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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This final environmental impact report (Final EIR) has been prepared by the City of San Bruno 
(City), as lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (CCR Section 15132). This Final EIR contains responses 
to comments received on the draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) for the 300 Piedmont 
Avenue Project (project). The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and this document, which includes 
comments on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the Draft EIR. 

1.1 Purpose and Content of this Final EIR 
The purpose of the responses-to-comments document is to address concerns raised about the 
environmental effects of the project and the process by which the City conducted the CEQA process. 
Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines stipulates that responses should pertain to major or 
significant environmental issues raised by commenters. Under CEQA, the City is required, after 
completion of a Draft EIR, to consult with and obtain comments from public agencies having 
jurisdiction by law with respect to the proposed project and provide the general public with an 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  

As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR was made available to the public and regulatory agencies for 
review and comment during a 45-day period between October 20, 2023 and December 5, 2023. A 
presentation summarizing the 300 Piedmont Avenue Project and the Draft EIR was provided, and 
staff were available to answer questions of a general nature at a Planning Commission meeting on 
October 26, 2023.  

As the lead agency, the City is also required to respond to significant environmental issues raised in 
the review and consultation process. This responses-to-comments document has been prepared to 
respond to public agency and general public comments received on the Draft EIR, which was 
circulated for a 45-day public review period between October 20, 2023, and December 5, 2023. A 
Planning Commission meeting was held on October 26, 2023, to provide information about the Draft 
EIR, respond to general questions about the Draft EIR analysis, and accept oral comments on the 
Draft EIR. Consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR consists of the 
following contents: 

1. The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 

2. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a summary. 

3. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

4. The response of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process. 

5. Any other information added by the lead agency. 
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1.2 Project Description 
SummerHill Homes (project sponsor) is proposing to develop an approximately 40.2-acre site into a 
new 155-lot single-family, detached-home community with associated open space and 
infrastructure located at 300 Piedmont Avenue (project site) in the City. The City also proposes to 
construct new recreational amenities on a portion of the project site. The project would also 
demolish the former Crestmoor High School and other existing structures on the project site. 

In addition, pursuant to a settlement agreement between the City and the San Mateo Union High 
School District, the owner of the project site, the EIR analyzes a variant to the project that reflects: 
(1) dedication of a 6.47-acre portion of the project site’s wooded slope area to the City as publicly 
accessible open space, which would thereafter be maintained by the City; (2) retention of 
approximately 7.5 acres of sloped area as private open space; and (3) dedication of an 
approximately 4.6 acre space to the City for athletic field and recreational supportive uses. Overall, 
the variant would result in 12.24 acres of publicly accessible open space as compared to the 19.2 
acres of publicly accessible open space and would shift maintenance obligations for 6.47 acres of 
sloped wooded area from the property owner to the City.    

The project site currently contains the former and currently unoccupied Crestmoor High School, 
constructed in 1962, as well as playing fields, parking lots, a storage lot, school district maintenance 
facilities, and unimproved sloping wooded open space. The San Mateo Union High School District 
currently leases the playing fields on a short-term basis to private soccer clubs for youth soccer 
games and practices. The playing fields are improved with natural grass. 

The residential component of the project would include 155 homes. The project would result in an 
effective density of 3.86 dwelling units per gross acre on the 40.2-acre project site. The proposed 
building heights for the homes would be up to 28 feet (two stories). The residential component of 
the project would be divided into two neighborhoods with varying lot sizes. One neighborhood 
would include 63 four-bedroom homes ranging from approximately 1,900 to 2,300 square feet of 
living space with typical lot sizes of 3,000 square feet. The second neighborhood would include 92 
four-bedroom homes ranging from approximately 2,200 square feet to 2,700 square feet of living 
space with typical lots sizes of 2,850 and 3,375 square feet. In accordance with the City’s Affordable 
Housing Program (AHP), the project includes 24 on-site below market rate (BMR) homes (8 at low-
income level and 16 at moderate-income level) spread throughout the two neighborhoods, with 12 
BMR homes in each neighborhood. 

The proposed project would include dedication of approximately 6.91 acres of public open space to 
the City, which the City would own and maintain, as shown Draft EIR Chapter 2, Figure 2-2. The City 
would also construct improvements within about 5.3 acres of the 6.91 acres of the dedicated open 
space area in the northern area of the project site, including a sports field with permanent nighttime 
lighting fixtures. The other 1.61 acres along Courtland Drive would be improved by the City and 
would be available for recreational supportive uses. Parking would be provided along Courtland 
Drive, within the recreational parcel, and along the northern extent of the residential ring road. 

The field would be striped to allow reconfiguration of fields to accommodate various sizes of fields. 
The Crestmoor Fields Master Plan was recently approved by the San Bruno City Council. The field 
design could use synthetic turf or natural grass and would allow for a maximum of six soccer fields 
in use at any one time. Another option would include striping for up to two little league baseball 
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fields and five soccer fields, allowing for a maximum of two little league games or five soccer games 
to occur at one time. 

The project variant would include dedication of approximately 12.24 acres of land to the City for 
public open space (approximately 6.47 sloped acres and approximately 4.58 rough graded acres for 
the playing fields, and 1.19 acres for recreational supportive uses), while the private open space in 
the sloped wooded areas would be about 7.51 acres. The playing fields and other recreational uses 
would be the same as under the proposed project, except that the graded area in the dedicated open 
space for recreation use would be about 1.14 acres smaller than under the proposed project. A 
vegetation management plan would still be implemented in the portion of the wooded slope area 
dedicated to the City.  

Vehicular circulation would be provided to the project site from Piedmont Avenue at the southern 
entrance and Courtland Drive at its northern entrance. Interstate 280 (I-280) runs directly east of 
Courtland Drive, with the San Bruno Chinese Church located between Courtland Drive and I-280 
near the northern entrance to the project site. Courtland Drive, a private driveway with a public 
access easement that would become a public right-of-way of about 2.9 acres, would be 
reconstructed and realigned to meet the City’s design standards as part of the project. Circulation in 
the proposed project would be provided via a ring road around the perimeter of the proposed 
residential lots, with east–west drives throughout. The project variant would be the same as the 
proposed project, except that under the project variant, Courtland Drive would be a public street 
parcel with no recreation-supportive improvements. Courtland Drive right-of-way would instead be 
2.1 acres. 

1.3 Major Conclusions of the Environmental Analysis 
The Draft EIR identified the following significant impacts related to the project.  

 Impact AQ-1: Air Quality (cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant). Project construction activities, such as demolition, rough grading, and material 
hauling, would generate fugitive dust emissions (i.e., particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
[PM2.5] and particles less than 10 microns in diameter [PM10]). As noted in the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) 2022 State CEQA Guidelines, projects implementing the 
BAAQMD-recommended basic best management practices (BMPs) for construction-related 
fugitive dust emissions are considered to have a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant 
impact related to construction-generated fugitive dust emissions (BAAQMD 2023b). As such, 
before the inclusion of feasible BAAQMD-identified BMPs, the proposed project’s construction-
generated fugitive dust emissions would be considered significant, and mitigation would be 
required. Mitigation measure AQ-1 requires the implementation of BAAQMD’s basic BMPs. Thus, 
implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 
level, and both the project and variant’s impact with respect to construction-generated fugitive 
dust emissions would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 Impact BIO-1: Biological Resources (candidate, sensitive, or special-status species). 
Construction or demolition activity, and operation of the proposed project and project variant 
may harm or result in mortality to San Francisco dusky-footed woodrats, or in nest 
abandonment, and is considered a significant impact under CEQA. Most nests are present in the 
wooded area and could potentially be removed or disturbed by vegetation management work 
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during construction. These impacts would be potentially significant. Mitigation measure BIO-
1a would be implemented to reduce the potential for impacts on San Francisco dusky-footed 
woodrats. Tree removal and project and project variant construction could potentially remove 
habitat or disturb nests of nesting or migratory birds. Construction impacts would be 
potentially significant, because of the potential to remove active nests. Impacts would be less 
than significant after implementing mitigation measure BIO-1b. Tree removal or ground 
disturbance activities during construction and demolition could disturb active nests and result 
in mortality of roosting bats. Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1c would reduce 
impacts under both the project and project variant to less than significant with mitigation.  

 Impact BIO-5: Biological Resources (local policies or ordinances). Activities such as 
grading, installation of utilities, and construction of new homes may damage adjacent tree 
crowns and roots adjacent to the project area, which could potentially damage heritage trees. 
This impact would be potentially significant. Mitigation measure BIO-5 includes guidelines 
that would be implemented to mitigate any potential impact on surrounding trees caused by the 
project or project variant. Through designation of a tree protection zone and modification of 
activities to reduce potential impacts, these impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation.  

 Impact CUL-2: Cultural Resources (archaeological resources). The presence of two 
precontact midden deposits within 0.25 mile of the project site indicates increased potential for 
encountering as-yet undocumented archaeological deposits during construction-related ground 
disturbance, which would be potentially significant. Implementation of mitigation measure 
CUL-2a and mitigation measure CUL-2b would reduce this potentially significant impact on 
archaeological resources during construction of both the project and project variant to less-
than-significant with mitigation by ensuring that project activities would not result in the 
inadvertent destruction of an archaeological resource. 

 Impact GEO-5: Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources (unique paleontological 
resource). While there are no known paleontological resources or unique geologic features on 
the project site, the site is underlain by the Merced Formation. This geologic unit is known to 
contain fossils. As a result, ground-disturbing activities such as grading and excavation in areas 
with native substrate may destroy or damage paleontological resources, which would be a 
potentially significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure GEO-5 would ensure that 
workers are informed of the procedures to follow should they encounter subsurface 
paleontological resources. It also ensures that work is halted until all appropriate procedures 
are followed in the event that paleontological resources are discovered. Mitigation measure 
GEO-5 would reduce impacts from ground-disturbing activities under the project and the 
project variant. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 Impact GHG-1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (greenhouse gas emissions). Even with 
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program through mitigation 
measure TRA-2, the project and project variant would result in a cumulatively considerable 
impact with respect to operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and there are no feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce this impact. The project and project variant would exceed the 
threshold of 12.4 daily miles per resident, or 15 percent below the regional average vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) for the region of 14.6 daily miles per resident. At 14.7 miles per resident, 
the project would result in a rate of VMT that exceeds the regional average by 0.1 mile per capita 
and exceeds the threshold by 2.3 miles per capita. There are no feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce project-generated VMT beyond mitigation measure TRA-2. Thus, the project and project 
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variant would not result in a VMT reduction relative to the regional average; rather, it would 
result in a VMT increase. This impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

 Impact GHG-2: Greenhouse Gas Emissions (applicable plan, policy, or regulation). The 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2022 Scoping Plan identifies the state’s path to keep 
California on track to meet its State Bill (SB) 32 GHG reduction target of at least 40 percent 
below 1990 emissions by 2030, as well as to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 and a reduction 
in anthropogenic emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels. The project would not be 
consistent with CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan, as it would not incorporate all of the Scoping Plan–
identified project attributes. Specifically, the project and project variant would not provide 
residential parking supply at a ratio of less than one parking space per dwelling unit. It would 
not be feasible to reduce the residential parking supply at the project site, as described in Impact 
TRA-2. Moreover, the project and project variant would not meet the Scoping Plan–identified 
affordable housing standard. Thus, the project would be inconsistent with two of the CARB-
identified project attributes related to VMT reduction. There are no feasible mitigation measures 
to reduce project-generated VMT beyond mitigation measure TRA-2. Therefore, the project and 
project variant would conflict with state, regional, or local plans to achieve the GHG reduction 
goals mandated by SB 32 for the year 2030 and Assembly Bill (AB) 1279 for the year 2030 and 
2045. This impact would be significant and unavoidable.  

 Impact HAZ-5: Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Airport Land Use Plan). The Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for San Francisco International Airport (SFO) indicates the 
project site’s imaginary surface in the project area is between 162.3 and 200 feet above mean 
sea level (amsl). Given that the site itself ranges from 380 to 430 feet amsl, the ALUCP indicates 
the terrain penetrates the airspace surface. As a result, the proposed project and variant may 
pose airspace safety concerns and a potentially significant impact. Mitigation measure HAZ-5a 
would apply to the residential component of the project and would require either a finding of 
no-hazard from the Federal Aviation Administration or documentation that site conditions are 
such that notification is not required because there would be no safety hazard due to existing 
shielding. For the recreational component, mitigation measure HAZ-5b requires obtaining a 
finding of no-hazard from the Federal Aviation Administration due to the height of light 
standards and the addition of new lighting. These components would be the same under the 
proposed project and the project variant. As a result, this impact would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

 Impact NOI-1: Noise (ambient noise). Even though project construction activities are not 
predicted to exceed the San Bruno Municipal Code standards applicable to project construction, 
because construction could result in short-term increases in average ambient noise levels 
exceeding 10 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at nearby residences during worst-case construction 
noise-generating activities, this impact is considered potentially significant for both the 
proposed project and project variant. Mitigation measures NOI-1a and NOI-1b require 
implementation of several measures to reduce noise as experienced at nearby sensitive uses 
during construction. The mitigation measures are anticipated to reduce the increase in average 
noise levels at the nearest residences during construction of the project and variant to less than 
10 dBA, which is below the significance criteria. As a result, this impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

 Impact TRA-2: Transportation (State CEQA Guidelines). The project would result in a 
significant impact related to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) if it would 
lead to VMT per resident higher than 15 percent below the existing regional average of 14.6 
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VMT per resident. Because the City of San Bruno has not adopted separate VMT threshold 
standards, the EIR uses the OPR-recommended VMT per resident threshold of 15 percent 
reduction compared to the current regional (nine-county Bay Area) average. Using the C/CAG 
VMT Estimation Tool, the estimated VMT per resident with the project is estimated to be 14.7 
daily miles per resident. This is well above the significance threshold and much closer to the 
current regional average; therefore, the project would result in a potentially significant impact. 
Mitigation measure TRA-2 would require the neighborhood homeowner’s association (HOA) to 
implement a TDM program in conjunction with the development application. Because a VMT 
mitigation fee, bank, or exchange program does not currently exist, at this time additional 
mitigation through financial contribution is not feasible. As a result, the VMT impacts associated 
with the proposed project and the project variant would be significant and unavoidable. 

