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Planning Commission 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Date:   6/22/2026 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
Location:  Zoom.us/join – ID# 846 9472 6242 and  
  City Council Chambers 
  751 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 
 

Members of the public can listen to the meeting and participate using the following methods. 
  
How to participate in the meeting 

• Access the live meeting, in-person, at the City Council Chambers   
• Access the meeting real-time online at:  

zoom.us/join – Meeting ID# 846 9472 6242 
• Access the meeting real-time via telephone (listen only mode) at:  

(669) 900-6833 
Regular Meeting ID # 846 9472 6242 
Press *9 to raise hand to speak 

• Submit a written comment online up to 1-hour before the meeting start time: 
planning.commission@menlopark.gov* 
Please include the agenda item number related to your comment. 

 
*Written comments are accepted up to 1 hour before the meeting start time. Written messages are 
provided to the Planning Commission at the appropriate time in their meeting.  

Subject to change: The format of this meeting may be altered or the meeting may be canceled. You may 
check on the status of the meeting by visiting the city website menlopark.gov. The instructions for logging on 
to the webinar and/or the access code is subject to change. If you have difficulty accessing the webinar, 
please check the latest online edition of the posted agenda for updated information 
(menlopark.gov/agendas). 
 

Regular Meeting 
 
A. Call To Order 

 
B. Roll Call 

 
C. Reports and Announcements 

 
D.  Public Comment  

 Under “Public Comment,” the public may address the Commission on any subject not listed on the 
agenda. Each speaker may address the Commission once under public comment for a limit of three 
minutes. You are not required to provide your name or City of residence, but it is helpful. The 

  

https://zoom.us/join
https://zoom.us/join
http://menlopark.gov/
http://menlopark.gov/agendas
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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 June 8, 2026 Planning Commission meeting (Attachment) 
 
F.  Public Hearing Items 

F1. Use Permit/Heather Young/503 Okeefe St.: 
Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use permit for first-floor additions and interior and 
exterior renovations to an existing nonconforming single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-U 
(Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, at 503 O’Keefe Street. The proposed work would 
exceed 75% of the replacement value of the existing structure in a 12-month period. Determine 
this action is categorically exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 150301’s Class 1 exemption 
for existing facilities. (Staff report #26-025-PC) 
 

F2. Use Permit/Rasul Rasuli/351 McKendry Dr.: 
Consider and adopt a resolution to 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, depth and area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning 
district, at 351 McKendry Drive. Determine this action is categorically exempt under CEQA 
guidelines Section 15303’s Class 3 exemption for new construction or conversion of small 
structures. (Staff report #26-026-PC) 
 

F3. Use Permit, Architectural Control, Major Subdivision, and Below Market Rate (BMR) Housing 
Agreement/Douglas McBeth/624 University Dr.: 
Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use permit, architectural control permit, major 
subdivision, and BMR Housing Agreement to demolish an existing office building and construct 
five new three-story residential buildings with a total of six dwelling units and associated site 
improvements, on a substandard lot with respect to lot width in the R-3 (Apartment) zoning district. 
The proposal includes a major subdivision to subdivide the lot into six condominium parcels. Two 
units would be available for sale at below market rate (BMR), with one unit affordable for 
households earning up to 50 percent area median income (very low income) and one unit 
affordable for households earning up to 80 percent area median income (low-income). The 
application is being submitted subject to the State Density Bonus Law, Government Code Section 
65915 and relevant amendments, which permits exceptions to the City's Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. The applicant is requesting waivers from development standards to decrease the 
minimum front and rear setbacks, modify the building profile requirement, modify the parking 
location requirement, and modify the exclusive open space requirement. In addition to requested 
waivers, the applicant is requesting four concessions to the BMR Guidelines pertaining to 
dispersed location of BMR and market rate units; proportionate number of bedrooms amongst 
BMR and market rate units; proportionate floor area amongst BMR and market rate units; and 
design consistency amongst BMR and market rate units. The project utilizes state density bonus 
law for parking requirements and sales price of market rate units based on household size. The 
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Planning Commission is the final decision making body on the requested use permit, architectural 
control and BMR agreement. The Planning Commission is a recommending body to the City 
Council on the major subdivision. Continue to a future meeting 

 
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: July 13, 2026 
• Regular Meeting: July 27, 2026 

 
H.  Adjournment 
 

At every regular meeting of the Planning Commission, in addition to the public comment period 
where the public shall have the right to address the Planning Commission on any matters of public 
interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have the right to directly address the 
Planning Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the chair, either 
before or during the Planning Commission’s consideration of the item. 
 
At every special meeting of the Planning Commission, members of the public have the right to 
directly address the Planning Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by 
the chair, either before or during consideration of the item. For appeal hearings, appellant and 
applicant shall each have 10 minutes for presentations.  
 
If you challenge any of the items listed on this agenda in court, you may be limited to raising only 
those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written 
correspondence delivered to the City of Menlo Park at, or before, the public hearing. 
 
Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Planning 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 by 
request by emailing the city clerk at jaherren@menlopark.gov. Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary 
aids or services in attending or participating in Planning Commission meetings, may call the City Clerk’s Office 
at 650-330-6620. 
 
Agendas are posted in accordance with Cal. Gov. Code §54954.2(a) or §54956. Members of the public can 
view electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the city website at menlopark.gov/agendas and can 
receive email notifications of agenda postings by subscribing at menlopark.gov/subscribe. Agendas and staff 
reports may also be obtained by contacting City Clerk at 650-330-6620. (Posted: 6/17/2026) 

mailto:jaherren@menlopark.gov
https://menlopark.gov/agendas
https://menlopark.gov/susbscribe
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Planning Commission 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES 

Date:   6/8/2026 
Time:  7:00 p.m. 
Location:  Zoom.us/join – ID# 846 9472 6242 and  
  City Council Chambers 
  751 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

A. Call To Order  
 
Chair Ross Silverstein called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  
 
Chair Silverstein said he would call items H1 and H2 before Item G1. He said he would open Items 
F, then H, and then G.  
 

B. Roll Call 
 
Present: Ross Silverstein (Chair), Katie Behroozi (Vice Chair), Katie Ferrick, Andrew Ehrich, Nancy 
Larocca Hedley, Jennifer Schindler, Misha Silin 
 
Staff: Matthew Ball, Assistant Planner; Calvin Chan, Senior Planner; Matt Pruter, Associate Planner; 
Corinna Sandmeier, Principal Planner; Marian Sleiman, City Attorney’s Office 
 

C. Reports and Announcements 
 
Principal Planner Sandmeier reported that the City Council at its next scheduled meeting would have 
a second reading of the ADU ordinance, public hearings on the proposed FY 2026-2027 Budget and 
Capital Improvement Plan and on the 68 Willow Road subdivision.  
 

D.  Public Comment  
 
 Chair Silverstein opened the item for public comment and closed public comment as no persons 

requested to speak. 
 

E.  Consent Calendar 

 Chair Silverstein opened the item for public comment and closed public comment as no persons 
requested to speak. 

 
E1. Approval of minutes from the April 27, 2026 Planning Commission meeting (Attachment) 
 
E2. Approval of court reporter transcript and minutes from the May 4, 2026 Planning Commission 

meeting (Attachment) 
 
E3. Approval of minutes from the May 18, 2026 Planning Commission meeting (Attachment) 
 
 ACTION: Commissioners voted to approve the Consent Calendar (6-0) with Commissioner Hedley 

abstaining. 

  

https://zoom.us/join
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F.  Public Hearing Items (part 1) 
 
F1. Use Permit/Daniel Warren/1024 Sevier Ave.: 

Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use permit to add a second floor, as well as conduct 
interior modifications, to a single-family residence that would exceed 50 percent of the 
replacement value of the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-month period. The proposal 
would also exceed 50 percent of the existing floor area and is considered equivalent to a new 
structure. The subject parcel is located on a substandard lot with regard to minimum lot area and 
minimum lot width in the R-1-U (Single-Family Urban) zoning district.  
Continue to a future meeting 
 
Chair Silverstein opened the item for public comment and closed public comment as no persons 
requested to speak. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Silverstein/Behroozi) to continue the item to a future meeting; 
passes 7-0.  
 

F2. Use Permit/Anuj Suri/763 College Ave.: 
Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use permit to demolish an existing single-story, 
single-family residence and detached garage and construct a new two-story, single-family 
residence with attached garage on a substandard lot with regard to width in the R-1-U (Single 
Family Suburban) zoning district. The project would include an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), 
which is a permitted use not subject to discretionary review. Determine this action is categorically 
exempt under CEQA Guidelines Section 15303’s Class 3 exemption for new construction or 
conversion of small structures. (Staff report #26-021-PC) 
 
Planner Ball said one public comment had been received after publication of the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Silin said his residence was located within 500 feet of the subject property and he 
would recuse himself from consideration of the item.  

Chair Silverstein opened the public hearing. 
 

Public Comment:  
 
• Tracy Van Ligten expressed concern about potential basement construction impacts to the 

Coast Redwood tree that straddles the property line between 763 College and 805 College 
Avenue and potential damage to her home and expressed support for removal of the tree.  

 
Chair Silverstein closed the public hearing.  
 
Commissioner Ehrich asked if 25 percent impact to a heritage tree is unique to the project. Planner 
Sandmeier said it was not and there were numerous protection measures required in the arborist’s 
report. 
 
Replying to Vice Chair Behroozi, Planner Ball said the applicant’s arborist and the City’s Arborist 
would do inspections throughout the project construction.  
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Replying to Commissioner Schindler, Planner Ball said the street tree would remain and the 
driveway would not be widened. Replying further to Commissioner Behroozi, Planner Ball said the 
project would provide two off street parking spaces and being located within .5-mile of the Caltrain 
Station did not have a minimum parking requirement. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Ehrich/Behroozi) to adopt a resolution approving the item as 
presented; passes 6-0 with Commissioner Silin recused. 
 
Chair Silverstein said he would now open H1 before G1. 
 

H.  Public Hearing Item (part 2) 

H1.  Use Permit Revision/Jennifer Bohnen/2245 Avy Ave.: 
Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use permit revision to amend the use permit for an 
existing school within the P-F (Public Facilities) zoning district. The requested changes include 
expanding the enrollment age for the summer program to include students three and four years in 
age without changing the total enrollment number, increasing the maximum allowable number of 
year-round staff from 68 to 73 employees, and modifying the allowable events on site to reduce 
meetings of the board of trustees from 12 to six annually and hold a fall fair and winter concert. 
The most recent use permit approval was in 2019. Determine this action is categorically exempt 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15314’s Class 14 exemption for minor additions to schools. (Staff 
report #26-023-PC)  
 
Planner Pruter said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
 
Jenn Bohnen, Head of Philips Brooks School, spoke on behalf of the project.  
 
Replying to Commissioner Schindler, Planner Pruter said onsite signage was the responsibility of 
the applicant and school and road signage requirements were met collaboratively between the City 
and the school.  
 
Replying to Commissioner Silin, Ms. Bohnen said in the neighborhood meetings concern with 
traffic in general was raised noting the proximity of the school to Sand Hill Road and other schools 
in the area.  
 
Chair Silverstein opened the public hearing and closed it as no persons requested to speak. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Ferrick/Behroozi) to adopt a resolution approving the item as 
presented; passes 7-0.   
 

H2. Development Agreement Annual Review/Stanford University/500 El Camino Real (Middle Plaza at 
500 El Camino Real Project): 
Review of the property owner’s good faith compliance with the terms of the Development 
Agreement for the period of April 2025 to March 2026 for the Middle Plaza at 500 El Camino Real 
project. Review of the development agreement does not qualify as a project under CEQA. (Staff 
report #26-024-PC) 
 
Planner Sandmeier said staff had no additions to the staff report. 
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Chair Silverstein opened the item for public hearing and closed it as no persons requested to speak. 
 
Commission comment focused on the Middle Avenue crossing funding, community events in the 
site’s plaza, and the status of the BMR (Below Market Rate) unit waitlist. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Silin/Hedley) making a determination that the property owner was 
demonstrating good faith compliance with the terms of the Development Agreement for the period 
of April 2025 to March 2026. 
 

G. Study Session Item 
 
G1. Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) Ordinance Update/Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance 

Amendments/City of Menlo Park: 
Consider and provide feedback on potential amendments to the City’s regulations for urban lot 
splits and two unit housing developments (Chapters 15.31 and 16.77 of the Municipal Code) for 
compliance with state law (Senate Bills 9 and 450), and potential options to streamline the 
development review process in single-family zones. Continued from the meeting of April 27, 2026  

 (Staff report #26-022-PC) 
 
Planner Chan provided an update to the staff report to note the provision of a Single-Family Zoned 
Parcels Overview document prepared at the request of a Commissioner. 
 
Planner Chan provided a presentation for the Senate Bill 9 (SB 9) Ordinance Update and Single-
Family Development Study Session. 
 
Chair Silverstein opened the item for public comment and closed it as no persons requested to 
speak. 
 
Commissioners asked staff clarifying questions and studied the potential amendments to the City’s 
regulations for compliance with state law (Senate Bills 9 and 450) and potential options to 
streamline the development review process in single-family zones. 
 
Chair Silverstein recessed the meeting at 10:10 p.m. for a short break. 
 
Chair Silverstein reconvened the meeting. 
 
Chair Silverstein presented research he prepared on potentially substandard single-family zone 
parcels in the City, herein attached. This research was independently conducted without staff 
review or verification. 
 
Chair Silverstein conducted a straw poll (unofficial vote) for various study session items to gauge 
group support and summarize feedback: 
 
• Commissioners unanimously supported the removal of inconsistent SB 9 standards as they 

were unenforceable and supported the overall SB 9 Ordinance Update effort. 
 
ACTION: Motion and second (Silverstein/Ehrich) to extend the meeting to 11:15 p.m.; passes 6-0. 

 
 (Straw poll continued) 
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• Commissioners unanimously supported the removal of use permit requirements for 
substandard lots through a separate process from the SB 9 Ordinance Update. 
 

• Commissioners unanimously supported floor area limit (FAL) establishment for lots less than 
5,000 square feet in area through a separate process from the SB 9 Ordinance Update. 
 

• A majority of Commissioners supported the exploration of objective residential design 
standards through a separate process from the SB 9 Ordinance Update; with desirable 
standards narrowly focused on common topics discussed through the use permit process such 
as privacy, screening, and massing (daylight plane). 

 
• A majority of Commissioners supported the notion of providing increased FAL for all SB 9 

projects whether with or without an urban lot split. 
 

• A majority of Commissioners supported the notion of providing increased FAL for SB 9 projects 
that included both an urban lot split and the development of at least two primary dwelling units. 

 
• A majority of Commissioners supported FAL establishment for lots less than 5,000 square feet 

in area through a scaled formula akin to the FAL establishment for larger-sized lots in certain 
single-family zones. 

 
• A majority of Commissioners supported the notion of pursuing the removal of use permit 

requirements for substandard lots and FAL establishment for lots less than 5,000 square feet 
in area through a parallel path, decoupled from and not as a prerequisite, to exploring 
development of objective residential design standards. 

 
I. Informational Items 
 
I1. Future Planning Commission Meeting Schedule  
 

• Regular Meeting: June 22, 2026 
 
Planner Sandmeier said the June 22nd agenda would have two single-family development use 
permits and a small multi-family development.  
 
• Regular Meeting: July 13, 2026 

 
J.   Adjournment  
  
 Chair Silverstein adjourned the meeting at 11:11 p.m. 
 
 Staff Liaison: Corinna Sandmeier 
 
 Recording Secretary: Brenda Bennett 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   6/22/2026 
Staff Report Number:  26-025-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Consider and adopt a resolution to approve a use 

permit for first-floor additions and interior and 
exterior renovations to an existing nonconforming 
single-story, single-family residence in the R-1-U 
(Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, 
at 503 O’Keefe Street. The proposed work would 
exceed 75% of the replacement value of the 
existing structure in a 12-month period. Determine 
this action is categorically exempt under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 150301’s Class 1 exemption for 
existing facilities.    

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution approving a use permit for first-floor 
additions and interior and exterior renovations to an existing nonconforming single-story, single-family 
residence in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, at 503 O’Keefe Avenue. The 
proposed work would exceed 75% of the replacement value of the existing structure in a 12-month period. 
The draft resolution, including the recommended actions and conditions of approval, is included as 
Attachment A.   

 

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

 

Background 
Site location 
The subject site is located near the intersection of O’Keefe Street and Arnold Way in the Willows 
neighborhood. To the north, near the intersection of O’Keefe Street and Willow Road, there are properties 
zoned R-3 containing a mix of single- and multi-family residences, and to the west there is a P-F zoned 
parcel that is the site of the KIPP Valiant Community Prep schools. The surrounding area contains a 
mixture of older and newer single-family residences with both one and two-story designs. A variety of 
architectural styles are present in the neighborhood, including contemporary, ranch, and craftsman styles. 
A location map is included as Attachment B.  
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Analysis 
The proposed residence would be an approximately 1,400 square foot home containing two bedrooms 
and one bathroom, which is the same number of bedrooms and bathrooms as the existing residence. 
The applicant proposes to construct a first-floor addition consisting of a 153-square-foot bedroom 
expansion and enclosure of a portion of the front porch to create an entry vestibule, as well as renovations 
throughout the entire residence. The proposal would expand the second bedroom toward the rear of the 
site and enable the bathroom to be relocated between the master and second bedroom.  
 
The existing residence is not fully parallel to the side lot lines and has a nonconforming minimum right-side 
setback of three feet, 11 inches and a nonconforming minimum left-side setback of four feet, seven 
inches, where five feet is required on both sides. The existing home also has a nonconforming daylight 
plane on both sides of the residence. Except where the existing nonconforming setbacks and daylight 
plane are to remain, the proposed addition would meet all other Zoning Ordinance requirements for 
setbacks, lot coverage, daylight plane, and height. The value of the proposed project is 87% of the value 
of the existing home, exceeding the 75% threshold for a one-story home, therefore requiring use permit 
approval. 
 
The existing residence includes a substandard parking situation with one covered space in an existing 
attached garage, to remain, and no second compliant parking space. In practice, residents and guests 
may be able to park in tandem on the driveway, and the substandard parking is not likely to create issues 
on the lot or within the neighborhood. An existing accessory building is located toward the rear portion of 
the lot. However, no modifications are proposed as part of this project.  
 
