwood trees on the lot as possible. The
proposed residence has been placed and designed to preserve
numerous redwood and oak trees in the rear and front yards of the
property. The project seeks to protect and minimize impacts to
protected trees through the proposed tree protection plan, oversight
from the site arborist, and tree protection best practices. The project
also minimizes soil erosion, both during construction and post-
construction, through the proposed Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan and Drainage Plan. The project plans have been reviewed and
approved by the Geotechnical Section and the Department of Public
Works. Comments and recommendations of these reviewing
agencies have been addressed by the applicant or included as
conditions of approval to ensure that the project will comply with all
policies and will prevent soil erosion. Additionally, adherence to the
standard “Best Practices” and site-specific recommendations and
conditions from the aforementioned agencies, proposed grading
activities will minimize soil erosion.

Though Grading Permits do not require a separate Tree Removal
Permit to remove significant trees (per Section 12,020.1 of the
Significant Tree Ordinance), the removal of such trees is an evaluative
process which seeks to ensure that proposed tree removal is
minimized and necessary to utilize a property in its intended manner.
The trees proposed for removal are either located within the footprint
of the proposed development, immediately adjacent to the proposed
development, in decline, or are suppressed by neighboring trees

and are leaning toward the location of the existing and proposed
residence. As stated in Section A.1 and Section B.3 of this report, the
Planning Department has considered and applied the provisions of the

12
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Significant Tree Removal Ordinance which implements this General
Plan Policy in its review of this application.

Conformance with the Zoning Regulations

This project is located in the Single-Family Residential/Menlo Oaks
Zoning District (R-1/S-100). The proposed single-family residence’s
compliance with the district’'s development standards as required by
Section 6300.9.00 is detailed in the table below:

Zoning
Development Standards Requirements Proposal

Building Site Area 20,000 square feet 31,193 square feet
Minimum Site Width 75 feet 100 feet
Minimum Setbacks

Front 40 feet 89-7"

Rear 20 feet 150’-4”

Left Side 10 feet 11°-2"

Right Side 10 feet 11°-2”
Maximum Height 30 feet 20'-6”
Maximum Lot Coverage 25% 17%
Maximum Building Floor Area 9,000 square feet 5,043 square feet
(FAR)*
* Per Section 6300.9.60 of the Zoning Regulations, the area of all garages and carports

that exceed 400 sq. ft. is counted toward the maximum allowed FAR.

The proposed 990 sq. ft. sub-grade basement is not counted toward the maximum

allowed FAR per San Mateo County Planning Basement Policy.

Conformance with the Grading Requlations

The following findings must be made in order to issue a Grading
Permit for this project. Staff's review of the project is discussed below:

(1) That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse
effect on the environment.

The grading plan has been prepared by a licensed civil
engineer and has been reviewed and preliminarily approved

by the Department of Public Works. The project site has also
undergone a geotechnical study prepared by ROMIG Engineers
Inc., which has been reviewed and preliminarily approved by the
County’s Geotechnical Section for soil stability. The report from
ROMIG Engineers Inc., provides detailed recommendations

13
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about the proposed development. These specific recommenda-
tions and recommendations from other reviewing agencies
have been integrated into this grading permit as conditions of
approval. These conditions of approval will prevent a significant
adverse impact on the environment.

(2) That the project conforms to the criteria of Chapter 8, Division
VII of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the
standards referenced in Section 8605.

Proposed grading activities meet the (1) Erosion and Sediment
Control, (2) Grading, (3) Geotechnical Reports, (4) Dust Control
Plans, (5) Fire Safety, and (6) Time Restriction standards
referenced in Section 8605 of the Grading and Land

Clearing Ordinance. Erosion and sediment control measures
will be inspected and must remain in place during grading,
demolition, and construction activities. A dust control plan must
be submitted for approval and implemented before the issuance
of the grading “hard card.” The proposed grading plan was
prepared by a licensed civil engineer and reviewed for adequacy
by the Department of Public Works. As mentioned above, a
geotechnical report was also prepared for this site and reviewed
by the County’s Geotechnical Section. Due to the County’s
Winter Grading Moratorium, grading is only allowed between
April 30 and October 1. If the applicant wishes to preform
grading activities during the wet season, they must apply for an
exception from the Winter Grading Moratorium, and will be
subject to more stringent erosion control measures, monitoring,
and inspections.

(3) That the project is consistent with the General Plan.