 Impacts TCR-1 and TCR-2: Tribal Cultural Resources (Tribal Cultural Resources). The 
presence of two precontact midden deposits, one of which contained Native American human 
remains, within 0.25 mile of the project site indicates increased potential for encountering as-
yet undocumented tribal cultural resources deposits during project-related ground disturbance. 
This impact would be potentially significant for both the proposed project and variant. Under 
the proposed project and variant, implementation of mitigation measures CULT-2a and CULT-2b 
(as described in Draft EIR Section 3.4) would reduce the project and variant impacts on tribal 
cultural resources to less-than-significant with mitigation. 

 Impact UT-1: Utilities (relocation of construction of a new or expanded facility). The 
addition of wastewater from 155 residences on site would substantially increase the volume of 
wastewater conveyed through sewage pipes by quadrupling the number of homes discharging 
wastewater into sewer lines. Therefore, there is a potential for additional flows to both 
exacerbate existing degraded conditions (aging pipes, root intrusion) as well as not to meet fire 
flow requirements. This impact would be potentially significant. Future water use at the fields 
would be similar to or less than current use. If turf is synthetic, then water use would decrease. 
If turf is natural grass, then water use would likely stay the same with irrigation, restroom use, 
and other incidental water consumption. However, without the improvement related to the 
residential development, impacts related to water pressure under both the project and variant 
would be potentially significant. Mitigation measures UT-1a and UT-1b would be implemented 
to reduce the impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 

 Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts. Even with implementation of a TDM 
program through mitigation measure TRA-2, the proposed project and project variant would 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG emissions during operations, 
and there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact. 

 Cumulative Transportation Impacts. The proposed project and variant VMT per resident 
would be 14.7 VMT per resident, which exceeds the threshold of 15 percent below the existing 
regional average of 14.6 VMT per resident. With implementation of the TDM program under 
Mitigation Measure TRA-2, alternative modes would be encouraged, the use of single-occupant 
vehicles would be discouraged, and the impact of additional vehicles generated by the project 
would be lessened. However, as explained in Impact TRA-2, impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. As a result, the proposed project’s and project variant’s contribution would be 
cumulatively considerable. 
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1.4 Project Alternatives 
The EIR discusses and analyzes the No Project Alternative, Increased Density with ADUs and Open 
Space and Recreation Alternative, and Reduced Density with Open Space and Recreation Alternative. 
Furthermore, the EIR analyzes the impacts of the alternatives and compares the significant impacts 
of the alternatives to the significant environmental impacts of the project as proposed. These 
alternatives are described in more detail in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Alternatives. 

 Increased Density with ADUs and Open Space and Recreation Alternative. The Increased 
Density with ADUs and Open Space and Recreation alternative would increase housing density 
to reduce per-capita VMT. This alternative would construct 287 units located in two 
neighborhoods.  

 Reduced Density with Open Space and Recreation Alternative. The Reduced Density with 
ADUs and Open Space and Recreation alternative would result in 112 units at the project site 
and include BMR homes spread throughout the two neighborhoods.  

 No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative compares the impacts of the proposed 
project to what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the proposed 
project is not approved and development continues to occur in accordance with existing plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(2)).  

1.5 Organization of the Final EIR 
This document addresses substantive comments received during the public review period and 
consists of five sections. 

 Chapter 1, Introduction. Reviews the purpose and contents of the responses-to-comments 
document. 

 Chapter 2, List of Commenters. Lists the public agencies and City of San Bruno Planning 
Commissioners who submitted and made comments on the Draft EIR. 

 Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. Contains each comment letter and written responses to 
the individual comments. Specific comments within each comment letter have been bracketed 
and enumerated in the margin of the letter. Each commenter has been assigned a discrete 
comment letter number, as listed in Chapter 2. Generally, the responses provide explanatory 
information or additional discussion of the text contained in the Draft EIR. In some instances, 
the response supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification. 
This chapter shows revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments. Where a comment 
repeats a previous comment, the response refers to the response previously given. 

 Chapter 4, Other Revisions to the Draft EIR. Provides a listing of the text changes to the Draft 
EIR that resulted from City-initiated changes. New text that has been added to the Draft EIR is 
indicated with underlining. Text that has been deleted is indicated with strikethrough. 
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Chapter 2 
Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

This chapter includes a list of the public agencies, planning commissioners, and individuals who 
commented on the draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) (Table 2-1), as well as the actual 
comment letters submitted. The comment letters have been numbered as shown in Table 2-1 and 
include letters and emails. The individual comments within each letter have been numbered in the 
margin. There is a response for each comment in Chapter 3, Responses to Comments. 

Table 2-1. List of Commenters  

Letter # Commenter 
State Agencies 
S1 California Department of Transportation District 4  
Local Agencies 
L1 San Francisco International Airport 
L2 San Mateo Union High School District  
Individuals 
I1 Lawrence Marsili 
I2 Jeffery D.  
I3 Lisa H 
I4 Robert S. 
Planning Commission 
PC1 Commissioner Harman 
PC2  Commissioner Kuhn 
PC3  Commissioner Lethin  
PC4 Commissioner Durazo  
PC5 Commissioner Biasotti  
PC6 Commissioner Madden  
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2.1 Comment Letter S1: California Department of 
Transportation District 4  
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2.2 Comment Letter L1: San Francisco International 
Airport 
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Chapter 3 
Responses to Comments 

This chapter includes responses for each of the numbered comments identified in the comment 
letters in Chapter 2, Comments Received on the Draft EIR. The responses also identify if revisions to 
the draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) are required. These changes and staff-initiated 
changes are included in Chapter 4, Text Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

3.1 State Agencies 

3.1.1 S1, Caltrans 

S1-1 

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis and instead is an introduction to the comment letter. Therefore, no substantive response is 
required.  

S1-2 

The comment’s acknowledgement that the Crestmoor, 300 Piedmont Avenue Project (project)’s 
analysis of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and travel demand is consistent with the Office of Planning 
and Research’s technical advisory. The acknowledgement that the proposed project would have 
significant and unavoidable impact with respect to VMT is consistent with the EIR’s analysis; 
therefore, the comment requires no substantive response.  

Regarding recommended mitigation measures to consider along with the proposed Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program in the EIR, the strategies in the proposed TDM program were 
selected from and quantified using the CAPCOA Handbook mentioned in the comment.  

All of the strategies listed as suggestions in the comment were considered but ruled out as 
mitigation for one or more reasons. 

 Increased density. The EIR considers an alternative with increased density as explained in 
response to comment L1-3.  

 Increased location efficiency, increased mixed-use development. These strategies involve a 
change in the nature of the project and would also conflict with the project objectives to 
redevelop the site with a residential neighborhood and provide recreation fields. Additionally, a 
mixed-use development would be inconsistent with the General Plan designation and zoning. 
While the proposed project includes a General Plan Amendment and zoning map amendment, 
these amendments are to modify provisions regarding open space. The residential designation 
of the site would remain and would not accommodate mixed use. As a result, this is not 
considered feasible mitigation. 

 Improved bicycle network and transit access (increased transit accessibility and bus 
rapid transit). The nearest transit stop is 0.5 mile away and there are no existing bicycle 
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facilities within 0.5 mile. This project alone as a singular project site cannot provide a useful bike 
or transit network. Shuttles to transit are also impractical for single-family homes in this 
location given the availability of low-cost parking at regional rail stations and because the ease 
of driving would likely minimize the demand for shuttles that could be perceived as less 
convenient due to frequency. Moving the project itself closer to the bicycle network and transit 
access would conflict with a key project objective of redeveloping the underutilized site of the 
former Crestmoor High School. As a result, improved bicycle network and transit access through 
moving the proposed project is not considered feasible mitigation. 

 Pedestrian network improvements. Pedestrian network improvements are already part of 
the proposed project. The project would provide sidewalks and crosswalks throughout the two 
residential neighborhoods and improve the condition of the sidewalks and crosswalks adjacent 
to the recreation area. As a result, improvement of the pedestrian network does not need to be 
included as mitigation. 

S1-3 

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis and instead explains the City of San Bruno’s responsibility for project mitigation. Therefore, 
no substantive response is required.  

S1-4 

The comment states that a California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) transportation 
permit is required for the movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on state roadways. 

The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis and instead explains oversized and excessive load permit requirements and the potential 
need to develop a Transportation Management Plan with Caltrans. The requirements are noted, and 
the developer of each project component (i.e., residential and recreational) would be responsible for 
obtaining all necessary permits and approvals.   

S1-5 

The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to comment and involvement in the 
environmental review process. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No substantive response is required.  
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3.2 Local Agencies 

3.2.1 L1, SFO 

L1-1 

The comment repeats information found in the project description to demonstrate understanding of 
the project. The comment does not contain questions or concerns regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR analysis. No substantive response is required. 

L1-2 

Refer to response to comment L1-5. 

L1-3 

The commenter’s statement regarding the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour is 
consistent with the conclusion in Impact NOI-3 in the Draft EIR. On pages 3.11-27 through 3.11-38, 
the Draft EIR states, “Because the project site is outside of all airport contours according to the 
ALUCP (as shown in Appendix F, Noise Technical Report, Figure 6), the project would not conflict 
with the land use restrictions in the ALUCP.” 

The commenter’s statements regarding critical aeronautical surfaces are also generally consistent 
with the analysis in Impact HAZ-5 on Draft EIR pages 3.8-11 through 3.8-12, save for minor 
differences in elevation that have no bearing on the impact conclusion. That discussion in the Draft 
EIR concludes, “Therefore, the proposed project and variant would not conflict with the Airspace 
Compatibility Policies of the SFO ALUCP.” 

The commenter’s statement regarding Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) airspace review is 
consistent with the analysis in Impact HAZ-5 on Draft EIR pages 3.8-12 through 3.8-13, including 
mitigation measures HAZ-5a and HAZ-5b, which address FAA airspace review for the residential and 
recreation components, respectively, of the project. 

The commenter’s statements regarding Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Policy AP-4 
and the field lighting are consistent with the analysis on Draft EIR page 3.8-12. 

Because the information provided by the commenter is consistent with the information in the Draft 
EIR, no revisions or additional responses are necessary. 

L1-4 

Alternative 4 contemplates a project with residences constructed at the maximum density across the 
project site. As explained on Draft EIR page 4-20, this would include approximately 321 units on the 
site, one unit more than suggested by the commenter. As explained on pages 4-20 through 4-21 of 
the Draft EIR, this alternative does not meet a critical objective of the proposed project (i.e., 
providing recreational fields and other public facilities and amenities to provide recreational 
opportunities) and would not avoid or substantially reduce a significant impact of the proposed 
project. Therefore, the alternative does not meet CEQA requirements for alternatives and was, 
therefore, rejected from further consideration. 
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Note that Alternative 1 contemplates increased density compared to the proposed project and was 
carried forward for full evaluation in the Draft EIR. It includes a total of 287 units, as described on 
Draft EIR page 4-4, constructed within the same neighborhoods as the proposed project. As 
explained in the Draft EIR, this alternative meets all requirements under CEQA related to 
alternatives, including meeting most of the basic project objectives, avoiding or substantially 
reducing a significant impact of the proposed project, and being potentially feasible. The City of San 
Bruno does have the potential for development of high-density residential projects within its 
jurisdictional boundaries; however, the proposed project location does not include qualities 
common to maximum density residential projects. Higher density residential projects are typically 
found within urban development areas that include easy pedestrian access to commercial 
opportunities and services, such as alternative modes of transportation (e.g., BART). Therefore, 
while the Draft EIR does not consider a maximum density alternative as suggested by the 
commenter, it does bring forward an increased density alternative catering to the limitations of the 
proposed project site location. The opinions presented by the commenter supporting increased 
density are included in the record for consideration by decision-makers. 

L1-5 

The following revisions have been made in response to this comment on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-6 
of the Draft EIR. 