Of particular note, the project would have the following characteristics with regard to the Zoning 
Ordinance: 
• The proposed additions are well below the maximum height allowed, at 12 feet, 10 inches, where 28 

feet is the maximum permitted height, and the additions would also comply with the one-story daylight 
plane. 

• The proposed bedroom addition would have a minimum left-side setback of approximately 5 feet, six 
inches, which would comply with the minimum required side setback of five feet.  

 
A data table summarizing parcel and project characteristics is included as Attachment C. The project plans 
and project description letter are included as Attachment A, Exhibits A and B, respectively.   
 
Design and materials 
As stated in the project description letter, the proposed architectural style is transitional and incorporates 
vertical siding in two widths, insulated windows with dark gray metal cladding, and a medium-light gray 
exterior color palette. The design retains simple building forms that are generally consistent with the 
existing residence and surrounding neighborhood. Staff believes the scale, materials, and architectural 
style of the proposed improvements would result in development that is appropriate for the site and 
generally consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Trees and landscaping 
The project arborist inventoried a total of 6 trees on site and on surrounding properties with three trees 
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being considered as heritage trees. The arborist report is included as Attachment A, Exhibit C. The 
applicant is proposing to retain all trees located on the site. The arborist report specifies tree protection 
measures, including a 12-gauge chain link fence with a minimum height of six feet and root protection to 
minimize potential injury to trees during construction. The City Arborist has reviewed the application, and 
all recommended tree protection measures identified in the arborist report would be ensured as part of 
draft condition 1h. 
 

Table 1: Tree summary and disposition 

ID # Species Trunk 
Diameter Condition Status Removal or 

Retention 
Off-site or 

On-site 

1 Cherry 12 Fair Non-heritage Retention On-site 

2 
Kousa 

Dogwood  10.75 Fair Non-heritage Retention On-site 

3 Hybrid Apple 4.5 Fair/Good Non-heritage Retention On-site 

4 
Japanese 

Maple 
6 Fair/Good Non-heritage Retention On-site 

5 Jacaranda 11.5 Fair Non-heritage Retention On-site 

6 Birdcherry 15 Fair/Good Heritage Retention On-site 

 
Fencing 
The site includes an existing four-foot-tall fence that extends beyond the front lot line into the public right-
of-way and runs adjacent to the existing sidewalk. Because the fence does not exceed the maximum 
height allowed at the front of a residence and incorporates a lattice element that provides additional 
visibility for driver and pedestrian safety, staff recommends that the applicant be allowed to retain the 
existing fence, subject to receiving an encroachment permit. The requirement to apply for an 
encroachment permit is included as project-specific condition 2.a. 
 
Correspondence 
The applicant states in their project description letter that they hand-delivered an outreach letter to nine 
properties within the immediate vicinity of their home. The letter included an introduction, project 
description, site plan, and perspective images of the house, floor plan, and contact information. Staff 
received a letter of support from one neighbor who lives next to the applicant at 507 O’Keefe Avenue, 
which is included in Attachment A, Exhibit B.  
 
Conclusion 
Staff believes that the design, scale, and materials of the proposed additions are generally compatible with 
the surrounding neighborhood. The transitional style would be generally attractive and fit well within the 
existing neighborhood context. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the use permit 
request.  

 

Impact on City Resources 
The project sponsor is required to pay Planning, Building and Public Works permit fees, based on the 
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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 1 (Section 15301, “Existing facilities”) 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. 

 

Attachments 
A. Draft Planning Commission Resolution approving the Use Permit 
 Exhibits to Attachment A 

A. Project Plans 
B. Project Description Letter 
C. Arborist Report  
D. Conditions of Approval 

B. Location Map  
C. Data Table 

 
Report prepared by: 
Matthew Ball, Assistant Planner 
 
Report reviewed by: 
Tom Smith, Principal Planner 



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2026-0XX 

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK 
APPROVING A USE PERMIT REQUEST FOR FIRST-FLOOR ADDITIONS AND 
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR RENOVATIONS TO AN EXISTING NONCONFORMING 
SINGLE-STORY STRUCTURE THAT WOULD EXCEED 75 PERCENT OF THE 
REPLACEMENT VALUE OF THE EXISTING NONCONFORMING STRUCTURE IN A 
12-MONTH PERIOD IN THE R-1-U ZONING DISTRICT.

WHEREAS, the City of Menlo Park (“City”) received an application requesting a use permit 
for first-floor additions and interior and exterior renovations to an existing one-story single-
family residence that would exceed 75 percent of the replacement value of the existing 
nonconforming structure in a 12-month period. The subject parcel is located in the R-1-U 
zoning district (the “Project”), at 503 O’Keefe Street (APN 062-201-050 (“Property”). The 
Project use permit is depicted in and subject to the development plans and project 
description letter, which are attached hereto as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively, and 
incorporated herein by this reference; and 

WHEREAS, the existing residence is nonconforming with regard to the right and left side 
setbacks and the daylight plane; and  

WHEREAS, the value of the proposed addition and remodeling work would exceed 75 
percent of the existing replacement value in a 12-month period; and 

WHEREAS, the Property is located in the Single Family Urban Residential (R-1-U) 
zoning district, which supports single-family residential uses; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Project otherwise complies with all objective standards of the 
R-1-U zoning district; and

WHEREAS, the City is the lead agency, as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 
and is therefore responsible for the preparation, consideration, certification, and approval 
of environmental documents for the Project; and  

WHEREAS, the Project is categorically exempt from environmental review under Class 1 
(Section 15301, “Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held 
according to law; and 

WHEREAS, at a duly and properly noticed public hearing held on June 22, 2026, the 
Planning Commission fully reviewed, considered, and evaluated the whole of the record 
including all public and written comments, pertinent information, documents and plans, 
prior to taking action regarding the Project. 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE MENLO PARK PLANNING COMMISSION HEREBY 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

ATTACHMENT A
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Section 1.  Recitals.  The Planning Commission has considered the full record before it, 
which may include but is not limited to such things as the staff report, public testimony, 
and other materials and evidence submitted or provided, and the Planning Commission 
finds the foregoing recitals are true and correct, and they are hereby incorporated by 
reference into this Resolution. 

Section 2.  Conditional Use Permit Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Menlo 
Park does hereby make the following Findings:   

The approval of the use permit for first-floor additions and to remodel an existing 
nonconforming single-story structure that exceeds 75 percent of the replacement value of 
the existing nonconforming structure in a 12-month is granted based on the following 
findings, which are made pursuant to Menlo Park Municipal Code Section 16.82.030: 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use applied for will, under the 
circumstance of the particular case, not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, 
comfort and general welfare of the persons residing in the neighborhood of such 
proposed use, or injurious or detrimental to property and improvements in the 
neighborhood or the general welfare of the city because: 
 
a. Consideration and due regard were given to the nature and condition of all adjacent 

uses and structures, and to general plans for the area in question and surrounding 
areas, and impact of the application hereon; in that, the proposed use permit is 
consistent with the R-1-U  zoning district and the General Plan because additions 
that exceed 75% of the replacement value of an existing nonconforming residence 
are allowed subject to issuance of a use permit, provided that the proposed 
residence conforms to applicable zoning standards, including, but not limited to, 
minimum setbacks, maximum floor area limit, and maximum building coverage.  
 

b. The proposed Project is designed to meet all the applicable codes and ordinances 
of the City of Menlo Park Municipal Code and the Commission concludes that the 
Project would not be detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding 
community as the proposal would be located in a single-family neighborhood and 
has been designed in a way to complement the existing scale and style of 
surrounding homes.  

 
Section 3.  Conditional Use Permit.  The Planning Commission approves Use Permit No. 
PLN2026-00006, which use permit is depicted in and subject to the development plans 
and project description letter, which are attached hereto and incorporated herein by this 
reference as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively.  The Use Permit is conditioned in 
conformance with the conditions attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference 
as Exhibit D.   
 
Section 4.  Environmental review.  The Planning Commission makes the following findings, 
based on its independent judgment after considering the Project, and having reviewed and 
taken into consideration all written and oral information submitted in this matter: 
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1. The Project is categorically exempt from environmental review under Class 1 (Section 
15303, “Existing Facilities”) of the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines. 

Section 5.  Severability. If any term, provision, or portion of these findings or the 
application of these findings to a particular situation is held by a court to be invalid, void 
or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of these findings, or their application to other 
actions related to the Project, shall continue in full force and effect unless amended or 
modified by the City. 

AYES:  

NOES:  

ABSENT:  

ABSTAIN:  

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of 
said City on this __ day of June, 2026. 

PC Liaison Signature 

 

  
Corinna Sandmeier 
Principal Planner 
City of Menlo Park  
 
 
 
 
Exhibits 
A. Project plans 
B. Project descriptions letter  
C. Arborist report  
D. Conditions of approval  
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87%

Square Construction Existing
Footage Cost Value

911 X $200/Sq.Ft $182,200.00

0 X $200/Sq.Ft $0.00

0 X $200/Sq.Ft $0.00

311 X $70/Sq.Ft $21,770.00

1222 $203,970.00

Existing 1st floor

Existing 2nd floor

Existing Basement

Existing Garage

Total

Note: This spreadsheet is only used on one nonconforming structure at a time.  If there are detached structures on the 
same site, they are either subject to their own spreadsheet (if they are also nonconforming and subject to new work) or 

ignored (if conforming, or nonconforming but not subject to new work).

75% of Existing Value $152,977.50

Value of Proposed Project $177,970.00

Existing Development

Non-Conforming Structure Type

NONCONFORMING STRUCTURE - NEW WORK VALUE CALCULATION

Address: 503 OKeefe St

Case No.: BLD2025-03564

50% of Existing Value $101,985.00

Square Construction Development
Footage Cost Value

192 X $200/Sq.Ft $38,400.00

0 X $200/Sq.Ft $0.00

0 X $200/Sq.Ft $0.00

0 X $70/Sq.Ft $0.00

128 X $130/Sq.Ft $16,640.00

83 X $130/Sq.Ft $10,790.00

700 X $100/Sq.Ft $70,000.00

311 X $35/Sq.Ft $10,885.00

0 X $50/Sq.Ft $0.00

0 X $35/Sq.Ft $0.00

893 X $35/Sq.Ft $31,255.00

2307 $177,970.00Total

Remodel of Garage

Category 3: Exterior modifications to existing structure
Window and exterior door replacements are included in areas remodeled and accounted for in Category 2. New roofs 

and new siding on existing portions of the structure are not included in Category 2 or Category 1 and should be 
accounted for using the calculation below. 

New Roof Structure Over Existing Sq. Ft.

Replacement of Existing Windows/Exterior Doors 

Replacement of Existing Siding

Garage Addition

Category 2: Remodel of existing square footage (foundation and wall framing are both retained)
Note: Square footage measurements are taken to full extent of any room with any interior modifications. When the use 

of a room is changing, the proposed use should be used for this calculation.
Remodel of Kitchen

Remodel of Bathrooms

Remodel of Other Living Areas

Proposed Development

Proposed Development Type

Category 1: New square footage (areas of new foundation and/or wall framing)
1st Floor Addition

2nd Floor Addition

Basement Floor Addition
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Common Cherry #1
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Tree Survey Report

Inspection Date: August 18, 2025
Attending Arborist: Kevin J. Carlson

Ms. Heather Young
503 O’Keefe Street

Menlo Park, California

Kevin J. Carlson

Urban Tree Management
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #WE-7475B
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #629
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
ISA Prescription Pruning Qualified
ASCA Tree and Plant Appraisal Qualified

Kevin J. Carlson

Urban Trree Manageee ement
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ASSIGNMENT

Physically inspect six trees on the subject property based on the site plan and instructions 
provided by Heather Young Architects.  See attached Progress Site Plan Sheet A1.01, dated 
8/17/25.

Map, tag, and compile data for each tree and write an inventory/survey report documenting our 
observations. Provide general tree protection recommendations for use during the upcoming site 
development project.

SUMMARY

This survey provides a numbered map, and complete and detailed information for each tree 
surveyed. The complete list of trees and all relevant information, including their health and 
structure ratings, their “protected/significant” status, and any special notes, can be found in the 
Tree Survey Data Table on page 15.

There are a total of six trees included in this report, only one of which is protected under the 
provisions of Menlo Park Municipal Code Chapter 13.24. The survey indicates the following
with respect to quantities:
A: Retain; condition warrants long-term preservation: 6 trees.
B: Preservable; trees are a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design 
accommodation: 0 trees.
C: May be preservable but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation: 0 trees.
D: Recommend removal due to existing health and/or structure: 0 trees.

SURVEY METHODS

The trunks of the trees were measured using an arborist’s caliper at 54 inches above mean natural 
grade. The canopy height and spread were estimated using visual references acquired by the use 
of a clinometer at various locations.  All trees in this survey were tagged with blue anodized 
aluminum tags affixed to the trunk with a nail, on the side of the trunk that is most easily viewed.  
In cases where the tree is too small to accept a nail, the tags have been affixed with a zip tie or 
nailed to the tree stake supporting the tree.

The condition of each tree was assessed by visual observation only from a standing position. 
This assessment did not include drilling or using sonar equipment to detect internal decay, or
include climbing and/or the use of aerial equipment to assess higher portions of the tree.
Consequently, it is possible that individual trees may have internal or belowground health 
problems or structural defects which were not identified. 
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All the trees surveyed were examined and then rated based on their individual health and 
structure according to the following Tree Ratings Table. Accordingly, a tree may be rated 
“good” under the health column for excellent/vigorous appearance and growth, and rated 
“fair/poor” in the structure column if structural mitigation is needed. 

The health of an individual tree is rated based on leaf color and size, canopy density, new shoot 
growth, dead wood accumulation, and the absence or presence of pests or disease.  Also 
considered is the arborist’s own interpretation of what is “normal” for the species.

Individual tree structure is rated based on the growth pattern of the tree, including the degree of 
lean, the presence or absence of poor limb attachments, the length and weight of limbs, bowing 
or sweeping, and the extent/location of apparent decay. For each tree, a structural rating of “fair” 
or above indicates that the structure can be maintained with routine pruning such as removing 
dead branches and reducing branch end weight as the tree grows. A “fair/poor” rating indicates 
that the tree has significant structural weaknesses and corrective action is warranted. The notes 
section for that tree will then recommend a strategy/technique to improve the structure or 
mitigate structural issues. A “poor” structural rating indicates that the tree or portions of the tree 
may fail and that there are few mitigation options other than removal of the tree or large portions 
of the tree. Very large trees that are rated “fair/poor” for structure and that are near structures or 
in an area frequently traveled by cars or people, receive an additional consider removal due to 
hazard notation under the recommendations. This is included because structural mitigation 
techniques do not guarantee against structural failure, especially in very large trees. Property 
owners may or may not choose to remove this type of tree but should be aware that if a very 
large tree experiences a major structural failure, the impact may be significant.

TREE RATINGS TABLE

Rating Health Structure

Good excellent/vigorous exceptional

Fair/good no significant health concerns very stable

Fair showing initial or temporary 
disease, pests, or lack of vitality. 
measures should be taken to 
improve health and appearance.

routine maintenance needed such as 
pruning or end weight reduction as tree 
grows

Fair/poor in decline, significant health issues significant structural weakness(es), 
mitigation needed, mitigation may or may 
not preserve the tree.

Poor dead or near dead hazard
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TREE DISPOSITION CATEGORIES

Each tree onsite has been given a preservation rating relative to its existing condition. Factors 
such as tree health, condition, age, planting location, species, and structure are all considered to 
determine if a tree is suitable for preservation. Each tree in the Tree Survey Data Table has been 
assigned to one of the following categories: 

A: Retain; condition warrants long-term preservation:  
B: Preservable; trees are a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design 
accommodation:  
C: May be preservable but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation:  
D: Recommend removal due to existing health and/or structure: 

If trees with poor structure or less than ideal conditions are retained, they may require further 
assessments, monitoring, access restrictions, maintenance, or eventual removal. More thorough 
conversations about impacts and specific preservation plans may be reported as the project 
evolves.

CITY OF MENLO PARK DEFINITION OF A HERITAGE TREE

1. Any tree other than an oak that has a trunk with a circumference of 47.1 inches (diameter of
15 inches) or more, measured at 54 inches above natural grade

2. Any oak tree native to California has a trunk with a circumference of 31.4 inches (diameter
of 10 inches) or more measured at 54 inches above natural grade

3. A tree or group of trees specifically designated by the City Council for protection because of
its historical significance, special character, or community benefit.

SURVEY AREA OBSERVATIONS

The surveyed property is a landscaped 7,000 square foot residential lot in Menlo Park, 
California, with a primary dwelling unit in the front and an accessory structure in the rear.  
Small to medium-sized introduced landscape specimens account for the entire tree population, 
and there are no trees on site that are native to California or would predate the original 
construction of the home in 1948. 

APPRAISED VALUE

The appraised value of all trees included in this survey is $30,200, based on the reproduction 
method/trunk formula technique in the Guide for Tree and Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition, 2019. 
The lone heritage tree on this site (Prunus padus #6) has an appraised value of $12,000.  See the 
attached appraisal worksheet on page 16. 
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RISKS TO TREES BY CONSTRUCTION

Aside from any health and structure issues indicated in this report, the trees on this site could be 
at risk of damage by construction activities common to most projects. These activities may 
include the dumping or stockpiling of materials over root systems; trenching across the root 
zones for utilities or landscape irrigation; routing of construction traffic across root systems
resulting in soil compaction and root dieback; and general grading and/or excavation activities. It 
is therefore essential that tree protection measures be installed per the project plans and 
specifications. When trenching for underground utilities or irrigation lines, it is essential that 
trenches be located outside the drip line wherever possible, and that the Project Arborist oversees
any excavation within the drip line area. Any other grading or excavation activities near the drip 
line of any tree should likewise be overseen by the Project Arborist.