The General Plan designation for this site is Low Density
Residential Urban. The proposed construction and associated
grading for a new single family residence is consistent with
the land use allowed by this General Plan designation. As
discussed in the General Plan Compliance, Section B.1 of this
report, this project, as conditioned, complies with all applicable
General Plan goals and policies.

Owner’s Response to Community Concerns

In an effort to respond the community’s concerns, the owner

(Mr. Mahadevan) requested that the site arborist meet with the appellant

(Mr. Danforth) to re-examine the possibility of retaining oak trees #24 and
#25. However, the arborist re-confirmed that these trees will not survive

the proposed excavation activities and recommended their removal.

14
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In response to concerns regarding the removal of native oak trees and the
associated reduction in tree canopy, Mr. Mahadevan has proposed to
increase the quantity of replacement trees. The original conditions of
approval contained in the November 10, 2017 Grading Permit approval
letter required the replanting of three 15-gallon native oak tree species. Mr.
Mahadevan has proposed to replant a total of six 15-gallon native oak tree
species and to incorporate these trees into a landscape plan, per the
direction of a professional arborist and landscaper to ensure the long term
viability of these trees. Condition of Approval No. 18 has been revised to
reflect this higher tree replacement ratio.

B. ALTERNATIVES

If the Planning Commission finds that modifications to the proposal are needed to
bring the project into compliance with the Significant Tree Ordinance, the Land
Clearing and Grading Ordnance, or any other applicable regulations, the Planning
Commission may specify that these changes be included in the building plans and
evaluated by staff before building permit issuance, or may request a continuance
to allow the changes to be incorporated into the plans being presented before the
Planning Commission at a subsequent hearing.

Alternatively, the Planning Commission may uphold the appeal, and deny
approval of the proposal as presented.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15303, Class 3,
consisting of the construction and location of limited numbers of new, small
facilities or structures; in this case, a single-family residence in a residential zone.

D. REVIEWING AGENCIES

Department of Public Works
Building Inspection Section
Geotechnical Section

Menlo Park Fire Protection District

ATTACHMENTS

Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval

Appeal Statement

Vicinity Map

Project Site Plans, Floor Plans, Elevations, Civil Plans, Tree Protection Plan
Project Notification Letter

Letter of Approval, dated November 10, 2017

Kielty Tree Survey, dated June 6, 2017

Kielty Tree Survey, dated October 24, 2017

ITOTMmMoOOw»
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l. Kielty Tree Canopy Survey, dated December 15, 2017
J. Site Photos
K.  Correspondence from Interested Members of the Public
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2017-00262 Hearing Date: February 14, 2018

Prepared By: Laura Richstone For Adoption By: Planning Commission
Project Planner

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Reqgarding the Environmental Review, Find:

1.  That the project is exempt pursuant to Section 15303, Class 3 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, consisting of the construction and location
of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; in this case, a single-
family residence in a residential zone.

Regarding the Grading Permit, Find:

2.  That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment. As discussed in this staff report, the project has received
preliminary approval from the Department of Public Works and the Geotechnical
Section and site specific recommendations have been incorporated as conditions
of approval to address any adverse environmental effects.

3.  That the project conforms to the criteria of Chapter 8, Division VII, of the San
Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the standards referenced in Section
8605. Planning Staff, the Geotechnical Section, and the Department of Public
Works have reviewed the project and have determined it conforms to the criteria
of Chapter 8, Division VII, of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the
standards referenced in Section 8605 and the San Mateo County General Plan,
including the timing of grading activities, and implementation of dust control and
erosion and sediment control measures.

4.  That the project is consistent with the General Plan. The subject site has a
General Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential Urban. The
proposed single-family residence remains consistent with the allowed density
and use of the designation. As proposed and conditioned, the project complies
with General Plan Policy 2.23 (Regulate Excavation, Grading, Filling, and Land
Clearing Activities Against Accelerated Soil Erosion) and Policy 2.17 (Erosion and
Sedimentation) because the project includes measures and conditions to address
each of these items.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1. This approval applies only to the proposal as described in the plans, supporting
materials, and reports submitted on February 14, 2018. Minor revisions or
modifications to the project shall be subject to review and approval of the
Community Development Director, if they are consistent with the intent of, and
in substantial conformance with, this approval.

2. This approval shall be valid for one (1) year from the date of this permit and shall
be issued concurrently with the Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804) for the new
single-family residence and basement. If the Grading Permit (issued as the “hard
card” with all necessary information filled out and signatures obtained) has not
been issued within this time period, this approval will expire. No grading activities
shall commence until all permits have been issued. An extension of this approval
will be considered upon written request and payment of applicable fees sixty (60)
days prior to expiration.

