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Environmental Quality Commission 

 

 
 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA  

Date:   11/15/2017 
Time:  6:30 p.m. 
City Hall/Administration Building, 1st Floor Conference Room 
701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 

 

A.  Call To Order  

B.  Roll Call – Bedwell, DeCardy, Dickerson, Chair London, Marshall, Vice Chair Martin, Smolke 

C.  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. Please clearly state your name and address or political jurisdiction in which you live. 
The Commission cannot act on items not listed on the agenda and, therefore, the Commission 
cannot respond to non-agenda issues brought up under Public Comment other than to provide 
general information. 

D.  Regular Business 

D1. Make a determination on an appeal for one Magnolia tree at 1730 Stanford Avenue  
(Staff Report #17-020-EQC) 

D2. Discuss and make a recommendation to the City Council on the proposed citywide electric vehicle 
charging station policy (Chair will provide report from the community meeting in October) 

D3. Report from the Climate Action Plan Subcommittee on the Strategic Five Year Climate Action Plan, 
and proposed initiatives and goals beyond 2020  

E.  Reports and Announcements 

E1. Commission reports and announcements 

E2. Staff update and announcements 

E3. Future agenda items 

F.  Adjournment 

Agendas are posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2(a) or Section 54956. Members of the public 
can view electronic agendas and staff reports by accessing the City website at menlopark.org/agenda and can receive e-
mail notification of agenda and staff report postings by subscribing to the “Notify Me” service at menlopark.org/notifyme. 
Agendas and staff reports may also be obtained by contacting City Clerk at 650-330-6620. (Posted: 11/10/2017) 
 
At every Regular Meeting of the Commission, in addition to the Public Comment period where the public shall have the 
right to address the Commission on any matters of public interest not listed on the agenda, members of the public have 
the right to directly address the Commission on any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either 
before or during the Commission’s consideration of the item.  
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At every Special Meeting of the Commission, members of the public have the right to directly address the Commission on 
any item listed on the agenda at a time designated by the Chair, either before or during consideration of the item.  
 
Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a 
public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at the City Clerk’s 
Office, 701 Laurel St., Menlo Park, CA 94025 during regular business hours.  
 
Persons with disabilities, who require auxiliary aids or services in attending or participating in Commission meetings, may 
call the City Clerk’s Office at 650-330-6620. 
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STAFF REPORT 

Environmental Quality Commission    
Meeting Date:   11/15/2017 
Staff Report Number:  17-020-EQC 
 
Regular Business:  Issue determination on appeal of staff’s approval of 

Heritage Tree permit for removal of 1 Southern 
magnolia at 1730 Stanford Avenue.   

 

Recommendation 

Staff recommends the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) deny the appeal and uphold staff’s 
decision to approve the Heritage Tree removal permit application for 1730 Stanford Avenue. 

 

Policy Issues 

The proposed action is consistent with City policies. 

 

Background 

On February 16, 2017 the City received a call from concerned citizen regarding the potential unpermitted 
removal of one Southern magnolia (Magnolia grandiflora) Heritage Tree located in the back yard of 1730 
Stanford Avenue. A City inspector visited the site and observed recent tree work that was limited to minor 
pruning of small limbs in the lower crown. The work was not in violation of the Heritage Tree Ordinance 
(Attachment A). 
 
On April 26, 2017 the property owner of 1730 Stanford Avenue, submitted a Heritage Tree removal permit 
application for the removal the subject magnolia tree. The permit application was submitted with completed 
arborist form and associated site plans related to ongoing construction activities (Attachment B). The 
application stated the following reasons for removal request: 

• Poor structure 

• Poor location 

• Installation of new landscaping 
 

The City Arborist reviewed the application and inspected the trees to evaluate condition and property 
damage claim on May 12, 2017 and determined that: 

• The tree structure was determined to be poor thus having a negative impact on tree health, long term 
value, and lifespan.  

• Proximity of tree to existing high voltage utility lines and transformer creating conflict. 
 

On May 30 2017, Stephanie Elkins, a resident of Palm Court, filed a Heritage Tree appeal to the EQC to 
deny the permit to remove the subject tree. Included with the appeal were two letters of support from 
residents of Palm Court to retain the tree (Attachment C). 