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES

Protective fencing must be provided during the construction period to protect heritage and/or 
significant trees. This fencing must protect a sufficient portion of the root zone in order to be 
effective. Fencing is recommended to be located 8-10 times the DSH in all directions from the 
tree. DSH for each tree is shown in the attached data table. The minimum recommendation for 
tree protection fencing location is 6 times the DSH where a larger distance is not possible. There 
are areas where we will amend this distance based upon tree condition and proposed 
construction. In our experience, the protective fencing should:

a. Consist of 12-gauge chain link fencing with a minimum height of 6 feet.
b. Be mounted on steel posts driven approximately 2 feet into the soil.
c. Fence posts should be located a maximum of 10 feet on-center.
d. Protective fencing must be installed prior to the arrival of materials, vehicles, or

equipment.
e. Protective fencing must not be moved, even temporarily, and must remain in place until

all construction activities are completed, unless otherwise approved by the Project
Arborist.

f. Tree protection signage shall be mounted to each individual fencing location.  Tree
protection signage shall consist of an 8.5” x 11” laminated sheet with the words “TREE
PROTECTION ZONE-DO NOT ENTER”, along with the name and phone number of
the Project Arborist.  Signage should be readable from a distance of at least 20 feet.

g. For trees that are not protected by ordinance and are too close to construction to allow 
for chain link fence, trunk protection is acceptable (see photo). Ensure that root cutting 
is performed only as specified below.
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Based upon the condition and location of trees present on site, the following is also 
recommended for any planned or future construction:

1. The Project Arborist should oversee any excavation activities within the tree protection 
zones. 

2. Any roots exposed during construction activities that are larger than 2 inches in diameter 
should not be cut or damaged until the Project Arborist has an opportunity to assess the 
impact that removing these roots could have on the trees.

3. The area under the driplines of trees should be thoroughly irrigated to a depth of 18 
inches every 2 weeks during the dry months (June-October).

4. Mulch should cover all bare soil within the tree protection fencing zone. This material 
must be 6-8 inches in depth after spreading.  Much should be spread by hand and kept at 
least 12 inches away from individual tree trunks. Coarse wood chips are preferred 
because they are organic and degrade naturally over time. 

5. There must be no grading, trenching, or surface scraping inside the driplines of protected 
trees, unless specifically approved by the Project Arborist. For trenching, this means: 

a. Trenches for any underground utilities (gas, electric, water, phone, cable, etc.) 
must be located outside the driplines of protected trees, unless approved by the 
Project Arborist. Alternative methods of installation may be suggested. 

b. Landscape irrigation trenches must be located a minimum distance of 10 times the 
trunk diameter from the trunks of protected trees unless otherwise noted and 
approved by the Project Arborist.

6. Materials must not be stored, stockpiled, dumped, or buried inside the driplines of 
protected trees.

7. Excavated soil must not be piled or dumped, even temporarily, inside the driplines of 
protected trees.

8. Landscape materials (cobbles, decorative bark, stones, fencing, etc.) must not be installed 
directly in contact with the bark of trees due to risk of damage or spread of pathogens.

9. Landscape irrigation systems must be designed to avoid overspray on to the trunks of 
trees, especially oak trees.

10. Any pruning should be performed under the supervision of an arborist certified by the 
ISA (International Society of Arboriculture) and according to ISA Western 
Chapter/ANSI Standards (1998).

11. Any shrubs planted inside the driplines of oak trees must be species that are compatible 
with their environmental and cultural requirements. Shrubs compatible with California 
native oaks can be found in the California Oak Foundation 1991 publication Compatible 
Plants Under & Around Oaks, available online at: 
http://californiaoaks.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/04/CompatiblePlantsUnderAroundOak
s.pdf.

contractors license # 755989   |   po box 971 los gatos ca 95031   |   urbantreemanagement.com
7

CITY OF MENLO PARK SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

1. Once plans have been updated to include construction elements, a report addendum will 
be required to address specific impacts to heritage trees, along with specific measures that 
will be taken to protect them during construction.

2. Once plans have been updated to include construction elements, the tree protection zone 
(TPZ) of each heritage tree must be shown on the plans, along with notes for any specific 
tree protection measures.

3. Any heritage tree damaged beyond repair during the construction process will require 
replacement based on its appraised value.

4. Prior to issuance of demolition and/or building permits, the Project Arborist must submit 
a tree protection verification letter verifying that the tree protection measures are in place 
and in conformance with the plans and specifications.

5. Work required to be supervised by the Project Arborist must be accompanied by a 
follow-up letter detailing the recommended work plan and mitigation measures, as well 
as a statement that the mitigation has been completed per the plans and specifications.

6. Once construction begins, monthly reports by the Project Arborist are required.  Reports 
must address any maintenance and mitigation requirements, and must be submitted to the 
City Arborist for review.

7. A final sign-off letter by the Project Arborist is required at the end of construction.
8. A final inspection by the City Arborist is required at the end of construction.
9. The Project Arborist must submit a written plan for the post-construction maintenance of 

preserved trees.
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APPLICABLE REFERENCE STANDARDS for TREE HEALTH

ISA Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition, 2019

Exceptional: Good health and structure with significant size, location or quality. 

Good: Normal vigor, well-developed structure, function and aesthetics not compromised with 
good longevity for the site. 

Fair: Reduced vigor, damage, dieback, or pest problems, at least one significant structural 
problem or multiple moderate defects requiring treatment. Major asymmetry or deviation from 
the species’ normal habit, function and aesthetics compromised. 

Poor: Unhealthy and declining appearance with poor vigor, abnormal foliar color, size or density 
with potential irreversible decline. One serious structural defect or multiple significant defects 
that cannot be corrected and failure may occur at any time. Significant asymmetry and 
compromised aesthetics and intended use. 

Very Poor: Poor vigor and dying with little foliage in irreversible decline. Severe defects with 
the likelihood of failure being probable or imminent. Aesthetically poor with little or no function 
in the landscape. 

Dead/Unstable: Dead or imminently ready to fail.

DSH (syn. DBH) = Diameter at Standard Height.  The diameter of the trunk of a tree measured 
at 54 inches above the mean natural grade.
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1

 2

3

4

5

6

#1: 12" Punus spp.
#2: 10.75" Cornus kousa
#3: 4.5" Malus spp.
#4: 6" Acer palmatum
#5: 11.5" Jacaranda mimosifolia
#6: 15" Prunus padus 

TREE LOCATIONS ADDED 
8/19/25  BY PROJECT ARBORIST 
KEVIN J. CARLSON
ISA BCMA #WE-7475B
RCA #629
ISA TREE RISK ASSESSMENT QUALIFIED
ASCA TREE & PLANT APPRAISAL QUALIFIED
ISA PRESCRIPTION PRUNING QUALIFIED

Kousa Dogwood #2 Hybrid Apple #3

Japanese Maple #4
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Jacaranda #5

TREE SURVEY DATA

503 O'Keefe Street, Menlo Park, CA

August 18, 2025

KEY

Good

Fair - Good

Fair

Fair - Poor

Poor

TAG NO. COMMON NAME DIAMETER AT STD. HEIGHT HEIGHT WIDTH HEALTH STRUCTURE PROTECTED (X) TREE DISPOSITION NOTES

1 CHERRY 12 16 16 F F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MUTI-STEM UNION @ 40".  MINOR DEAD WOOD IN THE UPPER CANOPY.

2 KOUSA DOGWOOD 10.75 16 8 F F/G A MULTIPLE STEMS FROM BELOW GRADE-MEASURED INDIVIDUALLY AT 54 INCHES.  TREE IS DROUGHT STRESSED

3 HYBRID APPLE 4.5 8 10 F/G F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 12".  GOOD CONDITION.

4 JAPANESE MAPLE 6 9 9 F/G F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 9".  GODD CONDITION.

5 JACARANDA 11.5 30 30 F F/G A MEASURED AT STD. DSH. MINOR DEAD WOOD.

6 BIRDCHERRY 15 18 22 F/G F/G X A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 44".  GOOD CONDITION.

6
0
0

D= Recommend removal due to existing condition and/or structure 0
6

Total Protected Trees 1

Common Name Key Botanical Name
CHERRY Prunus spp.
KOUSA DOGWOOD Cornus kousa
HYBRID APPLE Malus spp.
JAPANESE MAPLE Acer palmatum
JACARANDA Jacaranda mimosifolia
BIRDCHERRY Prunus padus

Address:

declining; measures should be taken to improve health and 
appearance

in decline: significant health issues

dead or near dead

HEALTH

Ratings for health and structure are given separately for each tree according to the table below.  IE, a tree may be rated 
"Good" under the health column For excellent, vigorous appearance and growth, while the same tree may be rated "Fair, 
Poor" in the structure column if structural mitigation is needed. 

excellent, vigorous

no significant health concerns

hazard

STRUCTURE

exceptional

very stable

Inspection Date:

routine maintenance needed

mitigation needed:  may or 
may not preserve this tree

B = Preservable, tree is a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation.

TOTAL TREES

C = May be preservable, but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation.

A = Retain, condition warrants long-term preservation

CITY OF MENLO PARK HERITAGE TREE DEFINITION:        
1. ANY TREE OTHER THAN AN OAK WITH A TRUNK DIAMETER OF 15 INCHES OR MORE AT 54 INCHES ABOVE GRADE.
2. ANY CALIFORNIA NATIVE OAK WITH A TRUNK DIAMETER OF 10 INCHES OR MORE AT 54 INCHES ABOVE GRADE.

ADDRESS:
DATE:

Tree Species Condition Trunk Func. Ext. Replacement tree Installation Total Unit Appraised Basic Depreciated Cost Reproduction
No. 0 to 1.0 Diameter Limitation limitation Size Cost Cost Cost Tree cost Trunk area tree cost cost Solution cost

0 to 1.0 0 to 1.0 (rounded)
1

1 Common Cherry 0.7 12 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 113.1 8,634 6,044 6,216 6,200
2 Kousa Dogwood 0.6 10.75 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 82.8 90.8 7,515 4,509 4,682 4,700
3 Hybrid Apple 0.9 4.5 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 15.9 1,214 1,093 1,265 1,300
4 Japanese Maple 0.8 6 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 28.3 2,158 1,727 1,899 1,900
5 Jacaranda 0.6 11.5 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 63.74 103.9 6,621 3,972 4,145 4,100
6 Birdcherry 0.8 15 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 82.8 176.7 14,632 11,706 11,878 12,000

TOTAL 30,200

503 O'Keefe Street, Menlo Park, CA
August 18, 2025

Largest Commonly Available Nursery Tree (LCANT) is Based On a 24 Inch Box Specimen With a 2-inch Caliper

URBAN TREE MANAGEMENT LLC:  Tree Valutaions Based on the Reproduction Method/Trunk Formula Technique in the  Guide for Tree and Plant Appraisal  10th Edition, 2019

urbantreemanagement

ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

1. Any legal description provided to this arborist is assumed to be correct.  No responsibility is assumed for matters 
legal in character nor is any opinion rendered as to the quality of any title.

2. This arborist can neither guarantee nor be responsible for accuracy of information provided by others.
3. This arborist shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of the information provided by this 

arborist unless subsequent written arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for services.
4. Loss or removal of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.
5. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose by any other 

than the person(s) to whom it is addressed without written consent of this arborist.
6. This report and the values expressed herein represent the opinion of this arborist, and this arborist’s fee is in no way 

contingent upon the reporting of a specified value nor upon any finding to be reported.
7. Sketches, diagrams, graphs, photos, etc., in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not necessarily to scale and 

should not be construed as engineering reports or surveys.
8. This report has been made in conformity with acceptable appraisal/evaluation/diagnostic reporting techniques and 

procedures, as recommended by the International Society of Arboriculture.
9. When applying any pesticide, fungicide, or herbicide, always follow label instructions.
10. No tree described in this report was climbed, unless otherwise stated.  This arborist cannot take responsibility for any 

defects which could only have been discovered by climbing.  A full root collar inspection, consisting of excavating the 
soil around the tree to uncover the root collar and major buttress roots, was not performed, unless otherwise stated.  
This arborist cannot take responsibility for any root defects which could only have been discovered by such an 
inspection.

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 to 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 any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Treatment, pruning and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s services such 
as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and other issues.  Arborists 
cannot take such considerations into account unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist.  An 
arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information 
provided.

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

contractors license # 755989   |   po box 971 los gatos ca 95031   |   urbantreemanagement.com
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HERITAGE TREE AND CITY TREE PROTECTION 
SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION 
Public Works 
333 Burgess Dr., Menlo Park, CA 94025  
tel 650-330-6760 
 
 

Background 

Tree protection measures are required for all heritage trees and city owned trees being retained on or immediately 
adjacent to active construction sites.   
 
Violation of any of the below provisions may result in heritage tree violation fines, issuance of a stop work order, or 
other disciplinary action. 

Instructions 

1. Retain a city approved consulting arborist as the Project Arborist to design and monitor tree protection 
specifications.  The Project Arborist shall report violations of the tree protection specifications by the Contractor 
to the City Arborist as an issue of non-compliance. 

2. Design and implement tree protection measures before construction begins. 
• A tree protection fencing verification letter is required prior to building permit issuance. 

3. Report damage of heritage tree(s) by construction activities to the Project Arborist or City Arborist within six (6) 
hours. Remedial action should be taken within 48 hours. 

4. Delineate a Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) around the dripline of protected tree(s).  The Project Arborist may 
establish, with approval by the City Arborist, a larger or smaller TPZ based on the species tolerance, health and 
vigor of the tree(s).  

5. Construct a protective barrier around the TPZ (see Figure 1 below) with the following specifications: 
• Fencing shall be six (6)-foot-tall chain link; 
• Fence posts shall be 1.5 inches in diameter, driven 2 feet into the ground, at most 10 feet apart; 
• Signage (in both English and Spanish) should be printed on an 11” x 17” yellow-colored paper and secured 

in a prominent location on each protection fence. Signage shall include the Project Arborist’s contact 
information;   

• Fencing may be moved to within the TPZ if authorized by the Project Arborist and City Arborist. The fence 
must remain at least 1.5 times the diameter of the tree from its trunk (i.e. The fence must remain at least 30-
inches from the trunk of a 20-inch tree); and 

• Movable barriers of chain link fencing secured to cement blocks may be substituted for fixed fencing if the 
Project Arborist and City Arborist agree that the fencing will have to be moved to accommodate certain 
phases of construction. The builder may not move the fence without authorization from the Project Arborist 
or City Arborist. 

 
Figure 1: Fenced tree protection zone 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matheny, N., Smiley, E. T., Gilpin, R., & Hauer, R. (2023). Managing trees during construction (3rd ed.). 
International Society of Arboriculture.  
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6. Place a 6-inch layer of coarse mulch or woodchips covered with ¾-inch plywood or alternative within the TPZ 
prior to construction activity.  Placement of this protective covering will reduce soil compaction and root impacts.  
It will also help the soil retain moisture for the roots.   

7. As specified by the Project Arborist, ensure adequate irrigation is supplied to the trees on a regular basis.  
Irrigation helps the trees tolerate root impacts better.  Hand watering or drip irrigation lines would suffice.  In 
most cases, irrigation is needed once every 2-3 weeks depending on soil moisture levels.    

8. Prohibit the following activities within the TPZ. DO NOT: 
• Place heavy machinery for excavation; 
• Allow runoff or spillage of damaging materials; 
• Store or stockpile materials, tools, or soil; 
• Park or drive vehicles; 
• Trench, dig, or otherwise excavate without first obtaining authorization from the City Arborist or Project 

Arborist; 
• Change soil grade; and 
• Trench with a machine. 

9. When work must occur within the TPZ of a heritage tree (as authorized by the Project Arborist or City Arborist) 
install trunk protections (see Figure 2 below) with the following specifications:  
• Securely bind wooden slats at least 1-inch-thick around the trunk (preferably on a closed-cell foam pad).  

Secure and wrap at least one layer of orange plastic construction fencing around the outside of the wooden 
slats for visibility; 

• DO NOT drive fasteners into the tree; 
• Install trunk protection immediately prior to work within the TPZ and remove protection from the tree(s) as 

soon as work moves outside the TPZ; 
• Protect major scaffold limbs as determined by the City Arborist or Project Arborist; and 
• If necessary, install wooden barriers at an angle so that the trunk flare and buttress roots are also protected. 

 
 

Figure 2: Trunk Protection 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Matheny, N., Smiley, E. T., Gilpin, R., & Hauer, R. (2023). Managing trees during construction (3rd ed.). 
International Society of Arboriculture.  

 
10. To avoid injury to tree roots:   

• Only excavate carefully by hand, compressed air, or high-pressure water within the dripline of trees; 
• When the Contractor encounters roots smaller than 2-inches, hand-trim the wall of the trench adjacent to 

the trees to make even, clean cuts through the roots;  
• Cleanly cut all damaged and torn roots to reduce the incidence of decay;  
• Fill trenches within 24 hours.  When it is infeasible to fill trenches within 24 hours, shade the side of the 

trench adjacent to the trees with four layers of dampened, untreated burlap.  Wet burlap as frequently as 
necessary to maintain moisture; and 
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• When the Contractor encounters roots 2 inches or larger, report immediately to the Project Arborist.  The 
Project Arborist will decide whether the Contractor may cut roots 2 inches or larger.  If a root is retained, 
excavate by hand or with compressed air under the root.  Protect preserved roots with dampened burlap. 

11. Route pipes outside of the area that is 10 times the diameter of a protected tree to avoid conflict with roots. 
12. Where it is not possible to reroute pipes or trenches, bore beneath the dripline of the tree.  Do not bore less than 

3-inches below the surface of the soil to avoid damage to small feeder roots. 
13. Avoid the following conditions.  DO NOT: 

• Cut, break, skin, or bruise roots, branches, or trunks without authorization from the City Arborist; 
• Allow fires under and adjacent to trees; 
• Discharge exhaust into foliage; 
• Direct runoff toward trees; 
• Secure cable, chain, or rope to trees; and 
• Apply soil sterilants under pavement near existing trees. 

Periodic inspections 

The Project Arborist must provide periodic, on-site tree protection inspections during construction which: 
• Occur at least once every four (4) weeks; 
• Monitor the effectiveness of the Tree Protection Plan;  
• Provide recommendations for any necessary additional care or treatment; and 
• Will be followed by monthly construction monitoring reports emailed directly to the City Arborist. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WARNING TREE PROTECTION AREA 

 

ONLY AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL MAY ENTER THIS AREA 

 

No excavation, trenching, material storage, cleaning, equipment access, or dumping is allowed 
behind this fence.  

 

Do not remove or relocate this fence without approval from the project arborist. This fencing 
must remain in its approved location throughout demolition and construction.  