3. No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to April 30) or
during any rain event to avoid potential soil erosion unless a prior written request
by the applicant is submitted to the Community Development Director in the form
of a completed Application for an Exception to the Winter Grading Moratorium at
least two (2) weeks prior to the projected commencement of grading activities
stating the date when grading will begin for consideration, and approval is granted
by the Community Development Director.

The site is considered a Construction Stormwater Regulated site. Any grading
activities conducted during the wet weather season (October 1 to April 30)
pursuant to prior authorization from the Community Development Director will
also require monthly erosion and sediment control inspections by the Building
Inspection Section.

4. Prior to the issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the applicant shall
submit a dust control plan for review and approval by the Planning and Building
Department. The plan, at a minimum shall include the following measures:

a.  Water all construction and grading areas at least twice dalily.

b. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose material or require all
trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

C. Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

5. Per Section 8605.5 of San Mateo County’s Grading and Land Clearing Ordinance,

all equipment used in grading operations shall meet spark arrester and firefighting
tool requirements, as specified in the California Public Resources Code.
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The engineer who prepared the approved grading plan shall be responsible for the
inspection and certification of the grading as required by Section 8606.2 of the
Grading Ordinance. The engineer’s responsibilities shall include those relating to
non-compliance detailed in Section 8606.5 of the Grading Ordinance.

Prior to the beginning of any construction, the applicant shall implement the
approved erosion and sediment control plan and tree protection plan, which shall
be maintained throughout the duration of the project. The goal of the Tree
Protection Plan is to prevent significant trees, as defined by San Mateo County’s
Significant Tree Ordinance, Section 12,000, from injury or damage related to
construction activities. The goal of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is also
to prevent sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to
protect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive forces. Said plan shall adhere to
the San Mateo County Wide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General
Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,” including:

a.  Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures
continuously between October 1 and April 30. Stabilizing shall include both
proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and
the use passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas with plants
propagated from seed collected in the immediate area.

b.  Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes
properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater.

C. Controlling and preventing the discharge of all potential pollutants, including
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals,
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains
and watercourses.

d.  Using sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering
site and obtain all necessary permits.

e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a
designated area where wash water is contained and treated.

f. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive
or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses.

g. Protecting adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes,
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.

h. Performing clearing and earth moving activities only during dry weather.

I. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent
polluted runoff.
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J- Limiting construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.

k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; clean off-site paved areas
and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods.

l. The contractor shall train and provide instruction to all employees and
subcontractors regarding the construction Best Management Practices.

m.  The approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be implemented prior
to the beginning of construction

All grading and erosion and sediment control measures shall be in accordance to
the plans prepared by ROMIG Engineers, Inc., dated September 28, 2017, and
approved by the Department of Public Works and the Current Planning Section.
Revisions to the approved grading plan shall be prepared and signed by the
engineer, and shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works and the
Planning Department concurrently prior to commencing any work pursuant to the
proposed revision.

It shall be the responsibility of the applicant’s engineer to regularly inspect the
erosion control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed
and that proper maintenance is being performed. Deficiencies shall be
immediately corrected.

For the final approval of the Grading Permit, the applicant shall ensure the
performance of the following activities within thirty (30) days of the completion
of grading:

a.  The engineer shall submit written certification to the Department of Public
Works and the Geotechnical Section that all grading has been completed in
conformance with the approved plans, conditions of approval, and the
Grading Ordinance.

b.  All applicable work during construction shall be subject to observation and
approval by the geotechnical consultant. Section Il of the Geotechnical
Consultant Approval form must be submitted to the County’s Geotechnical
Engineer and Current Planning Section.

Erosion control and tree protection inspections are required prior to the issuance
of a building permit for grading, construction, and demolition purposes, as the
project requires the protection of significant trees. Once all review agencies have
approved the Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804), the applicant will be notified that
an approved job copy of the Erosion Control and Tree Protection Plans are ready
for pick-up at the planning counter of the Planning and Building Department.
Once the Erosion Control and Tree Protection measures have been installed per
the approved plans, please contact Jeremiah Pons, Building/Erosion Control
Inspector, at 650/599-1592 or jpons@smcgov.org, to schedule a pre-site
inspection. A $144.00 inspection fee will be added to the building permit for the
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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inspection. If this initial pre-site inspection is not approved, an additional
inspection fee will be assessed for each required re-inspection until the erosion
control and tree protection measures are deemed adequate by the Building
Inspection Section.

