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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date:   4/10/2017 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

A. Call To Order 

B. Roll Call 

C. Reports and Announcements 

Under “Reports and Announcements,” staff and Commission members may communicate general 
information of interest regarding matters within the jurisdiction of the Commission.  No Commission 
discussion or action can occur on any of the presented items. 
 

D. Public Comment 

Under “Public Comment,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on the 
agenda, and items listed under Consent Calendar. Each speaker may address the Commission 
once under Public Comment for a limit of three minutes. Please clearly state your name and 
address or political jurisdiction in which you live. The Commission cannot act on items not listed on 
the agenda and, therefore, the Commission cannot respond to non-agenda issues brought up 
under Public Comment other than to provide general information. 

E. Consent Calendar 

E1. Approval of minutes from the March 13, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 

F. Public Hearing 

F1. Use Permit/Ying-Min Li/338 Barton Way: 
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct 
a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with respect to lot width and area in 
the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district. As part of the project, one heritage holly tree in the 
front left yard, one heritage Eugenia tree in the front right yard, and one heritage plum tree in the 
right side yard are proposed for removal.  (Staff Report #17-017-PC) 

 

F2. Use Permit/Isabelle Cole/318 Pope Street:   
Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct 
a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U 
(Single-Family Urban) zoning district. The property owner has separately applied for a heritage tree 
removal permit for a heritage redwood in good condition at the right side of the property, 
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approximately halfway between the front and rear property lines. That removal permit has been 
denied by the City Arborist, and the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) has upheld the City 
Arborist’s action on appeal. The City Council will separately hear an appeal of the EQC action, 
tentatively scheduled for April 18, 2017.  (Staff Report #17-018-PC) 

 

G. Informational Items 

G1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule – The upcoming Planning Commission meetings 
are listed here, for reference. No action will be taken on the meeting schedule, although individual 
Commissioners may notify staff of planned absences. 

• Regular Meeting: April 24, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: May 8, 2017 
• Regular Meeting: May 22, 2017 

 
H. Adjournment 

Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956. Members of the public 
can view electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at www.menlopark.org and can receive e-
mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme.  
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting the Planning Division at (650) 330-6702. (Posted: 04/5/17) 
 
At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the 
right to address the Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have 
the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either 
before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item.  
 
At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on 
any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item.  
 
Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a 
public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s 
Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours. 
 
Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may 
call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620. 
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REGULAR MEETING MINUTES - DRAFT 

Date:   3/13/2017 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

A. Call To Order 
  
 Chair Katherine Strehl called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 
 
B. Roll Call 

Present: Andrew Barnes, Drew Combs (Vice Chair), Susan Goodhue, Larry Kahle, John Onken, 
Katherine Strehl (Chair)  

Absent: Henry Riggs 

Staff: Michele Morris, Assistant Planner; Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner; Tom Smith, Associate 
Planner; Kaitie Meador, Associate Planner 

C. Reports and Announcements 

Principal Planner Thomas Rogers said the City Council at its February 28 meeting approved some 
minor revisions to the City’s building code related to green building regulations, in particular vehicle 
chargers, and at the same meeting Stanford University made a presentation on its General Use 
Permit update.  He said the General Use Permit was an entitlement granted by Santa Clara County 
to Stanford, and that Stanford was proposing changes to it.  He said Stanford was presenting to 
other local communities having an interest in the topic.  He said the City Council at its March 14 
meeting would review for approval the annual Housing Element Report.  He said there were no 
substantive changes to the report since the Commission’s review of it on February 6. 
 

D. Public Comment  
  
 There was none. 
 
E. Consent Calendar 
 
E1. Approval of minutes from the February 6, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.  (Attachment) 

Commissioner John Onken said he had a minor edit on the February 6 minutes.  He referred to the 
first page, item C, under Reports and Announcements, and the statement: Commissioner John 
Onken noted an oak tree, which had been the showpiece for the 1022 Alma Street project design, 
had fallen during recent storms, and what happened regarding that.  He asked that the statement 
clarify he was asking what the procedures for replacement or penalties might be.  

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13134


Draft Minutes Page 2 

 

   City of Menlo Park   701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 
 

 
ACTION:  Motion and second (Andrew Barnes/Onken) to approve the minutes with the following 
modification; passes 5-2 with Commissioner Strehl abstaining and Commissioner Riggs absent.           
 
• Page 1, Under Reports and Announcements, 2nd paragraph, statement to read as modified 

here: “Commissioner John Onken noted an oak tree, which had been the showpiece for the 
1022 Alma Street project design, had fallen during recent storms, and asked what happen 
regarding that the procedures for replacement or penalties might be.” 

 
E2. Architectural Control/Michael Babiak/6 Carter Way:  

Request for architectural control for exterior modifications to an existing single-family residence in 
the R-1-S(X) (Single Family Suburban Residential, Conditional Development) zoning district. The 
modifications would include new windows and doors, but no change in floor area.  (Staff Report 
#17-014-PC) 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Susan Goodhue/Andrew Barnes) to approve the item as 
recommended in the staff report; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Riggs absent.  

 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing 

Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

2. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to 
architectural control approval: 

 
a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the 

neighborhood. 
 

b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City. 
 

c. The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the 
neighborhood. 

 
d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable City Ordinances 

and has made adequate provisions for access to such parking. 
 

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding regarding 
consistency is required to be made. 

 
3. Approve the use permit and architectural control subject to the following standard conditions: 

 
a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by 

Tristan Warren Architect, consisting of 11 plan sheets, dated received March 7, 2017, 
approved by the Planning Commission on March 13, 2017, except as modified by the 
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 
 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly 
applicable to the project. 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13133
http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13133
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c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the 
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly 
applicable to the project. 
 

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility 
installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, Engineering and Building 
Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be 
placed underground shall be properly screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact 
locations of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay 
boxes, and other equipment boxes. 

 
e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant 

shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and 
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be submitted for 
review and approval of the Engineering Division.  

 
f. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the 

Heritage Tree Ordinance and the Project Arborist’s recommendations. 
 

F. Public Hearing 
 
F1. Use Permit/Brian Nguyen/445 Oak Ct:  

Request for a use permit to demolish a single-story residence and detached garage and construct 
a new two-story residence including a basement, detached garage, and secondary dwelling unit on 
a substandard lot with regard to lot width located in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) 
zoning district, at 445 Oak Court. The proposal includes two heritage tree removals. The project 
was previously reviewed at the January 9, 2017 Planning Commission meeting and continued with 
direction for changes including a height reduction. Item continued to a future meeting. 

F2. Use Permit Revision and Architectural Control Revision/DES Architects & Engineers/ 
1430 O'Brien Drive:  
Request for a use permit and architectural control to partially convert, expand, and architecturally 
update an existing research and development (R&D) building located in the LS (Life Sciences) 
zoning district. This project is a revision to approvals for a use permit and architectural control 
previously granted by the Planning Commission on July 25, 2016. The applicant is also requesting 
a use permit for indoor use and indoor and outdoor storage of hazardous materials in association 
with life sciences and biotechnology R&D. All hazardous materials would be stored within the 
building, with the exception of diesel fuel for a proposed emergency generator. In addition, the 
applicant is requesting a use permit for an outdoor seating area associated with cafe operations to 
be hosted within the building. In addition, two heritage flowering pear trees (19 inches and 17 
inches in diameter), in fair condition, at the center of the property would be removed. The project 
includes a Below Market Rate (BMR) Agreement for the payment of an in lieu fee or the delivery of 
equivalent off-site units. (Staff Report #17-015-PC) 

 
 Chair Strehl noted a letter from the SFPUC on this proposed project.  
 

http://menlopark.org/DocumentCenter/View/13132
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Staff Comment:  Associate Planner Tom Smith said SFPUC had emailed recommending four 
conditions for approval of the use permit revision and architectural control revision.  He said two of 
the conditions appeared to be addressed through the design of the proposal and the 
recommended conditions for approval but two had not been clearly addressed.  He said regarding 
staff’s recommended conditions that condition 6.f indicated monthly reporting of the hazardous 
materials inventory but in the staff report he had indicated quarterly reporting.  He said staff 
believed that quarterly reporting was suitable for this project as done for similar project.  He said he 
would like to make the modification accordingly to condition 6.f.     

Commissioner Barnes said that there was one reference to minutes for the SFPUC project review 
committee for June 26, 2016 and another reference of minutes for June 10, 1016 and asked if 
there were two different meetings and additional actions.  Assistant Planner Smith said there was 
one set of SFPUC minutes and actions.   

Applicant Presentation:  Mr. John Tarlton, Tarlton Properties, said they were requesting 
modifications to their previously approved project.  He said that their projects underwent peer 
review and through that review none of the engineers were comfortable putting a pool on top of the 
roof.  He said they revised the project to put the pool underground and split the building into two.  
He noted they improved the architectural design with the addition of architectural metal screening.  
He said their goal in the business park was to update all the buildings but not to make them the 
same.  He said for this site they wanted to make the building fun-looking and a place where one 
would want to hang out. 

Commissioner Larry Kahle said he recalled a red elevator tower and elevated walk in the 
previously approved project.  Mr. Tarlton said the previous design had an elevated walk to provide 
access to second story suites.  He said in the revised design there were three lobbies with three 
separate elevators and no elevated walk or exterior stair and elevator tower.   

Commissioner Barnes asked why they chose to revise rather than apply for a new permit under the 
new zoning.  Mr. Tarlton said the most immediate factor was time as the building had been empty 
for some time.  He said also whereas the Life Science zoning district allowed for 1.2 floor area ratio 
(FAR) that was for sites north of O’Brien Drive.  He said this site was south of O’Brien Drive and 
limited to .55 FAR as it was located directly adjacent to single-family residences.   

Chair Strehl opened the public hearing, and closed it as there were no speakers. 
 

Commission Comment:  Commissioner Onken said he did not see a significant change to what the 
Commission had approved last summer and thought the project revision was an improvement.    

 
Commissioner Barnes said he thought the project looked better with the proposed revisions.  He 
said that the provision for under-parking was still the right thing to do.   

