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criteria for invasive trees (Attachment), passed unanimously (9-0-1; Sammut-Johnson absent). 

ACTION:   Motion and second (Martineau/K. LeMieux) to recommend to the City Council the 
preferred option for criteria for filing an appeal with a modification to exclude community members 
ability to appeal under tree removal decision making criteria No. 1 (risk of the tree), passed (6-3-1; 
Cole, Nash, Ordonez opposed, Sammut-Johnson absent).  

ACTION:   Motion and second (Cole/T. LeMieux) to modify the preferred Heritage Tree Board option 
to explore a board makeup of five (5) members from established commissions, excluding Planning 
Commission, to populate the Heritage Tree Board (Attachment A in June 12 staff report), passed 
unanimously (9-0-1; Sammut-Johnson absent).  

ACTION:   Motion and second (Cole/Nash) to recommend to the City Council the preferred option 
for the heritage tree appeal process related to Planning Commission decisions, which would require 
the appeal period for heritage trees to occur before Planning Commission makes a decision on a 
project that involves heritage tree removal(s), passed unanimously (9-0-1; Sammut-Johnson 
absent).  

D. Reports and Announcements 

D1. Staff update and announcements 

Sustainability Manager Rebecca Lucky introduced the item. 

D2. Next Agenda 

Sustainability Manager Rebecca Lucky introduced the item. 

E. Adjournment 

Vice Chair Cole adjourned the meeting at 9:25 p.m. 

Candise Almendral, Project Contractor 



June 11, 2019 

Kim Lemieux 
Heritage Tree Task Committee 
City of Menlo Park 

Dear Kim: 

Thanks for taking the time to speak with me.  I appreciate the opportunity to voice our 
experience as a homeowner of property (10,000 sq ft lot) in Menlo Park that contains 4 large 
redwood trees.  We purchased our home over 15 years ago with the existing redwood trees 
and have been blindsided by the impact these trees have had on our house structure, 
foundation, drainage, hardscaping and landscaping.  I will explain the negative impact that 
these invasive massive trees have had on our very small lot. 

The problems these trees cause really affect our ability to enjoy and use our property as 
compared to our neighbors who do not have redwood trees.   The four trees have consistently 
required an exorbitant amount of time and money just cleaning and removing the leaves and 
branches that drop year round.  Unlike other trees leaves, the leaves that drop they are sharp 
and  painful for people and animals to walk on.  My husband is on the roof weekly blowing off  
and clearing the gutters during the winter months.  At some point this will be a hardship as we 
age and will need to hire someone to do this on a weekly basis. The leaves also cause damage 
to our cars paint jobs with the brownish stain they leave as well as sap that drips at times 
throughout the year that must be removed with rubbing compound.    

Our house is a concrete slab foundation and we have had numerous plumbing issues with pipes 
being broken within the slab as a result of invasive redwood roots.  As a result, we have 
incurred costly repairs that have required extensive jackhammering, excavation and concrete 
replacement to expose the damage and perform the repairs.  Additionally, the trees prolific 
fibrous roots are continually entering our sewer pipes and we incur plumbing bills to chop up 
the roots 2-3 times a year.  The sewer back up that they cause seem to be at the most 
inopportune times.  Last year it was Christmas night with 15 coming to dinner. I spent 2 hours 
cleaning up sewer water from overflowed toilets and showers throughout the house.  We are 
now experiencing cracking in our garage floor slab as a result of the roots that will need to be 
addressed in the near future. 

In recent years more and more large wood roots are evident in our yard, lawns and planting 
areas.  These large roots are now causing concrete to crack and heave as well as displacing 
pavers.  They have caused numerous irrigation pipes to break.  They are hard to find and again 
we incur costs hiring a leak detector to locate the leaks and then make the necessary repairs.   