Non-significant oak trees #3 and #11, identified on the Erosion Control and Tree
Protection plans, shall be retained and protected. Tree protection measures shall
include tree protection fencing that extends to the driplines of the trees. Where
tree protection fencing does not cover the entire root zone of the trees, a
landscape buffer of wood chips spread at a depth of 6” shall be placed where foot
traffic is expected to be heavy.

All excavation for the foundation near the 27.9” dbh valley oak (tree #5

identified in the arborist report), and the 18” dbh cedar (tree #12) shall be done
by hand. The site arborist shall oversee and document all root cutting of roots
measuring 2” or more in diameter. Roots left exposed for a period of time shall be
covered with layers of burlap and kept moist.

No roots measuring over 2” in diameter or greater shall be cut without the consent
and approval of the site arborist.

Any excavation within 30 feet of the 35” dbh redwood tree (tree #18) shall be
inspected and overseen by the site arborist.

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason shall be hand dug
when beneath the driplines of protected trees.

Storage of construction vehicles, equipment, and materials shall be limited to the
existing driveway and front walkway areas when feasible. Storage of construction
vehicles, equipment, and materials is prohibited within the driplines of protected
trees.

The applicant shall plant on site a total of six native oak tree species using at least
15-gallon size stock to replace the trees removed. Staff verification that the tree
planting has occurred is required prior to the final building inspection of the new
home.

The location and placement of the required oak tree plantings shall be determined
and overseen by the site arborist to ensure that the trees are planted in an area
best suited for long term viability and growth of the trees. A signed and dated
letter from the site arborist verifying that they selected an appropriate location and
supervised the plantings shall be required prior to final inspection of construction
authorized by Building Permit (BLD 2017-01804).

The existing shed in the rear of the subject property shall be removed by hand, in

accordance with the arborist report, to prevent impacts to the adjacent coast live
oak trees.
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Building Inspection Section

21. This project shall require a building permit.

22. This project requires a geotechnical/soils report at the time of building permit
submittal.

Geotechnical Section

23. The construction of the proposed residence shall include the recommendations
from the project geotechnical engineer as well as include scheduled on site review
by the project engineer during all required aspects of construction. The project
geotechnical engineer shall complete and sign the County of San Mateo form for
project design review and post construction observations.

Department of Public Works

24. Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (for Provision C3
Regulated Projects), the applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil
engineer, a drainage analysis of the proposed project and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage analysis shall
consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of the stormwater onto, over,
and off of the property shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent
lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow. The analysis shall detall
the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. Post-development flows
and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed state.
Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement
plans and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

25. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to
provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage
(assessable space) of the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277.

26. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until
County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.
Applicant shall contact a Department of Public Works Inspector 48 hours
prior to commencing work in the right of-way.

LR:pac - LARBB0750_WPU.DOCX
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MEMORANDUM

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: April 18, 2018
TO: Laura Richstone, Project Planner
FROM: Daniel Krug, San Mateo County Arborist

SUBJECT: 900 Menlo Oaks Reduced Light Well - County Arborist Review and
Recommended Tree Protection Measures

Assignment: Review revised grading and tree protection plans for new home construction
at 900 Menlo Oaks Drive.

Summary: The revised plans address the Planning Commission’s decision to uphold an
appeal of a staff-approved grading permit, requiring the applicant to retain a Coast live cak
(Quercus agrifolia) near the northeast corner of proposed construction. Based on the
Planning Commission’s decision, the homeowner can minimize the impact of construction
damage to the tree by observing additional mitigatory measures.

According to the March 16, 2018 arborist report, the tree in question (#24) has the following
characteristics.

. Diameter at Breast height of 20.7°

. Condition rating of 60 (out of 100), 100 being of excellent health and form.

. Estimated height of 40°, estimated canopy spread of 20"

. Additional comments: direct quote from report “Good Vigor, fair form, suppressed by
redwoods heavy toward home, needs maintenance.”

The project arborist’'s (PA) assessment methods of tree conditions are provided in the
submitted report.

Observations:

The observations and discussion provided within this document are based on my review
of the PA’s report and the revised grading plans submitted to the Planning and Building
Department. No Tree Risk Assessment or inspection of the tree has been provided by the
County.