 
Commissioner Onken moved to approve and asked Planner Smith about the conditions requested 
by SFPUC. 
 
Chair Strehl recognized Mr. Tarlton to speak. 
 
Mr. Tarlton said they had been taken aback by SFPUC’s comments a year ago.  He said they have 
a legal document with the SFPUC, an easement agreement from 1983, which their legal counsel 
advises would not obligate them to provide what SFPUC was requesting.  He asked that the 
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Commission not take action in that regard noting it was an agreement between his company and 
SFPUC and did not involve the City.   
 
Associate Planner Smith said two conditions in the email from the SFPUC were part of the 
standard conditions recommended by staff including second containment for storage of diesel as 
mentioned in the staff report and condition 6.a that states the use will have secondary containment 
for hazardous materials and wastes. He said that the location of the generator at the rear of the 
property was where it was shown presently and did not necessarily require a condition.  He said 
the last condition requested listing the contact for Millbrae dispatch.  He said that was something 
the City has regularly added for previous hazardous materials use permits.  He said SFPUC’s first 
condition was an executed consent letter from the SFPUC.  He said that was something the City 
had not seen previously from SFPUC.   

Mr. Tarlton said the vast majority of users of SFPUC property are on a lease.  He said that in their 
case it was not a lease but an easement granted in perpetuity. 

Commissioner Onken said the contractual agreement between the property owner and the SFPUC 
as the easement provider was between those two, and he questioned any kind of language in the 
City’s use permit that would formalize anything between those two entities.   

Principal Planner Rogers said when the City was not party to a private agreement that the City did 
not necessarily have to consider the terms of such agreement.  He said with the SPFUC the City 
has tried to be good neighbors and to comply with that agency where feasible, such as adding 
Millbrae dispatch information.  He noted that most of the conditions requested by the SFPUC were 
included in the approval and process.   

Commissioner Onken moved to approve as recommended in the staff report and for the applicant 
to take note of the SFPUC document that was provided as part of the staff report as a matter of 
record.   

Commissioner Barnes asked if there was a need to check in with City Attorney on the matter.  
Principal Planner Rogers said with other applications involving private agreements, the City found 
no reason to continue the item as the matter was between the parties to the agreement.   

Commissioner Combs seconded the motion made by Commissioner Onken.  He said for the 
SFPUC to request conditions under its contractual agreement that they should have had someone 
at the meeting to explain the basis for the request.  He said he did not think it was high in 
importance as they had sent an email with no follow up. 

ACTION: Motion and second (Onken/Combs) to approve the item with the following modification; 
passes 6-1 with Commissioner Riggs absent.  
 
1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 1 (Section 15301, “Existing 

Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of 
use permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort 
and general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed 
use, and will not be detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the 
general welfare of the City. 
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3. Approve the Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing Agreement. 

 
4. Adopt the following findings, as per Section 16.68.020 of the Zoning Ordinance, pertaining to 

architectural control approval: 
 
a. The general appearance of the structure is in keeping with the character of the 

neighborhood. 
 

b. The development will not be detrimental to the harmonious and orderly growth of the City. 
 

c. The development will not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the 
neighborhood. 

 
d. The development provides adequate parking as required in all applicable City Ordinances 

and has made adequate provisions for access to such parking. 
 

e. The property is not within any Specific Plan area, and as such no finding regarding 
consistency is required to be made. 

 
5. Approve the use permit and architectural control subject to the following standard conditions: 

 
a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by 

DES Architects + Engineers consisting of thirty-five plan sheets, dated received February 
14, 2017, as well as the Project Description Letter, dated received  January 19, 2017, the 
Transportation Memorandum for 1430 O’Brien Drive, dated January 19, 2017, and the 
Hazardous Materials Information For (HMIF), dated January 19, 2017, approved by the 
Planning Commission on March 13, 2017, except as modified by the conditions contained 
herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. 
 

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly 
applicable to the project. 

 
c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the 

Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly 
applicable to the project. 

 
d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility 

installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, Engineering and Building 
Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be 
placed underground shall be properly screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact 
locations of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay 
boxes, and other equipment boxes. 

 
e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant 

shall submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and 
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be submitted for 
review and approval of the Engineering Division.  
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f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant 

shall submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of the Engineering 
Division.  The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior to the issuance of 
grading, demolition or building permits. 
 

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the 
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the Project Arborist’s recommendations. 

 
6. Approve the use permit and architectural subject to the following project-specific conditions:  

 
a. Concurrent with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall 

submit a plan showing the location of the shuttle stop and signage, and apply for an 
encroachment permit if applicable. The submitted plan shall also show a connection from 
the proposed central pedestrian entry path to the crosswalk at the western side of the 
O’Brien Drive and Adams Drive intersection. The shuttle stop location and signage, as well 
as the connection between the pedestrian path and the crosswalk, would be subject to 
review and approval of the Engineering, Transportation, and Planning Divisions. 
 

b. The property owner shall retain a qualified transportation consulting firm to monitor the trips 
to and from the project site and evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM program one year 
from commencement of operations within the subject building and shall submit a 
memorandum/report to the City reporting on the results of such monitoring for review by the 
City to determine the effectiveness of the TDM program (Attachment F). This report shall be 
submitted annually to the City subject to review by the Planning and Transportation 
Divisions. If the subject site is not in compliance with the anticipated trip reductions from the 
TDM program the applicant shall submit a detailed mitigation and monitoring plan 
identifying steps to be taken to bring the project site into compliance with the maximum 
Daily, AM and PM trips identified in the trip generation analysis and TDM program. 

 
c. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall provide written status identifying 

the completion of, or where applicable, on-going compliance with the ten follow-up items 
listed in June 29, 2016 minutes of the SFPUC Project Review Committee. 

 
d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) 

at a restaurant rate of $4.63 per square foot of gross floor area (GFA), at a health/fitness 
club rate of $3,107.87 each of the 38 PM peak hour trips, and at an R&D rate of $3.33 per 
square foot of GFA for a total estimated TIF of $153,385.75, subject to the Municipal Code 
Section 13.26. The fee rate is subject to change annually on July 1 and the final calculation 
will be based upon the rate at the time of fee payment. The TIF rate is adjusted each year 
based on the ENR Construction Cost Index percentage change for San Francisco. 

 
e. The aggregate total quantity of hazardous materials used and stored, per control area, 

within the building shall not exceed the quantities listed in Table 5003.1.1(1) of the 2016 
California Fire Code and subsequent updated codes, including the amounts allowed per 
footnotes d (sprinklers) and e (cabinets) of the table. 
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f. The property owner shall provide a quarterly monthly update of the current Hazardous 
Materials Inventory Statement (HMIS) for the entire building and any changes to specific 
tenants consistent with the requirements of the California Fire Code (CFC) to the Menlo 
Park Planning Division, the Fire District, the West Bay Sanitary District, and the San Mateo 
County Environmental Health Division. The submittal shall include a narrative of the 
changes in quantities and types of materials, and operations for each business at the 
facility. 
 

g. When chemical quantities exceed the reportable limits as defined by the California Fire 
Code, each tenant shall provide a Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP), 
standard form or short form, or equivalent document to the Menlo Park Fire Protection 
District and the West Bay Sanitary District. 

 
h. When chemical quantities exceed the reportable limits as defined by the California Health 

and Safety Code, each tenant shall provide a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), 
or equivalent document, to the San Mateo County Environmental Health Division and the 
West Bay Sanitary District. 

 
i. The Fire District shall provide a copy of the annual inspection report for the facility to the 

Menlo Park Building and Planning Divisions, the West Bay Sanitary District, and the San 
Mateo County Environmental Health Division. The property owner shall provide a copy of 
their response to any deficiencies identified in the inspection report to all applicable 
agencies. 

 
j. Testing of the generator shall be limited to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., 

Monday through Friday. 
 

k. Prior to or concurrent with submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant 
shall provide a noise study specific to 1430 O’Brien Drive indicating that the generator noise 
level at the nearest residential property line would not exceed 60 dB(A) during permitted 
testing hours. 

 
G. Regular Business 
 
G1. Review of the Determination of Substantial Conformance/David Ruth/350 Sharon Park Drive:  

Review of the staff determination of substantial conformance for exterior modifications to 18 
apartment buildings and a clubhouse located at 350 Sharon Park Drive in the R-3-A-X zoning 
district. Review requested by Commissioner Riggs. (Attachment) 
 
Chair Strehl noted that this item was on the agenda at the request of Commissioner Riggs. 
 
Commissioner Kahle said he looked through the package sent by email and had no concerns with 
it.  He suggested since the applicant was present that they could hear about the changes. 
 
Principal Planner Rogers said procedurally the item was on the agenda as Commissioner Riggs 
had indicated that he did not think the proposed external modifications were in conformance with 
the previous use permit approval.  He said similar to a consent item there was no need for a  

  

http://menlopark.org/Archive.aspx?ADID=5038
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presentation or discussion if no other Commissioner had the same opinion as Commissioner 
Riggs. 
 
Replying to Commissioner Kahle, Principal Planner Rogers said Commissioner Riggs asked that 
the item be pulled for further consideration and had mentioned that the changes seemed cheaper 
choices but had offered no specifics or suggested alternatives.   
 
None of the Commissioners present made a motion to find that the changes were not in substantial 
conformance. As such, the staff determination that the changes are in substantial conformance 
remained effective, and no further Planning Commission review will take place. 
 

H. Informational Items 
 
H1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule  

• Regular Meeting: March 27, 2017 
 
Chair Strehl said the Stanford project, 500 El Camino Real, Middle Plaza, was scheduled for the 
March 27 meeting.  Principal Planner Rogers said also there might be an informational item 
about the Capital Improvement Program and a substantial conformance memo for that meeting.   
 
Commissioner Onken said he would need to be recused from the Stanford project 
consideration.  The Chair confirmed there would be a quorum for the meeting. 
 

• Regular Meeting: April 10, 2017 
 
Principal Planner Rogers said there would be a study session for potential revision of the 
Facebook project as well as some small residential projects on the April 10 agenda.   
  