In addition the trees impact our water usage.   During the summer months we have to water 
considerably more as these trees suck up the water and their roots literally choke out other 
pants with their roots looking for the water.  You can now find the fibrous roots EVERYWHERE 
in our yard.  It is a constant battle/job to remove the roots to ensure the health of the other 
plants.  
 
Lastly, the roots are becoming so impactful that is affecting our lots drainage.  We have had to 
install sump pumps to move water that should drain to our front yard that no longer can do so 
due to the thick roots and the change in grade caused by the trees and roots.   When the sump 
pump fails (power outage or debris from the trees enter the pit) our house floods.  We have 
had to replace carpet and drywall as a result.  The costs compounded with the never ending 
vigilance that is required as a result of these trees make them a real hardship on homeowner. 
 
We are very apprehensive about what lays ahead as we plan to submit applications for 
permission to remove these trees.  Recent news stories have given us an idea what we could be 
up against.  We hope that by sharing our experience with the committee they will better 
understand the impact and hardships strict literal codes burden homeowners with.  I also would 
urge the committee/city to remove Redwoods as a recommended or acceptable tree from their 
landscape guide.  The fact that they are currently an acceptable tree for small parcels like the 
ones in Menlo Park is beyond understanding due to the damage they cause as they grow and 
take over and impact an area far bigger than their true size.  The city doesn’t bear the financial 
burden so they need to be limited as to what they can make homeowners endure.  I would also 
hope that the city adopts some type of language that grants homeowners the right to remove 
trees without the interference of neighbors or third parties.  Obviously there needs to be 
requirements for replanting/replacement trees but this should be carefully devised and must 
be reasonable non-invasive choices.  We should not have to defend our desire to protect, enjoy 
and maintain our property.  
 
Unfortunately, I got behind tonight and wasn’t able to pull together pictures or copies of 
invoices before I left.  I am happy to supply if needed when I get back.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marci Coggins 
cogginshouse@aol.com 
650-464-0798 
 
   
 
 
 
 

mailto:cogginshouse@aol.com
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HERITAGE TREE ORDINANCE UPDATE- TREE REMOVAL CRITERIA 
 
 
 
Task Force 
Direction 
Provided to 
Staff/consultant 

Proposed tree removal decision making criteria (May 9) 
Revised Proposed tree removal decision making criteria  
(June 12)   

Explore reducing 
the list of 
decision making 
criteria with the 
intention of 
simplifying, 
clarifying, and 
reducing 
subjectivity based 
on the examples 
of Cupertino, 
Rancho Cordova, 
and Los Gatos. 

 
Prior to the issuance of a heritage tree removal permit, the City Arborist 
shall review the request. The determination in granting or denying a 
permit shall be based on the following criteria. Each criterion, design 
guidelines, qualifications, certifications and methodologies to be used 
are outlined in a companion document. 
 
Tree removal permit shall be granted if the decision maker is able to 
make one or more of the following three findings: 

 
1. The condition of the tree poses a high/extreme risk due to structural 

defects or is in poor condition and the structural defects or poor 
health cannot be reasonably abated with available arboricultural 
treatments. Evidence to support this finding may include, but is not 
limited to: 

a. The tree risk rating cannot be reduced to low, as reported by 
a Qualified Tree Risk Assessor; or 

b. A Certified Arborist has determined that the tree is dying or 
has a severe disease or pest infestation and that pruning or 
other treatments will not restore tree to good health or is 
likely to result in death within a year. 

 
2. The tree interferes with development, structural damage to buildings, 

repair, alteration or improvement of the site or is causing structural 
damage to a habitable building and there is no financially feasible 
and reasonable design alternative that would permit preservation of 
the tree while achieving the applicant’s development objectives or 
economic enjoyment of the property. To support this finding, the 
following can be required from the permit applicant and considered 
in making the decision about the tree(s) removal: 

a. The extent to which the tree occupies a significant portion of 
the buildable area of the site or would impede the 

Prior to the issuance of a heritage tree removal permit, the City 
Arborist shall review the request and make a decision. The 
determination in granting or denying a permit shall be based on the 
following criteria. Each criterion, design guidelines, qualifications, 
certifications and methodologies to be used are outlined in an 
administrative rules/requirements document. 
 