 

Project Arborist contact information: 
Name: 
Business: 
Phone number: 

 

 

 

ADVERTENCIA: ÁREA DE PROTECCIÓN DE ÁRBOLES 

 

SÓLO EL PERSONAL AUTORIZADO PUEDE INGRESAR A ESTA ÁREA 

 

No se permite la excavación, zanjas, almacenamiento de materiales, limpieza, acceso de 
equipos, o vertido de residuos detrás de esta cerca.  

 

No retire ni reubique esta cerca sin la aprobación del arborista del proyecto. Esta cerca debe 
permanecer en su ubicación aprobada durante todo el proceso de demolición y construcción.   

 

Información de contacto del arborista de este proyecto: 

Nombre: 
Empresa: 
Número de teléfono: 
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NOTE:
FOR CONSTRUCTION STAKING
SCHEDULING OR QUOTATIONS
PLEASE CONTACT ALEX ABAYA
AT LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERING
(510)887-4086 EXT 116.
aabaya@leabraze.com

’
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Gray

TURFSTONE™

GRID PAVER | 80MM

ENV IRONMENTAL COLLECT ION

Gray

G R A Y

design that allows greenery to grow 
right through it, creating a highly 
unique hardscape design that works 
in harmony with nature.

15¾ x 23⅝

The unique design allows rainwater 

soil naturally, resulting in the control 
and stabilization of soil erosion. 
Plus, it’s car-friendly for driveways 

DESIGN TIP

DRIVEWAY
APPROVED

SQ FT ⁄ PALLET: 101

PLEASE SEE PAGE 125 REGARDING 
CALIFORNIA’S PROPOSITION 65

PA
V
E
R
S
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February 4, 2026 

March 8, 2026 - updated 

Project Description 

City of Menlo Park 

Community Development Department 

Planning Division 

701 Laurel Street 

Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Re: 503 O’Keefe St  

Menlo Park, CA  94025 

Remodel / Addition 

This letter of application requests Planning Commission Approval for the remodel of the 

existing home at 503 O’Keefe and addition of 192 sf.  A Use Permit is required because 

the proposed work will exceed the 75% threshold for a single-story single-family 

residence. 

Purpose of the Proposal 

I moved into 503 O’Keefe as a renter back in 2006 and purchased the house from the 

prior owner in 2016.  The first several years were spent on immediate need 

improvements – replacing the main electric with a 200 Amp panel, sewer lateral 

replacement, appliance replacements, etc – while saving for a larger project.  

Structural and thermal improvements to the building envelope, energy efficient lighting, 

moving away from reliance on gas, and making the house more livable as I age in 

place are the primary goals of the project.  Improvements to the kitchen and bathroom 

are a big part of making the house more livable. 

Scope of Work 

The remodel project includes a kitchen remodel, bathroom remodel, and minor 

additions totaling 192 sf to the front and rear of the existing single-story single-family 

home.  Improvements include new roofing, new exterior doors and windows, replacing 

the gas furnace with an electric heat pump, lighting, and plumbing fixtures.  The project 

also includes a new driveway with widened curb cut and an EV charger. 

The existing garage wall was built less than 5’ from the right side property line and will 

be made into a 1HR fire rated wall.  The Menlo Park Fire Department has requested that 

EXHIBIT B
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Heather Young Architects   503 Okeefe Remodel/Addition  
 

the home be sprinklered.  The existing pool house/accessory structure is not sprinklered 

and not proposed to be sprinklered. 

 

Architectural Style, Materials, Colors and Construction Methods 

The project design style is transitional.  The simple volumes of the design and building 

structure are similar to the existing home and surrounding neighbors.  The existing house 

and many of the neighboring homes have wood siding and asphalt shingle gable roofs.  

The current wood siding changes from horizontal T&G siding to horizontal lap siding at 

the window sill.  The proposed design replaces the existing horizontal wood siding with 

two widths of vertical siding separated by a waterproofing trim joint at the window 

heads.  The new windows have insulated glass and pre-finished metal cladding painted 

dark grey to complement the medium-light grey color of the new siding.  For additional 

information on the materials and finishes, please see drawing sheets A4.0 – A4.3. 

The building structure is a crawl space with wood frame Type V-B construction above.  

Project sustainability will meet or exceed Title 24.  The main house will grow from 1,384 sf 

to 1,537 sf (including the garage).  

 

Basis for Site Layout 

The existing site is largely untouched.  The addition to the front of the house encloses a 

small portion of the front porch to create an entry vestibule; the addition to the rear 

allows the 2nd bedroom to move towards the rear of the site and enable the bathroom 

to be relocated off the hall between the two bedrooms.  The driveway is being 

replaced with permeable paving and the curb cut is being widened.  

 

Existing and Proposed Uses 

The house will continue to be a single-story single-family home consistent with much of 

the neighborhood as you move away from Willow Ave.  The rear of the property backs 

up to the playing fields of Kipp Valient Prep. 

 

Neighbor Outreach 

I’ve lived at 503 O’Keefe for almost 20 years and the neighbors on either side (Brian and 

Susan Hart/423 O’Keefe and Brian Gilmer/507 O’Keefe, were here when I arrived as a 

renter in 2008.  I purchased the home from my landlord in 2016 and Brian Gilmer has 

since married and now has two children, Arthur and Helen.  Through the years we’ve 

spoken over the fence and been on good terms.  Both received the public notice card 

from the city and asked me a few questions, both are fine with the project.  I spoke with 

them again February 1, 2026 and we took a selfie.  Brian Gilmer sent an e-mail of 

support to Monika Roy, the project Plan Tech (see attached). 
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Heather Young Architects   503 Okeefe Remodel/Addition  
 

 

Brian Hart on left, Heather Young in center, Brian Gilmer on right – February 1, 2026 

 

As per staff recommendation, an Outreach Letter was developed and hand-delivered 

to immediate neighbors.  The letter included an introduction, project description, site 

plan, perspective images of the house, floor plan, and contact information for both me 

and project planner Matthew Ball.  The 2 March 2026 letter was delivered at 7:30 am 

the morning of 3 Mar 2026. 

▪ The letter was hand-delivered to (9) properties in the immediate vicinity: 415 

O’Keefe, 416 O’Keefe, 419 O’Keefe, 423 O’Keefe, 504 O’Keefe, 507 O’Keefe, 508 

O’Keefe, 512 O’Keefe, and 704 Arnold Way 

▪ No correspondence has been received as a result of this additional outreach 

▪ No changes were requested or made to the project design 

A copy of the Outreach Letter is attached. 
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Heather Young Architects   503 Okeefe Remodel/Addition  
 

Thank you for your time and attention to this proposal. Please contact me with any 

questions or requests for additional information. We look forward to working with you to 

entitle this application.  

Sincerely - 

 

 

 

Heather Young 

HEATHER YOUNG ARCHITECTS  
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Heather Young <heather@hyarchs.com>

503 OKeefe Street
3 messages

brian@briangilmer.com <brian@briangilmer.com> Mon, Feb 2, 2026 at 10:37 AM
To: MRoy@menlopark.gov
Cc: heather@hyarchs.com

Monika,

 

My name is Brian Gilmer, I am the owner of the property at 507 O’Keefe Street in Menlo Park.  My neighbor, Heather
Young, was telling me that when she applied for permits, she was told that her house is a few inches less than 5 feet from
the property line that we share.   These houses were completed in 1948 and my family has owned the property since
then, this has never been a problem and it is not a problem now.  No work has even been done on the 503 O’Keefe street
property, since the original construction, that would have brought any part of the house closer to the property line, so this
is where it was originally built.  I fully support her planned remodel and as it will not impact the side of her house closest to
me, I do not feel she should be required to perform any mitigating work due to the fact it was build a few inches closer to
our shared property line that current code allows for.  If you would like me to write to the planning commission, I am happy
to do that.

 

Best Regards

 

Brian Gilmer

507 O’Keefe Street

Heather Young <heather@hyarchs.com> Mon, Feb 2, 2026 at 12:05 PM
To: brian@briangilmer.com
Cc: MRoy@menlopark.gov

Hi Brian - 

Thanks for sharing your thoughts and support for the proposed remodel/addition to my home at 503 O'Keefe with Monika.

Regards -
Heather

Heather Young, Partner

www.hyarchs.com

81 Encina Ave, Suite 100

Palo Alto, CA  94301

2/3/26, 7:14 PM Heather Young Architects Mail - 503 OKeefe Street

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=9dbdb4e5fe&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1856039734760564717&simpl=msg-f:185603973476056471… 1/2
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D  650-459-3203

C  650-793-1289

[Quoted text hidden]

Heather Young <heather@hyarchs.com> Mon, Feb 2, 2026 at 12:05 PM
To: Heather Young <heatherhyoung1@gmail.com>

Heather Young, Partner

www.hyarchs.com

81 Encina Ave, Suite 100

Palo Alto, CA  94301

D  650-459-3203

C  650-793-1289

[Quoted text hidden]

2/3/26, 7:14 PM Heather Young Architects Mail - 503 OKeefe Street

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=9dbdb4e5fe&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1856039734760564717&simpl=msg-f:185603973476056471… 2/2
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March 2, 2026 

RE: Remodel/Addition at 503 O’Keefe Street 

 

 

 

Dear Neighbor, 

 

Hello!  I’m the owner and architect for the remodel/addition project at 503 O’Keefe 

Street.  Structural and thermal improvements to the building envelope, moving away 

from reliance on gas, modernizing the kitchen and bathroom, and making the house 

more livable as I age in place are the primary goals of the project.   

The project consists of remodeling the interior of the home with a new kitchen and 

bathroom, replacing the exterior siding and windows, adding a new entry vestibule and 

small rear addition (192 sf total), and other energy/utility improvements.  Although 

maintained by the owners over the years, the improvements to the heating and cooling 

system (bye bye to the original gas furnace!),  and house energy performance will 

enable the home to be more resilient and sustainable going forward. 

The existing home built in 1948 was constructed too close to the right hand property line 

under today’s zoning ordinance, 3’-11” and 4’-9” at the closest and furthest points, 

where 5’-0” min is required today.   A Use Permit is required because the proposed work 

will exceed the 75% construction cost threshold for single-story single-family residence 

improvements.  The house is and will continue to be single-story.  The existing accessory 

structure in the backyard is to remain and the existing trees will be retained. 

 

 
Proposed Site Plan 
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Heather Young Architects   503 O ’ Keefe St  
 

 

Architectural Style, Materials, Colors and Construction Methods 

The project design style is transitional.  The simple volumes of the design and building 

structure are similar to the existing home and surrounding neighbors.  The existing house 

and many of the neighboring homes have wood siding and asphalt shingle gable roofs.  

The proposed design replaces the existing horizontal wood siding with two widths of 

vertical siding separated by a waterproofing trim joint at the window heads.  The new 

windows have insulated glass and pre-finished metal cladding painted dark grey to 

complement the medium-light grey color of the new siding.  Plans and perspective 

images of the homes are attached. 

All neighbors adjacent to the property are being provided this notice as a courtesy.  

You should already have received a notice from the city in the mail.  Please note the 

enclosed drawings and images are preliminary and may change due to project 

modification requested by the city of Menlo Park or as the design develops.  

 

This project is being reviewed by the City of Menlo Park Planning.  For additional 

information please contact the project planner, Matthew Ball, at 

MHBall@menlopark.gov or (650) 330-6739. 

 

Sincerely - 

 

 

 

Heather Young 

  

Heather Young Architects 

email: heather@hyarchs.com 
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Heather Young Architects   503 O ’ Keefe St  
 

 
Proposed Front Facade 

 

 

 

 
Proposed Rear Facade 
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GROUND FLOOR PLAN – 503 O’Keefe Street 
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Tree Survey Report 

Inspection Date: August 18, 2025 
Attending Arborist: Kevin J. Carlson 

Ms. Heather Young 
503 O’Keefe Street 

Menlo Park, California 

Kevin J. Carlson 

Urban Tree Management 
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #WE-7475B 
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #629 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
ISA Prescription Pruning Qualified 
ASCA Tree and Plant Appraisal Qualified 

EXHIBIT C
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ASSIGNMENT 
 
Physically inspect six trees on the subject property based on the site plan and instructions 
provided by Heather Young Architects.  See attached Progress Site Plan Sheet A1.01, dated 
8/17/25. 
 
Map, tag, and compile data for each tree and write an inventory/survey report documenting our 
observations. Provide general tree protection recommendations for use during the upcoming site 
development project. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
This survey provides a numbered map, and complete and detailed information for each tree 
surveyed. The complete list of trees and all relevant information, including their health and 
structure ratings, their “protected/significant” status, and any special notes, can be found in the 
Tree Survey Data Table on page 15. 
 
There are a total of six trees included in this report, only one of which is protected under the 
provisions of Menlo Park Municipal Code Chapter 13.24. The survey indicates the following 
with respect to quantities: 
A: Retain; condition warrants long-term preservation: 6 trees. 
B: Preservable; trees are a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design 
accommodation: 0 trees. 
C: May be preservable but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation: 0 trees. 
D: Recommend removal due to existing health and/or structure: 0 trees. 
 
 
SURVEY METHODS 
 
The trunks of the trees were measured using an arborist’s caliper at 54 inches above mean natural 
grade. The canopy height and spread were estimated using visual references acquired by the use 
of a clinometer at various locations.  All trees in this survey were tagged with blue anodized 
aluminum tags affixed to the trunk with a nail, on the side of the trunk that is most easily viewed.  
In cases where the tree is too small to accept a nail, the tags have been affixed with a zip tie or 
nailed to the tree stake supporting the tree. 
 
The condition of each tree was assessed by visual observation only from a standing position. 
This assessment did not include drilling or using sonar equipment to detect internal decay, or 
include climbing and/or the use of aerial equipment to assess higher portions of the tree. 
Consequently, it is possible that individual trees may have internal or belowground health 
problems or structural defects which were not identified.  
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All the trees surveyed were examined and then rated based on their individual health and 
structure according to the following Tree Ratings Table. Accordingly, a tree may be rated  
“good” under the health column for excellent/vigorous appearance and growth, and rated 
“fair/poor” in the structure column if structural mitigation is needed.  
 
The health of an individual tree is rated based on leaf color and size, canopy density, new shoot 
growth, dead wood accumulation, and the absence or presence of pests or disease.  Also 
considered is the arborist’s own interpretation of what is “normal” for the species. 
 
Individual tree structure is rated based on the growth pattern of the tree, including the degree of 
lean, the presence or absence of poor limb attachments, the length and weight of limbs, bowing 
or sweeping, and the extent/location of apparent decay. For each tree, a structural rating of “fair” 

or above indicates that the structure can be maintained with routine pruning such as removing 
dead branches and reducing branch end weight as the tree grows. A “fair/poor” rating indicates 

that the tree has significant structural weaknesses and corrective action is warranted. The notes 
section for that tree will then recommend a strategy/technique to improve the structure or 
mitigate structural issues. A “poor” structural rating indicates that the tree or portions of the tree 

may fail and that there are few mitigation options other than removal of the tree or large portions 
of the tree. Very large trees that are rated “fair/poor” for structure and that are near structures or 
in an area frequently traveled by cars or people, receive an additional consider removal due to 
hazard notation under the recommendations. This is included because structural mitigation 
techniques do not guarantee against structural failure, especially in very large trees. Property 
owners may or may not choose to remove this type of tree but should be aware that if a very 
large tree experiences a major structural failure, the impact may be significant. 
 

TREE RATINGS TABLE 

 
Rating Health Structure 

Good excellent/vigorous exceptional 

Fair/good no significant health concerns very stable 

Fair showing initial or temporary 
disease, pests, or lack of vitality. 
measures should be taken to 
improve health and appearance.  

routine maintenance needed such as 
pruning or end weight reduction as tree 
grows 

Fair/poor in decline, significant health issues significant structural weakness(es), 
mitigation needed, mitigation may or may 
not preserve the tree.  

Poor dead or near dead hazard  
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TREE DISPOSITION CATEGORIES 

Each tree onsite has been given a preservation rating relative to its existing condition. Factors 
such as tree health, condition, age, planting location, species, and structure are all considered to 
determine if a tree is suitable for preservation. Each tree in the Tree Survey Data Table has been 
assigned to one of the following categories:  

A: Retain; condition warrants long-term preservation:   
B: Preservable; trees are a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design 
accommodation:   
C: May be preservable but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation:  
D: Recommend removal due to existing health and/or structure:  

If trees with poor structure or less than ideal conditions are retained, they may require further 
assessments, monitoring, access restrictions, maintenance, or eventual removal. More thorough 
conversations about impacts and specific preservation plans may be reported as the project 
evolves. 

CITY OF MENLO PARK DEFINITION OF A HERITAGE TREE 

1. Any tree other than an oak that has a trunk with a circumference of 47.1 inches (diameter of
15 inches) or more, measured at 54 inches above natural grade

2. Any oak tree native to California has a trunk with a circumference of 31.4 inches (diameter
of 10 inches) or more measured at 54 inches above natural grade

3. A tree or group of trees specifically designated by the City Council for protection because of
its historical significance, special character, or community benefit.

SURVEY AREA OBSERVATIONS 

The surveyed property is a landscaped 7,000 square foot residential lot in Menlo Park, 
California, with a primary dwelling unit in the front and an accessory structure in the rear.  
Small to medium-sized introduced landscape specimens account for the entire tree population, 
and there are no trees on site that are native to California or would predate the original 
construction of the home in 1948. 

APPRAISED VALUE 

The appraised value of all trees included in this survey is $30,200, based on the reproduction 
method/trunk formula technique in the Guide for Tree and Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition, 2019. 
The lone heritage tree on this site (Prunus padus #6) has an appraised value of $12,000.  See the 
attached appraisal worksheet on page 16. 
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RISKS TO TREES BY CONSTRUCTION 

Aside from any health and structure issues indicated in this report, the trees on this site could be 
at risk of damage by construction activities common to most projects. These activities may 
include the dumping or stockpiling of materials over root systems; trenching across the root 
zones for utilities or landscape irrigation; routing of construction traffic across root systems 
resulting in soil compaction and root dieback; and general grading and/or excavation activities. It 
is therefore essential that tree protection measures be installed per the project plans and 
specifications. When trenching for underground utilities or irrigation lines, it is essential that 
trenches be located outside the drip line wherever possible, and that the Project Arborist oversees 
any excavation within the drip line area. Any other grading or excavation activities near the drip 
line of any tree should likewise be overseen by the Project Arborist. 