The proposed project site is inside Airport Influence Areas A and B as defined by the Comprehensive 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport (SFO 
ALUCP). Each airport/land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) is required to contain policies and criteria 
to address three key issues: (a) aircraft noise impacts, (b) safety compatibility criteria, and (c) height 
of structures/airspace protection (Ricondo & Associates 2012). 

Note that the project area’s location in Airport Influence Area (AIA) A is already stated elsewhere in 
the Draft EIR. For example, Draft EIR page 3.10-2 states: 

The project site falls within Airport Influence Areas (AIA) A and B of San Francisco International 
Airport (SFO). Area A includes the entirety of San Mateo County, all of which is overflown by aircraft 
flying to or from SFO at least once per week at altitudes of 10,000 feet or fewer above mean sea level. 
Area B lies within Area A and contains areas exposed to aircraft noise above the 65 decibel (dB) 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour or lying below critical airspace (City/County 
Association of Governments of San Mateo County 2012). 

Therefore, the addition of the information about the project area being within AIA A is not new 
information. It also does not change any of the impact analysis in the Draft EIR. 

The following revision has also been made to page 7-13 of the Draft EIR to correct the author of a 
reference, consistent with the revision to the author on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-6 described above. 

Ricondo & Associates. 2012. Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of 
San Francisco International Airport. Available: Consolidated_CCAG_ALUCP_November-20121.pdf. 

The following revisions were made to page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR in response to this comment. 

Airports 

The closest airport to the project is SFO, which is located adjacent to San Bruno, just east of Highway 
101. SFO is approximately 1.6 miles east of the project site and has a total of four runways (City of 
San Bruno 2009). The project is inside the Airport Influence Area (AIA) A as defined by the SFO 
ALUCP. The policy that applies in AIA A is (C/CAG): 
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IP-1, Airport Influence Area A – Real Estate Disclosure Area: Within Area A, the real 
estate disclosure requirements of state law apply. Section 11010 of the Business and 
Professions Code requires people offering subdivided property for sale or lease to disclose 
the presence of all existing and planned airports within two miles of the property. The law 
requires that, if the property is within an “airport influence area” designated by the Airport 
Land Use Commission, the following statement must be included in the notice of intention to 
offer the property for sale: 

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY 

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known 
as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of 
the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations 
(for example, noise, vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances 
can vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, 
if any, are associated with the property before you complete your purchase and 
determine whether they are acceptable to you. 

The project is inside the Airport Influence Area (AIA) B as defined by the SFO ALUCP (Sinha 2023). 
The policy that applies in AIA B is (C/CAG 2012). 

IP-2, Airport Influence Area B – Policy/Project Referral Area: Within Area B, the Airport 
Land Use Commission (the C/CAG Board) shall exercise its statutory duties to review 
proposed land use policy actions, including new general plans, specific plans, zoning 
ordinances, plan amendments and rezonings, and land development proposals. The real 
estate disclosure requirements in Area A also apply in Area B. For the purposes of this policy, 
parcels along the edge of the Area B Boundary that are split by the boundary shall be 
considered as fully being within Area B. 

Note that the description of policy IP-2 already includes the real estate disclosure requirement 
added for AIA A; therefore, this addition does not change any of the analysis or conclusions in the 
Draft EIR. 

The following revisions have been made to pages 3.8-11 through 3.8-12 of the Draft EIR in response 
to this comment. 

Flight hazards include tall objects as well as visual and electronic forms of interference. The project 
site is inside AIA B as defined by the SFO ALUCP. The critical aeronautical surfaces at the proposed 
project location are at an elevation of approximately 860 feet amsl (C/CAG 2012). The school site 
elevation is about 430 feet amsl, and the maximum height of the single-family residences would be 
28 feet. Therefore, the elevation height of residences would be below the elevation of the critical 
aeronautical surfaces. The field elevation is about 380 feet amsl, and the tallest light standard would 
be 80 feet, meaning that the elevation of the lighting structures would also be below the elevation of 
the critical aeronautical surfaces identified in the ALUCP. A crane may also be used to install the light 
standards but would be a temporary use. Therefore, the proposed project and variant would not 
conflict with the Airspace Compatibility Policies of the SFO ALUCP. 

These revisions clarify the analysis and do not change any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR. The 
City declines to implement the changes the commenter requested to amsl because they are editorial 
in nature.  

L1-6 

This comment consists of attachments provided as background to substantive comments in the 
comment letter. The responses above (L1-2 through L1-5) provide responses to the substantive 
comments. 
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3.2.2 L2, SMUHSD 

L2-1 

The information provided by San Mateo Union High School District (SMUHSD) regarding the leases 
for the fields at the former Crestmoor High School site is consistent with the information about the 
No Project Alternative in Draft EIR Section 4.5.1, Description of Alternative. The text on page 4-14 of 
the draft EIR also explains why the City has determined that the No Project Alternative includes 
continued leasing of playing fields on a short-term basis under CEQA based on past use by AYSO and 
Lowen, despite the lack of a renewal provision in the lease. The following text can be found on Draft 
EIR page 4-14 in Section 4.5.1, Description of Alternative. 

San Mateo Union High School District (SMUHSD) currently has a lease agreement of the Crestmoor 
fields with AYSO and Lowen from July 1, 2023, that expires on June 30, 2024, and use of the fields 
beyond that date would require separate action of the Board of Trustees (Hawkins pers. comm.). 
However, AYSO and Lowen’s use of the recreation fields predated July 1, 2023, and the City is 
unaware of any intent by the SMUHSD to decline to approve another lease. Additionally, SMUHSD 
declared Crestmoor High School surplus property in March 2019, and prior to entering into a 
purchase agreement with the applicant had entered into a contract to sell the property with another 
developer (SMUHSD 2022). Therefore, should the City deny the project, it is reasonable to assume 
SMUHSD would continue to try to sell the property. However, actual development of the property is 
not included in the No Action Alternative because the characteristics, timing, and other details of 
such a development would be speculative. As a result, given past use by AYSO and Lowen, the No 
Project Alternative presumes that SMUHSD would continue to lease the playing fields on a short-term 
basis to private soccer clubs for youth soccer games and practices. 

The commenter has not raised a specific issue with the definition of the No Action Alternative, the 
recreation analysis, or suggested revisions to the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional response is 
required. However, the information provided by the commenter is included in the record for 
consideration by decision-makers.  

3.3 Individuals 

3.3.1 I1, Lawrence Marsili 

I1-1 

Construction activity would result in an increase in vehicle and truck trips and vehicular parking 
demand associated with construction workers. These types of construction-related transportation 
impacts would be temporary, generally short term, and conducted in accordance with City 
requirements.  

San Bruno Avenue is a designated truck route as provided in Section 7.24.010 of the San Bruno 
Municipal Code. Additionally, Section 7.24.020 of the code confirms that heavy vehicle restrictions 
do not apply to "commercial vehicles... or vehicles for hire or advertised for hire coming from an 
unrestricted street having ingress and egress by direct route to and from a restricted street when 
necessary for the purpose of making pickups or deliveries of goods, wares and merchandise from or 
to any building or structure located on the restricted street; for the purpose of delivering materials 
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to be used in the actual and bona fide repair, alteration, remodeling or construction of any building 
or structure upon the restricted street for which a building permit has previously been obtained." 

A truck routing plan would be required for approval of the construction permit and would be 
followed during the construction period. As required by Section 7.24.020, the truck routes will be 
direct routes to and from San Bruno Avenue.  

Mitigation is required only for significant impacts under CEQA per State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(1). No significant impacts have been identified related to potential trucking routes, such 
as noise or traffic safety. However, the commenter’s suggestion about restricting heavy vehicles to 
roadways with dividing double yellow lines is noted and included in the record for consideration by 
decision-makers. 

3.3.2 I2, Jeffery D. 

I2-1 

See response to comment I1-1 regarding the truck-routing concerns. Truck-routing restrictions 
would not apply to construction workers traveling in passenger vehicles. 

Note that traffic volume, insofar as it relates to traffic congestion, is no longer a metric for 
determining significant transportation impacts under CEQA, as explained on Draft EIR page 3.15-3. 
However, the intersection of Madison Avenue and Piedmont Avenue was one of the study 
intersections analyzed in the transportation analysis. The analysis studied trip assignment through 
this intersection and conducted an all-way stop control warrant, which found that the current 
configuration without control is appropriate for the anticipated “Existing + Project” volume of traffic 
and pedestrian activity. See Attachment 1 for the traffic control warrants. 

The proposed project is not expected to increase the prevalence or severity of speeding near the 
project site. Concerns about existing speeding activity should be brought to the San Bruno Traffic, 
Safety and Parking Committee. 

3.3.3 I3, Lisa H. 

I3-1 

Refer to response to comment I2-1. 

I3-2 

Existing noise levels in the project vicinity, including those “below the site,” were measured on April 
15, 2023, at the locations presented in Figure 3.11-1 on page 3.11-13 of the Draft EIR. Measured 
existing noise levels are shown in Table 3.11-8 on page 3.11-14 of the Draft EIR. In addition, 
topography is considered in the noise evaluation of estimated construction noise levels at nearby 
existing residences, as described on page 3.11-20 of the Draft EIR.  

An analysis of construction vibration is presented on page 3.11-27 of the Draft EIR. As stated in this 
section and in the Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis included as Appendix F, vibration from 
construction was evaluated, and the nearest structures would be exposed to vibration levels below 
the applicable damage and annoyance thresholds.  
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I3-3 

Impacts on property values are economic in nature and are generally outside the scope of CEQA (see 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131) and are, therefore, properly excluded from the EIR. As a 
result, the cost of homes is also outside the scope of the EIR. Note that the project includes 
affordable housing, which is discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of the EIR. Any City 
of San Bruno housing development projects that include five or more units and all new 
nonresidential developments throughout the City are subject to the City’s affordable housing 
program. The proposed project is consistent with these regulations, and any further housing 
development in the City would be subject to the same requirements.  

I3-4 

The potential for vegetation management in the sloped area above Madison Avenue to ultimately 
result in erosion impacts is addressed in Impact GEO-2 under Operation, beginning on page 3.6-8 of 
the Draft EIR (see also Impact WQ-1, beginning on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR). As explained in the 
impact discussion, “the project design would follow recommendations outlined in the project-
specific geotechnical report (Appendix E, Final Geotechnical and Geological Investigation). This 
would include protecting fill slopes against erosion by hydroseeding or hydromulching with deeply 
rooted, fast-growing vegetation after construction is complete. If that vegetation would not establish 
prior to rains, the recommendation is to protect slopes using measures like hay bales and silt fences 
(Appendix E).” 

The project also includes a storm drainage system. As explained on page 3.9-10 of the Draft EIR, “As 
part of the project, stormwater would be conveyed from multiple points across the residential area 
and conveyed into a bioretention area in a private storm drain easement within the dedicated open 
space. The stormwater treatment basins and onsite detention would be sized to contain the runoff 
so that it would be at a minimum at existing conditions or below them for a 25- year storm.” 

Additionally, as described in Section 8.1.5 of the report in Appendix E, remedial grading would be 
conducted on slopes to address instability. 

The potential for future instability in the existing landslide areas can be mitigated by minor remedial 
grading. Prior to grading these areas, the depth of the loose material should be determined with 
probes and hand-auger borings. Loose/disturbed soil should be excavated by hand so the remaining 
thickness of the loose/disturbed soil is less than 12 inches. The soil exposed at the excavation 
subgrade should be moisture-conditioned to near optimum and compacted with a large vibratory 
plate (Turtle) to at least 90 percent relative compaction. The fill should then be placed in lifts not 
exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness, moisture-conditioned to near optimum moisture content, and 
compacted in accordance with recommendations presented above in Table 5. The surface of the 
regraded areas should be relatively uniform and should match the adjacent grades on the slope face. 
Hydroseeding or hydromulching with deeply rooted, fast-growing vegetation should be performed 
after construction is complete. If the vegetation will not be established prior to the rainy season, 
slopes should be protected using measures such as netting, hay bales, and/or silt fences. 

Finally, note that not all trees would be removed in this area, and those removed would be 
eucalyptus (nonnative) and trees that are dead, in declining health, or hazardous, as explained on 
Draft EIR page 2-13. 

The vegetation management plan also provides for ongoing vegetation removal. Eucalyptus trees 
may be removed from the area subject to the vegetation management plan. Stumps of removed 
eucalyptus may be treated with herbicides to control resprouting because they can readily resprout 
when cut, grazed, or burned. Monterey pines, or any other trees, that are dead or in declining health 
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should also be considered for removal. Trees that are otherwise healthy can be selected for removal 
if they are deemed a fire hazard after other methods for fuel reduction (e.g., crown raising) have been 
considered. 

I3-5 

Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR considers impacts on all known biological 
resources, including wildlife, in the project area. Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, and BIO-1c 
(described on Draft EIR pages 3.3-7 through 3.3-12) all pertain to the protection of wildlife species 
and mitigate Impact BIO-1 (described on page 3.3-7) to less-than-significant levels.  