• Regular Meeting: April 24, 2017 
 
Principal Planner Rogers said so far some standard residential projects were slated for the April 
24 meeting as well as the 2131 Sand Hill Road project that would involve annexation to the City. 
 

Commissioner Barnes said that Commissioner Kahle and he went to Los Angeles for two-and-a 
half-day City Planning Commission Academy.  He said the emphasis was on how to run meetings, 
details about communications, complete neighborhoods, complete streets, and revitalization.   
 
Commissioner Kahle said there was a presentation about the cost of parking.  He said the speaker 
made the case for paid parking as that helped pay for street improvements.  He said for some 
planning commissions, commissioners were required to make site visits prior to considering a 
project at the meeting or would need to recuse from the project’s consideration.  
 
Chair Strehl asked about the California Supreme Court’s finding that individuals’ private emails and 
texts regarding city business could be subject to the public records act.  Principal Planner Rogers 
said the City Attorney and City Clerk were studying this, and the City Attorney would provide a 
written analysis.   
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Adjournment  
 
Chair Strehl adjourned the meeting at 7:49 p.m. 
 
 
 
Staff Liaison:  Principal Planner Thomas Rogers 
 
Recording Secretary:  Brenda Bennett 



Community Development 

 

 City of Menlo Park   701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

 
 
STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   4/10/2017 
Staff Report Number:  17-017-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Goldsilverisland Properties LLC/338 

Barton Way  

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the request for a use permit to demolish an 
existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with respect to lot width and area in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning 
district, at 338 Barton Way. As part of the project, one heritage holly tree in the front left yard, one heritage 
Eugenia tree in the front right yard, and one heritage plum tree in the right side yard are proposed for 
removal. The recommended actions are included as Attachment A. 

 
Policy Issues 
Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether 
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal. 

 
Background 
Site location 
The subject property is located at 338 Barton Way. Using Barton Way in the north-south orientation, the 
subject property is on the east side of Barton Way between Concord Drive and Gilbert Avenue, in the 
Willows neighborhood and in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone. A location 
map is included as Attachment B.  
 
The subject property is surrounded by single-family residences that are a mix of one- and two-stories. 
Older residences in the neighborhood are generally one story in height, while newer residences are 
typically two stories in height. One-story residences in the neighborhood tend to have a ranch architectural 
style, while two-story residences have a variety of styles including Spanish Colonial and contemporary 
craftsman architectural styles. These adjacent residential parcels are also zoned R-1-U and in the FEMA 
flood zone. In close proximity and north of the subject property lies the Willow Oaks Park in the OSC 
(Open Space and Conservation) district and Willow Oaks Elementary School in the P-F (Public Facilities) 
district. 
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Analysis 
Project description 
The subject property is currently occupied by a single-story residence with an attached one-car garage. 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence with a two-car attached garage. The subject lot is substandard with regard to lot area, with a lot 
area of 5,005 square feet where 7,000 square feet is required. The subject lot is also substandard with 
regard to lot width, with a lot width of 55 feet where 65 feet is required. A data table summarizing parcel 
and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans and the applicant’s project 
description letter are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 2,720 square feet where 2,800 square feet is the 
allowable floor area limit (FAL), and a building coverage of 35 percent where 35 is the maximum permitted. 
The residence would have four bedrooms and three-and-a-half bathrooms, with one bedroom and one-
and-a-half bathrooms on the first floor, and three bedrooms and two bathrooms on the second floor. There 
would be a front covered porch, which does not count toward floor area but contributes to building 
coverage, and a rear uncovered deck, which does not count toward floor area or building coverage. The 
residence would have an overall height of 27 feet, two inches, which is below the maximum allowable 
height of 28 feet. The proposal would be in compliance with daylight plane requirements. Off-street 
parking would be provided in the attached two-car garage. Recommended condition 4a would require the 
furnace to be relocated out of the garage, so that the dimensions would meet the requirement for 20 foot 
by 20 foot clear dimensions for a two-car garage. 
 

Design and materials 
The proposed residence is in a contemporary farmhouse style, and would feature simple forms with varied 
composition shingle gable roofs and building articulation. The exterior walls would be cement board and 
batten siding, with aluminum clad windows, wood shutters, and gooseneck light fixtures. The front entry 
and garage doors are proposed to be wood. The design of the garage doors split into two separate doors 
would help minimize the parking features on the frontage of this relatively narrow parcel. However, the 
garage element itself would be relatively tall, which the Planning Commission may wish to consider. Staff 
has included condition 4b, which requires that the applicant submit a cross section drawing through the 
garage with dimensioned interior ceiling and attic heights to verify that the interior ceiling height does not 
exceed 12 feet and/or attic space is not five feet or greater in height, which could lead to additional floor 
area beyond the proposed FAL.  Slight changes to the interior ceiling heights and/or roof could be required, 
but staff does not believe such modifications would affect the substance of the proposal. The attached 
covered patio in the front would feature a decorative wood railing and simple-formed wood posts. The 
decorative wood railing would be mirrored at the rear deck. The second floor would be set in along 
portions of all sides to minimize the perception of building massing. However, the interior ceiling heights 
would be relatively generous. Sill heights of the windows on the side elevations are a minimum of four feet 
in height, with a majority at five feet, six inches, which help minimize the potential of privacy concerns. 
Skylights are proposed to promote privacy while providing access to natural light. 
 
Staff believes that the materials, scale, and design of the proposed residence would be compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood. 
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Trees and landscaping 
There are 17 trees on or near the project site, including seven heritage and 10 non-heritage trees. The 
applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size, and conditions of 
these trees. Three heritage trees are proposed to be removed due to their poor form, maintenance, and 
location. These trees include a heritage holly tree (tree #8) in the front left yard, a heritage Eugenia tree 
(tree #4) in the front right yard, and a heritage plum tree (tree #6) in the right side yard. Three replacement 
trees are proposed, which consist of a red maple tree in the front left yard and two hornbeam trees in the 
front right yard. In addition to the one-for-one heritage tree replacements, the City Arborist requested that 
a 24-inch box size madrone tree to be planted in the right-of-way. The applicant has submitted a heritage 
tree removal permit application for the three trees and received tentative approval from the City Arborist 
pending Planning Commission approval of the overall project. Eight non-heritage trees are also proposed 
for removal. 
 
During the demolition phase of the project, the three remaining heritage trees in the rear yard (trees #10, 
11, and 14) would be protected by tree protection fencing and would have the debris from the adjacent 
buildings pulled away from its drip line. The Tree Protection Plan includes measures for hand digging, 
irrigation, and inspections as needed. Recommended tree protection measures, including specific 
measures to ensure the protection of heritage trees #10, 11, and 14, would be ensured through 
recommended condition 3g.  
 

Flood zone 
The subject property is located within the “AE” zone established by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). Within this zone, flood proofing techniques are required for new construction and 
substantial improvements of existing structures. The Public Works Department has reviewed and 
tentatively approved the proposal for compliance with FEMA regulations. 
 

Correspondence  
As part of the project description letter (Attachment E), the applicant has provided a summary of their 
neighbor outreach efforts. Staff received an email from the property owner at 321 Nova Lane (the adjacent 
rear parcel) regarding concerns about privacy (Attachment G). The applicant notified staff that they 
discussed landscape screening along the rear fence and a possible seven-foot high fence with these 
neighbors. The landscape plan shows five Carolina Laurel Cherries, which are evergreen shrubs or trees, 
proposed along the rear fence. In addition, the applicant proposes to retain four existing trees along the 
rear property line to address possible privacy screening. The site plan proposes a six-foot high fence 
along the rear property line. Staff received an additional email from the property owners at 332 Barton 
Way (the adjacent right parcel) regarding concerns about landscaping and fencing in relation to privacy 
(Attachment G). The applicant has discussed their landscape plans with the concerned neighbors and 
proposes adding a one foot lattice on top of the proposed six-foot tall fence outside the front 20’ setback. 
The one-foot lattice will also be added to the rear and left side six-foot fence as outlined in the 
recommended condition 4c. 
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Conclusion 
Staff believes the scale, materials, and design of the proposed residence are compatible with the 
neighborhood. Although the project would be a two-story residence, the applicant has set the second floor 
in on all sides. The project would fit in between the two existing two-story neighboring residences through 
its balanced massing and would add to the varied architectural styles of the neighborhood. Recommended 
tree preservation measures, including specific measures to protect trees #10, 11, and 14, have been 
incorporated into the project. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed 
project. 

 
Impact on City Resources 
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the 
City’s Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project. 

 
Environmental Review 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or Conversion of 
Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

 
Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper 
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. 

 

Appeal Period 
The Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is appealed to the City 
Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be determined by the City Council. 

 
Attachments 
A. Recommended Actions 
B. Location Map 
C. Data Table 
D. Project Plans 
E. Project Description Letter 
F. Arborist Report by Kielty Arborist Services, dated received March 9, 2017 
G. Correspondence 
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Disclaimer 
Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. The accuracy of the 
information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City 
Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public 
viewing at the Community Development Department. 

Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 
None 

 
Report prepared by: 
Sunny Chao, Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Deanna Chow, Principal Planner 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



338 Barton Way – Attachment A: Recommended Actions 
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LOCATION: 338 Barton 
Way 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00106 

APPLICANT: 
Goldsilverisland 
Properties LLC 

OWNER: 
Goldsilverisland 
Properties LLC 

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and 
construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with respect to lot width and area 
in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. As part of the project, one heritage holly 
tree in the front left yard, one heritage Eugenia tree in the front right yard, and one heritage plum tree in 
the right side yard are proposed for removal. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: April 10, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines.

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of use
permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort and
general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use, and will
not be detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the
City.

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Arch Studio consisting of twenty plan sheets, dated received March 29, 2017, and approved
by the Planning Commission on April 10, 2017, except as modified by the conditions
contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo
Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly applicable to
the project.

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility
installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, Engineering and Building
Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be placed
underground shall be properly screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations
of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and
other equipment boxes.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements. The plans shall be submitted for review
and approval of the Engineering Division.