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES 

Protective fencing must be provided during the construction period to protect heritage and/or 
significant trees. This fencing must protect a sufficient portion of the root zone in order to be 
effective. Fencing is recommended to be located 8-10 times the DSH in all directions from the 
tree. DSH for each tree is shown in the attached data table. The minimum recommendation for 
tree protection fencing location is 6 times the DSH where a larger distance is not possible. There 
are areas where we will amend this distance based upon tree condition and proposed 
construction. In our experience, the protective fencing should: 

a. Consist of 12-gauge chain link fencing with a minimum height of 6 feet.
b. Be mounted on steel posts driven approximately 2 feet into the soil.
c. Fence posts should be located a maximum of 10 feet on-center.
d. Protective fencing must be installed prior to the arrival of materials, vehicles, or 

equipment.
e. Protective fencing must not be moved, even temporarily, and must remain in place until 

all construction activities are completed, unless otherwise approved by the Project 
Arborist.

f. Tree protection signage shall be mounted to each individual fencing location.  Tree 
protection signage shall consist of an 8.5” x 11” laminated sheet with the words “TREE 
PROTECTION ZONE-DO NOT ENTER”, along with the name and phone number of 
the Project Arborist.  Signage should be readable from a distance of at least 20 feet.

g. For trees that are not protected by ordinance and are too close to construction to allow 
for chain link fence, trunk protection is acceptable (see photo). Ensure that root cutting 
is performed only as specified below.
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Based upon the condition and location of trees present on site, the following is also 
recommended for any planned or future construction: 
 

1. The Project Arborist should oversee any excavation activities within the tree protection 
zones.  

2. Any roots exposed during construction activities that are larger than 2 inches in diameter 
should not be cut or damaged until the Project Arborist has an opportunity to assess the 
impact that removing these roots could have on the trees. 

3. The area under the driplines of trees should be thoroughly irrigated to a depth of 18 
inches every 2 weeks during the dry months (June-October). 

4. Mulch should cover all bare soil within the tree protection fencing zone. This material 
must be 6-8 inches in depth after spreading.  Much should be spread by hand and kept at 
least 12 inches away from individual tree trunks. Coarse wood chips are preferred 
because they are organic and degrade naturally over time.  

5. There must be no grading, trenching, or surface scraping inside the driplines of protected 
trees, unless specifically approved by the Project Arborist. For trenching, this means:  

a. Trenches for any underground utilities (gas, electric, water, phone, cable, etc.) 
must be located outside the driplines of protected trees, unless approved by the 
Project Arborist. Alternative methods of installation may be suggested.  

b. Landscape irrigation trenches must be located a minimum distance of 10 times the 
trunk diameter from the trunks of protected trees unless otherwise noted and 
approved by the Project Arborist. 

6. Materials must not be stored, stockpiled, dumped, or buried inside the driplines of 
protected trees. 

7. Excavated soil must not be piled or dumped, even temporarily, inside the driplines of 
protected trees. 

8. Landscape materials (cobbles, decorative bark, stones, fencing, etc.) must not be installed 
directly in contact with the bark of trees due to risk of damage or spread of pathogens.  

9. Landscape irrigation systems must be designed to avoid overspray on to the trunks of 
trees, especially oak trees. 

10. Any pruning should be performed under the supervision of an arborist certified by the 
ISA (International Society of Arboriculture) and according to ISA Western 
Chapter/ANSI Standards (1998). 

11. Any shrubs planted inside the driplines of oak trees must be species that are compatible 
with their environmental and cultural requirements. Shrubs compatible with California 
native oaks can be found in the California Oak Foundation 1991 publication Compatible 
Plants Under & Around Oaks, available online at: 
http://californiaoaks.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/04/CompatiblePlantsUnderAroundOak
s.pdf. 
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CITY OF MENLO PARK SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Once plans have been updated to include construction elements, a report addendum will 
be required to address specific impacts to heritage trees, along with specific measures that 
will be taken to protect them during construction. 

2. Once plans have been updated to include construction elements, the tree protection zone 
(TPZ) of each heritage tree must be shown on the plans, along with notes for any specific 
tree protection measures. 

3. Any heritage tree damaged beyond repair during the construction process will require 
replacement based on its appraised value. 

4. Prior to issuance of demolition and/or building permits, the Project Arborist must submit 
a tree protection verification letter verifying that the tree protection measures are in place 
and in conformance with the plans and specifications. 

5. Work required to be supervised by the Project Arborist must be accompanied by a 
follow-up letter detailing the recommended work plan and mitigation measures, as well 
as a statement that the mitigation has been completed per the plans and specifications. 

6. Once construction begins, monthly reports by the Project Arborist are required.  Reports 
must address any maintenance and mitigation requirements, and must be submitted to the 
City Arborist for review. 

7. A final sign-off letter by the Project Arborist is required at the end of construction. 
8. A final inspection by the City Arborist is required at the end of construction. 
9. The Project Arborist must submit a written plan for the post-construction maintenance of 

preserved trees. 
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APPLICABLE REFERENCE STANDARDS for TREE HEALTH 

ISA Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition, 2019 

Exceptional: Good health and structure with significant size, location or quality.  

Good: Normal vigor, well-developed structure, function and aesthetics not compromised with 
good longevity for the site.  

Fair: Reduced vigor, damage, dieback, or pest problems, at least one significant structural 
problem or multiple moderate defects requiring treatment. Major asymmetry or deviation from 
the species’ normal habit, function and aesthetics compromised.  

Poor: Unhealthy and declining appearance with poor vigor, abnormal foliar color, size or density 
with potential irreversible decline. One serious structural defect or multiple significant defects 
that cannot be corrected and failure may occur at any time. Significant asymmetry and 
compromised aesthetics and intended use.  

Very Poor: Poor vigor and dying with little foliage in irreversible decline. Severe defects with 
the likelihood of failure being probable or imminent. Aesthetically poor with little or no function 
in the landscape.  

Dead/Unstable: Dead or imminently ready to fail. 

 
DSH (syn. DBH) = Diameter at Standard Height.  The diameter of the trunk of a tree measured 
at 54 inches above the mean natural grade. 
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Common Cherry #1 
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Kousa Dogwood #2 
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Hybrid Apple #3 
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Japanese Maple #4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A55



 

contractors license # 755989   |   po box 971 los gatos ca 95031   |   urbantreemanagement.com 
13 

 

 

 

Jacaranda #5 
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Birdcherry #6 
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TREE SURVEY DATA

503 O'Keefe Street, Menlo Park, CA

August 18, 2025

KEY

Good

Fair - Good

Fair

Fair - Poor

Poor

TAG NO. COMMON NAME DIAMETER AT STD. HEIGHT HEIGHT WIDTH HEALTH STRUCTURE PROTECTED (X) TREE DISPOSITION NOTES

1 CHERRY 12 16 16 F F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MUTI-STEM UNION @ 40".  MINOR DEAD WOOD IN THE UPPER CANOPY.

2 KOUSA DOGWOOD 10.75 16 8 F F/G A MULTIPLE STEMS FROM BELOW GRADE-MEASURED INDIVIDUALLY AT 54 INCHES.  TREE IS DROUGHT STRESSED

3 HYBRID APPLE 4.5 8 10 F/G F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 12".  GOOD CONDITION.

4 JAPANESE MAPLE 6 9 9 F/G F/G A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 9".  GODD CONDITION.

5 JACARANDA 11.5 30 30 F F/G A MEASURED AT STD. DSH. MINOR DEAD WOOD.

6 BIRDCHERRY 15 18 22 F/G F/G X A MEASURED BELOW THE MULTI-STEM UNION @ 44".  GOOD CONDITION.

6
0
0

D= Recommend removal due to existing condition and/or structure 0
6

Total Protected Trees 1

Common Name Key Botanical Name
CHERRY Prunus spp.
KOUSA DOGWOOD Cornus kousa
HYBRID APPLE Malus spp.
JAPANESE MAPLE Acer palmatum
JACARANDA Jacaranda mimosifolia
BIRDCHERRY Prunus padus

Address:

declining; measures should be taken to improve health and 
appearance

in decline: significant health issues

dead or near dead

HEALTH

Ratings for health and structure are given separately for each tree according to the table below.  IE, a tree may be rated 
"Good" under the health column For excellent, vigorous appearance and growth, while the same tree may be rated "Fair, 
Poor" in the structure column if structural mitigation is needed. 

excellent, vigorous

no significant health concerns

hazard

STRUCTURE

exceptional

very stable

Inspection Date:

routine maintenance needed

mitigation needed:  may or 
may not preserve this tree

B = Preservable, tree is a benefit and may be worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation.

TOTAL TREES

C = May be preservable, but is not worthy of extensive effort or design accommodation.

A = Retain, condition warrants long-term preservation

CITY OF MENLO PARK HERITAGE TREE DEFINITION:        
1. ANY TREE OTHER THAN AN OAK WITH A TRUNK DIAMETER OF 15 INCHES OR MORE AT 54 INCHES ABOVE GRADE.
2. ANY CALIFORNIA NATIVE OAK WITH A TRUNK DIAMETER OF 10 INCHES OR MORE AT 54 INCHES ABOVE GRADE.
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ADDRESS:
DATE:

Tree Species Condition Trunk Func. Ext. Replacement tree Installation Total Unit Appraised Basic Depreciated Cost Reproduction
No. 0 to 1.0 Diameter Limitation limitation Size Cost Cost Cost Tree cost Trunk area tree cost cost Solution cost

0 to 1.0 0 to 1.0 (rounded)
1

1 Common Cherry 0.7 12 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 113.1 8,634 6,044 6,216 6,200
2 Kousa Dogwood 0.6 10.75 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 82.8 90.8 7,515 4,509 4,682 4,700
3 Hybrid Apple 0.9 4.5 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 15.9 1,214 1,093 1,265 1,300
4 Japanese Maple 0.8 6 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 76.34 28.3 2,158 1,727 1,899 1,900
5 Jacaranda 0.6 11.5 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 63.74 103.9 6,621 3,972 4,145 4,100
6 Birdcherry 0.8 15 1 1 172.73 172.73 345.46 82.8 176.7 14,632 11,706 11,878 12,000

TOTAL 30,200

503 O'Keefe Street, Menlo Park, CA
August 18, 2025

Largest Commonly Available Nursery Tree (LCANT) is Based On a 24 Inch Box Specimen With a 2-inch Caliper

URBAN TREE MANAGEMENT LLC:  Tree Valutaions Based on the Reproduction Method/Trunk Formula Technique in the  Guide for Tree and Plant Appraisal  10th Edition, 2019
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1

 2

3

4

5

6

#1: 12" Punus spp.
#2: 10.75" Cornus kousa
#3: 4.5" Malus spp.
#4: 6" Acer palmatum
#5: 11.5" Jacaranda mimosifolia
#6: 15" Prunus padus 

TREE LOCATIONS ADDED 
8/19/25  BY PROJECT ARBORIST 
KEVIN J. CARLSON
ISA BCMA #WE-7475B
RCA #629
ISA TREE RISK ASSESSMENT QUALIFIED
ASCA TREE & PLANT APPRAISAL QUALIFIED
ISA PRESCRIPTION PRUNING QUALIFIED
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

 
1. Any legal description provided to this arborist is assumed to be correct.  No responsibility is assumed for matters 

legal in character nor is any opinion rendered as to the quality of any title. 
2. This arborist can neither guarantee nor be responsible for accuracy of information provided by others. 
3. This arborist shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of the information provided by this 

arborist unless subsequent written arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for services. 
4. Loss or removal of any part of this report invalidates the entire report. 
5. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose by any other 

than the person(s) to whom it is addressed without written consent of this arborist. 
6. This report and the values expressed herein represent the opinion of this arborist, and this arborist’s fee is in no way 

contingent upon the reporting of a specified value nor upon any finding to be reported. 
7. Sketches, diagrams, graphs, photos, etc., in this report, being intended as visual aids, are not necessarily to scale and 

should not be construed as engineering reports or surveys. 
8. This report has been made in conformity with acceptable appraisal/evaluation/diagnostic reporting techniques and 

procedures, as recommended by the International Society of Arboriculture. 
9. When applying any pesticide, fungicide, or herbicide, always follow label instructions. 
10. No tree described in this report was climbed, unless otherwise stated.  This arborist cannot take responsibility for any 

defects which could only have been discovered by climbing.  A full root collar inspection, consisting of excavating the 
soil around the tree to uncover the root collar and major buttress roots, was not performed, unless otherwise stated.  
This arborist cannot take responsibility for any root defects which could only have been discovered by such an 
inspection. 
 
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 to 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 any medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 
 
Treatment, pruning and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s services such 
as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and other issues.  Arborists 
cannot take such considerations into account unless complete and accurate information is disclosed to the arborist.  An 
arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the completeness and accuracy of the information 
provided. 
 
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled.  To live near trees is to accept some degree of risk.  The only way 
to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees. 
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PAGE: 1 of 2 

LOCATION: 
503 O’Keefe Street 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2026-00006 

APPLICANT: 
Heather Young 

OWNER: 
Heather Young 

PROJECT CONDITIONS: 

1. The use permit shall be subject to the following standard conditions:

a. The applicant shall be required to apply for a building permit within one year from the
date of approval (by June 22, 2027) for the use permit to remain in effect.

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans
prepared by Heather Young, consisting of 29 plan sheets, dated April 26, 2026, and
approved by the Planning Commission on June 22, 2026, except as modified by the
conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning Division.

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

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

e. 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.

f. 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.

g. 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.

h. Heritage trees in the vicinity of the construction project shall be protected pursuant to
the Heritage Tree ordinance and the arborist report prepared by Urban Tree
Management dated August 18, 2025.

i. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay all fees incurred through staff
time spent reviewing the application.

j. The applicant or permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Menlo
Park or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding
against the City of Menlo Park or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside,
void, or annul an approval of the Planning Commission, City Council, Community
Development Director, or any other department, committee, or agency of the City
concerning a development, variance, permit, or land use approval which action is
brought within the time period provided for in any applicable statute; provided, however,
that the applicant’s or permittee’s duty to so defend, indemnify, and hold harmless shall
be subject to the City’s promptly notifying the applicant or permittee of any said claim,
action, or proceeding and the City’s full cooperation in the applicant’s or permittee’s
defense of said claims, actions, or proceedings.

EXHIBIT D
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LOCATION: 
503 O’Keefe Street 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2026-00006 

APPLICANT: 
Heather Young  

OWNER: 
Heather Young  

PROJECT CONDITIONS: 

k. Notice of Fees Protest – The applicant may protest any fees, dedications, reservations, 
or other exactions imposed by the City as part of the approval or as a condition of 
approval of this development. Per California Government Code 66020, this 90-day 
protest period has begun as of the date of the approval of this application.  

2. The use permit shall be subject to the following project-specific conditions: 
 

a. Prior to issuance of any street work permit (and prior to final inspection of ROW 
improvements), the applicant shall remove/relocate any portion of the fence within the 
public right-of-way or obtain an encroachment permit from the City Engineer 
authorizing the fence to remain. 
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City of Menlo Park

503 O'Keefe
Location Map

Date: 6/8/2026 Drawn By:4,000 Matthew Ball Checked By: Tom Smith 1: Sheet: 1Scale:
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503 O’Keefe Street – Attachment C: Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
PROJECT 

ZONING 
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 6,997.0 sf 6,997.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min 
Lot width 50.0 ft 50.0  ft 65.0 ft min 
Lot depth 140.0 ft 140.0  ft 100.0 ft min 

Setbacks 
Front 25.3 ft 25.3 ft 20.0 ft min 
Rear 69.8 ft 79.9 ft 20.0 ft min 
Side (right) 3.9 ft 3.9 ft 5.0 ft min 
Side (left) 4.6 ft 4.6 ft 5.0 ft min 

Building coverage 2,323.0 
33.2 

sf 
% 

2,170.0 
31.0 

sf 
% 

2,799.0 
40.0 

sf max 
% max 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,020.0 sf 1,828.0 sf 2,800.0 sf max 

Square footage by floor 
1,103.0 

311.0 
123.0 
786.0 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 
sf/accessory 

911.0 
311.0 
162.0 
786.0 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 
sf/accessory 

Square footage of 
buildings 

2,323.0 sf 2,170.0 sf 

Building height 13.7 ft 13.7 ft 28.0 ft max 
Parking 1 covered space 1 covered space 2 spaces 

Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation 

Trees Heritage trees 1 Non-Heritage trees 5 New trees 0 
Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

0 Total number of trees  6 
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STAFF REPORT 

Planning Commission    
Meeting Date:   6/22/2026 
Staff Report Number:  26-026-PC 
 
Public Hearing:  Consider and adopt a resolution to 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, depth and area in the R-1-U 
(Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district, 
at 351 McKendry Drive. Determine this action is 
categorically exempt under CEQA guidelines 
Section 15303’s Class 3 exemption for new 
construction or conversion of small structures.  

 

Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution approving a use permit to demolish 
an existing single-story, single-family residence to construct a new two-story, single-family residence on a 
substandard lot with regard to lot width, depth and area in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) 
zoning district, at 351 McKendry Drive. The draft resolution, including the recommended actions and 
conditions of approval, is included as Attachment A. 

 

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

 

Background 
Site location 
McKendry Drive has an east-west orientation and runs parallel to Willow Road, which is located north of 
the subject property. The subject site is in the Willows neighborhood near the eastern end of McKendry 
Drive, opposite the McKendry Place cul-de-sac. The surrounding properties contain a mixture of 
predominantly older single-family residences that also share the same R-1-U zoning designation. The 
older residences are generally single-story with detached garages, while a small number of newer 
residences are generally two-story homes with attached garages. A variety of architectural styles are 
present in the neighborhood, including craftsman, ranch, and traditional styles. A location map is included 
as Attachment B. 
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Analysis 
Project description 
The applicant proposes demolishing the existing 984-square-foot single-story, single-family residence and 
detached garage, and constructing a new two-story, single-family residence. The proposed residence 
would be an approximately 2,860-square-foot home containing four bedrooms, four bathrooms, one half 
bathroom, and an attached two-car garage. The proposed driveway would be in the same general location 
as the existing driveway, towards the left side of the property.  
 