I3-6 

Construction noise is evaluated based on construction schedule and equipment information, and 
was determined to be significant before mitigation, as described in Impact NOI-1 beginning on page 
3.11-18 of the Draft EIR. Although triple-pane windows are not required, other mitigation is 
required and would reduce this impact to less than significant. Specifically, mitigation measure NOI-
1a (described on Draft EIR pages 3.11-20 and 3.11-21) would be required, which includes various 
noise reduction measures be incorporated during project construction to reduce construction noise 
to the extent feasible. In addition, mitigation measure NOI-1b (as described on Draft EIR page 3.11-
21) would also apply, which would require the implementation of temporary noise barriers if it is 
determined that 10 decibels (dB) or greater increases over the background ambient noise level are 
occurring at nearby residences during construction, if feasible. With implementation of these 
mitigation measures together, noise impacts from project construction were determined to be less 
than significant. Triple-pane windows would not be appropriate mitigation. First, they are not 
necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant. Additionally, such a measure would require 
permanent modifications to existing housing to address a temporary impact, and it is uncertain 
whether it would be feasible to replace windows on private residences. Lastly, the cost and time to 
do so are unknown. Therefore, the City declines to include installing triple-pane windows as part of 
noise mitigation. 

I3-7 

Regarding the comment related to joyful noise (e.g., noise from typical activities such as children 
playing or families gathering) affecting the neighbors, this kind of noise could be generated both 
from the playing fields and the residences. Playing field noise is addressed beginning on page 3.11-
26 of the Draft EIR under Impact NOI-1. As discussed in this analysis, noise from children playing 
was modeled, and the estimated results indicated that noise from the proposed playing fields is not 
expected to exceed City of San Bruno noise standards or substantially exceed existing ambient noise 
levels at the nearest residences to the proposed playing fields. This impact was determined to be 
less than significant. Regarding joyful noise from residences, the project residences would generally 
be located farther from existing residences and would also result in less noise from people talking or 
gathering than the playing field. The EIR focuses on significant impacts of the proposed project, as 
provided for in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a). The noise generated by new residences 
would be less than the less-than-significant noise generated by the playing fields. 

I3-8 

See responses to comments I1-1 and I2-1.  
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3.3.4 I4, Robert S. 
I4-1 

Impact PS-3, beginning on page 3.13-11 of the Draft EIR, addresses the potential for schools to have 
capacity for students generated as a result of the proposed project. That impact discussion notes 
that enrollment has been decreasing in recent years and accounts for anticipated future population 
growth as a result of the proposed project. The Draft EIR also discusses cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, which addresses population growth in relation to nearby 
projects combined with impacts of the proposed project. On page 5-15, the Draft EIR concludes that 
buildout of the General Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts on schools. Additionally, 
note that SMUHSD declared Crestmoor High School surplus property in March 2019, as indicated on 
Draft EIR page 4-14, and the school has been closed since 1980, as indicated on Draft EIR page ES-1. 
Therefore, no issues regarding school capacity are anticipated. Additionally, as explained on pages 
3.13-4 through 3.13-5 of the Draft EIR, fees are collected to address school facilities. The specific 
fees for the San Bruno Park School District and San Mateo Union High School District are described 
on Draft EIR pages 3.13-6 and 3.13-7. 

I4-2 

The commenter suggests making the project site into a park or potentially a soccer stadium with 
seating and a running track. To be carried forward for evaluation in the Draft EIR, one requirement 
for an alternative is that it must meet the most basic project objectives (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126(a)). The following are objectives of the proposed project, as listed on pages 2-5 and 
2-6 of the Draft EIR.  

 Redevelop an underutilized site with a residential neighborhood that provides a variety of home 
sizes at a density that is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 Provide housing at a range of income levels (including low- and moderate-income households) 
that would assist the City in meeting its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) targets. 

 Provide housing at a range of income levels (including low- and moderate-income households) 
that would assist the City of San Bruno in meeting its RHNA targets.  

 Provide new single-family detached homes that would provide housing for families at a variety of 
income levels (including low- and moderate-income households) in the city.  

 Provide a variety of home sizes at a range of sales prices and at a density that is complementary 
with the existing surrounding neighborhood.  

 Develop enough residential units to have an economically viable and feasible project. 

By eliminating the residential component, this alternative would not fully meet the basic objectives 
of the project and, therefore, is not considered a reasonable alternative to the project. The 
commenter suggests picnic tables. Note, as well, that the latest conceptual design of the recreational 
component includes two plazas with picnic tables, as well as some seating areas, as shown on Figure 
2-5 of the Draft EIR. 
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3.4 Planning Commission 

3.4.1 PC1, Commissioner Harman 

PC1-1 

As suggested by the commenter, the VMT evaluation in the Draft EIR was conducted consistent with 
current guidance, as described on pages 3.15-15 through 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR. The 
transportation analysis team does not know where future residents will relocate from and, thus, 
cannot make assumptions about the No Project Alternative as suggested in the comment. However, 
in finding that VMT impacts of the project would be significant and unavoidable, the Draft EIR also 
notes the following on page 3.15-18 to articulate a similar sentiment to the commenter regarding 
the site-specific and regional perspectives on VMT. 

Within the nine-county Bay Area, San Mateo County is a good place to build housing from a VMT 
perspective. Jobs are abundant and thus, commute lengths for people who live in the county are 
generally shorter than elsewhere in the region. However, the project consists of low-density single-
family homes located in a primarily single-use neighborhood with few convenient walking or biking 
options to access shopping, work, education, or other opportunities. The project is also not located 
near any high-quality transit lines, nor does it add a mix of land uses or amenities that could reduce 
the number of vehicle trips or trip lengths for the existing or future residents of the neighborhood. 
These environmental characteristics result in project trips being made almost exclusively by car, and 
so, even though trip lengths may be shorter than the regional average, the share of trips made by car 
(instead of walk, bike, or transit) prevents the site from complying with state goals to reduce VMT 
below current levels.  

Regarding Alternative 1, note that the State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify an 
“environmentally superior alternative,” other than the No Project Alternative, among the 
alternatives discussed in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2)). While the Draft EIR 
determines that Alternative 1 is the environmentally superior alternative on page 4-16, the City is 
not required to adopt it. Rather, if a proposed project would result in significant environmental 
impacts that would not be avoided or substantially lessened by mitigation measures, the City must 
consider any environmentally superior alternatives identified in the EIR and find that they are 
“infeasible” before approving the proposed project if it decides to approve the proposed project 
(Public Resources Code Sections 21002, 21081(a)(3); State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3)).  

Thus, if the City decides to adopt the proposed project, it would first be required to make findings 
pursuant to CEQA that the environmentally superior alternative(s) identified in the EIR, such as 
Alternative 1, are “infeasible.” The reasons for such findings would need to be explained in the City’s 
decision and would need to be supported by substantial evidence. For example, if an alternative was 
rejected on the basis that it fails to meet certain project objectives, then the City would need to 
provide evidence of this failure. Public Resources Code Section 21061.1 states that, “‘[f]easible’ 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” A determination of 
feasibility, therefore, necessarily involves a series of judgment calls concerning potential costs, 
environmental effectiveness and potential environmental side effects, social policy considerations, 
technical realities, and potential time constraints. As a result, input such as that provided by the 
commenter is included in the record for consideration by decision-makers and may be the kind of 
input that can be considered at the time of decision-making in deciding whether any of the 
alternatives are infeasible.  
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PC1-2 

Recreational impacts as framed in Appendix G of the 2023 State CEQA Guidelines relate to the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks such that substantial deterioration occurs, and that 
construction or expansion of a recreational facility would adversely affect the environment. These 
impacts are discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analyzes potential 
game relocations based on the reduction in field size during project operation on pages 3.14-6 and 
3.14-7. This impact was determined to be less than significant. The general concern about the loss of 
two fields as a result of the project is noted and included in the record for consideration by decision-
makers. 

3.4.2 PC2, Commissioner Kuhn 

PC2-1 

Recreational impacts as framed in Appendix G of the 2023 State CEQA Guidelines relate to the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks such that substantial deterioration occurs, and that 
construction or expansion of a recreational facility would adversely affect the environment. These 
impacts are discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analyzes potential 
game relocations based on the reduction in field size during project operation on pages 3.14-6 and 
3.14-7. This impact was determined to be less than significant.   

PC2-2 

Note that traffic volume, insofar as it relates to traffic congestion, is no longer a metric for 
determining significant transportation impacts under CEQA, as explained on Draft EIR page 3.15-3. 
However, the intersection of Madison Avenue and Piedmont Avenue was one of the study 
intersections analyzed in the transportation analysis. The analysis studied trip assignment through 
this intersection and conducted an all-way stop control warrant, which found that the current 
configuration without control is appropriate for the anticipated “Existing + Project” volume of traffic 
and pedestrian activity. See Attachment 1 for the traffic control warrants. 

PC2-3 

The proposed project is not expected to increase the prevalence or severity of speeding near the 
project site. As indicated in the comment, concerns about existing speeding activity should be 
brought to the San Bruno Traffic, Safety and Parking Committee. 

PC2-4 

Refer to response to comment I4-1. As discussed throughout Draft EIR pages 3.13-11 through 3.13-
12, impact PS-3 evaluates the capacity of nearby school facilities to accommodate a student 
population beyond the growth anticipated under the project and finds the impact to be less than 
significant.  
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3.4.3 PC3, Commissioner Lethin 

PC3-1 

Since the Planning Commission hearing, the applicant provided the City with a revised Arborist 
Report prepared in January 2024. It is included in this Final EIR as Attachment 1. The applicant has 
also updated its tree removal plans as shown in Table 3-1. The revisions made to the Draft EIR to 
reflect this update are provided in Chapter 4, Revisions, of this Final EIR. 

Table 3-1  Updated Tree Removal Quantities 

Tree Category Draft EIR Quantity Removed Updated Quantity Removed 

Heritage Tree 162 182 

Non-Heritage Tree 88 89 

Total 250 271 

The proposed project and the project variant would require removal of 271 trees, about 182 of 
which are heritage trees. The Draft EIR addresses impacts on heritage trees under Impact BIO-5 
(described on page 3.3-13) and mitigation measure BIO-5 (described on pages 3.3-14 and 3.3-15). 
As explained under Impact BIO-5, the applicant has indicated that 315 replacement trees would be 
provided for the project and project variant, which would be in accordance with the 
recommendations of the City. The project would obtain a tree removal permit and would, therefore, 
not conflict with the San Bruno Tree Ordinance. Any subsequent removal of trees as part of 
vegetation management or ongoing maintenance of the site would also be subject to San Bruno Tree 
Ordinance requirements, and permits would be obtained as needed. With mitigation, this impact is 
reduced to less-than-significant levels, and the updated tree counts do not change the less-than-
significant determination in the Draft EIR.   

Additionally, not all trees would be removed in this area, and those removed would be eucalyptus 
(nonnative) and trees that are dead, in declining health, or hazardous, as explained on Draft EIR 
page 2-13. 

The vegetation management plan also provides for ongoing vegetation removal. Eucalyptus trees 
may be removed from the area subject to the vegetation management plan. Stumps of removed 
eucalyptus may be treated with herbicides to control resprouting because they can readily resprout 
when cut, grazed, or burned. Monterey pines, or any other trees, that are dead or in declining health 
should also be considered for removal. Trees that are otherwise healthy can be selected for removal 
if they are deemed a fire hazard after other methods for fuel reduction (e.g., crown raising) have been 
considered. 

PC3-2 

The noise analysis considered the project site’s topography. For example, regarding noise 
measurements during soccer games, the Draft EIR states the following on page 3.11-15. 

Inspection of Appendix D-10 of the Noise Technical Report (included in Appendix F, Noise Technical 
Report, of this EIR) indicates that, during the 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. hours of Saturday, April 15, 
when soccer games were taking place, the measured ambient noise levels at the nearest residence to 
the north (monitoring site LT-4), were unchanged. This is believed to be due to the considerable 
grade separation (approximately 40 feet) between the soccer fields and nearest residences to the 
north. 
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For calculating construction noise, the Draft EIR explains the following on page 3.11-18. 

Calculations assume a standard spherical spreading loss of 6 dB per doubling of distance for 
maximum noise levels and a conservative 10 dBA offset to account for the substantial intervening 
vegetation and topography existing between the project site and nearest residences. 

The Draft EIR explains the following on page 3.11-20. 

Although the predicted average noise level of 63 dBA includes a 10 dB offset to account for the 
combination of vegetation and topography between the proposed residential construction area and 
the nearest residences, the area of the proposed residential construction is fairly flat and elevated 
relative to the neighboring residences. As a result, topographic shielding at the nearest residences 
during site grading activities occurring in more central areas of the site will be substantially greater 
than 10 dBA. 

For the recreation and open space component, the Draft EIR states the following on page 3.11-22. 

For the recreational and open space component, it is expected that the worst-case construction phase 
in terms of noise generation would be during grading. At the residences located to the immediate 
north of the proposed playing fields (at a distance of approximately 50 feet), using the Table 3.11-11 
data and assuming 15 dBA of attenuation provided by intervening topography, predicted maximum 
noise levels would be approximately 61 to 70 dBA Lmax. Although construction noise would be 
temporary in nature, these estimated noise levels from construction activity could substantially 
exceed baseline ambient noise levels at the nearest residences to the north (monitoring sites LT-3 
and LT-4 in Table 3.11-8). 