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of the Engineering Division. The
Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior to the issuance of grading, demolition or
building permits.

g. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to the
Heritage Tree Ordinance and the recommendations in the arborist report by Kielty Arborist
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LOCATION: 338 Barton 
Way 

PROJECT NUMBER:  
PLN2016-00106 

APPLICANT: 
Goldsilverisland 
Properties LLC 

OWNER: 
Goldsilverisland 
Properties LLC 

REQUEST: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and 
construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot with respect to lot width and area 
in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. As part of the project, one heritage holly 
tree in the front left yard, one heritage Eugenia tree in the front right yard, and one heritage plum tree in 
the right side yard are proposed for removal. 

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: April 10, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

Services revised on March 3, 2017. 

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific conditions: 

a. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall 
submit revised plans showing the furnace relocated from the proposed two-car garage in 
order to provide the minimum 20 feet by 20 feet unobstructed interior garage dimensions to 
meet the Zoning Ordinance’s parking requirements. The revised plans are subject to the 
review and approval of the Planning Division. 
 

b. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall 
submit an additional section (or sections) through the garage, in order to verify the interior 
ceiling and attic heights in this area and demonstrate compliance with the proposed floor area 
limit (FAL), subject to review and approval of the Planning Division. In particular, section 
diagrams and dimensions shall be provided to verify interior ceiling height as measured from 
the finished floor to the ceiling and interior attic height as measured from the top of the ceiling 
joist to the bottom of the roof sheathing. 
 

c. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall 
submit revised plans showing a one-foot tall lattice on top of the six-foot tall fence along the 
right, rear and left side property lines, which gives the fence a total of seven feet in height. 
The revised plans are subject to the review and approval of the Planning Division. 
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338 Barton Way – Attachment C: Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
PROJECT 

ZONING  
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,005 sf 5,005 sf 7,000 sf min. 
Lot width 55 ft. 55  ft. 65 ft. min. 
Lot depth 91 ft. 91  ft. 100 ft. min. 
Setbacks 

Front 20.3 ft. 32 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Rear 22.4 ft. 19.6 ft. 20 ft. min. 
Side (left) 5.8 ft. 4.6 ft. 5.5 ft. min. 
Side (right) 6.5 ft. 4.6 ft. 5.5 ft. min. 

Building coverage 1,751.5 
35 

sf 
% 

1,346 
27 

sf 
% 

1,751.8 
35 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,719.7 sf 995 sf 2,800 sf max. 
Square footage by floor 1,234.9 

1,057.6 
427.2 

89.4 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 

644   
351 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 

Square footage of 
buildings 

2,809.1 sf 995 sf 

Building height 27.2 ft. 14.8 ft. 28 ft. max. 
Parking 2 covered 1 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 

Trees Heritage trees* 7 Non-Heritage trees** 10 New Trees 4 
Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

3 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

8 Total Number of 
Trees 

 10 

*Includes one tree on the adjacent right property.
  **Includes one tree in the right-of-way. 

ATTACHMENT C

C1



ATTACHMENT D

D1



D2



D3



D4



D5



D6



D7



D8



D9



D10



D11



D12



D13



D14



D15



D16



D17



Robin A. McCarthy, AIA, CGBP          robin@archstudioinc.com

1155 Meridian Avenue, Suite 208, San Jose, CA 95125  cell 408.859.8723 

See my work at archstudioinc.com P a g e  | 1 

Date: October 13, 2016 

To: City of Menlo Park Community Development Department, Planning Division 
701 Laurel Street 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
Phone: (650) 330-6702 
Fax: (650) 327-1653 

Re: Project Description for Proposed Residence Located At 338 Barton Way, Menlo Park, CA 
94025 

Attn: Planning Staff and Commission: 

Purpose of the proposal: 

Our client, Goldsilverisland Properties, LLC, intends to build a new custom residence in Menlo Park.  
Goldsilverisland Properties, LLC is a custom home development company who is known for building high 
quality and architecturally pleasing custom homes in the Menlo Park and surrounding areas with great 
attention to high quality materials and designs.  The proposed new two-story residence reflects this 
reputation. 

The proposed new two-story residence is located at 338 Barton Way, Menlo Park, CA 94025 (parcel 
number: 062-343-140).  The lot information is as follows: lot width is 55 feet, lot depth is 91 feet, lot area 
is 5,005 square feet, and zoning is R-1-U district.  This lot meets the substandard lot criteria because the 
proposed new two-story development is on a lot which do not meet the minimum required lot width, 
depth, and area of the zoning district.  Therefore, a Use Permit is required for the proposed project. 

Scope of work: 

The scope of work involves demolishing the existing single story home and constructing a new two-story 
home with new property line fence and complete landscaping.  The proposed design is a new two-story 
home (2,308 square feet) and attached two-car garage (423 square feet).  The total floor area is 2,731 
square feet.  The total building coverage is 1,751 square feet.  The main floor of the home contains the 
main living spaces: kitchen, dining room, living room, family room, powder room, bedroom no. 1 suite, 
and 2-car parking garage.  The upper level contains bedroom no. 2, bedroom no. 3, bathroom no. 2, 
laundry room, and master bedroom suite with balcony. 

Architectural style, materials, colors, and construction methods: 

The architectural style of the proposed two-story wood framed residence is contemporary farmhouse. 
The primary exterior siding material is a white colored board and batten.  The roofing material is a 
combination of dark colored composition shingle and dark colored standing seam metal roof.  The upper 
level roof is completely composition shingles.  The lower level roof has standing seam metal roof at the 
front elevation and the rest of the lower level roof is composition shingles.  The window and door frames 
shall be a dark color finish with matching accents for guard railing and lighting.  The driveway shall have 
warm earth tone pavers, and natural limestone tiles at all other patios.  The colors proposed are meant to 
blend and recede into the earth tone surrounding landscape. 

The height of the home meets the zoning guidelines at 27’-4” feet maximum.  There are some single-story 
elements at the front porch and garage along with a varied front wall line used to vary the façade and 
minimize the bulk and mass of the structure.   
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The landscape design is water efficient and provides some screening replacement trees and vegetation.  
There are five existing trees along the rear of the property which will be kept while the rest of the trees 
will be removed.  Lawn is proposed at the front and rear of the residence.  Existing runoff patterns are 
preserved and away from native trees and shrubs. 
 
Basis for site layout: 
 
The existing site is 55 feet wide by 91 feet in depth and rectangular in shape and relatively flat.  The 
proposed new two-story residence is designed to follow the natural contour of the existing property and 
building pad.  The building footprint is generally rectangular with the front elevation facing Barton Way.  
The building coverage of 1,751 square feet is just slightly under and meets the maximum floor area limit 
of 35% of the lot area and the building footprint is within the required front, rear, and side setback limits. 
 
Existing and proposed uses: 
 
The existing residence is currently a single family single story home in a state of disrepair with a 
dilapidated property line fence and unkempt landscaping.  This development project proposes a new 
single family two-story residence with new property line fence and complete landscaping with an 
architectural focus to enhance the neighborhood appeal.  
 
Outreach to neighboring properties: 
 
Neighborhood outreach was conducted with a neighborhood meeting held on September 25, 2016 at 
4PM to present an overview of the proposed project scope of work, project site, architectural style, floor 
plans, elevations, window placement, trees and landscaping, etc.  There were six neighbors in attendance 
and they are:  Peter Aylaian from 332 Barton Way, Linda Salser from 326 Barton Way, Robert and Natalia 
Mancuso from 321 Nova Lane, and Jay and Janet Cross from 347 Barton Place.  The general comments by 
the neighbor attendees regarding the proposed project are favorable. 
 
Conclusions: 
 
It is the Client’s directive that this new residence be of a very high quality design and construction, and 
enhance the neighborhood and community that the project is located in.  We are confident that this 
home will increase the values of nearby properties, and will be a benchmark for outstanding design and 
construction for other homes in The Willows Neighborhood and other Menlo Park neighborhoods. 
 
For any additional comments or questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 408-859-8723. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Robin A. McCarthy, Architect 
Lic. No. C29767 
Arch Studio, Inc. 
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC 
Certified Arborist WE#0476A 

P.O. Box 6187 

San Mateo, CA 94403 

650-515-9783 

September 9, 2016 revised March 3, 2017 

Goldsilverisland Homes, LLC 

Attn: Mr. Ying-Min Li 

43575 Mission Blvd, suite 359 

 Fremont, CA, 94539 

Site: 338 Barton, Menlo Park, CA 

Dear Mr. Li, 

As requested on Wednesday, September 7, 2016, I visited the above site for the purpose of 

inspecting and commenting on the trees.  A home is planned for this site and your concern as to 

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) if the tree is 

codominant or multi leader the tree will be measured below the fork.  Each tree was 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 tree was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer.  The spread was 

paced off.  Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided. 

Survey: 

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments 

1*H Liquidambar 30est 45 40/40 Good vigor, poor form, topped for line 

(Liquidambar styraciflua) clearance.  Street tree. 

2 Eugenia    10.2@ 6” 50 65/10 Good vigor, poor form, multi leader at 

(Eugenia paniculata) base. 

3 Carolina cherry 6.3 45 30/20 Good vigor, poor form, suppressed. 

(Prunus caroliniana) 
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338 Barton/9/9/16    (2) 

 

Tree# Species  DBH CON HT/SP Comments 

4H Eugenia 17.8@base 45 35/30 Good vigor, poor form, multi leader, 

 (Eugenia paniculata)    suppressed. 

 

5 Holly   11.2 50 30/15 Good vigor, poor form, suppressed. 

 (Ilex aquifolium) 

 

6H Plum      14.8@6” 40 25/30 Poor-fair vigor, poor form, poor location, 

 (Prunus cerasifera)    against existing house. 

 

7 Coast live oak  6.9 40 20/15 Fair vigor, poor form, poor location, against 

 (Quercus agrifolia)    sidewalk and power pole. 

 

8H Holly        14.5@6” 45 25/20 Poor vigor, poor form, multi leader at 1 foot. 