Discussion:

In the revised plan, the basement light well on the north side of the house was reduced,
minimizing prior intrusion into the dripline of the tree. It is my understanding that the
proposed plan adjustments are based on exploratory root investigation conducted by the PA
to identify and avoid lateral roots near the light well construction. This excavation was done
using a super-sonic air tool to displace soil and minimize damage to the tree’s roots. The
plans also indicate a paver patio is to be installed on the south side of the tree, partially
within the dripline of the tree.
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It should be stated that in most cases, tree roots grow within the top 3-4 feet of soil and
spread radially away from the tree equal or greater to the dripline (furthest reach of tree
canopy). The greatest volume of roots grow within the upper 2 feet of soil; these roots are
generally smaller in diameter and absorb moisture and nutrients from the soil. Roots which
venture into deeper horizons of soil primarily provide structural stability.

Although shifting the extent of construction to reduce encroachment within the dripline of the
tree minimizes potential impacts, it does not eliminate the need for over-dig. Over-digging
the extent of construction is the practice of excavating beyond the planned extreme of a
foundation to install concrete forms and bracing. In my experience this is a commonplace
practice used to provide additional area to work prior to the installation of foundation. The
extent of over-dig is dependent on the depth of the foundation and form-bracing strategy.

In an effort to minimize impacts to this tree’s root system, | have suggested that the practice
of over-digging be eliminated for the portion of the foundation that encroaches into the
dripline of the tree or the root protection zone (10x diameter of the main stem; 207" or
17.25") of the tree, whichever is greater. Foundation over-dig would be allowed outside of
this root protection zone.

The plans also include a large paved patio on the south side of the tree. Under typical
circumstances installation of patio pavers involves excavation to a depth of 12-15" below
ground level, depending on the thickness of paving material and the aggregate needed to
support it. | suggest that the homeowner explore using geotextile fabric to minimize the
depth of sub-surface base material to preserve as much of the fibrous root system of the
oak as possible. Similar to minimizing over-dig within the dripline of the tree, installation of
geotextile fabrics is recommended to the extent of the dripline or 10x diameter, whichever is
greater. Outside of this root protection zone standard, subgrade installation is sufficient.
Another option would be to minimize the encroachment of the patio into the root protection
zone to further reduce impacts within the dripline of the tree.

Geotextile fabrics are a corrugated plastic mesh which provide structural support to base
materials when installation of suggested sub-surface matenal is not possible. Using
geotextile fabrics as tree protection is being widely adopted with the Arboricultural and
construction industries.

In addition, it will be required that Tree Protection Fencing be installed and maintained
through the duration of the project to prevent compaction to the remaining root system of
the tree. Regular inspections of the tree protection shall be observed by the PA. According
to the arborist report the following inspection interval would be recommended:

“The site will be inspected arfter the free protection measures are installed and before the
start of construction. Other inspections will be carried out on an as needed basis. Any time
work is within 20 feet of the protected tree on-site, the site arborist must be notified 48 hours
in advance so that a site visit can be scheduled during the proposed work.”

If this protective measure of inspection is followed by the General Contractor/homeowner
and implemented by the PA it is assumed that this tree, and all other protected trees within
the project boundaries should be adequately protected during construction.
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Additional Recommendations:

| also recommend a tree healthcare schedule through the duration of construction and after
care, including IPM (integrated pest management) and fertilization to further minimize stress
to tree #24 and all trees impacted by construction.

Summary:

Provided the Planning commission’s decision to uphold the appellant’s request to retain tree
#24 as a protected tree during construction, the property owner is tasked with the challenge
preserving this tree. The recommendations above for minimizing over-dig for foundation
installation, requiring installation of geotextile fabrics to minimize subsurface digging for the
patio within the dripline of the tree, installing and maintaining strict surveillance of the root
protection zone by the PA, and identifying and implementing a comprehensive integrated
pest management strategy during and after construction, should further reduce stress for
the impacted tree and assist in retaining it within the landscape.

It should also be stated that foundation and patio intrusion within the dripline of the tree
including removal of roots and compaction to root area will still stress this established tree.
Root loss has a long-term effect on overall tree health and vigor. On average impact from
construction can take 2-3 years or more to manifest, depending on pre-construction
preparation and appropriate aftercare.

The statements and opinions provided above are based on grading plans and Arborist
reports submitted to the County of San Mateo and reviewed by the County Arborist.

Daniel Krug
San Mateo County Arborist
ISA Certified Arborist [L-4996A
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