The Draft EIR then explains the following later on the same page. 

Although the predicted average noise level of 69 dBA includes a 15 dB offset to account for the 
combination of vegetation and topography between the proposed residential construction area and 
the nearest residences, the area of the proposed recreational and open-space construction is fairly 
flat and elevated relative to the neighboring residences. As a result, topographic shielding at the 
nearest residences during site grading activities occurring farther south from the northern project 
site boundary would be substantially greater than 15 dBA.  

PC3-3 

As illustrated in Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIR, as indicated for Parcel M, the proposed 
project would provide 5.3 acres in the playing field area, while the project variant would provide 
4.58 acres in the playing field area. Note that the City’s conceptual design, as shown in Figure 2-5, 
accounts for the playing field area as shown in Figure 2-7 for the proposed project. The applicant 
has submitted the stormwater basin location with its application, placing it adjacent to the 
recreation area. This is the reason why the City is evaluating these locations for the stormwater 
basin under the proposed project and the project variant.  

3.4.4 PC4, Commissioner Durazo 

PC4-1 

As illustrated in Figure 2-7 and Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIR, the stormwater basin would be 
maintained by the homeowner’s association (HOA) under the proposed project and the project 
variant. As indicated on Draft EIR page 2-12, “The proposed project would treat stormwater with 
low impact development measures and would include a large bioretention area at the northwest end 
of the project site within the public open space dedicated to the City before being discharged to an 
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existing storm sewer main along Keefe Court.” Regarding the project variant, Draft EIR page 2-12 
states, “The project variant would include a primary stormwater treatment basin located within a 
triangular-shaped 0.75-acre parcel that would be owned and maintained by the HOA.” 

3.4.5 PC5, Commissioner Biasotti 

PC1-5 

Planning staff and the EIR consultant took notes of both public and Planning Commission comments 
at the Planning Commission hearing, and they are responded to in this Final EIR consistent with 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a). 

3.4.6 PC6, Commissioner Madden 

PC6-1 

The commenter states that the project would not involve pile driving, and that neighbors may 
mostly hear other construction noises, such as noise from vehicle back-up alarms. The commenter is 
correct that the project would not involve pile driving, which is one of the noisiest kinds of 
construction activity. As discussed on pages 3.11-18 through 3.11-20 of the Draft EIR, construction 
equipment (shown in Table 3.11-11) would generate noise that may be audible at the nearest 
residences, although it is not expected to exceed the quantitative noise standards contained in the 
City of San Bruno Municipal Code (i.e., individual construction equipment is not expected to result in 
noise levels greater than 85 A-weighted decibels (dBA) equivalent sound level (Leq) at a distance of 
100 feet). Intervening topography would help reduce construction noise at many neighboring 
residences, but noise from construction activities (including back-up alarms, which are required for 
safety) would likely still be audible at the nearest sensitive land uses. Because a 10-dB over ambient 
increase may occur during construction, construction noise impacts were determined to be 
significant, and mitigation measures NOI-1a and NOI-1b would be required to reduce construction 
noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. Refer also to response to comment I3-6. 

PC6-2 

See response to comment I2-1 regarding haul routes. Regarding the potential to damage or dirty 
pavement, the City as a general condition of its Grading Permit requires that, “The Contractor shall 
maintain the streets, sidewalks and all other public rights-of-way in a clean, safe and usable 
condition. All spills of soil, rock or construction debris shall be removed from the public right of way 
throughout construction and upon completion of the project. All adjacent property, private or public, 
shall be maintained in a clean, safe and usable condition.”1 Therefore, damage to roadways would be 
repaired, and roadways would be kept clean. 

PC6-3 

Refer to response to comment I2-1.  

 
1 City of San Bruno. 2019. Grading Permit Conditions. 
https://www.sanbruno.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/973/Grading-Permit---General-Conditions-PDF. Accessed 
January 2, 2024. 
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PC6-4 

Regarding future field use, the Draft EIR states the following on page 2-7. 

Although it is foreseeable that the existing leagues that use the fields would continue to use the field 
once improved, the City also anticipates that other groups would use the facilities in the future. 
However, at this time, the City has no certain future users and therefore the parameters and 
characteristics of this additional use (e.g., intensity, time of day, day of week) cannot be defined at 
this time.  

Specific to transportation, the Draft EIR explains the following on page 3.15-14. 

Although it is foreseeable that the existing leagues that use the fields would continue to use the field 
once improved, the City also anticipates that other groups would use the facilities in the future, 
thereby potentially increasing use of the facilities. This could result in additional trips to the site at 
other times of the day and week. However, at this time, the City has no certain future users and 
therefore the parameters and characteristics of this additional use (e.g., intensity, time of day, day of 
week) cannot be defined at this time and cannot be further analyzed. Trip generation associated with 
the recreation/open space area includes trips made by users, spectators, and maintenance and 
management personnel. Because the number and timing of trips associated with the recreation/open 
space area is already captured in background trips, the recreation/open space area was not added 
into the travel demand analysis. The analysis in this EIR represents the level of recreation activity 
expected, based on existing and past use and is a conservative analysis from a VMT perspective. If 
fewer sports games were scheduled for the site, VMT associated with the recreation/open space area 
could be lower than existing levels. 



 
300 Piedmont Avenue Project 
Final Environmental Impact Report 4-1 April 2024

 

Chapter 4 
Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This section includes revisions identified by the City of San Bruno (City) as needed to clarify the 
draft environmental impact report (EIR), in addition to revisions described in Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR in response to comments on the Draft EIR. None of these revisions results in new or more severe 
environmental impacts. 

4.1 Executive Summary 
Table ES-1 was revised to correct a typographical error. 

Impacts TCR-1 and TRCTCR-2: Would the project cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource that is 
(a) listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of 
historical resources, as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or 
(b) determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1?  

Potentially significant  
  

4.2 Project Description 
The following revision was made to the discussion under Section 2.3.5, Landscaping, to reflect 
updated tree removal numbers provided by the applicant. 

Under both the proposed project and project variant, approximately 250271 trees would be 
removed, and 315 trees would be planted. 

While tree removal would increase compared to that analyzed in the Draft EIR, the increase is small 
and does not change the analysis under Impact BIO-5, which concludes that compliance with the 
heritage tree ordinance and Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

4.3 Biological Resources 
The following revision was made to the discussion under Impact BIO-5, beginning on page 3.3-13 of 
the Draft EIR, to reflect updated tree removal numbers provided by the applicant and as provided in 
Attachment 2. 

Trees on the site that qualify as protected heritage trees under the city’s heritage tree ordinance 
would be removed as part of the project. According to the most recent landscape plan, for the 
residential component of both the proposed project and the project variant, about 271250 trees 
would be removed from the site, about 182162 of which are heritage trees. 

While tree removal would increase compared to that analyzed in the Draft EIR, the increase is small 
and does not change the analysis, which concludes that compliance with the heritage tree ordinance 
and Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would reduce impacts to less than significant.  
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The following revisions were made to the discussion under Impact BIO-5 to correct typographical 
errors: 

While the residential area is adjacent to natural areas, the proposed project and variant contain a 70-
foot area zoned as defensible space. Plant palettes for the residential component contain some native 
plants (e.g., rRosa Ccalifornica) but also contain numerous nonnative plants (e.g., pPittosporum 
tobira, lLomandra confertifolia, 3.3-13Nerium oldeander). As a result, there is likely a conflict with 
policy ERC-10. However, the site already contains nonnative plants (Deodar cedarCedrus deodara, 
Platanus × hispanica, Eucalyptus camaldulensis, Pinus radiata, and Festuca perennis). Therefore, 
there would be no environmental impact resulting from the conflict with this General Plan policy. 

4.4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The following revision was made on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-6 in response to comment L1-5. 

The proposed project site is inside Airport Influence Areas A and B as defined by the Comprehensive 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of San Francisco International Airport (SFO 
ALUCP). Each airport/land use compatibility plan (ALUCP) is required to contain policies and criteria 
to address three key issues: (a) aircraft noise impacts, (b) safety compatibility criteria, and (c) height 
of structures/airspace protection (Ricondo & Associates 2012). 

The following revisions were made to page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR in response to comment L1-5. 

Airports 

The closest airport to the project is SFO, which is located adjacent to San Bruno, just east of Highway 
101. SFO is approximately 1.6 miles east of the project site and has a total of four runways (City of 
San Bruno 2009). The project is inside the Airport Influence Area (AIA) A as defined by the SFO 
ALUCP. The policy that applies in AIA A is (C/CAG): 

IP-1, Airport Influence Area A – Real Estate Disclosure Area: Within Area A, the real 
estate disclosure requirements of state law apply. Section 11010 of the Business and 
Professions Code requires people offering subdivided property for sale or lease to disclose 
the presence of all existing and planned airports within two miles of the property. The law 
requires that, if the property is within an “airport influence area” designated by the Airport 
Land Use Commission, the following statement must be included in the notice of intention to 
offer the property for sale: 

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY 

This property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within what is known 
as an airport influence area. For that reason, the property may be subject to some of 
the annoyances or inconveniences associated with proximity to airport operations 
(for example, noise, vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances 
can vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what airport annoyances, 
if any, are associated with the property before you complete your purchase and 
determine whether they are acceptable to you. 

The project is inside the Airport Influence Area (AIA) B as defined by the SFO ALUCP (Sinha 2023). 
The policy that applies in AIA B is (C/CAG 2012). 

IP-2, Airport Influence Area B – Policy/Project Referral Area: Within Area B, the Airport 
Land Use Commission (the C/CAG Board) shall exercise its statutory duties to review 
proposed land use policy actions, including new general plans, specific plans, zoning 
ordinances, plan amendments and rezonings, and land development proposals. The real 
estate disclosure requirements in Area A also apply in Area B. For the purposes of this policy, 
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parcels along the edge of the Area B Boundary that are split by the boundary shall be 
considered as fully being within Area B. 

The following revisions have been made to pages 3.8-11 through 3.8-12 of the Draft EIR in response 
to comment L1-5. 

Flight hazards include tall objects as well as visual and electronic forms of interference. The project 
site is inside AIA B as defined by the SFO ALUCP. The critical aeronautical surfaces at the proposed 
project location are at an elevation of approximately 860 feet amsl (C/CAG 2012). The school site 
elevation is about 430 feet amsl, and the maximum height of the single-family residences would be 
28 feet. Therefore, the elevation height of residences would be below the elevation of the critical 
aeronautical surfaces. The field elevation is about 380 feet amsl, and the tallest light standard would 
be 80 feet, meaning that the elevation of the lighting structures would also be below the elevation of 
the critical aeronautical surfaces identified in the ALUCP. A crane may also be used to install the light 
standards but would be a temporary use. Therefore, the proposed project and variant would not 
conflict with the Airspace Compatibility Policies of the SFO ALUCP. 

4.5 Public Services 
The last paragraph on page 3.13-11 was revised to correct a typographical error. 

This indicates that the addition of 31 students after this substantial decrease in study student 
enrollment would be within the student count that can be accommodated by existing facilities. 

4.6 Alternatives Analysis 
The following revision was made on page 4-2 to Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR to include an 
unintentionally omitted significant impact to the list of the proposed project’s and project variant’s 
significant impacts. 

The following significant impacts were identified for the proposed project and project variant.  

 Impact AQ-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard. 

 Impact BIO-1: A substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

The following information was added to the evaluation of Alternative 3 on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR 
to account for the unintentional omission of Impact AQ-2 from the list of significant impacts. 

It is not clear if Alternative 3 would avoid or substantially reduce any significant impacts of the 
proposed project.  

 Impact AQ-2: Alternative 3 would have the same project site as the proposed project and would 
require the same kind of ground disturbance as the proposed project, resulting in similar fugitive 
dust impacts as the proposed project. 

 Impact BIO-1, Impact BIO-5: Alternative 3 would have the same project site as the proposed 
project and would require the same kind of structure removal and vegetation removal as the 
proposed project, resulting in similar impacts to the proposed project. 
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The following information was added to the evaluation of Alternative 4 on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR 
to account for the unintentional omission of Impact AQ-2 from the list of significant impacts. 

Additionally, it is not clear if Alternative 4 would avoid or substantially reduce any significant 
impacts of the proposed project.  

 Impact AQ-2: Alternative 4 would have the same project site as the proposed project and would 
require the same kind of ground disturbance as the proposed project, resulting in similar fugitive 
dust impacts as the proposed project. 

 Impact BIO-1, Impact BIO-5: Alternative 4 would have the same project site as the proposed 
project and require the same kind of structure removal and vegetation removal as the proposed 
project, resulting in similar impacts to the proposed project. 

The following information was added to the evaluation of Alternative 5 on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR 
to account for the unintentional omission of Impact AQ-2 from the list of significant impacts. 

Additionally, it is not clear if Alternative 5 would avoid or substantially reduce any significant 
impacts of the proposed project.  