 



Staff Report #: 16-002-EQC 
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Analysis 

Chapter 13.24 of Menlo Park’s Heritage Tree Ordinance (Municipal Code) stated intent is to establish 
regulations of the removal of Heritage Trees within the city in order to preserve as many trees as possible 
consistent with the propose of this chapter and the reasonable economic enjoyment of private property. 
Section 13.24.040, of said chapter requires staff and the EQC to consider the following eight factors when 
determining whether there is good cause for permitting removal of a heritage tree: 

(1)  The condition of the tree or trees with respect to disease, danger of falling, proximity to existing or 
proposed structures and interference with utility services; 

(2)  The necessity to remove the tree or trees in order to construct proposed improvements to the property; 

(3)  The topography of the land and the effect of the removal of the tree on erosion, soil retention and 
diversion or increased flow of surface waters; 

(4)  The long-term value of the species under consideration, particularly lifespan and growth rate; 

(5)  The ecological value of the tree or group of trees, such as food, nesting, habitat, protection and shade 
for wildlife or other plant species; 

(6)  The number, size, species, age distribution and location of existing trees in the area and the effect the 
removal would have upon shade, privacy impact and scenic beauty; 

(7)  The number of trees the particular parcel can adequately support according to good arboricultural 
practices; 

(8)  The availability of reasonable and feasible alternatives that would allow for the preservation of the 
tree(s). 

Staff’s approval of the removal permit was based on the following Heritage Tree Ordinance conditions:  

(1) The condition of the tree or trees with respect to disease, danger of falling, proximity to existing or 
proposed structures and interference with utility services; 

(4)  The long-term value of the species under consideration, particularly lifespan and growth rate; 

(8)  The availability of reasonable and feasible alternatives that would allow for the preservation of the 
tree(s). 

With respect to criteria one and four, the condition of the tree or trees with respect to disease, 
danger of falling, proximity to existing structures and interference with utility services and the long 
term value of the species were considered:  

Condition of Tree 

• The magnolia is 21” in diameter with a height of approximately 40’ 

• The structure of the tree is rated as poor with an unbalanced crown, aggressive suckers arising from 
previous topping cuts, sparse interior foliage, several main lateral limbs that are either overextended, 
crossing, or have weak attachments, and a lean in the trunk toward residential home. 

• Unbalanced Crown: The canopy of the tree has been repeatedly topped by utility providers due to 
proximity of tree to overhead high voltage utility lines and transformer. (Attachment D and Attachment 
E). 
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• Tree has responded to previous topping cuts with numerous weakly attached watersprouts located 
primarily in the upper crown and at the ends of overextended main lateral limbs. Watersprouts are 
vigorous upright growing branches, which have inherently weak attachments that arise from dormant 
or latent buds immediate below the surface of the bark. (Attachment F) 

• The interior of the crown has sparse foliage, which can disproportionately redistribute primary 
(outward) at the cost of secondary growth (diameter growth). This structure can cause overextended 
limbs with inadequate girth to support end weight, which are more likely to fail than limbs with a more 
even ratio of diameter to length. 

• There is a major overextended lateral limb located in the lower canopy that is approximately 8”in 
diameter with excessive end weight, a bark inclusion and no wind loading protections. The limb has 
developed a disproportionate structure as result of pruning interior limbs to clear utility lines. 
Overextended limbs are more likely to fail with additional weight located at the end of the limb 
creating more force on the point of attachment at the trunk. Bark inclusions are narrow angles of 
attachment with a higher likelihood of failure (than a limb with a wider attachment angle) due to the 
lack of holding tissue (Attachment G). 

• There is a co-dominate crossing limb approximately 6” in diameter that is growing back into the 
canopy, which crosses within a few inches of several other major scaffold limbs. Co-dominate limbs 
have a similar diameter as their parent stem at the point of attachment and can be more likely to fail 
due to excessive loading. Crossing limbs are typically considered poor structure in branch 
architecture due to the potential for the limbs to rub and cause damage to one another (Attachment 
H). 