The lot is substandard with respect to minimum area, minimum lot width, and minimum lot depth. The lot 
area is 5,005 square feet, where 7,000 square feet is required. The lot width is 55 feet, where 65 feet is 
required, and the lot depth is 91 feet, where 100 feet is required. As a result, the proposal requires a use 
permit to allow a new two-story residence on a substandard lot.  
 
The proposed project would meet all Zoning Ordinance requirements for setbacks, lot coverage, floor area 
limit (FAL), daylight plane, and height. Of particular note with regard to Zoning Ordinance requirements: 
• The rear yard deck encroaches five feet, seven inches into the required rear yard setback, where six 

feet is allowed. 
• An architectural feature framing the garage encroaches approximately nine inches into the required 

front yard setback, where three feet is allowed. 
• The second floor is generally set back from the first floor on the front and sides except for the front right 

side. 
 

The project plans and the applicant’s project description letter are included as Attachment A, Exhibits A 
and B, respectively. A data table summarizing parcel and project attributes is included as Attachment C.  
 
Design and materials 
As stated in the project description letter, the applicant is proposing to demolish an existing single-story 
residence and detached one-car garage and construct a new two-story modern farmhouse-style residence 
with an attached two-car garage. The proposed design includes some aspects of the modern farmhouse 
style, including board and batten siding and gabled rooflines, but also incorporates contemporary 
architectural design features and materials such as the architectural eyebrow over the garage, a shed roof 
on the left side of the second story, and the use of stucco. The proposed exterior finishes would include 
board siding with trim, smooth stucco, stone veneer accents, black aluminum windows and exterior doors, 
and black roof shingles. Staff believes the scale, materials, architectural style, and design features of the 
proposed residence would result in development that is appropriate for the site and generally consistent 
with the character of the broader neighborhood. 
 
Second-story windows would have sill heights ranging from two to three feet, which are generally at or 
below staff’s general recommendation for three-foot sill heights. To ensure adequate privacy for 
neighboring properties, as described in the correspondence section below, staff is recommending project-
specific condition 2.a., which would require second-story windows on the left side of the residence to have 
a minimum three-foot sill height.  
 
Second-story windows on the right side of the residence would be set back nearly 11 feet or more from the 
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side property line, reducing potential privacy impacts to neighbors. In addition, a new tree would be 
planted in the vicinity of the right-side stairwell window, which could serve as an additional privacy-
enhancing measure for the right-side neighbor. Staff believes the increased second-story setbacks, tree 
planting, and project-specific condition 2.a. would respond to neighbor concerns while allowing ample light 
and air for the affected second-story rooms. 
 
Flood plain 
The subject property is located in the flood plain and is designated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) as a Zone AE property, meaning that it has a one percent annual chance of 
flooding. The site has a base flood elevation of 44.5 feet, approximately one foot higher than the average 
natural grade of 43.5 feet. The proposed residence would have a design flood elevation two feet above its 
average natural grade, and the top of the first-floor subflooring would be at an elevation of 45.67 feet. The 
proposed residence would be constructed with flood vents below the first floor to allow the free flow of 
flood waters. Utilities such as heat pumps would be raised to the design flood elevation height to reduce 
potential damage in the event of a flood. 
 
Trees and landscaping 
The project arborist inventoried a total of 11 trees on site and on surrounding properties (seven on-site, 
two straddling the property line, one neighboring tree, and one street tree), as shown in Table 1. The 
applicant is proposing to remove eight non-heritage trees. All other trees would be retained. The arborist 
report specifies tree protection measures such as tree protection fencing and hand or pneumatic tool 
excavation around heritage tree #7. The arborist recommends that no heavy machinery be used within the 
tree protection fencing and that the fencing should be in place before equipment arrives on site.  
 
A majority of the trees proposed for removal are clustered at the front right side of the property, including 
tree #6, a street tree, which would be removed and replaced to accommodate a new water meter. The City 
Arborist reviewed and approved the removal of tree #6 and replacement with a 24-inch box water gum 
tree. Other new trees would be positioned around the perimeter of the site to provide privacy screening, 
particularly in the area of the stairwell window on the right side of the residence. 
 

Table 1: Tree summary and disposition 

ID # Species Trunk 
Diameter Condition Status Removal or 

Retention 
Off-site or 

On-site 

1 Cypress 14 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

2 Cypress 13 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

3 Cypress 11 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

4 Cypress 13.5 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

5 Privet 6.5 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

6 Liquidambar 15 Poor Heritage Remove Street 

7 Coast live oak 36 Fair Heritage Retention On-site 
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8 Purple leaf 
plum 12 Fair Non-heritage Remove On-site 

9 Lemon 5 Poor Non-heritage Remove On-site 

10 Pepper 10 Fair Non-heritage Remove On-site 

11 Redwood 46 Fair Heritage Retention Off-site 

 
Correspondence 
The applicant states in their project description letter that the property owner conducted in-person visits 
with surrounding neighbors to present the project and address questions regarding the design, setbacks, 
and site features. Staff also received correspondence from one resident in the vicinity of the left side of the 
proposed residence, who has concerns with the proposed architectural design, privacy impacts, 
landscaping, and exterior lighting. The commenter requested additional privacy measures, enhanced 
landscaping and tree planting, and modifications to certain architectural elements to improve 
neighborhood compatibility. Staff is recommending project-specific condition 2.a. to address privacy 
concerns on the left side of the proposed residence. An existing heritage tree to remain on the left side of 
the residence would serve as an additional privacy buffer. The email correspondence is included as 
Attachment D.  
 
Conclusion 
Staff believes that the design, scale, and materials of the proposed residence are generally compatible 
with the surrounding neighborhood. The modern farmhouse style would be generally attractive and fit well 
within the existing neighborhood context. Building setbacks, landscaping, parking, and fencing are 
generally sufficient to mitigate potential privacy impacts with project-specific condition 2.a. Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission approve the use permit request. 

 

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 (“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. 

 

Attachments 
A. Draft Planning Commission Resolution approving the Use Permit 
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C. Arborist Report  
D. Conditions of Approval  

B. Location Map 
C. Data Table  
D. Correspondence 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2026-0XX 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK 
APPROVING A USE PERMIT DEMOLISH AN EXISTING SINGLE-STORY, SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCT A NEW TWO-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENCE ON A SUBSTANDARD LOT WITH REGARD TO MINIMUM LOT AREA, 
WIDTH, AND DEPTH IN THE R-1-U ZONING DISTRICT, AT 351 MCKENDRY DRIVE.  

WHEREAS, the City of Menlo Park (“City”) received an application requesting 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 minimum lot area, 
width, and depth in the R-1-U (Single Family Urban Residential) zoning district (the 
“Project”), at 351 McKendry (APN 062-311-400) (“Property”). The Project use permit is 
depicted in and subject to the development plans and project description letter, which 
are attached hereto as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively, and incorporated herein by 
this reference; and 

WHEREAS, the property is located in the Single Family Urban Residential (R-1-U) 
zoning district, which supports single-family residential uses; and 

WHEREAS, the property is substandard with regard to minimum lot area, width, and 
depth in the R-1-U zoning district; and 

WHEREAS, Menlo Park Municipal Code Chapter 16.59 allows new two-story homes on 
substandard lots subject to the granting of a use permit, provided the development 
complies with all other regulations in the applicable zoning district; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Project otherwise complies with all objective standards of the 
R-1-U zoning district; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant submitted an arborist report, attached hereto as Exhibit C, 
prepared by Davey Resource Group which was reviewed by the City Arborist and found 
to be in compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance, and proposes mitigation 
measures to adequately protect heritage trees in the vicinity of the project; and 

WHEREAS, the Project requires discretionary actions by the City as summarized above, 
and therefore the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA,” Public Resources Code 
Section §21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code of Regulations, Title 14, §15000 
et seq.) require analysis and a determination regarding the Project’s environmental 
impacts; and  

WHEREAS, the City is the lead agency, as defined by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, 
and is therefore responsible for the preparation, consideration, certification, and approval 
of environmental documents for the Project; and  

WHEREAS, the Project is categorically exempt from environmental review under Class 3 
(Section 15303, “New construction or conversion of small structures”) of the current 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and 

ATTACHMENT A
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WHEREAS, all required public notices and public hearings were duly given and held 
according to law; and 

WHEREAS, at a duly and properly noticed public hearing held on June 22, 2026, the 
Planning Commission fully reviewed, considered, and evaluated the whole of the record 
including all public and written comments, pertinent information, documents and plans, 
prior to taking action regarding the Project. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE MENLO PARK PLANNING COMMISSION HEREBY 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  Recitals.  The Planning Commission has considered the full record before it, 
which may include but is not limited to such things as the staff report, public testimony, 
and other materials and evidence submitted or provided, and the Planning Commission 
finds the foregoing recitals are true and correct, and they are hereby incorporated by 
reference into this Resolution. 
 
Section 2.  Conditional Use Permit Findings.  The Planning Commission of the City of Menlo 
Park does hereby make the following Findings: 

The approval of the use permit to construct a new two-story residence on a substandard lot 
is granted based on the following findings, which are made pursuant to Menlo Park 
Municipal Code Section 16.82.030: 

1. That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the use applied for will, under the 
circumstance of the particular case, not be detrimental to the health, safety, morals, 
comfort and general welfare of the persons residing in the neighborhood of such 
proposed use, or injurious or detrimental to property and improvements in the 
neighborhood or the general welfare of the city because: 
 
a. Consideration and due regard were given to the nature and condition of all 

adjacent uses and structures, and to general plans for the area in question and 
surrounding areas, and impact of the application hereon; in that, the proposed use 
permit is consistent with the R-1-U zoning district and the General Plan because 
two-story homes are allowed to be constructed on a substandard lot subject to 
issuance of a use permit, provided that the proposed residence conforms to 
applicable zoning standards, including, but not limited to, minimum setbacks, 
maximum floor area limit, and maximum building coverage.  
 

b. The proposed Project is designed to meet all the applicable codes and ordinances 
of the City of Menlo Park Municipal Code and the Commission concludes that the 
Project would not be detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the 
surrounding community as the proposed residence would be located in a single-
family neighborhood and has been designed in a way to complement the existing 
scale and style of surrounding homes.  
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Section 3.  Conditional Use Permit.  The Planning Commission approves Use Permit No. 
PLN2025-00051, which is depicted in and subject to the development plans and project 
description letter, which are attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference 
as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively.  The Use Permit is conditioned in conformance 
with the conditions attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference as Exhibit 
D.   
 
Section 4.  Environmental review.  The Planning Commission makes the following findings, 
based on its independent judgment after considering the Project, and having reviewed and 
taken into consideration all written and oral information submitted in this matter: 
 
1. The Project is categorically exempt from environmental review under Class 3 

(Section 15303, “New construction or conversion of small structures”) of the current 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

Section 5.  Severability. If any term, provision, or portion of these findings or the 
application of these findings to a particular situation is held by a court to be invalid, void 
or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of these findings, or their application to 
other actions related to the Project, shall continue in full force and effect unless 
amended or modified by the City. 
 

 
AYES:  
  
NOES:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Official Seal of 
said City on this __ day of June, 2026.  
 
PC Liaison Signature 
 
 
 
 
  
Corinna Sandmeier 
Principal Planner 
City of Menlo Park 
 
Exhibits 
A. Project plans 
B. Project description letter 
C. Arborist report 
D. Conditions of approval 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR 351 MCKENDRY DRIVE, MENLO PARK, CA 94025 

The current property is occupied by a single-story residence with a detached one-car 

garage. The property was rented for a very long time and is currently in a dilapidated 

condition needing major renovations. The lot is considered substandard with a width of 

55 feet, where 65 feet is required, a substandard lot depth of 91 ft, where 100 feet is 

required. The overall lot area consists of 5,005 square feet, where 7,000 square feet is 

required. I propose to demolish the existing subject property and the detached one car 

garage and construct a brand new two-story, single-family residence with an attached 

two car garage.  

The new home which I would like to build would consist of 4 bedrooms and 4.5 

bathrooms. The first floor is designed to include the two-car attached garage, bedroom 

suite, powder bath, laundry, and an open concept life stye kitchen, dining, and living 

room geared towards today’s lifestyle. The second floor would consist of a primary suite, 

and two other bedroom suites.  

Based on my architectural team’s research, the property I am proposing to build would 

meet all zoning ordinance requirements for setbacks, lot coverage, floor area limit 

(FAL), daylight plane, parking, and all height restrictions.  

The new design will consist of a modern farmhouse style with the usage of different 

materials being used to complement the overall design. The front of the property will 

utilize board siding with trim, smooth stucco, stone veneer, and black Presidential TL 

shingles. The windows and all exterior doors will be black/black (black exterior/black 

interior) aluminum. I have driven around the neighborhood and based on some recently 

completed new homes and some in progress, I believe my architect has come up with a 

design which is consistent with the broader neighborhood. I spoke to my neighbor on 

the left at 343 Mckendry Dr (Hubert Sun) stated he is a renter. I gave him my contact 

information to pass to the landlord. I haven’t heard back from the landlord as of yet. The 

other neighbor at 357 Mckendry Dr (Jennifer) is the owner and only concern she has is 

living next to a construction site while the home is being built.  
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6830 Cedar Blvd 
Newark, CA 94560 

(925) 209-0770
(925) 826-4344

redevtgroup@gmail.com 
CA License # 1105603 

Neighboring Outreach 

1. I spoke with Jennifer, my next door neighbor at 357 Mckendry on November 11, 2025 she
stated she was in the process of selling her home and did not have any objections to our
project. Her home is currently listed for sale.

2. Hubert Sun neighbor at 343 Mckendry he stated he was a renter, shared information on his
landlord Pam Simmons. I emailed Pam on January 12th introducing myself and asking
permission to be able to cut down the Coast Live Oak since it sits between both of our
properties. She emailed me back on 1/12/2027 granting permission and did not have any
objections to our new construction project.

3.Charlie at 354 Mckendry Place was happy to finally see someone remodeling the run
down property we purchased, saying it's been an eye sore for a long time. 1/27/2026.

4. Jim at 344 Mckendry Place stated he would provide support to our proposed project and
gave some information on what he encountered when he went through adding a second story
to his home. 1/27/2026

5. Vacy at 338 Mckendry Place was very supportive and happy as well to see the eye sore of the
neighborhood finally being worked on. 1/27/2026

We went to multiple surrounding neighbors and others were either not home or didn't open 
because they  perceived us as solicitors.  

Rasul Rasuli 
RE Development Group 
Project Manager 
925-826-4344
redevtgroup@gmail.com
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Corporate Headquarters 
1500 North Mantua Street 

P.O. Box 5193 
Kent, OH 4240-5193 

330-673-5685
Toll Free 1-800-828-8312 

Fax: 330-673-0860 

Northern California Office 
5955 Capistrano Ave. 

Atascadero, CA 93422 
831-291-2245

         Sabrina.huey@davey.com    

 ARBORIST REPORT AND TREE 

PROTECTION PLAN 
351 McKendry Dr., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

January 2026 - Updated March 2026 
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Arborist Report & Tree Protection Plan for 

351 McKendry Dr.  

Menlo Park, California 94025 

 

Prepared for: 

​ ​ ​ ​ ​  

RE Development Group 

Rasul Rasuli 

Project Manager 

 

 

January 2026 - Updated March 2026 
 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Davey Resource Group 

A Division of The Davey Tree Expert Company 

1500 North Mantua Street 

Kent, OH  44240 

 

 

 

Contact:  

 

Sabrina Huey 

ISA Arborist #WE-14060A 

TRAQ Qualified 

www.daveyresourcegroup.com 

 

Reviewed: 

Ian Scott 

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist #PN-5408BUM 

ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #698 

TRAQ Qualified 

www.daveyresourcegroup.com 

 

 

 
 

Notice of Disclaimer 
Inventory data provided by Davey Resource Group is based on visual recording at the time of inspection.  Visual records do 

not include testing or analysis and do not include aerial or subterranean inspection.  Davey Resource Group is 
not responsible for discovery or identification of hidden or otherwise non-observable risks.  Records may not 
remain accurate after inspection due to variable deterioration of inventoried material and site disturbance.  

Davey Resource Group provides no warranty with respect to the fitness of the urban forest for any use or 
purpose whatsoever or for future outcomes of the inventoried trees. 
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Summary 

In December 2025, Davey Resource Group (DRG) was contracted by Mr. Rasul Rasuli of RE Development Group to 
conduct a tree inventory and develop a tree protection plan for trees in the area of impact prior to a planned 
development project on the property at 351 McKendry Ave. in Menlo Park, CA. The request was made to assess the 
current condition of the trees and establish a protection plan based on the findings. 

On December 18, 2025, an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist (Sabrina Huey, #WE-14060A) 
from Davey Resource Group evaluated eleven (11) trees that may be impacted by development. The trees were 
assessed by their location, size, current condition, health, structure, and form. The current site plan was used to 
estimate the construction footprint in relation to the critical root zones (CRZ) of the trees to help guide construction 
and reduce potential impacts on the trees. Current plans include the demolition of the existing house, garage, 
driveway, and fence. The plans include the new build of a two-story building on the property, driveway, walking paths, 
and a new fence. Tree information is summarized as follows: 

● Eleven (11) trees were assessed, consisting of eight (8) distinct species: coast redwood (1 tree), lemon tree (1

tree), cypress (4 trees), privet (1 tree), Liquid ambar (1 tree), Coast live oak (1 tree), purple leaf plum, and

pepper tree (1 tree).

● The inventory encompasses the trees that may be impacted by the proposed construction.

● Three (3)  trees, on the property and neighboring property, are considered heritage trees under the Menlo

Park tree ordinance (Ch. 13.24.020 5.B). (Trees #6-7 and 11).

● Four (4) trees were in fair condition, and seven (7) trees were in poor condition.

● Tree heights ranged from 20 to 70 feet.

● Tree diameters at four and a half feet above grade/breast height (DBH) ranged from 5 to 46 inches.

● Nine (9) trees are recommended for removal. A permit is needed for tree #6.

● Two (2) of the trees may be retained following the tree protection measures provided in this report.

This report focuses on tree protection recommendations for tree preservation and provides the CRZs and SRZs 

(structural root zones) of these trees for planning purposes. DRG has provided general site preservation 

recommendations based on the provided construction plans. Arborist monitoring of construction is required whenever 

work is performed within the drip line of significant trees to be retained. Trenching must be done by hand or with 

pneumatic excavation tools. The trees identified for preservation should be monitored by a Certified Arborist at the 

end of construction and ongoing as needed.  