 Impact AQ-2: Alternative 5 would have the same project site as the proposed project and would 
require the same kind of ground disturbance as the proposed project, resulting in similar fugitive 
dust impacts as the proposed project. 

 Impact BIO-1, Impact BIO-5: Alternative 5 would have the same project site as the proposed 
project and require the same kind of structure removal and vegetation removal as the proposed 
project, resulting in similar impacts to the proposed project. 

4.7 Other CEQA Considerations 
The first paragraph on page 5-8 was revised to clarify that this is a general statement rather than a 
statement or conclusion about the impacts of the proposed project. 

As discussed in Section 3.2, BAAQMD’s emissions thresholds (Table 3.2-6) represent the average 
daily emissions that a project may generate, contributing to a cumulative impact on regional air 
quality. Therefore, exceedances of the BAAQMD project-level thresholds would indicate that impacts 
would be cumulatively considerable for project activities in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 
(SFBAAB). As discussed under Impact AQ-2 in Section 3.2, project construction and operation would 
not generate regional criteria pollutant emissions in excess of applicable BAAQMD thresholds.  

Section 5.3, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, starting on page 5-19, was revised to correct an error 
regarding Impact NOI-1. That impact is less than significant with mitigation, as explained in Section 3.11, 
Noise. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires EIRs to include a discussion of the significant 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented. The following 
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable; that is, no feasible mitigation is available to 
reduce the project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

 Impact GHG-1 (project and cumulative): Generation of greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment.  

 Impact GHG-2 (project and cumulative): Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.  

 Impact NOI-1 (project): Generation of increased ambient noise levels in the project vicinity in 
excess of applicable standards. 
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 Impact TRA-2 (project and cumulative): Conflict or be inconsistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

4.8 References 
The following revision was made to page 7-13 of the Draft EIR to correct the author of a reference, 
consistent with the revision to the author on pages 3.8-5 through 3.8-6 described above in response 
to comment L1-5. 

Ricondo & Associates. 2012. Comprehensive Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for the Environs of 
San Francisco International Airport. Available: Consolidated_CCAG_ALUCP_November-20121.pdf. 
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Project Crestmoor
Major Street Whitman Way Scenario Existing Plus Project
Minor Street Courtland Drive Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 18 0 0 137 North/South
Through 0 0 53 107 x East/West
Right 102 0 52 0
Total 120 0 105 244

Intersection Geometry
1
3

8.2
Approach with Worst Case Delay WB

244

Stopped Delay (seconds per vehicle)

Total Vehicles on Approach

Number of Approach Lanes for Minor Street

Worst Case Delay for Minor Street

 Not Met

Existing Plus Project

Limiting Value

Condition Satisfied?

Warrant Met

Warrant 3A, Peak Hour

NO

Total Approaches

Peak Hour Delay on 
Minor Approach        
(vehicle-hours)

Peak Hour Volume 
on Minor Approach                     

(vph)

Peak Hour Entering 
Volume Serviced 

(vph) 

Met  Not Met

0.6 120 469

4 100 650



Project Crestmoor
Major Street Whitman Way Scenario Existing Plus Project
Minor Street Courtland Drive Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 18 0 0 137 North/South
Through 0 0 53 107 x East/West
Right 102 0 52 0
Total 120 0 105 244

1 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 349 120

Major Street Minor Street Warrant Met
Whitman Way Courtland Drive
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



1. Courtland / Rosewood 2. Piedmont / Madison 3. Crestmoor / Piedmont

Total in a 12-month period 5 0 0 0

Or

C.1 Major Street Entering Vehicles (Both Approaches) 300 280 75 169 AND
C.2 Minor Street Entering Vehicles, Pedestrians, and Bicycles (Both Approaches) 200 33 11 36 AND
C2. Minor Street Peak Hour Vehicle Delay (seconds) 30 10 (EB) 9 (EB) 9 (WB)

Or
C3. Major Street 85th-percentile Speed 40 30 (NB) 30 (NB) 30 (SB) AND
C3.(C1 Major Street Vehicular Volume) 210 280 75 169 AND
C3. (C2 Minor Street Veh, Ped, Bike Volume) 140 33 11 36 AND
C3. (C2 Minor Street Delay) 21 10 (EB) 9 (EB) 9 (WB)

Or

B. Crashes in 12-month period susceptible to correction 4 0 0 0 AND
C.1 Major Street Entering Vehicles (Both Approaches) 240 280 75 169 AND
C.2 Minor Street Entering Vehicles, Pedestrians, and Bicycles (Both Approaches) 160 33 11 36 AND
C2. Minor Street Peak Hour Vehicle Delay (seconds) 24 10 (EB) 9 (EB) 9 (WB)

* Values that meet the minimum requirement are in bold

Minimum Value

Warrant B - Crash History

Warrant C - Eight Hour Volume

Warrant D - Combination of Above

Location

CAMUTCD Langugae: Condition B: Five or more reported crashes in a 12-month period that are susceptible to correction by a multi-way stop installation. Such crashes include right-turn and left-turn collisions as well as right-angle collisions.

CAMUTCD Langugae: 
Condition C1: The vehicular volume entering the intersection from the major street approaches (total of both approaches) averages at least 300 vehicles per hour for any 8 hours of an average day; AND
Condition C2: The combined vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle volume entering the intersection from the minor street approaches (total of both approaches) averages at least 200 units per hour for the same 8 hours, with an average delay to 
minor-street vehicular traffic of at least 30 seconds per vehicle during the highest hour. 
Condition C3: If the 85th-percentile approach speed of the major-street traffic exceeds 40 mph, the minimum vehicular volume warrants are 70 percent of the values provided in Items 1 and 2.

CAMUTCD Langugae: 
Condition D: Where no signal criterion is satisfied, but where Criteria B, C1., and C2 are all satisfied to 80 percent of the minimum values. Criterion C3 is excluded from this condition.

All Way Stop Control Results

* Values that meet the minimum requirement are in bold

* Values that meet the minimum requirement are in bold
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Arborist Report 
300 Piedmont Avenue 

San Bruno, CA 
 
Introduction and Overview 
SummerHill Homes is planning to redevelop the subject property located at 300 Piedmont Avenue in 
San Bruno CA.  HortScience | Bartlett Consulting, Divisions of The F.A. Bartlett Tree Expert Company, 
was asked to prepare an Arborist Report for this project for submittal to the City of San Bruno.  The 
property consists of an unoccupied high school campus with associated buildings, parking lots, sports 
fields, and landscaping. 
This report provides the following information: 

1. An assessment of the health, structural condition, protected status, and suitability for 
preservation of the trees located on and adjacent to the proposed project area based 
on a visual inspection from the ground. 

2. An assessment of the trees that would be preserved and removed based on 
preliminary development plans. 

3. Preliminary guidelines for tree preservation during the design, construction, and 
maintenance phases of development. 

 
Tree Assessment Methods 
Trees were assessed on May 11, 12, and 16, 2022. The survey was limited to trees greater than 3 in. 
diameter.  Chain-link fencing generally defined the project area.  “Forest areas” were present on the 
east and west sides of the site.  Trees located approximately 15 - 20 feet beyond the forest area edge 
were included.  The assessment procedure was a visual assessment from the ground, consisting of 
the following steps: 

1. Identifying the tree species. 
2. Attaching a numerically coded metal tag to the trunk of each tree. 
3. Recording the tree’s location on a map. 
4. Measuring the trunk diameter at a point 54-inches above grade. 
5. Evaluating the health and structural condition using a scale of 0 – 5: 

5 - A healthy, vigorous tree, reasonably free of signs and symptoms of disease, with good 
structure and form typical of the species. 

4 - Tree with slight decline in vigor, small amount of twig dieback, or minor structural 
defects that could be corrected. 

3 - Tree with moderate vigor, moderate twig and small branch dieback, thinning of crown, 
poor leaf color, moderate structural defects that might be mitigated with regular care. 

2 - Tree in decline, epicormic growth, extensive dieback of medium to large branches, 
significant structural defects that cannot be abated. 

1 - Tree in severe decline, dieback of scaffold branches and/or trunk; most of foliage from 
epicormic shoots (secondary shoots that arise along the trunk and branches); 
extensive structural defects that cannot be abated. 

0 – Tree is dead. 
6. Commenting on the presence of defects in structure, insects or diseases and other 

aspects of development. 
7. Evaluating suitability for preservation as low, moderate and high. 

 
Some trees located in “forest areas” were inaccessible.  Such trees were included in the assessment 
and tagged on the fence or nearby branches.  Assessment of trunk diameter, tree health and structural 
condition was limited to what could be observed from the school site. 
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Description of Trees 
Three hundred sixty-one (361) trees representing 21 species were evaluated (Table 1).  Coast live oak 
and toyon are native to the San Bruno area.  Some trees of these species may be indigenous to the 
site.  Other trees were generally ornamental, non-native species commonly observed in the region.  
Among the 361 trees, 22 were near the southeast corner were identified as potentially being off-site.  
These trees were included in the assessment because either the property line was unclear or they 
were close to the property line.  Overall, 29 (8%) trees were in good condition, 97 (27%) were fair, 225 
(62%) were poor, and ten (3%) were dead (Table 1). 
 
Descriptions of each tree are found in the Tree Assessment, and approximate locations are plotted 
on the Tree Assessment Map (see Exhibits).  
 

Table 1. Species present and tree condition. 
300 Piedmont Avenue. San Bruno CA. 

 
Common Name Scientific Name Condition Total 

Dead 
(0) 

Poor 
(1-2) 

Fair 
(3) 

Good 
(4-5) 

       
Blackwood acacia Acacia melanoxylon - 1 6 - 7 
Blue Atlas cedar Cedrus atlantica 'Glauca' - 7 13 7 27 
Lawson false cypress Chamaecyparis lawsoniana - 1 1 1 3 
Japanese cedar Cryptomeria japonica - - 1 - 1 
Bronze loquat Eriobotrya deflexa 1 - 1 1 3 
Lemon-scented gum Eucalyptus citriodora - - 1 - 1 
Blue gum Eucalyptus globulus - 1 - - 1 
Manna gum Eucalyptus viminalis - 2 2 - 4 
Toyon Heteromeles arbutifolia - 2 1 - 3 
Glossy privet Ligustrum lucidum - 17 - - 17 
Cajeput paperbark tree Melaleuca quinquenervia  - 1 3 - 4 
Myoporum Myoporum laetum 1 20 - - 21 
Olive Olea europaea - - 1 - 1 
Monterey pine Pinus radiata 7 82 14 5 108 
Victorian box Pittosporum undulatum - 11 - - 11 
London plane Platanus x hispanica - 20 2 2 24 
White poplar Populus alba 1 4 2 - 7 
Plum Prunus domestica - 1 - - 1 
Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia - 53 43 13 109 
Cork oak Quercus suber - 2 5 - 7 
Chinese elm Ulmus parvifolia - - 1 - 1 

       

Total  10 225 97 29 361 
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The former school site was located near the top of a ridge between Interstate 280 to the east and a 
residential neighborhood on the other sides.  Most of the trees and associated canopy cover were 
located along the property boundary and adjacent to roadways.  Several long, irregular rows were 
present between sports fields, or in planters in parking areas.   
 
Coast live oak and Monterey pine were the most frequently occurring species, each with 
approximately 30% of the population.  One hundred and nine (109) coast live oaks were present along 
the edges of the site (Photo 1).  Many younger trees were growing within the hedgerow south of the 
running track.   The oaks varied in development from young to mature with trunk diameters ranging 
from 4 to 30 in.  Most individuals were young to semi-mature with fewer mature specimens leading to 
an average diameter of 10 in.  Thirteen (12%) trees were in good condition, 43 (39%) were fair, and 53 
(49%) were poor.  Trees generally had rounded or vase form with multiple attachments arising 
between 5 and 9 feet.  Many trees a history of pruning including crown-raising and rounding over.  

Trees in poor and fair condition were 
characterized by past branch failures, 
trunk wounds and poor structure.  Several 
were growing through fences at edges of 
the site. 
 
One hundred and eight (108) Monterey 
pine were present, most along the 
undeveloped edges of the site.  
Diameters ranged from 5 to 59 inches, 
with an average of 28 inches.  Many 
trees were over-mature with 
overextended branches and pine bark 
beetle infestation.  Condition was poor 
overall (82 trees, or 76%).  Several of the 
larger trees in poor condition were 

growing at the front of school buildings 
(Photo 2).  Trees #1, 2, 25, 216, 217 
311, and 313 were dead.  Fourteen 
pines were fair.  Pines #100, 303, 317, 
355 and 357 were younger, vigorous 

trees in good condition, with diameters 
from 8 to 18 inches. 
 
Twenty-seven (27) blue Atlas cedars 
were growing in rows or groups around 
the campus (Photo 3, page 4).  About 
half were in fair condition (13 trees), with 
the rest divided evenly between poor and 
good (7 trees each).  Trees were mature 
and multi-stemmed, with trunk diameters 
from 6 to 28 inches.  Overall the cedars 
were some of the most vigorous trees on 
site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1.  Coast live oak #242 was the largest of its 
species on site, with trunk diameters of 30 and 14 
inches.  View is from the southwest. 
 