 (Ilex aquifolium) 

 

9 Holly   7.1 50 25/15 Fair vigor, fair form, vine in canopy. 

 (Ilex aquifolium) 

 

10H Holly   13.0 45 25/15 Fair vigor, poor form, codominant at 2 feet. 

 (Ilex aquifolium) 

 

11H Pittosporum    19.9@6” 40 35/20 Poor vigor, poor form, decay at base. 

 (Pittosporum tenuifolium) 

 

12 Privet   13.8 40 35/25 Poor vigor, poor form, multi leader at 1 foot. 

 (Ligustrum japonicum) 

 

13 Privet   12.5 45 35/20 Poor vigor, poor form, codominant at 1 foot. 

 (Ligustrum japonicum) 

 

14H Pittosporum  16.1 55 35/30 Fair vigor, fair form, against rear fence. 

 (Pittosporum undulatum) 

 

15 Plum      12@6” 45 15/20 Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader at 1 foot, 

 (Prunus cerasifera)    broken limbs in canopy. 

 

16 Oleander  5.7 35 15/10 Poor vigor, poor form, suppressed. 

 (Nerium oleander) 

 

17 Oleander  Multi 55 15/15 Good vigor, poor form, multi leader at base. 

 (Nerium oleander)    Consists of several 1-2” diameter trunks  

*indicates neighbor’s tree    base, 6” and root mass.  
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Site Observations: 

The site has not been well maintained in 

the past and the building and landscape 

has fallen into dis-repair.  Overgrown 

trees and hedges have covered windows 

and ivy has grown on the side of the 

building.  The property is an eye-sore to 

the well maintained neighboring 

properties.  Two disabled vehicles were 

recently removed from the front lawn 

area. 

 

 

 

 

Property as seen from the front.  The overgrown landscape is an eyesore to the neighbors.  

Two disabled vehicles were recently removed from the site. 

 

The trees on site are beyond repair and no longer contribute to the property or the neighboring 

properties.   

 

Summary:    
The trees on site are a mix of imported 

trees (exotics) with one volunteer oak by 

the power pole and sidewalk.  The trees 

are in poor condition with poor form the 

results of an over-planting landscape plan.  

The original landscape used hedge 

material that has become over grown and 

developed into trees.  The poor species 

and suppressed form is evidence of the 

poor landscape design.   

 

 

 

The property as seen from the rear, overgrown landscape and a home in severe dis-repair.  

Oleander #17 in the center is multi leader with several 1-2 inch diameter trunks. 

 

Trimming the trees (overgrown shrubs) will not improve the form of the trees or the look of the 

property.  The only tree on site that contributes to the landscape id the pittosporum #14.   

 

The remaining trees should be removed at the time of the house demolition and replaced at the 

time of landscaping.  If any trees are to be retained the following tree protection plan will help to 

reduce impacts to any retained trees. 
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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.  

Fencing for the protection zones should be 6 foot tall 

metal chain link type fencing supported my metal poles 

pounded into the ground.  The support poles should be 

spaced no more than 10 feet apart on center. The location 

for the protection fencing should be as close to the 

dripline as possible still allowing room for construction 

to safely continue.  Signs should be placed on fencing 

signifying “Tree Protection Zone - Keep Out”.  No 

materials or equipment should be stored or cleaned 

inside the tree protection zones.  

Tree #17 is multi leader from trunk base and roots 

making an accurate measurement impossible.  The 

oleander is an overgrown shrub and should not be     

considered a heritage tree. 

 

All tree protection must be in place prior to the start of any demolition.  Demolition equipment 

will access the property from the existing driveway.  If demolition equipment is to stray off the 

existing driveway 6 inches of chips covered with steel plates or plywood will be installed 

beneath protected trees driplines.   

 

Trenching 

Trenching for irrigation, electrical, drainage or any other reason should be hand dug when 

beneath the driplines of protected trees.  Hand digging and carefully laying pipes below or beside 

protected roots will dramatically reduce root loss of desired trees thus reducing trauma to the 

entire tree.  Trenches should be backfilled as soon as possible with native material and 

compacted to near its original level.  Trenches that must be left exposed for a period of time 

should also be covered with layers of burlap or straw wattle and kept moist.  Plywood over the 

top of the trench will also help protect exposed roots below. 

 

Irrigation 

Normal irrigation should be maintained throughout the entire length of the project.  The imported 

trees will require regular irrigation.  The native oaks should not require warm season irrigation 

unless their root zones are traumatized.  If root damage were to occur some irrigation may be 

required during the winter months depending on the seasonal rainfall.  During the summer 

months the trees on this site should receive heavy flood type irrigation 2 times a month.  During 

the fall and winter 1 time a month should suffice.  Mulching the root zone of protected trees will 

help the soil retain moisture, thus reducing water consumption.  The native oaks should not 

require irrigation unless their driplines have been traumatized. 
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Tree Trimming 

The trimming of protected trees on this site to facilitate construction will be minor.  All trimming 

will be carried out by a licensed contractor and inspected by the site arborist.  

 

Inspections 

The city of Menlo Park requires a site inspection prior to the start of demolition and again prior 

to the start of construction.  Inspections will include the tree protection fencing installation.  

Other inspections will be on an as needed basis.   

 

The information included in this report is believed to be true and based on sound arboricultural 

principles and practices. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Kevin R. Kielty 

Certified Arborist WE#0476A  
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Map with tree locations 
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Community Development 

 

 City of Menlo Park 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025  tel 650-330-6600  www.menlopark.org 

 
 
STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   4/10/2017 
Staff Report Number:  17-018-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Use Permit/Isabelle Cole/318 Pope Street  

 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a use permit to demolish an existing single-
story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a substandard lot 
with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district, at 318 Pope Street. The 
property owner has separately applied for a heritage tree removal permit for a heritage redwood in good 
condition at the right side of the property, approximately halfway between the front and rear property lines. 
That removal permit has been denied by the City Arborist, and the Environmental Quality Commission 
(EQC) has upheld the City Arborist’s action on appeal. The City Council will separately hear an appeal of 
the EQC action, tentatively scheduled for April 18, 2017. The recommended actions are included as 
Attachment A. 

 
Policy Issues 
Each use permit request is considered individually. The Planning Commission should consider whether 
the required use permit findings can be made for the proposal. 

 
Background 
Site location 
The subject site is located at 318 Pope Street, near the intersection of Gilbert Avenue, in the Willows. The 
subject parcel is surrounded on all sides by single-family homes that are also in the R-1-U zoning district. 
The surrounding area is a mixture of one and two-story homes, developed in a variety of architectural 
styles. At the left and rear, the parcel adjoins an alley that has access to Pope Street, Laurel Avenue, and 
Gilbert Avenue. A location map is included as Attachment B. 
 
Previous Planning Commission review 
On July 20, 2015, the Planning Commission approved a use permit to demolish the existing single-story, 
single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on the subject property as 
requested by the previous property owners. However, the existing house was never demolished and the 
current proposal consists of a new design, submitted by a new property owner. 
 

Analysis 
Project description 
The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story, single-family residence and construct a 
new two-story, single-family residence in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban Residential) zoning district. The 
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lot is substandard with regard to the lot width, and a two-story residence requires approval of a use permit. 
The existing, detached two-car garage located in the rear of the property, which is accessed from the alley, 
would remain and provide the required two off-street parking spaces.  
 
The proposed residence would have a floor area of 3,203 square feet where 3,203.5 square feet is the 
floor area limit (FAL) and a building coverage of 26.7 percent where 35 percent is the maximum permitted. 
The house is proposed to be 27.5 feet in height, below the maximum permissible height of 28 feet, and the 
proposed structure would comply with daylight plane requirements. The proposed residence would have 
four bedrooms and five bathrooms, with three of the bedrooms and three of the bathrooms on the second 
floor. 
 
The property owner has separately applied for a heritage tree removal permit for a heritage redwood in 
good condition at the right side of the property, approximately halfway between the front and rear property 
lines. As discussed in more detail in the Trees and Landscaping section, this permit has been denied by 
the City Arborist and EQC, and is subject to pending City Council review. The Planning Commission is not 
being asked to provide comments on the removal permit, since it does not affect the viability of the new 
residence.  
 
A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C. The project plans, and 
the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachments D and E, respectively.  
 
Design and materials 
The applicant states that the proposed residence is designed in a modern farmhouse style. The proposed 
design includes painted horizontal wood siding, with standing seam metal on the first floor roof and asphalt 
shingles on the second floor roof. The proposed casement windows would be simulated true divided light 
windows with painted wood trim. The upper level windows along the right side of the property would have 
minimum sill heights of four feet from the finished floor, with the exception of a window at the staircase, 
which would have a sill height of one foot above the stair landing. The upper level windows along the left 
side, adjacent to the alley, would have sill heights of five feet. These window sill heights would help 
minimize the potential for privacy concerns. 
 
The existing detached garage is accessed from the alley in the rear of the property, which would help the 
residence present an attractive face to Pope Street and maintain a large private outdoor space in the 
middle of the lot. No work is proposed on the existing garage. 
 
Although the project would be a two-story residence, the applicant proposes varying projections, 
articulations and material variation, to reduce the massing. The location of the garage in the rear of the lot 
further reduces the massing and helps ensure that parking features do not dominate the frontage of this 
parcel. 
 
Flood zone 
The subject property is located within the “AE” zone established by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA).  Within this zone, flood proofing techniques are required for new construction and 
substantial improvements of existing structures.  Stated in general terms, the finished floor must be at 
least one foot above the base flood elevation. The elevations (Attachments D10 and D11) show the base 
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flood elevation (40.0 feet) in relation to the existing average natural grade (approximately 37.3 feet) and 
the finished floor (41.0 feet). The Public Works Department has reviewed and tentatively approved the 
proposal for compliance with FEMA regulations.  
 