A tree removal permit can be granted if the decision maker is able to 
make one of the following findings: 
 
1. The tree has died or condition of the tree poses a high/extreme 

risk due to structural defects or poor condition, and the structural 
defects or poor health condition cannot be reasonably abated with 
arboricultural sound treatments. Evidence to support this finding 
may include, but is not limited to: 

a. The tree risk rating cannot be reduced to low, as reported 
by a Qualified Tree Risk Assessor; or 

b. A Certified Arborist has determined that the tree is dying 
or has a severe disease or pest infestation and that 
pruning or other treatments will not restore tree to good 
health based on current arboricultural standards and/or 
the tree is likely to die within a year. 

2. The tree interferes with proposed development, repair, alteration 
or improvement of a site or habitable building (excluding 
amenities, such as pools and fire pits) or is causing structural 
damage to a habitable building(s) and there is no financially 
feasible and reasonable design alternative that would permit 
preservation of the tree while achieving the applicant’s 
development objectives or economic enjoyment of the property. To 
support this finding, the following can be required from the permit 
applicant and considered in making the decision about the tree(s) 
removal: 
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Task Force 
Direction 
Provided to 
Staff/consultant 

Proposed tree removal decision making criteria (May 9) 
Revised Proposed tree removal decision making criteria 
(June 12)   

implementation or use of the significant portion of the 
buildable area (note*** if the building envelope option is 
chosen this criterion can be removed); or 

b. The existence of special circumstances applicable to the
site, including but not limited to size, shape, topography,
location or surroundings that do not apply generally to other
properties in the district and the extent to which such
circumstances would deprive such property of privileges
enjoyed by other property owners in the vicinity and under
identical zoning providing schematic diagrams that
demonstrate the feasibility/livability of alternative design(s),
the cost of alternative design(s) exceeds the appraised
value of the tree appraised value of tree (outlined in city
administrative rules for appraising trees) and total project
value when requested by the City.

3. The removal is requested by a utility, transportation company or
owner of a solar collector due to the tree’s interference with existing
utility infrastructure which could poses a health or safety risk or has
grown into the solar envelope of the collector and there is no other
feasible and reasonable way to mitigate that risk. The solar collector
must have been installed prior to planting of the tree(s), consistent
with SB 1399 (Chapter 176 of the California state law). Note***
Through the course of this analysis, it was staff determined the City
of Menlo Park’s solar ordinance does not conform to SB 1399 and is
out of compliance with the proposed heritage tree ordinance criteria.

a. Providing schematic diagrams that demonstrate the
feasibility/livability of alternative design(s) including
utilizing zoning ordinance variances to preserve the tree,
providing the cost of alternative design(s) and total project
value in relation to the appraised value of tree(s) (outlined
in City administrative rules for appraising trees- most
recent addition to the Guide for Plant Appraisal).

3. The removal is requested by a utility, public transportation agency,
or other governmental agency due a health or safety risk resulting
from the tree’s interference with existing or planned public
infrastructure. To support this finding the City may request the
information specified in Section 2a.

4. Tree has grown into the solar envelope of the collector and there
is no other feasible and reasonable way to mitigate the condition,
such as pruning. The solar collector must have been installed prior
to planting of the tree(s), consistent with Section 25982 of Public
Resources Code. To support this finding the City may request the
information specified in Section 2a.

5. The tree(s) have a diminishing value based on pest infestation;
disease; a condition that cannot be reasonably abated; species
desirability; intolerance to adverse site conditions such as soil or
water salinity, exposure to sun or wind, increasingly high
temperatures; intolerance to no or low irrigation requirements
mandated by local or state authorities.

6. The tree is a member of a species that has been designated as
invasive by the City.