Photo 2.  Monterey pines #5 – 1 (L to R) were 
growing near the front of the school.  Pines #1 and 2 
at right were dead.  London plane #67 is visible at left 
(red arrow). 
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Twenty-four (24) London planes were present, many growing in rows along parking lots at the south 
end of campus. Most of these were in poor structural condition (20 trees), having been pollarded in the 
past (Photo 4).  Trees were young to semi-mature, with diameters ranging from 8 to 18 inches.  Planes 
#177 and 178 were in fair condition; #176 and 179 were good. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3.  Blue Atlas cedars #38 – 34 (R to L) were growing on a slope 
north of the main school building.  Japanese cedar #39 is at left 
(yellow arrow). 
 

Photo 4 (right).  London 
planes #63 and 64 at right 
had been pollarded (inset 

below) and not maintained.  
Trees had many extended 
weak branch attachments 
from the reaction growth. 
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Twenty-one (21) myoporum were growing in hedges and along slopes between playing fields.  Nearly 
all were in poor condition, multiple attachments at the base and very sparse crowns (20 trees).  
Myoporum #97 was dead.   
 
Seventeen (17) glossy privet were present, most of them crowded together in a raised planter adjacent 
to an old community pool in an open courtyard.  All were in poor condition, with stem decay and 
history of limb removal.  Stem sizes ranged from 7 to 16 inches. 
 
Eleven (11) Victorian box were growing in hedges around a play field.  All were multi-stemmed with 
trunks from 1 to 6 inches.  Many showed branch dieback and several had yellowing foliage.  Condition 
was poor. 
 
Seven blackwood acacia were assessed.  Six acacias were in fair condition; tree #20 was poor.  
Several vigorous trees were growing in raised planters in a school courtyard.  Stems sizes ranged 
from 3 to 8 inches.  None of the acacia were in good condition.     
 
Seven white poplar were growing near slopes crowded with other trees at the northwest side of the 
site.  All had a narrow fastigiate form.  The poplars were young, with diameters from 7 to 10 inches.  
Poplars #234 and 239 were fair, and #233, 235, 241 and 359 were poor.  Tree #237 was dead. 
 
Seven cork oak were growing in planters in school courtyards.  Five were in fair condition.  Oaks #131 
and 132 were in poor condition with sparse crowns.  Trees were semi-mature, with trunks from 11 to 
17 inches. 
 
No other species was represented by more than four trees.  Included in this group were: 
 

 Manna gum #221, 224, 229, and 231 were growing in a wooded area to the northwest of the 
playing fields.  Diameters ranged from 5 to 38 inches.  Trees #224 and 231 were fair; #221 
was poor, and #229 was suppressed and in very poor condition. 
 

 Semi-mature cajeput paperbark trees #152 – 155 were growing together in a small courtyard.  
Diameters ranged from 16 – 20 inches.  All had multiple or codominant attachments and 
raised crowns.  #152, 153 and 155 were fair; #154 was poor.  It was leaning and very crowded 
by the other trees. 

 
 Lawson false cypress #249, 251 and 258 were growing along Courtland Drive. Tree #251 was 

in good condition with trunk diameters from 12 to 18 inches and a vigorous crown.  Tree #249 
was in fair condition with trunks from 10 to 22 inches and sparser foliage.  Lawson cypress 
#258 was 23 inches.  It was in poor condition with dieback and history of limb removal. 
 

 Bronze loquat #151 and 157 were growing in small outdoor courtyards within the school 
building.  Loquat #151 was in good condition and #157 was fair.  Both were 11 inches.  Loquat 
#156 had a 9 inch diameter and was dead. 
 

 Toyon #173 (very poor), 340 (fair) and 354 (poor) were growing in crowded conditions on 
slopes or near fences.  Diameters ranged from 6 to 12 inches.  None of the toyon were in 
good condition. 
 

 Blue gum #281 was growing near a fence on Courtland Drive.  It was 26 inches and had been 
topped, resulting in a sparse small crown.  It was in poor condition.  
 

 Olive #159 had codominant stems of 3 and 5 inches.  It was in fair condition and crowded by 
other trees in a school courtyard. 
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 Chinese elm #160 was nearby in the same courtyard.  It was a young tree of 3 inches in fair 
condition.  It was leaning northeast. 
 

 Plum #89 was in poor condition and crowded by shrubs.  It had codominant stems of 6 inches.  
 

 Japanese cedar #39 was in fair condition and had codominant stems of 13 and 16 inches.  It 
was growing on a slope and had a strong corrected lean. (Photo 3). 
 
 

 Lemon-scented gum #68 had a diameter of 37 inches, located in a parking lot planting area 
near Courtland Drive.  Its base was pillowing over a curb and it was in fair condition with a 
vigorous crown. 

 
City of San Bruno Heritage Tree Status 
San Bruno has several criteria to determine if a tree has Heritage status: 
 

 Any native bay (Umbellularia californica), buckeye (Aesculus species), oak (Quercus species), 
redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), or pine (Pinus radiata) tree that has a diameter of 6 in. or 
more measured at 54 in. above natural grade; 

 
 Any tree or stand of trees designated by resolution of the city council to be of special historical 

value or of significant community benefit; 
 

 A stand of trees, the nature of which makes each dependent on the others for survival; or 
 

 Any other tree with a trunk diameter of 10 in. or more, measured at 54 in. above natural grade. 
 

The City's Heritage Tree Ordinance declares such trees, whether located on City or private property, 
to be an asset to the community at large and provides penalties for removing or improperly pruning 
these trees.  In addition, all public trees are protected.  A permit is required for the pruning or removal 
of any Heritage trees.  Based on my observations, 268 of the 361 trees assessed met these criteria 
(see Tree Assessment Form). 
 
Trees removed with a valid tree removal permit shall be replaced in accordance with the 
recommendation of the City Arborist.  Tree replacement shall be a minimum of either two 24-inch box 
size trees or one 36-inch box size tree for each Heritage tree removed.  A $450 refundable deposit is 
also required for each tree removal.  If a Heritage tree is not replaced, there is an in-lieu fee of $450 
per tree removed. 
 
Suitability for Preservation 
Trees that are preserved on sites where development or other improvements are planned, must be 
carefully selected to make sure that they may survive construction impacts, adapt to a new 
environment and perform well in the landscape.  Our goal is to identify trees that have the potential for 
long-term health, structural stability and longevity.  Evaluation of suitability for preservation considers 
several factors: 
 

 Tree health 
 Healthy, vigorous trees are better able to tolerate impacts such as root injury, demolition of 

existing structures, changes in soil grade and moisture, and soil compaction than are non-
vigorous trees.  Trees in good condition are in better health than those in poor condition. 

 
 Structural integrity 

 Trees with significant amounts of wood decay and other structural defects that cannot be 
corrected are likely to fail.  Such trees should not be preserved in areas where damage to 
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people or property is likely.  Defects such as codominant or multiple stems, lean and other 
deviations from the vertical, heavy branches and decay are problematic and may increase the 
potential for a tree to fail.  For example, London plane #58 displayed major structural defects 
and decay. I do not recommend this tree for preservation. 

 
 Species response 

 There is a wide variation in the response of individual species to construction impacts and 
changes in the environment.  In our experience, coast live oak and London plane are tolerant 
of construction impacts, particularly if trees are irrigated properly.  Blue atlas cedar are 
moderately tolerant.  Monterey pine, blackwood acacia and blue gum have poor tolerance of 
construction impacts.  

 
 Tree age and longevity 

 Old trees, while having significant emotional and aesthetic appeal, have limited physiological 
capacity to adjust to an altered environment.  Young trees are better able to generate new 
tissue and respond to change.  

 
 Species invasiveness 

Species which spread across a site and displace desired vegetation are not always 
appropriate for retention.  This is particularly true when indigenous species are displaced.  The 
California Invasive Plant Inventory Database (www.cal-ipc.org) lists species identified as being 
invasive.  San Bruno is part of the Central West Floristic Province.  Myoporum is listed as 
having moderate invasive potential; blackwood acacia, blue gum, glossy privet, and olive have 
a limited invasive potential.  Victorian box is on the watch list. 

 
Each tree was rated for suitability for preservation based upon its age, health, structural condition and 
ability to safely coexist within a development environment (Table 2).  
 

Table 2. Tree suitability for preservation.  
300 Piedmont Avenue. San Bruno CA. 

 
 

 High Trees with good health and structural stability that have the potential for longevity 
at the site.  Twenty-four (24) trees were rated as having high suitability for 
preservation: 13 coast live oaks, seven blue Atlas cedars, London planes #176 
and #179, bronze loquat #151, and Lawson false cypress #251. 

 
 
 Moderate Trees in fair health and/or possessing structural defects that may be abated with 

treatment.  Trees in this category require more intense management and 
monitoring, and may have shorter life-spans than those in the “high” category.  
Seventy-three (73) trees were rated as having moderate suitability for 
preservation: 41 coast live oaks, 13 blue Atlas cedars, five cork oaks, four 
Monterey pines, three cajeput paperbark trees, London planes #177 and #178, 
bronze loquat #157, Chinese elm #160, Japanese cedar #39, Lawson false 
cypress #249, and toyon #340. 

 
 
 Low Trees in poor health or possessing significant defects in structure that cannot be 

abated with treatment.  These trees can be expected to decline regardless of 
management.  The species or individual tree may possess either characteristics 
that are undesirable in landscape settings or be unsuited for use areas.  Two 
hundred fifty-four trees (254) were rated as having low suitability for preservation: 

http://www.cal-ipc.org/
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97 Monterey pines, 55 coast live oaks, 20 myoporum, 20 London planes, 17 
glossy privet, 11 Victorian box, seven blackwood acacia, six white poplar, seven 
blue Atlas cedar, four manna gum, cork oak #131 and #132, toyon #173 and 
#354, blue gum #281, cajeput paperbark tree #154, Lawson false cypress #258, 
lemon-scented gum #68, olive #159, and plum #89. 

 
 

Note:  Table does not include Monterey pines #1, 2, 25, 216, 217, 311, 313; 
myoporum #97; bronze loquat #156; and white poplar #237.  These trees were 
dead. 

 
We consider trees with high suitability for preservation to be the best candidates for preservation 
during development. We do not generally recommend retention of trees with low suitability for 
preservation in areas where people or property will be present. Retention of trees with moderate 
suitability for preservation depends upon the intensity of proposed site changes.  
 
 
Evaluation of Impacts and Recommendations for Action 
Appropriate tree retention develops a practical match between the location and intensity of 
construction activities and the quality and health of trees.  The tree assessment was the reference 
point for tree condition and quality.  Impacts from the proposed project were assessed using the 
Conceptual Site Plan SP1.0 (SummerHill Homes, March 7, 2022; #2021-262) and the 300 Piedmont 
Avenue Tree Overlay Plan (CBG Civil Engineers, January 8, 2024). 
 
The site plan proposes demolition of the school buildings and grounds, and construction of 155 new 
residential lots with connecting streets A though J within the development.  The Courtland Drive 
alignment would remain generally in place except in the northeast corner of the site.  The entire 
roadway will be widened.  A C3 stormwater treatment area would be constructed on the hillside to the 
northwest.  Outer areas of the property and wooded hillsides would become Open Space maintained 
by a homeowners association.  Northern and western portions of the site would be dedicated to the 
City as Open Space.  The site will be redeveloped from the western edge of Courtland Drive to 
approximately the existing perimeter road and fence lines to the north, west and south.  Potential 
impacts to trees will be severe. Activities such as grading, installation of utilities and construction of 
new homes may damage adjacent tree crowns and roots adjacent to the project area. 
 
Based on my assessment of trees and evaluation of the plans, 271 trees would be removed, 182 of 
them Heritage.  Ninety (90) would be preserved, including 86 Heritage trees.  Trees to be preserved 
are located at the edges of the site.  Disposition status of individual trees is shown in the Tree 
Disposition Form, see Exhibits).   
 
The almost uniformly poor condition of Monterey pines on the hillsides severely limits efforts to 
preserve trees.  Pines in poor condition can be expected to decline and die.  As a result, failure 
potential will increase.  There were numerous unsurveyed trees outside the immediate project area 
that were also dying or in poor condition.  Any trees that could fall onto developed areas should be 
removed. 
 
Successful retention of all trees to be preserved is predicated on strict adherence to the Tree 
Preservation Guidelines (page 9).  Some amount of canopy and root pruning may be required for 
these trees during construction.   
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Tree Preservation Guidelines 
The goal of tree preservation is not merely tree survival during development but maintenance of tree 
health and beauty for many years. Trees retained on sites that are either subject to extensive injury 
during construction or are inadequately maintained become a liability rather than an asset. The 
response of individual trees will depend on the amount of excavation and grading, the care with which 
demolition is undertaken, and the construction methods. Coordinating any construction activity inside 
the Tree Protection Zone can minimize these impacts. 
 
Design recommendations 

1. Establish a Tree Protection Zone around each tree to be preserved.  For trees outside 
the project area, the Tree Protection Zone shall be the existing fence line on all sides. 