Introduction 
Current plans for 351 McKendry Ave. include the demolition of the existing building, driveway, fence, and garage. The 
new construction includes a two-story building, a new fence, and a new driveway. The proposed project has the 
potential to impact trees on the property. All trees over 4 inches in diameter on the property and adjacent properties 
that have canopies that overhang the site were assessed and evaluated for impacts, and to determine if any trees meet 
the criteria for significant status as defined by the City of Menlo Park. 

Assignment 
The arborist visually assessed each tree on the site, and the required tree data were collected using a portable tablet 
device. Following data collection, specific tree preservation plan elements were calculated that identified each tree's 
critical and structural root zones (CRZ and SRZ) to better ensure survivability during the planned development. This 
report establishes the condition of the trees and canopy within the project area. The protected ordinance-sized trees 
were appraised. The trees were visually assessed, and photo documented so that changes in condition can be 
evaluated if needed. 
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Limits of the Assignment 
Many factors can limit specific and accurate data when performing evaluations of trees, their conditions, and the 
potential for failure or response to site disturbances. No soil or tissue testing was performed. All observations were 
made from the ground on December 18, 2025, and no soil excavation to expose roots was performed. The most recent 
development plans were available to determine potential construction impacts. The determinations and 
recommendations presented here are based on current data and conditions that existed at the time of the evaluation 
and cannot be a predictor of the ultimate outcome for the evaluated trees in the future. Values were assigned to grade 
the attributes of the trees, including structure and canopy health, and to obtain an overall condition rating. No physical 
inspection of the upper canopy, sounding, resistance drilling, or other technologies were used in the evaluation of the 
trees. The site visit was conducted referencing the site plan dated 12-1-25 titled ‘Cover Sheet’.  

Purpose and Use of Report 
The purpose of this report is to provide a summary inventory of all trees within the project area of impact, including an 
assessment of the current condition and health, as well as providing a tree protection plan for all evaluated 
trees/canopies that may be impacted by construction plans. The findings in this report can be used to make informed 
decisions on design planning and guide the trees' long-term care. This report and detailed tree protection plan can also 
be submitted to the City of Menlo Park for permitting purposes. 
 

Methods 
Data was collected by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist (WE-14060A) on December 18, 

2025. The results were used to determine the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) and any other tree protection measures 

required during construction. The location and dripline of all trees four inches or greater in diameter at standard height 

(DSH, 4.5 ft. above grade) were documented.  

 

A visual inspection was used to develop the findings, conclusions, and recommendations found in this report. Data 
collection included measuring the diameter of significant trees at approximately 54 inches above grade (DBH), height 
estimation (+/- 5ft), average dripline distance, a visual assessment of tree condition, structure, and health, and a 
photographic record. A rating percentage (0-100%) was assigned for each tree’s health, structure, and form, and the 
lowest percentage was used as the overall tree condition. Using an average of the above factors together with the 
arborist’s best judgment, the general condition of each tree was recorded in one of the following categories, adapted 
from the rating system established by the International Society of Arboriculture and the 10th Edition of the Council of 
Tree & Landscape Appraisers (CTLA) Guide for Plant Appraisal   1

 
Condition: Condition ratings were based on but not limited to (1) the condition and environment of the tree’s root 
crown; (2) the condition of the trunk, including decay, injury, callusing, or presence of fungus sporophore; (3) the 
condition of the limbs, including the strength of crotches, amount of deadwood, hollow areas, and whether they bore 
excessive weight; (4) the condition and growth rate history of the twigs, including pest damage and diseases; (5) the 
leaf appearance, including abnormal size and density as well as pest and disease damage. 
Using an average of the above factors together with the arborist’s best judgment, the general condition of each tree 
was recorded in one of the following categories, adapted from the rating system established by the International 
Society of Arboriculture and the 10th Edition of the Council of Tree & Landscape Appraisers (CTLA) Guide for Plant 
Appraisal1 : 

●​ Excellent: High vigor and near-perfect health with little or no twig dieback, discoloration, or defoliation. It is 
nearly ideal and free of structural defects. It is a nearly ideal form for the species and is generally symmetrical.  

●​ Good: Vigor is typical for the species and has no significant damage due to disease or pests. Twig dieback, 
discoloration, or defoliation is minor. Well-developed structure with minor defects that can be corrected 
easily. Minor asymmetries/deviations from species norm. Function and aesthetics are not compromised.  

●​ Fair: Reduced vigor. Damage due to insects or diseases may be significant and associated with defoliation, but 
is not likely to be fatal. Twig dieback, defoliation, discoloration, and/or dead branches may comprise up to 

1 Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers. (2019). Guide for Plant Apprais from ofal, 10th Edition, Second Printing. Atlanta, GA: 
International Society of Arboriculture. 
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50% of the canopy, a single structural defect of a significant nature or multiple moderate defects; structural 
defects are impractical to correct or require multiple treatments over several years, or major 
asymmetries/deviations from species norm. Function and aesthetics are compromised.  

●​ Poor: Unhealthy and declining in appearance. Poor vigor, low foliage density, and poor foliage color are 
present. Potentially fatal pest infestation. Extensive twig or branch dieback. A single serious structural defect 
or multiple significant defects. Observed structural problems cannot be corrected. The tree is often a largely 
asymmetrical or abnormal form. The form detracts from the aesthetics or intended use to a significant 
degree.  

●​ Very Poor: Poor vigor and appears to be dying. Little live foliage. Single or multiple severe structural defects. It 
is visually unappealing and offers little to no functionality in the landscape.  

●​ Dead 
 

The Functional Replacement method was used to value the tree in this report. This approach extrapolates the cost to 

purchase the largest commonly available nursery tree to the size of the tree being appraised (the basic tree cost). From 

this basic tree cost, the value is depreciated based on the existing condition of the tree (its health, structure, and 

form), any functional limitations (the space it grows), and any external limitations (outside factors influencing tree 

growth). These values are adjusted according to the tree species, physical condition, and landscape placement. This 

approach does not consider the maintenance costs of the newly planted tree, which can be considerable over the 

tree's life. Most additional costs likely occur within the first 5-10 years after planting.    

 

The Trunk Formula Technique is calculated as  Value = Basic Tree Cost x Condition Rating % x Functional Limitations % 

x External Limitations %.  

 

●​ Basic Tree Cost = (Trunk Area Increase of appraised tree)x(Unit Tree Cost) 

●​ Condition Rating = a percentage scale based on the tree's health, structure, and form. 

○​ Health - An evaluation of the overall health and vigor of the tree 

○​ Structure - An evaluation of defects in the trunk and branch architecture 

○​ Form - An evaluation of the symmetry and aesthetics of the tree to its species ideal 

●​ Functional Limitations = a percentage scale associated with the interaction of the tree and its planting site. 

●​ External Limitations = a percentage scale associated with factors outside the property or control of the 

property owner.  

 
 
 

Observations 
 

Site Observations 
The project site is located in the City of Menlo Park, north of Middlefield Rd and east of Willow Rd. The parcel is a 
privately owned lot with an existing single-family house. The lot is classified as a single-family residence. The site is 
relatively level.  No active irrigation was observed at the site. All trees impacted by the construction were assessed. 
 

Tree Observations​  
Eleven (11) trees were assessed within the project area, comprising eight (8) different species: coast redwood (Sequoia 
sempervirens), lemon (Citrus x limon), cypress (Callitris columellaris), privet (Ligustrum lucidum), Liquidambar 
(Liquidambar styraciflua), purple leaf plum (Prunus cistena), pepper tree (Schinus molle), and Coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia). The trees are mostly mature trees that range from large to small in stature. The tree conditions were fair for 
four (4) trees and poor for seven (7) trees. Trunk diameters ranged from 5 inches to 46 inches. Tree heights ranged 
from 20 feet to 70 feet.  
 
 
A map of tree locations can be found in Appendix A. Tree photographs can be found in Appendix B, Condition 
Assessment can be found in Appendix C, and Appraisals can be found in Appendix D. 
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Table 1. Tree Inventory and Root Zones 

Tree 

# Stems 

DBH 

(in.) Common Name Botanical Name Height (ft) 

Canopy 

radius (ft) 

SRZ 

(Radius in 

ft) 

CRZ 

(Radius 

in ft) 

TPZ 

(Radius 

in ft) 

1 1 14 Cypress Callitris columellaris 40 12 7 14 13 

2 1 13 Cypress Callitris columellaris 40 8 
7 

13 9 

3 1 11 Cypress Callitris columellaris 40 10 6 11 11 

4 1 13.5 Cypress Callitris columellaris 

 

30 6 
7 

14 7 

5 1 6.5 Privet Ligustrum lucidum 30 6 4 7 7 

6 1 15 Liquidambar 

Liquidambar 

styraciflua 26 4 
8 

15 5  

7 1 36 Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 50 20 18 36 21 

8 1 12 Purple leaf plum Prunus acistena 30 12 6 12 13 

9 1 5 Lemon Citrus x limon 20 4 3 5 5 

10 1 10 Pepper Schinus molle 30 6 5 10 7 

11 2 46 Redwood 

Sequoia 

sempervirens 70 20 
23 

21 46 

 
 

Root Zone Calculations  

The trunk diameters of the assessed trees are often used to determine the Critical Root Zone (CRZ). The CRZ is 
considered the ideal preservation area for a tree. It can be calculated by adding 1 foot of radius for every inch of trunk 
diameter measured at 4.5 feet from grade/breast height (DBH). For example, a tree with a DBH of 10 inches has a 
calculated CRZ radius of 10 feet from the trunk. The CRZ represents the typical rooting area required for tree health 
and survival. As this project is located in the City of Menlo Park, CRZ was substituted with the city standard of the 
circular area around a tree with a radius measured to the nearest foot of the tree’s longest drip line radius, plus one 
foot to determine the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ). As seen in Table 1, according to the Menlo Park heritage tree 
definition and ordinance. Some impact (25% or less) within this zone is typically acceptable for average to 
good-condition trees with basic mitigation/stress reduction measures. Construction activities should not occur within 
the TPZ of any tree to be retained. This includes but is not limited to the storage of materials, parking of vehicles, 
contaminating soil by washing out equipment (concrete, paint, etc.), or changing soil grade. 

The structural root zone was calculated using a commonly accepted method established by Dr. Kim Coder in 
Construction Damage Assessments: Trees and Sites.  In this method, the root plate size (i.e., pedestal roots, zone of 2

rapid taper area, and roots under compression) and limits of disruption based upon tree DBH are considered as a 
minimum distance that any disruption should occur during construction. A significant risk of catastrophic tree failure 
exists if structural roots within this given radius are destroyed or severely damaged. The SRZ is the area where minimal 
or no disturbance should occur without arborist supervision. The TPZ and SRZ for the surveyed trees are listed above.  

2 Dr. Kim D. Coder, University of Georgia June 1996 
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Analysis and Recommendations 
 
Critical Root Zone  
As with most tree preservation planning, a critical element is minimizing root disturbance. When evaluating tree root 

disturbance during construction, there are two considerations: the removal of absorption roots and the removal of 

anchoring roots. Removal (or compaction in the area) of the absorption roots can cause immediate water stress and a 

significant decline in tree health. The ability of a tree to survive the loss of absorption roots depends on its tolerance of 

drought, tree health, and the ability to form new roots quickly. Removal of the larger anchoring roots can lead to 

structural instability. Trees that suffer substantial root loss or damage are seldom good candidates for preservation. 

The Critical Root Zone (CRZ) is considered the ideal preservation area of the root zone of a tree and was determined 

according to one (1) foot radius from the center point of the tree for each one (1) inch of tree trunk diameter 

measured at the diameter at standard height (DSH). The CRZ can be further differentiated into the “perimeter” (PCRZ) 

and “interior” (ICRZ) to help define potential impact and required post-care. Generally, the full PCRZ is considered the 

optimum amount of root protection for a tree. As one encroaches into the PCRZ but not into the “interior CRZ,” the 

greater care the tree would require to remain alive and stable. The ICRZ is half the radius of the full PCRZ. Disturbance 

in the ICRZ could destabilize or cause the tree to decline. 

 

The absolute maximum disturbance allowed should leave the ICRZ undisturbed if a tree is to have any chance of 

survival. Post-care treatment includes, but may not be limited to, regular irrigation, root treatment, pruning, mulching, 

guying, and monitoring for several years. 

 

CRZ measurements are estimated and may not accurately represent the actual dimensions of the root zone of the 

trees in the field. Many factors can limit root growth and expansion, such as the degree of slope, the presence of 

hardscape or heavily compacted areas, and/or tree health. Final selections for tree preservation are largely determined 

by the percentage of the PCRZ impacted. 

 

Recommendations Related to Proposed Development 
 
This report satisfies the conditions of the critical first step in the preservation process: a tree inventory, assessment, 

and analysis conducted by a qualified professional. Based on visual evaluations and the impacts of the proposed 

development, the following recommendations will benefit the health and viability of the trees affected by the 

proposed development.  

 

●​ Trees #1-3 are cypresses that are along the property line. The trees are about 6-8 ft from the proposed house 
and 4 ft from the new fence. The house is going to be a second-story building; more than 50% of the canopy 
will need to be removed for clearance. The significant impacts on the canopy of these trees will render the 
trees not viable for preservation. Removal of the trees is recommended; no permit is required for the removal 
of these trees.  

●​ Tree #4 is a cypress that is along the property line. The tree is about 8 ft away from the proposed house and 
will need to be pruned for the new second-story building. There is a new fence that will be built about 4 ft 
away from the tree, and the tree was previously topped for power lines. Work will occur within the SRZ of the 
tree. Due to the amount of work that will occur around the tree and the tree being in poor health, the tree 
will likely have a significant impact from the proposed work, and removal is recommended. No permit is 
required for the removal of the tree.  

●​ Tree #5 is a volunteer privet that is along the property line. The tree is about 14 ft from the proposed house 
and 4 ft from the new fence. The impacts are expected to be significant. While the impacts may only affect 
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25% or less of the roots, the tree is in poor condition, and was previously topped. It is recommended that the 
tree be removed, and no permit is required for the removal of the tree.  

●​ Tree #6 is a Liquidambar that is along the property line. The tree is about 16 ft away from the proposed house 
and 4 ft away from the new fence. The impacts are expected not to be significant. The fence will impact 25% 
or less of the root since no work will occur within the SRZ; the tree was in poor condition due to previous 
topping due to power lines. A major limb was removed and has decayed in the main stem. The tree may be 
considered for removal due to its poor health. The tree will continuously be topped for the powerlines and 
will never be considered a good tree. If the client/city decides to remove this tree, then a permit is required 
for the removal of the tree. If the client decides to retain the tree, then the tree protection fencing should be 
installed along the edge of the existing sidewalk, along the edge of the canopy. Note that this tree is a 
protected tree through the City of Menlo Park and will require specific care during construction should the 
tree be retained. The tree protection fencing can be moved with an arborist on site to install the posts for the 
new fence. Due to the sensitive nature of working within the CRZ of trees to be retained, any excavation or 
grading within the TPZ must be performed with hand or pneumatic tools and supervised by a Certified 
Arborist to monitor and document any tree impacts. Any significant roots (roots 2 inches in diameter or 
larger) encountered should be cut cleanly and photo documented. If severed roots increase failure risk 
beyond the property owner’s tolerance, the Arborist may recommend tree removal.  

●​ Tree #7 is a Coast live oak in fair condition, located between the property line. The tree is 2 ft from the 
existing driveway and 5 ft from the proposed new house. Likely, the removal of the existing hardscape will not 
have a significant impacts to the tree. The tree will need a canopy trim for the second-story building 
clearance. The impacts on the root zone are expected to be high, due to more than 50% of the roots being 
affected by the proposed excavation. It is recommended for this tree to obtain a 25% and more pruning from 
the City of Menlo Park. It is deemed that this tree should be retained due to its size and location of the tree. 
The client must have tree protection fencing installed along the TPZ of the tree, and a 4-inch deep layer of 
wood chips should be placed within the fencing. The fencing can be temporarily moved during the removal of 
the hardscape, with the project arborist on site to monitor any impacts to the tree. If the fencing is moved for 
the access of heavy machinery, plywood must be laid on top of the mulch prior to the machinery being on 
site.  The fencing should be moved back to the TPZ until the project is ready to grade and trench for the new 
foundation. Due to the sensitive nature of working within the CRZ of trees to be retained, any excavation or 
grading within the TPZ must be performed with hand or pneumatic tools and supervised by a Certified 
Arborist to monitor and document any tree impacts. Any significant roots (roots 2 inches in diameter or 
larger) encountered should be cut cleanly and photo documented. If severed roots increase failure risk 
beyond the property owner’s tolerance, the Arborist may recommend tree removal. If the tree needs to be 
removed, then a permit is required for the removal of the tree. Since the tree is located between property 
lines, the client must get written approval from the neighboring property as well.       

●​ Tree #8 is a purple leaf plum that is in fair condition, located at the rear of the property. The tree is about 4 ft 
away from the existing garage. The garage is to be demolished, and impacts from the demolition without 
grading are not considered significant. Less than 25% of the roots will be affected by the demolition if no 
grading is involved. The client intended to remove this tree for landscaping, and removal is required; no 
permit is required for the removal of the tree.  

●​ Tree #9 is a lemon tree that is in poor condition. The tree is in the footprint of the proposed house. Removal 
of the tree is required for the plans. No permit is required for the removal of the tree.  

●​ Tree #10 is a pepper tree in poor condition with a major 45-degree lean. While the tree is over 20 ft away 
from the proposed house, more than 60% of the canopy will need to be removed due to the poor form of the 
tree. Impacts are expected to be significant. The tree will not be viable for preservation, and removal is 
recommended. No permit is required for the removal of the tree.  

●​ Tree #11 is an off-parcel Redwood tree in fair condition. The tree is over 20 ft away from the proposed work, 
and there is an existing fence that separates the tree from the proposed work. Impacts from construction are 
not significant, and less than 10% of the roots will be affected by the work since no work is to take place in the 
CRZ of the tree. The tree protection fencing should be installed along the dripline of the tree and connected 
to the existing fence.   