• The trunk of the tree has a minor lean away from the high voltage utility lines and toward the 
residential home. Most of the weight of the unbalanced canopy is located on the same side of the 
trunk lean. (Attachment I). A trunk lean, especially associated with an unbalanced crown, increases 
the likelihood of root or trunk failure. 

• The work performed in February of 2016 appeared to be limited to two small limbs (less than 2” in 
diameter). While stub cuts were remaining, the work was done in accordance with the Heritage Tree 
Ordinance and did not have a significant impact on tree structure. 

• The tree is rated as being in fair health with minor dieback, heartwood decay from previous pruning cuts, 
and watersprouts in crown. 

• The minor dieback in crown is indicative of drought stress & increases the like likelihood of limb 
failure. Dieback is foliage and twigs, which start to die in the outer portion of limbs first and the dead 
tissue progresses to the inner portion of the crown. This is typically caused by inadequate soil 
moisture, root disturbance, or a disorder that limits the transportation of water in a tree’s vascular 
system.  

• There is heartwood decay visible in lateral limbs and trunk where previous pruning cuts have been 
made. When aggressive pruning is reoccurring, resources used to limit the infection and spread of 
disease are limited. (Attachment J) 

• The watersprouts in the crown are an indicator of plant stress. The tree is “pushing out” new growth in 
response to severe loss of photosynthetic area by aggressive pruning in an attempt to produce more 
food. 

• Southern magnolia trees have to potential to live over 150 years in cultivation. The aggressive 
pruning that is a result of the proximity of the tree to utilities (see below), will significantly reduce the 
health, value, and lifespan of subject tree.  
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Proximity to Existing Structures and Interference with Utility Services 
 

• Electric utility providers are required by law to clear vegetation from high voltage distribution and 
transmission lines to reduce hazards associated with fire and electrocution and to minimize the potential 
for outages. 

• The subject tree is growing in a location where repeated topping will take place to maintain required 
clearances. This continued clearance work will exasperate existing structural imbalances, create pruning 
wounds which are vectors for decay and disease, and reduce the tree’s ability to produce the energy 
required to maintain normal physiological processes necessary for healthy growth, pest, and disease 
resistance.  

• Best management industry practices promote choosing the right tree for the right place. The planting of 
large canopy trees, which will be in conflict with overhead high voltage lines, significantly reduces the 
health and longevity of trees while increasing maintenance costs and risk. It is the City’s policy to plant 
smaller canopy trees under existing high voltage utility lines to achieve greater sustainability in our urban 
forest.  

 
With respect to criteria eight, reasonable and feasible alternatives were considered: 

• The structural defects identified in this report that have the potential to be addressed with pruning – 
watersprouts, overextended limbs, and crossing limbs – would require the removal of greater that one 
fourth of the canopy of the tree. Such aggressive pruning in this tree, already exhibiting signs of stress, 
would likely cause continued accelerated decline. 

• The unbalanced crown of the tree cannot be restored. 

• Cost of undergrounding overhead high voltage utility lines is cost prohibitive and can disturb roots 
causing further stress and potential structural stability. 
 

Staff recommends the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) deny the appeal and uphold staff’s 
decision to approve the Heritage Tree removal permit application based on these findings.  
  

 

Impact on City Resources 

There are no additional City resources required for this item. 

 

Environmental Review 

An Environmental Review is not required for this item. 

 

Public Notice 

Public Notification was achieved by posting the agenda, with the agenda items being listed, at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. 

 

Attachments 

A. City inspection of Heritage Tree violation  
B. Heritage Tree Removal Permit Application (HTR2017-00083) 
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C. Appellants Appeal of the Removal Approval 
D. Tree Image (Canopy) 
E. Tree Image (Utilities) 
F. Tree Image (Watersprouts) 
G. Tree Image (Overextended Limb) 
H. Tree Image (Crossing Co-Dominate Limb) 
I. Tree Image (Trunk) 
 
Report prepared by: 
Christian Bonner, City Arborist 
 
 



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT B



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT C



ATTACHMENT B



ATTACHMENT B



ATTACHMENT B



ATTACHMENT B



ATTACHMENT D



ATTACHMENT E



ATTACHMENT F



ATTACHMENT G



ATTACHMENT H



ATTACHMENT I


	20171115 Environmental Quality agenda
	D1