Trees and landscaping 
The applicant has submitted an arborist report (Attachment F) detailing the species, size and conditions of 
the trees on or near this site, including six heritage size trees. Two heritage palms (trees #1 and #2) are 
street trees located in front of the property. Two heritage coast live oak trees (trees #3 and #4) are located 
in the front-right side of the property. The arborist report indicates that the heritage loquat (tree #7), 
located to the right of the existing garage, is in poor health. No heritage trees would be removed as a 
result of this proposal. However, tree #5, a redwood tree located to the right of the proposed residence is 
separately proposed for removal and further discussed below. Three existing non-heritage trees, located 
near the front, left side of the property, are proposed for removal to accommodate the proposed residence. 
No privacy impacts are expected from the removal of these trees as there are other trees in this portion of 
the lot, which is adjacent to an alley. 
 
As noted earlier, the property owner has separately applied for a heritage tree removal permit for the 
redwood tree. The City Arborist determined that this tree is in good condition and denied the removal 
permit. The EQC has upheld the City Arborist’s action on appeal. The City Council will separately hear an 
appeal of the EQC action, tentatively scheduled for April 18, 2017. The City Council’s decision on the 
appeal of the EQC action does not affect the feasibility of the current proposal as the proposed residence 
would be further away from the tree than the current residence. In addition, as part of the project review, 
the arborist report was enhanced with additional analysis and specificity, and an addendum report was 
provided detailing the limbs that would need to be pruned or removed from the heritage redwood tree (tree 
#5), located to the right of the proposed residence. The addendum report also includes protection 
measures for this tree including specific construction methods to protect the tree, should the tree remain. 
 
The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect any of the trees as tree protection measures 
in the arborist report and addendum report will be ensured through recommended condition 3g. 
 
Parking 
Two existing parking spaces on the left side of the property, within the front setback, would be resurfaced 
and reduced to one parking space in order to conform to Municipal Code requirements regarding vehicle 
storage in yards. This uncovered parking space would continue to be accessed from the alley. The 
existing, detached two-car garage located in the rear of the property, which is also accessed from the alley, 
would remain and provide the required two off-street parking spaces. Staff has not required conditions 
relating to recordation of an Access Alley Maintenance Agreement or alley repair, as those typically have 
been applied when parcels propose new parking on an alley, while here the parcel already has such 
access. 
 
The existing garage is considered a legal nonconforming structure with a rear setback of approximately 
one foot, where five feet is required by the Zoning Ordinance. The garage is not parallel to the property 
line and a small portion of the left side wall intrudes approximately 0.3 feet into the adjacent alley, where a 
three foot setback is required. No work is proposed on the garage. 
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If the garage is replaced in the future, there is more than enough space in the rear of the lot to locate a 
new detached garage that complies with all relevant regulations. Condition 4a ensures that if the garage is 
removed, it would be replaced with two off-street parking spaces, one of which must be covered, that meet 
all applicable regulations. 
 
Correspondence 
The property owners indicated that they spoke with their neighbors about the project and received positive 
feedback. Staff has not received any correspondence. 
 
Conclusion 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposed residence are in keeping with those of 
the neighborhood. Although the project would be a two-story residence, the applicant proposes varying 
projections, articulations, and material variation, to reduce the massing. The location of the garage in the 
rear of the lot further reduces the massing and helps ensure that parking features do not dominate the 
frontage. No heritage trees would be removed as part of this proposal, although the property owner has 
separately applied for a heritage tree removal permit for a redwood in good condition at the right side of 
the property. The City Council’s decision on the appeal of the EQC action does not affect the feasibility of 
the current proposal as the proposed residence would be further away from the tree than the current 
residence. The proposed site improvements should not adversely affect any of the trees as tree protection 
measures in the arborist report and addendum report will be ensured through recommended condition 3g. 
Staff believes that the scale, materials, and style of the proposal are compatible with the neighborhood. 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed project. 

 
Impact on City Resources 
The project sponsor is required to pay planning, building and public works permit fees, based on the City’s 
Master Fee Schedule, to fully cover the cost of staff time spent on the review of the project.  

 
Environmental Review 
The project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New Construction or Conversion of 
Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  

 
Public Notice 
Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. Public notification also consisted of publishing a notice in the local newspaper 
and notification by mail of owners and occupants within a 300-ft radius of the subject property.  
 
Appeal Period 
The Planning Commission action will be effective after 15 days unless the action is appealed to the City 
Council, in which case the outcome of the application shall be determined by the City Council. 
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Attachments 
A. Recommended Actions 
B. Location Map 
C. Data Table 
D. Project Plans 
E. Project Description Letter 
F. Arborist Report and Addendum Report 

 
Disclaimer 
Attached are reduced versions of maps and diagrams submitted by the applicants. The accuracy of the 
information in these drawings is the responsibility of the applicants, and verification of the accuracy by City 
Staff is not always possible. The original full-scale maps, drawings and exhibits are available for public 
viewing at the Community Development Department. 

 
Exhibits to Be Provided at Meeting 
None 
 
Report prepared by: 
Corinna Sandmeier, Associate Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Thomas Rogers, Principal Planner 
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318 Pope Street – Attachment A: Recommended Actions 

PAGE: 1 of 2 

LOCATION: 318 Pope 
Street 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00110 

APPLICANT: Isabelle 
Cole 

OWNER: Isabelle Cole 

REQUEST: Use Permit/Isabelle Cole/318 Pope Street: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing 
single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district.  

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: April 10, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

1. Make a finding that the project is categorically exempt under Class 3 (Section 15303, “New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines.

2. Make findings, as per Section 16.82.030 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to the granting of use
permits, that the proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort and
general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use, and will
not be detrimental to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the
City.

3. Approve the use permit subject to the following standard conditions:

a. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans prepared by
Tektive Design, consisting of 12 plan sheets, dated received March 27, 2017, and approved
by the Planning Commission on April 10, 2017, except as modified by the conditions
contained herein, subject to review and approval by the Planning Division.

b. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all Sanitary District, Menlo
Park Fire Protection District, and utility companies’ regulations that are directly applicable to
the project.

c. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicants shall comply with all requirements of the
Building Division, Engineering Division, and Transportation Division that are directly
applicable to the project.

d. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall submit a plan for any new utility
installations or upgrades for review and approval by the Planning, Engineering and Building
Divisions. All utility equipment that is installed outside of a building and that cannot be placed
underground shall be properly screened by landscaping. The plan shall show exact locations
of all meters, back flow prevention devices, transformers, junction boxes, relay boxes, and
other equipment boxes.

e. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit plans indicating that the applicant shall remove and replace any damaged and
significantly worn sections of frontage improvements.  The plans shall be submitted for review
and approval of the Engineering Division.

f. Simultaneous with the submittal of a complete building permit application, the applicant shall
submit a Grading and Drainage Plan for review and approval of the Engineering Division.
The Grading and Drainage Plan shall be approved prior to the issuance of grading,
demolition or building permits.

g. Heritage and street trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant
to the Heritage Tree Ordinance and the arborist report by Kevin Kielty Arborist Services LLC,
dated revised February 22, 2017, and the addendum report by Kevin Kielty Arborist Services
LLC, dated February 22, 2017. If the City Council grants a heritage tree removal permit for
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LOCATION: 318 Pope 
Street 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2016-00110 

APPLICANT: Isabelle 
Cole 

OWNER: Isabelle Cole 

REQUEST: Use Permit/Isabelle Cole/318 Pope Street: Request for a use permit to demolish an existing 
single-story, single-family residence and construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district.  

DECISION ENTITY: Planning 
Commission 

DATE: April 10, 2017 ACTION: TBD 

VOTE: TBD (Barnes, Combs, Goodhue, Kahle, Onken, Riggs, Strehl) 

ACTION: 

tree #5, the report shall be updated to account for this change. 

4. Approve the use permit subject to the following project-specific condition:

a. If the existing detached garage is removed, it shall be replaced with two off-street parking
spaces, one of which must be covered, that meet all applicable regulations.
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City of Menlo Park

318 Pope Street
Location Map

Date: 4/10/2017 Drawn By:4,000 CDS Checked By: CDS1: Sheet: 1Scale:
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318 Pope Street – Attachment C: Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
DEVELOPMENT 

ZONING 
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 8,614.0 sf 8,614.00 sf 7,000.0 sf min. 
Lot width 41.5  ft. 41.5  ft. 65.0 ft. min. 
Lot depth 132.0  ft. 132.0  ft. 100.0 ft. min. 
Setbacks 

Front 20.2 ft. 27.0 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 
Rear 62.7 ft. 57.8 ft. 20.0 ft. min. 
Side (left) 5.1 ft. 12.4 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 
Side (right) 15.5 ft. 13.8 ft. 5.0 ft. min. 

Building coverage 2,301.0 
26.7 

sf 
% 

1,974.0 
22.9 

sf 
% 

3,014.9 
35.0 

sf max. 
% max. 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 3,203.0 sf 1,924.0 sf 3,203.5 sf max. 

Square footage by floor 1,756.0 
996.0 
451.0 

94.0 

sf/1st floor 
sf/2nd floor 
sf/garage 
sf/porches 

1,473.0 
451.0 

50.0 

sf/1st floor 
sf/garage 
sf/ porches 

Square footage of buildings 3,297.0 sf 1974.0 sf 
Building height 27.5 ft.   12.8 ft.   28.0 ft. max. 
Parking 2 covered 2 covered 1 covered/1 uncovered 

Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation. 

Trees Heritage trees:  6* Non-Heritage trees: 9 New Trees: 0 
Heritage trees 
proposed for removal: 1** 

Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal:  3 

Total Number of 
Trees: 12 

* Two heritage trees are street trees in the front of the property
** Tree removal permit tentatively scheduled to be reviewed by City Council on 4/18/17 
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Project Description 

318 Pope Street, Menlo Park, CA 94025 

The applicant is requesting use permit approval to construct a new two-story single-family 

residence of 2,752 sf in the R-1-U zoning district.  The existing single-story Mediterranean style 

residence of 1,473 sf would be demolished, while the existing 451 sf two-car detached garage off 

of the alley would be retained.  The lot is an unusual triangular shape, so while its maximum 

dimensions are about 139’ in depth and 105’ in width, the width at the rear setback line is 41’-6”, 

rendering the lot substandard with respect to width. The lot size is 8,614 sf, substantially over the 

required minimum lot size of 7,000 sf. 