●​ Any heritage tree (as defined by the City’s Municipal Code) that is destroyed or removed will require 
replacement according to its appraised value. This refers to trees #6-7 and 11. 
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Tree Protection Zone and Timing 
To ensure the long-term viability of trees and stands identified for protection, construction activities shall comply with 

the minimum required tree protection through an established Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) for those trees determined 

to remain on the site. All TPZ recommendations are in alignment with the City of Menlo Park’s Municipal Code 

13.24.030. 

 

●​ Before any land disturbance, temporary construction fences must be placed around the tree protection zone 

to be preserved, corresponding to the distance of the CRZ. If a cluster of trees is proposed for retention, the 

barrier shall be placed around the edge formed by the drip lines of the trees to be retained. Tree protection 

shall remain in place for the duration of the permit unless earlier removal is addressed through construction 

sequencing on approved plans. 

●​ TPZ fencing should be 6 feet in height and constructed of chain link fencing. The fencing may be moved within 
the dripline if directed by the on-site or City Arborist but cannot be moved to within 3 feet of the trunk. The 
fence should be mounted on 6-foot-tall, 2-inch-diameter galvanized posts, driven 24 inches into the ground at 
the dripline and spaced no more than 1- feet apart. Signs must be posted stating:  “TREE PROTECTION FENCE - 
DO NOT MOVE OR REMOVE WITHOUT APPROVAL FROM CITY ARBORIST. NO STORING OF MATERIALS OR 
MACHINERY.” The fence may not be moved without authorization from the Project or City Arborist. 

●​ TPZ fencing should follow the edge of buildings, roads, and paved paths where necessary and is not required 

to extend to the CRZ radius where impervious surfaces are determined to be the limiting factor for root 

development (a fence following an existing curb does not trigger ‘impact’ status). Tree protection fencing may 

be installed at the edge of impermeable or paved surfaces for those trees whose driplines extend over the 

edge. 

●​ Anytime the Project Arborist is monitoring root pruning while on site, no heavy machinery can be used within 
the tree protection fencing. The Project Arborist must ensure that less than 25% of the roots are pruned. If 
more than 25% are pruned, the project must stop, and the client should apply for a permit through the City of 
Menlo Park for excessive root pruning. This will ensure that if the tree were to decline, the client can apply for 
removal of the tree if necessary. The Project Arborist should provide a summary letter of the root pruning 
activities post-inspection, with a summary of the pruning and after-care recommendations.  

●​ TPZ fencing must be in place before any equipment is on-site and must remain in place for the entirety of the 

project and only be removed, temporarily or otherwise, with the approval of a Certified Arborist while 

activities are directly supervised, and replaced immediately after. 

●​ No material shall be stored, nor concrete basins washed, or any chemical materials or paint stored within the 

TPZ of trees, and no construction chemicals or paint should be released into landscaped areas, as these can 

be toxic to trees and contaminate the soil. 

●​ Prior to the issuance of the associated demolition and building permits, a tree protection verification letter 

from the Project Arborist is required. The Project Arborist should visit the property, and verify that the 

protection measures are in compliance, take photos, and then prepare a brief verification letter for City 

Arborist review. 

●​ Monitoring of the tree protection specifications by an ISA Certified Arborist is required at monthly intervals. 

 

Post Development 
 

●​ A final inspection by the City Arborist is required at the end of the project. This is to be done before the tree 

protection fencing is taken down. Any required replacement trees should be planted at this time as well. 

●​ After construction is complete, the property owner should monitor the trees for at least one year and contact 

a Certified Arborist to inspect if any lean, limb die-back, unseasonal leaf drop or foliage discoloration 
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develops. For retained trees with moderate to high impacts from construction, the property owner should 

consider an application of biochar to improve the soil health.  

○​ The effects of construction may take anywhere from 3-7 years to become visibly apparent.  

 

Concluding Remarks 

This report, along with the tree inventory, is the first step in preserving the health, function, and value of the trees on 

the site during and after development. Trees and green spaces provide benefits and add value to residential 

properties. Tree preservation starts with a basic understanding of the health and structure of the trees on the site. 

With proper care and protection, these trees can continue to thrive. Tree protection guidelines and strategies should 

be shared with contractors and employers before any disturbance at the site.  

 

The suitability of a tree for preservation is a qualitative process based on the interaction of various influencing factors. 

A tree inventory and arborist report provide a snapshot of each individual tree assessed across many of the most 

important observable factors relative to preservation. Healthy, vigorous trees better tolerate impacts from 

construction and more readily adapt to the new site conditions that exist after completion of development. 

Additionally, tolerance to impact from construction activities varies across species and sites. The percentage impact on 

the tree protection zone also greatly influences the suitability of a particular tree for preservation. 

 

Any heritage tree (as defined by the City’s Municipal Code) that is destroyed or removed will require replacement 
according to its appraised value. This refers to trees #6-7 and 11. 

 

Successful tree preservation requires a team effort to find the right balance and select the appropriate trees. Using this 

report's findings as a guiding foundation, planners are equipped to design, prepare, and implement a tree preservation 

plan tailored to achieving the optimal outcome. 
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 Appendix A – Location Map 
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 Appendix B – Tree Photos  

 
Photo 1. View of trees #1-3 along the edge of the property line.  
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Photo 2.  View of trees #1-6 along the edge of the property line.  
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Photo 3. View of trees #5-6 along the edge of the property line.  
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Photo 4. View of tree #7 along the edge of the property line.  
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Photo 5.  View of tree #8 in the rear of the property.  

 
 

351 McKendry Ave., Menlo Park​ ​          16​​                               January 2026 - Updated March 2026 

A40



 

 
Photo 6. View of tree #7 along the edge of the driveway and tree #8 in the rear of the property.  
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Photo 7. Full view of tree #9 at the rear of the property.  
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Photo 8. Full view of tree #10 and view of the trunk of tree #11.  
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Appendix C – Table 

 
 

Table 2. Condition Assessment December 2025 

80-100% - GOOD; 51-79% - FAIR; 30-50% - POOR; 1-29% - CRITICAL; 0 - DEAD 

 

Tree 
# 

Common 
Name 

Health 
(%) 

Structure 
(%) 

Form 
(%) 

Heritage 
Size (Y/N) 

Proposed 
Removal 

(Y/N) Notes 

1 
Monterey 
cypress 50 60 60 N Y 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 6 
ft away from the proposed 
house. More than 50% of the 
canopy will need to be removed 
for the second-story building.  

2 
Monterey 
cypress 50 60 60 N Y 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 6 
ft away from the proposed 
house. More than 50% of the 
canopy will need to be removed 
for the second-story building.  

3 
Monterey 
cypress 60 60 60 N Y 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 8 
ft away from the proposed 
house. More than 50% of the 
canopy will need to be removed 
for the second-story building.  

4 
Monterey 
cypress 60 40 40 N Y 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 8 
ft away from the proposed house 
and is 4 ft away from the new 
fence. The tree was previously 
topped for power lines.    

5 Privet 60 40 40 N Y 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 
14 ft away from the proposed 
house and is 4 ft away from the 
new fence. The tree was 
previously topped for power 
lines.    

6 Liquidambar 55 40 40 Y Y* 

The tree is located along the 
property line. The tree is about 
16 ft away from the proposed 
house and is 4 ft away from the 
new fence. The tree was 
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previously topped for power 
lines. A major limb was 
previously removed and has 
decayed in the main stem.    

7 
Coast live 

oak 60 60 60 Y N 

The tree is growing between the 
property line and the fence. The 
tree is 2 ft away from the existing 
driveway and is 5 ft away from 
the proposed new house.  

8 
Purple leaf 

plum 60 60 60 N Y 

The tree is in the rear of the 
property, and the tree is located 
4 ft away from the existing 
garage.  

9 Lemon 40 60 40 N Y 
The tree is in the footprint of the 
proposed house.  

10 Pepper tree 60 40 40 N Y 

The tree is over 20ft away from 
the house, but has a major 
45-degree lean. Due to the 
heavy lean, more than 60% of 
the canopy will need to be 
removed for the proposed 
house.  

11 Redwood 75 60 60 Y N 

This is a neighboring tree, 
separated by the existing fence. 
The tree is over 20 ft away from 
the proposed work.  

 
* Could be retained 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

351 McKendry Ave., Menlo Park​ ​          21​​                               January 2026 - Updated March 2026 

A45



 

 
  

Appendix D – Tree Appraisal Calculation Methodology 

 

The valuation of the assessed trees for the site was calculated using the trunk formula method described in the 10th 

edition of the Guide for Plant Appraisal by the Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers.  The basic formula is as 

follows: 

Unit Tree Cost x Condition Rating (%)  x Functional Limitations (%) x External Limitations (%) 

●​ Basic Plant Cost = (Trunk Area Increase of appraised tree)x(Unit Tree Cost) 

●​ Condition Rating = a percentage scale based on the tree’s health, structure, and form.   

●​ Functional Limitations = a percentage scale associated with the interaction of the tree and its planting site.  

These are the factors associated with the interaction of the tree and its planting site that affect plant 

condition, limit development, or reduce the utility of the plan within the foreseeable future. 

●​ External Limitations = a percentage scale associated with factors outside the property or control of the 

property owner. These factors can include legal restrictions that limit the development of the plant and 

environmental factors that affect the long-term health and life expectancy of the plant. 

 
The basic tree cost is the sum of the installed tree cost and the cost of the difference between the adjusted trunk area 

and the replacement tree size (appraised tree size increase multiplied by unit tree cost).  Size was measured as trunk 

cross-sectional area (square inches), calculated by  3.14 x R²; where a circular cross-section was assumed.    

The condition rating was based on field observations already described. The functional limitation and external 

limitation ratings were based on field and aerial imagery observations. The basic functional replacement tree cost was 

then calculated by multiplying the functional replacement tree cross-section area by the unit tree cost. The 

depreciated functional replacement tree (calculated using the basic functional replacement cost, the overall condition 

rating (%), the functional limitations rating (%), and the external limitations rating (%). 

 

Largest Commonly Available Nursery Tree (LCANT) Data 

State or Region Northern California 

Replacement Tree Size (in.diam @ 12” Above Grade) 2 

LCANT Cross-Sectional Area (sq in) 3.14 

LCANT Cost $ $180.00 

Unit Tree Cost ($/sq in) $57.00 
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Table 3. Tree Appraisal Values* 

Tree # 
Common 

name 
DBH Condition 

External 

Limitations 

(%) 

Functional 

Limitations 

(%) 

Total Functional 

Replacement Cost 

($) 

Rounded 

Functional 

Replacement Cost 

($) 

6 Liquidambar 15 Poor (40%) 70 40 1,127.57 1,100.00 

7 Coast live oak 36 Fair (70%) 70 50 3,915.87 3,900.00 

11 Redwood 46 Fair (60%) 80 90 40,901.94 40,900.00 

* All values are calculated using the Trunk Formula Method as described in the 10th edition of the Guide for Plant Appraisal by the 

Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers. 

Ex. Tree #1 - DBH 15” 

Basic Cost: 

Cross sectional area: (3.14 x 7.5 x 7.5)  

Unit cost: $57.00/in² 

Basic cost: $10,067.63 

Deprecated Cost: 

Condition: 40% 

External Limitation: 70% 

Functional Limitation: 40% 

Total Deprecated Cost: ($10,067.63 x 0.40 x 0.70 x 0.40) = $1,127.57 rounded to $1,100.00 
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PAGE: 1 of 2 

LOCATION: 
351 McKendry Drive 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2025-00051 

APPLICANT: 
Rasul Rasuli 

OWNER: 
Rasul Rasuli 

PROJECT CONDITIONS: 

1. The use permit shall be subject to the following standard conditions:

a. The applicant shall be required to apply for a building permit within one year from the
date of approval (by June 22, 2027) for the use permit to remain in effect.

b. Development of the project shall be substantially in conformance with the plans
prepared by Mollyanne Sherman, consisting of 18 plan sheets, dated April 20, 2026,
and approved by the Planning Commission on June 22, 2026, except as modified by
the conditions contained herein, subject to review and approval of the Planning
Division.

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

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

e. 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.

f. 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.

g. 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.

h. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall pay all fees incurred through staff
time spent reviewing the application.

i. The applicant or permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Menlo
Park or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding
against the City of Menlo Park or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside,
void, or annul an approval of the Planning Commission, City Council, Community
Development Director, or any other department, committee, or agency of the City
concerning a development, variance, permit, or land use approval which action is
brought within the time period provided for in any applicable statute; provided, however,
that the applicant’s or permittee’s duty to so defend, indemnify, and hold harmless shall
be subject to the City’s promptly notifying the applicant or permittee of any said claim,
action, or proceeding and the City’s full cooperation in the applicant’s or permittee’s
defense of said claims, actions, or proceedings.

j. Notice of Fees Protest – The applicant may protest any fees, dedications, reservations,
or other exactions imposed by the City as part of the approval or as a condition of
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PAGE: 2 of 2 

LOCATION: 
351 McKendry Drive 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PLN2025-00051 

APPLICANT: 
Rasul Rasuli 

OWNER: 
Rasul Rasuli  

PROJECT CONDITIONS: 

approval of this development. Per California Government Code 66020, this 90-day 
protest period has begun as of the date of the approval of this application. 

2. The use permit shall be 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 second-story sill heights on the left side of the 
proposed residence to be a minimum of three feet, subject to review and approval of 
the Planning Division. 
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351 McKendry Drive – Data Table 

PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

EXISTING 
PROJECT 

ZONING 
ORDINANCE 

Lot area 5,005.0 sf 5,005.0 sf 7,000.0 sf min 
Lot width 55.0 ft 55.0  ft 65.0 ft min 
Lot depth 91.0 ft 91.0  ft 100.0 ft min 

Setbacks 
Front 20.2 ft 25.2 ft 20.0 ft min 
Rear 23.8 ft 30.7 ft 20.0 ft min 
Side (right) 10.9 ft 10.1 ft 5.5 ft min 
Side (left) 5.7 ft 16.8 ft 5.5 ft min 

Building coverage 1,744.0 
34.8 

sf 
% 

1,251.0 
25.0 

sf 
% 

1,751.7 
35.0 

sf max 
% max 

FAL (Floor Area Limit) 2,781.0 sf 1,226.0 sf 2,800.0 sf max 

Square footage by floor 1,226.0 
1,118.0 

437.0 
81.0 

sf/1st 
sf/2nd 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 

984.0 
242.0 
25.0 

sf/1st 
sf/garage 
sf/porch 

Square footage of 
buildings 

2,862.0 sf 1,251.0 sf 

Building height 27.1 ft 14.5 ft 28.0 ft max 
Parking 2 covered spaces 1 covered space 2 spaces 

Note: Areas shown highlighted indicate a nonconforming or substandard situation 

Trees Heritage trees 3 Non-Heritage trees 8 New trees 4* 
Heritage trees proposed 
for removal 

0 Non-Heritage trees 
proposed for removal 

8* Total number of trees  7 

*The project includes the removal and replacement of an existing street tree, as permitted by the City Arborist.
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Outlook

351 McKendry Project

From Melody Pagee <mosspagee@gmail.com>
Date Fri 2/6/2026 4:35 PM
To Matthew Ball <MHBall@menlopark.gov>

Matthew,

I apologize for taking so long to answer your postcard mailout regarding this project.  I have checked
the plans and have several notes regarding the project.   I have talked to other neighbors regarding
their concerns.

I will forward my markups on the project over the weekend.   My comments are as follows:
.
1) the attempt to create another "modern farmhouse project" using the same formula as three other
new two story houses on the odd side of McKendry

2) shallow eaves of only 10" without the depth of the gutters where most one story homes have 12"
and 18"

3) the mixture of roof styles  - shed, gable and hip.  Most farmhouses are gable and hip.

4) the BLACK detail up the left side of the front garage door and across the top.   Not at all what one
would find on a farmhouse.   A poor choice for the attraction of dust, collection of water and serves no
purpose on a farmhouse.

5) the lack of shading and privacy for the neighboring yards.   Recommend raising the sill plates on the
side windows 1-2 feet to add more privacy for the neighboring yards and homes.

6) the huge staircase window.   Recommend using opaque windows to minimize light flowing over
into the adjacent home.  Recommend two levels of lighting on stairs to minimize light flowing over
into the adjacent home  during the night.    They should not be penalized by the creation of this
residence.

7) encouragement to take advantage of a city-provided tree in the front yard to replace the current 60
year old evergreen hedge of 7 trees that is being removed.

8) encouragement to create a better, more varied landscape plan in the back and side yards to replace
the privacy in the adjacent yards.   Please note, the first floor of the new residence will be 2.17 feet
above grade to meet FEMA requirements.  A new fence will only cover 5' of the bottom of the new
home.

9) Invite the planning commissioners to see how tall a new one story structure is relative to an existing
one story  in the FEMA floodplain by getting out of their cars and walking down the length of
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McKendry Drive.    Issues include, lack of privacy, extreme shading, lack of landscaping.   Please look at
the new garage being built over the fence at 328 McKendry.from the sidewalk.   

10) Lack of green live waterwise landscaping.   The back yard has exposed astroturf which increases
the heat on the lot, and is not conducive to birds and other wildlife.  Neither is the wood chips being
suggested in the front yard.   Loss of green is contributing to the increase in global warming.  The plan
was not generated by a licensed landscape architect with consideration of neighbors or of creating a
future play and relaxing space for residents.

11) Do not allow exterior  lights above the first floor in the eaves or front, sides or back of the
residence.  The PC and Building Department allowed them at 167 McKendry and they are a huge
distraction at night.   Do we not have an ordinance covering light flow onto adjacent properties?   Is
that only applied to commercial projects?

Please note that this home might not be protested by the adjacent neighbors on McKendry because
the home at 343 McKendry is a  rental and the tenants  do not feel that they have a stake.  The home
at 357 McKendry is for sale by short time owners.   The home right across the street on the corner of
McKendry court is a well maintained rental.

Sorry for this quick note, the floor plan is considerate by stepping back the first and second floors.  An
improvement from the tract home projects developers frequently drop into many Menlo Park
neighborhoods.  Minor changes to the landscaping (more not less) roof pitch ( steeper and more
consistent) , length of the eaves (longer) and the paint color (less black) will be a nice improvement .

My notes on the plans will be sent this weekend.

Melody Pagee
415 269-1628
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