The new home would be sited largely over the footprint of the existing home, but closer to both 

Pope Street and the adjacent alley, in order to provide some separation distance from the heritage 

trees on the south side of the property.  The proposed residence complies with all setback and 

daylight plane requirements.  The two-story massing of the south side of the home is shielded 

from the neighboring property by two very large heritage oak trees and a large heritage redwood 

tree.  On the alley side to the north, the home steps down into a 1-story volume.  The lot is in the 

flood zone (AE 40.0), so building code requires that the first floor be set approximately 4 feet 

above the adjacent grade (1 foot above base flood elevation), which increases the overall height 

of the building.  The first floor plate height is 9’ and the second floor plate is only 8’. 

The proposed residence is designed in a modern farmhouse style that is compatible with other 

homes in the neighborhood, which are a mix of 1- and 2-story homes in a variety of styles and 

ages.  The exterior material will be painted horizontal wood siding.  The casement windows will 

be wood with exterior metal cladding for ease of maintenance, with painted wood trim.  The 

windows will include simulated divided lite grids where the mullions are expressed both on the 

interior & exterior of the glass.  The roof will have a combination of hip and gabled forms, with a 

standing seam metal cladding at the first floor roof and architectural dimensional asphalt shingles 

in a coordinated color at the second story roof. 

There is an existing redwood heritage tree close to the southeast corner of the house.  The project 

arborist evaluated the tree and concluded that the poor formation of the tree causes it to be a 

hazard for splitting and falling, quite possibly on the neighbor’s house.  There is currently an 

appeal being lodged with the City Council to remove the redwood tree.  However, the decision to 

remove or retain the redwood tree has no bearing on the proposal for the new residence.  The 

project arborist has recommended a pier and grade beam foundation for the new residence, and 

the piers can be located so as to avoid the major roots of the tree.  There is only minimal 

trimming of the tree needed to create clearance for the new construction, and extensive tree 

protection measures have been recommended by both the project and city arborists, and 

incorporated into the plans.  

The owners have spoken with nearby neighbors about the project and the feedback has been 

favorable. 
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC 
Certified Arborist WE#0476A 

P.O. Box 6187 

San Mateo, CA 94403 

650-515-9783 

June 3, 2016, Revised December 14, 2016, Revised February 1, 2017, Revised February 22, 

2017 

Isabelle Cole 

1525 Webster Street 

Palo Alto CA 94301 

Site: 318 Pope, Menlo Park 

Dear Ms. Cole, 

As requested on Tuesday, May 17, 2016, I visited the above site to inspect and comment on the 

trees.  A new home is planned for this site and your concerns as to the future health and safety of 

the trees has prompted this visit 

Method: 

The significant trees on this site were located on a map provided by you.  Each tree was given an 

identification number.  This number was inscribed on a metal foil tag and nailed to the trees at 

eye level.  The trees were then measured for diameter at 54 inches above ground level (DBH or 

diameter at breast height).  A condition rating of 1 – 100 was assigned to each tree representing 

form and vitality using the following scale: 

      1   -   29    Very Poor 

  30  -   49     Poor 

50   -  69     Fair 

70   -  89     Good 

90   -  100   Excellent 

The height of each tree was estimated and the spread was paced off.  Lastly, a comments section 

is provided. 
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Survey: 

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments 

1P Canary island palm 33.1 80 65/20 Good vigor, good form, street tree, in 

(Phoenix canariensis) planting pit, well maintained. 

2P Canary island palm 28.9 80 65/20 Good vigor, good form, street tree, in 

(Phoenix canariensis) planting pit, well maintained. 

3P Coast live oak 34.9 70 65/40 Good vigor, fair form, 9 feet from the corner 

(Quercus agrifolia) of existing home, suppressed by large  

redwood, heavy to south west, good crotches 

throughout tree, hangs over home. 

4P Coast live oak 23.5 45 30/45 Fair vigor, poor form, heavily suppressed by 

(Quercus agrifolia) surrounding trees, heavy lateral limbs, no 

room for vertical growth. 

5P Redwood 95.7 45 120/45 Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader at 15 

(Sequoia sempervirens) feet, 3.5 feet from corner of existing home,  

cables installed, included bark on all sides of 

crotch, bulging can be seen in included bark  

area, leaders heavy in opposite directions,  

leader closest to neighbors home  

has a significant lean. 

6 Pittosporum hedge 4.0 60 20/10  Good vigor, fair form, good screen, 40 foot 

(Pittosporum eugenioides)  long hedge consisting of trees under 4 

inches in diameter. 

7P Loquat 19.3 30 25/20 Poor vigor, poor form, in decline, 

(Eriobotrya japonica) codominant at 1 foot with a poor crotch 

formation. 

8 Fan palm 12.3 80 8/8 Good vigor, good form, easily moved. 

(Washingtonia robusta) 

9 Italian cypress 5.0 80 30/5 Good vigor, good form, easily moved. 

(Cupressus sempervirens) 

10R Japanese maple 10.4 45 20/10 Fair vigor, poor form, multi leader at base, 

(Acer palmatum) dieback in canopy. 

11 Queen palm 8.4 50 15/8 Good vigor, good form, easily moved. 

(Syagrus romanzoffiana) 
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Survey: 

Tree# Species DBH CON HT/SP Comments 

12 Queen palm 9.6 10 15/8 Poor vigor, poor form, decay at base, failed 

(Syagrus romanzoffiana) tree. 

13R Queen palm 10.3 50 15/8 Good vigor, good form, easily moved. 

(Syagrus romanzoffiana) 

14R Olive 9.6 50 15/10 Good vigor, poor form, multi leader at base, 

(Olea europaea) staked for support. 

15 Cabbage palm  4.0 50 15/10 Good vigor, good form, easily moved. 

(Cordyline australis) 
*Indicates neighbors trees P-Indicates protected tree R-Indicates tree proposed for removal.

Summary: 

The trees on site are a mix of imported and native trees.  The 

majority of the trees are in fair condition with a few poor 

trees. Trees #1 and #2 are both Canary island palm trees 

located in a sidewalk planting strip.  They have been well 

maintained and will need to be protected as they are city 

managed street trees.  Tree protection fencing shall totally 

enclose the planting strip so that compaction does not occur 

to the soil near these trees.  No impacts are expected. 

Showing palm tree #1 

Coast live oak tree #3 is a protected tree in the city of Menlo Park.  This tree is 9 feet from the 

corner of the existing home.  The tree is suppressed by the large redwood tree #5 and as a result 

is heavy away from tree #5 to the south west.  Some of this trees canopy is over the existing 

home.  A new 2 story home is being designed in the same general location as the existing home 

but moved slightly farther away from the trees on this side of the property.  Some minor 

trimming may be needed to facilitate the construction of a second story.  Any trimming to be 

done shall be done by a licensed tree care provider and stay underneath 25% of the trees total 

foliage to be removed.  This trimming will benefit the trees health and form as the tree is heavy 

in the direction of the home and trimming is recommended regardless of the proposed 

construction.  Tree protection fencing for this tree is to be placed as close to the existing 

foundation of the home as possible and to a distance of 10X the trees diameter where possible.  

All tree protection measures must be in place before the start of any proposed work, including 

demolition.  If access to the back of the property is needed and tree protection fencing would be 

restricting access, a landscape barrier should be installed in order to protect roots growing 

beneath the soil from compaction.  Landscape barriers consist of wood chips spread to a depth of 

6 inches with plywood placed on top.  This will reduce the risk of compaction to the soil and 

provide access when needed.    
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Coast live oak tree #4 is in poor condition as the tree is heavily suppressed by surrounding trees.  

This tree has no room to grown in vertical height and as a result has developed large lateral 

leaders.  This tree will need maintenance pruning every 3 years in order to lighten heavy end 

weight of the trees leaders, and to keep the leaders at a manageable size through reduction cuts.   

 

 

Mature redwood #5 has poor form and is the 

reason for its poor condition rating.  This tree 

has a large trunk with a diameter of 95.7.  The 

tree is codominant with 3 leaders starting at 15 

feet.  These 3 leaders all share apical 

dominance and have created poor crotches 

with included bark at 15 feet. Included bark 

forms in the junctions of codominant stems 

where there is a narrow angle union, meaning 

the junction looks like a “V” rather than a 

“U.” As the tree grows the narrow union will 

essentially fill with bark and create a growing 

area of structural weakness in the tree.  This 

tree was denied for removal by the 

environmental commission meeting. Because 

of this trees poor growth form and the trees 

target at a failure being the home or neighbors 

home, I am recommending this tree to be  

 Showing included bark area          heavily pruned every 3-5 years depending on  

               annual shoot growth.  Topping the trees by 25  

               feet is also a viable option to reduce failure  

               risk.  Also, multiple cables shall be installed to 

               offer extra support.  

 

The proposed home will be further away than the existing home.  During demolition tree 

protection fencing for this tree shall be placed as close as possible to the existing foundation.  All 

demolition equipment must work away from this tree.  The site arborist must be on site when the 

foundation near this tree is to be removed.  The existing home likely acted as a root barrier for 

this tree.  After demolition tree protection fencing shall be extended out to the proposed 

foundation area.  The proposed foundation near this tree shall consist of a pier and grade beam 

type foundation.  Piers must be hand dug to a depth of 3 feet, and the grade beam must also be 

dug by hand.  Grade beam depth shall stay as minimal as possible and not exceed 1 foot below 

existing grade.  Impacts to this tree are expected to be minor to nonexistent as the proposed home 

is set back further than the existing home.  A soaker hose is recommended to be placed beneath 

the dripline of this tree and be turned on once a month during the dry season for 4-6 hours at a 

time.        
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Loquat tree #7 is of protected size in the city of Menlo Park.  This tree is in obvious decline as 

more than 50% of its foliage is dead.  Also this tree has a poor crotch formation.  No mitigation 

measures would improve the health of this tree. 

 

The remaining trees on the property are not of protected size in the city of Menlo Park.  If they 

are to be retained they should be protected in the same manner as the protected trees on site.  The 

only trees on site proposed for removal are trees #10,13 and 14(non protected trees).  The 

following tree protection plan will help to insure that the trees will survive the construction. 

 

Tree Protection Plan: 

Tree Protection Zones  
Tree protection zones should be installed and maintained throughout the entire length of the 

project.  Fencing for tree protection zones should be 6’ tall, metal chain link material supported 

by metal 2” diameter poles, pounded into the ground to a depth of no less than 2’. The location 

for the protective fencing should be as close to the dripline of desired trees as possible, still 

allowing room for construction to safely continue.  No equipment or materials shall be stored or 

cleaned inside the protection zones.  Areas outside protection zones, but still beneath the tree’s 

driplines, where foot traffic is expected to be heavy, should be mulched with 6” of coarse wood 

chips with ½ inch plywood on top.  The plywood boards should be attached together in order to 

minimize movement.  The spreading of chips will help to reduce compaction and improve soil 

structure.  All tree protection measures must be installed prior to any demolition or construction 

activity at the site.   

 

Because the majority of the protected trees on site are on the south side of the property, the entire 

south side of the property should be fenced off.  Below is a diagram showing the recommended 

tree protection fencing locations for the protected trees on site.   

 
Green areas represent areas fenced off by tree protection fencing 

F5



318 Pope /2/22/17        (6) 

The trunk of redwood tree #5 will need to be protected.  Wrap the trunk with orange plastic snow 

fencing, creating a 2-inch thick layer of padding from the base of the tree to 8 feet up the trunk.  

Attach 8-foot long 2x4 boards upright, side by side, to the outside of the orange plastic fencing, 

with no more than 3 inches between boards.  The roots of redwood tree will also require special 

protection measures to reduce risk of soil compaction.  A 6-inch layer of coarse wood chip 

mulch should be spread below the dripline of the tree, excluding chips from the footprint of the 

new home.  Lay ½ inch plywood on top of mulch and attach boards together to minimize 

movement.     

 
Root Cutting and Grading 
Any roots to be cut shall be monitored and documented.  Large roots (over 2” diameter) or large 

masses of roots to be cut must be inspected by the site arborist.  The site arborist, at this time, 

may recommend irrigation or fertilization of the root zone.  All roots needing to be cut should be  

cut clean with a saw or lopper.  Roots to be left exposed for a period of time should be covered 

with layers of burlap and kept moist.  The over dig for the foundation should be reduced as much 

as possible when roots are encountered.    

 
Trenching and Excavation 
Trenching for irrigation, drainage, electrical or any other reason shall be done by hand when 

inside the dripline of a protected tree.  Hand digging and the careful placement of pipes below or 

besides protected roots will significantly reduce root loss, thus reducing trauma to the tree.  All  

trenches shall be backfilled with native materials and compacted to near its original level, as 

soon as possible.  Trenches to be left open for a period of time, will require the covering of all 

exposed roots with burlap and be kept moist.  The trenches will also need to be covered with 

plywood to help protect the exposed roots.  

 
Irrigation 
Normal irrigation shall be maintained on this site at all times.    The imported trees will require 

normal irrigation.  This includes large redwood #5. On a construction site, I recommend 

irrigation during winter months, 1 time per month.  Seasonal rainfall may reduce the need for 

additional irrigation.  During the warm season, April – November, my recommendation is to use 

heavy irrigation, 2 times per month.  This type of irrigation should be started prior to any 

excavation.  The irrigation will improve the vigor and water content of the trees.  The on-site 

arborist may make adjustments to the irrigation recommendations as needed.  The foliage of the  

trees may need cleaning if dust levels are extreme.  Removing dust from the foliage will help to 

reduce mite and insect infestation.  The native oak trees on site will not require irrigation unless 

their root zones are traumatized.   

 
Demolition 
All tree protection must be in place prior to the start of demolition.  Demolition equipment must 

enter the project from the existing driveway.  If vehicles are to stray off the drive the area within 

the dripline of a protected tree must be covered with 6 inches of chips and steel plates or 11/4 

inch plywood.  The city of Menlo Park requires inspections before demolition and before 

construction to make sure the trees are being well protected.   

 

F6



 

318 Pope /2/22/17        (7) 

 

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 WE#0476A     Certified Arborist WE#10724A 
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Kielty Arborist Services 
P.O. Box 6187 

San Mateo, CA 94403 

650-515-9783 

 

ARBORIST DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
 

 

 Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and experience 

to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to 

reduce the risk of living near trees.  Clients may choose to accept or disregard the 

recommendations of the arborist, or seek additional advice. 

 

 Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of 

a tree.  Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand.  Conditions are 

often hidden within trees and below ground.  Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be 

healthy or safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time.  Likewise, remedial 

treatments, like a medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 

 

 Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of 

the arborist’s services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes 

between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc.  Arborists cannot take such issues into account 

unless complete and accurate information is given to the arborist.  The person hiring the arborist 

accepts full responsibility for authorizing the recommended treatment or remedial measures. 

 

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled.  To live near a tree is to accept 
some degree of risk.  The only way to eliminate all risks is to eliminate all trees. 

 

 

 

Arborist: ____________________________ 

  Kevin R. Kielty 

 

Date:  February 22, 2017    
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC 
Certified Arborist WE#0476A 

P.O. Box 6187 

San Mateo, CA 94403 

650- 515-9783 

February 22, 2017 

 

Isabelle Cole 

1525 Webster Street 

Palo Alto CA 94301 

  

Site:318 Pope, Menlo Park 

 

Dear Ms. Cole, 

  

As requested on Monday, February 6, 2017, I was asked to provide an addendum report 

addressing city comments provided.  Limbs that will need to be pruned/removed in order to 

provide construction clearance for the new 2-story home will be identified in this report.  This 

addendum will also describe the method of pier installation for the pier and on-grade beam 

foundation. 

   

Limbs that need to be removed for construction clearance: 

Two 1-2 inches diameter limbs on redwood tree #5 will need to be removed in order to raise the 

canopy to facilitate construction of a second story.  It is recommended to remove the entire limb 

rather than making a heading cut.  Both of the limbs to be removed are on the north side of the 

tree and grow towards the existing home.  Because only 2 limbs are being removed the 

percentage of foliage to be removed is very low(less than 1%).  As a general rule of thumb 

pruning shall not exceed 25% of the trees foliage.  The redwood tree is healthy and expected to 

tolerate this kind of pruning.   

 

Pruning must be done by a licensed tree care provider 

and certified arborist.  These limbs should be removed 

using a sharp hand saw.  The two branches to be 

removed will be removed at their point of origin, close 

to the trunk without cutting into the branch bark ridge or 

collar, or leaving a stub.  Sometimes redwood limbs do 

not have a well-defined branch bark ridge or collar, and 

is likely underneath the thick bark.  In this case the cut 

shall be made back to the trunk of the tree.  The cut 

made shall not damage the bark of the redwood tree.  

The final cut shall result in a flat surface with adjacent 

bark firmly attached.  The tree branches to be removed 

          shall be removed in such a manner so as not to cause  

          damage to other parts of the tree or to other plants or  

          property.  Branches too large to support with one hand  

          shall be precut using the 3-cut method to avoid splitting  
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of the wood or tearing of the bark. Where necessary, ropes or other equipment shall be used to 

lower large branches or portions of branches to the ground. Wound treatments should not be used 

to cover wounds or pruning cuts. 

 

 

Red arrows indicate what branches are to be 

removed.  The red line indicates where the 

cut shall be made (back to the trunk) 

 

 

The site arborist must be on site when the 

pruning work is to take place in order to 

witness the work and to document the work.  

The site arborist is required to submit a monitor 

report within 48 hours of the proposed pruning 

work.  It is the contractor’s responsibility to 

contact the site arborist.  At this time this is the 

only pruning to take place during construction.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Large redwood tree #5 will need to have its trunk protected as well as the addition of tree 

protection fencing.  The trunk of the redwood tree shall be wrapped with orange plastic snow 

fencing, creating a 2-inch thick layer of padding from the base of the tree to 8 feet up the trunk.  

Attach 8-foot long 2x4 boards upright, side by side, to the outside of the orange plastic fencing, 

with no more than 3 inches between boards.  Root protection/soil compaction mitigations must 

also be applied to redwood tree #5.  Spread a 4-6 inch layer of coarse wood chip mulch beneath 

the dripline of the tree, excluding chips from the footprint of the new home.  Lay ½ inch 

plywood on top of mulch and attach boards together to minimize movement.   

 

The proposed home will be further away than the existing home.  During demolition tree 

protection fencing for the protected trees on the south side of the property shall be placed as 

close as possible to the existing foundation.  Tree protection for all of the protected trees shall be 

installed prior to any demolition or construction activity at the site.  All demolition equipment 

must work away from these trees.  The site arborist must be on site when the foundation near this  
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tree is to be removed.  The existing home likely acted as a root barrier for these trees.  After 

demolition tree protection fencing, shall be extended out to the proposed foundation area.  The 

proposed foundation near the protected trees on the south side of the property shall consist of a 

pier and on-grade beam type foundation.  Piers must be hand dug to a depth of 3 feet, and the 

grade beam depth must also be dug by hand.  Grade beam depth shall stay as minimal as possible 

and shall not rest no lower than six inches below the existing grade.  Piers should be limited in 

diameter and quantity on the south side of the property.  The design should include the ability to 

adjust its position a few inches one way or the other to minimize root damage if large roots are 

encountered during the hand digging of piers to a depth of 3 feet.  Impacts to this tree are 

expected to be minor to nonexistent as the proposed home is set back further than the existing 

home.  The site arborist must be on site to document all excavation and grading that occurs 

within the dripline of a protected tree on site.  The site arborist will be required to submit a 

monitor report within 48 hours of the site visit to document all excavation/grading needed when 

within the dripline of a protected tree on site.  The site arborist must be on site to document all 

foundation work on the south side of the property.  A soaker hose is recommended to be place 

beneath the dripline of redwood tree #5 and be turned on once a month during the dry season for 

4-6 hours at a time.  The native oak trees shall not be irrigated unless their root zones are 

traumatized.          

 

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 WE#0476A     Certified Arborist WE#10724A 
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