 
2. Ensure adequate but not excessive water is supplied to on-site trees to be preserved; in 

most cases occasional irrigation will be required. Avoid directing runoff toward trees. 
 

3. Use only herbicides safe for use around trees and labeled for that use, even below 
pavement. 

 
Pre-demolition and pre-construction treatments and recommendations 

1. Trees to be preserved may require pruning to provide clearance for construction activities.  All 
pruning shall be done by a State of California Licensed Tree Contractor (C61/D49). All pruning 
shall be done by Certified Arborist or Certified Tree Worker in accordance with the Best 
Management Practices for Pruning (International Society of Arboriculture, 2002) and adhere to 
the most recent editions of the American National Standard for Tree Care Operations (Z133.1) 
and Pruning (A300).  
 

2. The project’s security fence shall define the Tree Protection Zone.  Fences are to remain until 
all grading and construction is completed.  Where demolition must occur close to trees, such as 
removing curb and pavement, install trunk protection devices such as winding silt sock wattling 
around trunks or stacking hay bales around tree trunks.  
 

3. All tree work shall comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as California Fish and 
Wildlife code 3503-3513 to not disturb nesting birds. To the extent feasible tree pruning and 
removal should be scheduled outside of the breeding season. Breeding bird surveys should be 
conducted prior to tree work. Qualified biologists should be involved in establishing work 
buffers for active nests. 

 
4. Any approved grading, construction, demolition or other work within the Tree Protection Zone 

should be monitored by the Consulting Arborist.  
 

5. Prior to grading or trenching, trees may require root pruning outside the Tree Protection Zone. 
Any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the prior approval of, and be 
supervised by, the Consulting Arborist. 
 

6. All grading within the dripline of trees shall be done using the smallest equipment possible. The 
equipment shall operate perpendicular to the tree and operate from outside the Tree 
Protection Zone. Any modifications must be approved and monitored by the Consulting 
Arborist. 
 

7. Roots should be cut with a saw to provide a flat and smooth cut. If roots 2 inches and greater in 
diameter are encountered during site work and must be cut to complete the construction, the 
Consulting Arborist must be consulted to evaluate effects on the health and stability of the tree 
and recommend treatment. 
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Recommendations for tree protection during construction 
1. Any approved grading, construction, demolition or other work within the Tree Protection Zone 

should be monitored by the Consulting Arborist.  
 

2. All contractors shall conduct operations in a manner that will prevent damage to trees to be 
preserved. 
 

3. Tree protection devices are to remain until all site work has been completed within the work 
area. Fences or other protection devices may not be relocated or removed without permission 
of the Consulting Arborist.  
 

4. Construction trailers, traffic and storage areas must remain outside Tree Protection Zone at 
all times. 
 

5. Any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the prior approval of and be 
supervised by the Consulting Arborist. Roots should be cut with a saw to provide a flat and 
smooth cut. Removal of roots larger than 2 inches in diameter should be avoided. 
 

6. If roots 2 inches and greater in diameter are encountered during site work and must be cut to 
complete the construction, the Consulting Arborist must be consulted to evaluate effects on 
the health and stability of the tree and recommend treatment. 
 

7. C3 area and western edge of site grading: Trees to be removed at top of slope shall be cut at 
or just above the base.  Leave remaining root systems or portions of roots in place to help 
stabilize hillside and minimize erosion on slopes below grading areas. 
 

8. Any brush clearing required within the Tree Protection Zone shall be accomplished with 
hand-operated equipment. 
 

9. Trees to be removed shall be felled so as to fall away from Tree Protection Zone and avoid 
pulling and breaking of roots of trees to remain. If roots are entwined, the Consulting Arborist 
may require first severing the major woody root mass before extracting the trees, or grinding 
the stump below ground. 
 

10. All down brush and trees shall be removed from the Tree Protection Zone either by hand, or 
with equipment sitting outside the Tree Protection Zone. Extraction shall occur by lifting the 
material out, not by skidding across the ground.  
 

11. Prior to grading or trenching, trees may require root pruning outside the Tree Protection 
Zone. Any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the prior approval of, 
and be supervised by, the Consulting Arborist. 
 

12. Spoils from trench, footing, utility or other excavation shall not be placed within the Tree 
Protection Zone, neither temporarily nor permanently. 
 

13. All grading within the dripline of trees shall be done using the smallest equipment possible. 
The equipment shall operate perpendicular to the tree and operate from outside the Tree 
Protection Zone. Any modifications must be approved and monitored by the Consulting 
Arborist. 
 

14. If injury should occur to any tree during construction, it should be evaluated as soon as 
possible by the Consulting Arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied. 
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15. No excess soil, chemicals, debris, equipment or other materials shall be dumped or stored 
within the Tree Protection Zone. 
 

16. Any additional tree pruning needed for clearance during construction must be performed by a 
Certified Arborist and not by construction personnel. 

 
Maintenance of impacted trees 
Our procedures included assessing trees for observable defects in structure. This is not to say that 
trees without significant defects will not fail. Failure of apparently defect-free trees does occur, 
especially during storm events. Wind forces, for example, can exceed the strength of defect-free wood 
causing branches and trunks to break. Wind forces coupled with rain can saturate soils, reducing their 
ability to hold roots, and blow over defect-free trees. Although we cannot predict all failures, identifying 
those trees with observable defects is a critical component of enhancing public safety.  
 
Furthermore, trees change over time. Our inspections represent the condition of the tree at the time of 
inspection. As trees age, the likelihood of failure of branches or entire trees increases. Annual tree 
inspections are recommended to identify changes to tree health and structure. In addition, trees 
should be inspected after storms of unusual severity to evaluate damage and structural changes. 
Initiating these inspections is the responsibility of the client and/or tree owner. 
 
Preserved trees will experience a physical environment different from that pre-development. As a 
result, tree health and structural stability should be monitored. Occasional pruning, fertilization, mulch, 
pest management, replanting and irrigation may be required. In addition, provisions for monitoring both 
tree health and structural stability following construction must be made a priority.  
 
If you have any questions about my observations or recommendations, please contact me. 
 
HortScience | Bartlett Consulting 
 
 
 
Pam Nagle 
Consulting Urban Forester 
ISA Certified Arborist #WE-9617A 
Registered Consulting Arborist #805 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
 
 
 
 



 

HortScience | Bartlett Consulting, Divisions of The F. A. Bartlett Tree Expert Company 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibits 
 
 

 
Tree Assessment Plan 

 
Tree Assessment Form 

 
Tree Disposition 

 
 
 
 
 



39 

38 

37 

36 

35 

34 

33 32 31 

30 29 

28 27 

26 
25 

21 22 

23 24 

20 

19 18 17 16 15 13 14 

12 

161 11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 3 2 1 

156 
157 

158 
159 
160 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 
48 

49 50 

51 

52 53 

54 

55 56 
57 

58 

59 

60 
61 

67 
66 

65 

64 
63 

62 

68 

69 72 

86 

85 

87 

89 

88 

90 
91 
92 

101 

93 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

119 
120 
121 

122 123 
124 125 126 

127 
128 

129 133 

134 

150 

151 

152 
153 

154 
155 

162 170 171 175 

176 

177 

178 
179 

180 
181 

182 
183 

184 185 
186 

187 
188 189 190 
191 
192 

193 
194 

201 

200 
199 

198 
197 

196 

195 

202 

203 

204 

205 

206 207 
208 

209 
210 211 

212 

213 
214 

215 
216 

217 

218 219 
220 

221 
222 

223 

234 235 
236 

237 
238 

239 
240 241 

242 
243 244 

245 246 
247 

248 
249 

250 
251 

252 

281 

280 

279 

278 277 
276 

253 260 261 262 263 275 
274 273 

282 
283 284 

285 
286 

287 
288 

289 
290 
291 

292 
301 

300 
299 298 

302 

303 
304 

305 

306 

318 317 
316 

307 308 
309 

310 
311 

312 
313 

314 
315 

319 

320 
321 

325 
326 

322 
323 324 

327 

328 
329 

330 
331 

332 
333 

334 335 336 
337 338 339 340 341 342 

343 344 345 346 

347 

353 

348 
349 

350 
351 352 

355 
354 

356 357 

358 359 360 
361 70 71 

73 74 

Tree Assessment Plan 
300 Piedmont Avenue 

San Bruno, CA 
 

May 2022 
325 Ray Street 
Pleasanton, California 94566 
Phone 925.484.0211 
Fax 925.484.0596 
 

Prepared for: 
SummerHill Homes 

Palo Alto, CA 
 

Notes: 
 
 Base map provided by: Google Earth 
 
 Numbered tree locations are approximate. 
 
 No Scale 



Tree 
No.

Species Trunk 
Diameter 

(in.)

Heritage 
Tree?

Condition 
0=dead 

5=excellent

Suitability for 
Preservation

Comments

1 Monterey pine 30 - 0 - Topped at ~30'; dead.
2 Monterey pine 27 - 0 - 1-sided to W.; dead.
3 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Low Correcting bow E; at base; history of limb removal; overextended 
4 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low Correcting lean E.; overextended limbs; history of limb removal; 

sparse.
5 Monterey pine 59 Yes 2 Low Multiple attachments at 7'; history of limb removal; trunks sweep 

S; and correct; crowded; pine pitch canker prevalent among 
6 Monterey pine 40 Yes 2 Low Overextended branches; sparse; heavy sap bleeding on trunk.

7 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Low Overextended branches; narrow raised crown; crowded.

8 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Low Trunk bows E; at base and corrects; high raised crown; 
overextended branches; crowded.

9 Monterey pine 31 Yes 2 Low Multiple narrow attachments at ~20'; overextended branches; 
10 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Low Large upward lateral over road; overextended branches.

11 Monterey pine 29 Yes 2 Low Raised crown; overextended branches; sparse.
12 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Low History of limb removal; overextended branches; extensive 

branch dieback; sparse.
13 London plane 14 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn planter; abandoned pollard w/decay at 
14 London plane 11 Yes 2 Low In 8' unmaintained lawn planter; corrected lean E.; abandoned 

pollard w/ attachments at 8'; vigorous.
15 London plane 10 Yes 2 Low In 8' unmaintained lawn planter; sinuous trunk; abandoned 

pollard w/ attachments at 9'; branch dieback.
16 London plane 8 No 2 Low In 8' unmaintained lawn planter; abandoned pollard w/ 

attachments at 7'; poor form and structure.
17 London plane 17 Yes 2 Low In 8' unmaintained lawn planter; abandoned pollard w/ 

attachments at 8'; vigorous sprouts.
18 London plane 16 Yes 2 Low In 8' unmaintained lawn planter; abandoned pollard w/ 

attachments at 8'; less dense crown.

Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)



Tree 
No.

Species Trunk 
Diameter 

(in.)

Heritage 
Tree?

Condition 
0=dead 

5=excellent

Suitability for 
Preservation

Comments

Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)

19 London plane 17 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; abandoned pollard w/ attachments at 8'.

20 Blackwood acacia 6,6,5 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; multiple attachments at base; vigorous low 
oval crown.

21 Monterey pine 34 Yes 2 Low Raised crown; 1-sided to S.; overextended branches; crowded.

22 Monterey pine 30 Yes 1 Low Codominant stems at 10'; history of limb removal; overly raised 
crown; low live crown ratio; very sparse; crowded.

23 Monterey pine 35 Yes 2 Low Overly raised crown; history of limb removal; poor form and 
structure.

24 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Low Overly raised crown; overextended branches; low live crown 
ratio.

25 Monterey pine 33 - 0 - Codominant stems at 7'; dead.
26 Monterey pine 35 Yes 2 Low Raised crown; 1-sided to S.; leans N.E.; overextended branches; 

vigorous.
27 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Low On slope; overly raised crown; overextended branches.
28 Monterey pine 28 Yes 1 Low On slope; leans N.E.; overly raised crown; little live foliage.
29 Monterey pine 33 Yes 2 Low On slope; overly raised crown; overextended branches.
30 Monterey pine 38,36 Yes 2 Low At top of slope; codominant stems at 3'; pine pitch canker at 

union; overly raised crown; crowded.
31 Blue atlas cedar 28,9 Yes 3 Moderate In mulch bed; multiple narrow attachments w/ seams; slightly thin 

crown; crowded.
32 Blue atlas cedar 19,14,10 Yes 3 Moderate In raise mulch bed; cavity N; side; multiple attachments at 3,5'; 

slightly thin crown; roots escaping below low wood retaining wall.

33 Blue atlas cedar 19,9,8,5,5 Yes 3 Moderate In raise mulch bed w/ deck; multiple attachments at 2'; slightly 
thin crown; crowded.

34 Blue atlas cedar 19,19,17,1
6,11,11,11

Yes 4 High On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; limb failure S; side; large 
spreading crown; vigorous.
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Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)

35 Blue atlas cedar 18,16,16,1
6,15,15,14

,13,13

Yes 4 High On slope; multiple attachments 1'; basal cavity S.E.; large 
spreading crown; vigorous.

36 Blue atlas cedar 24,22,19,1
5,13,12,10

,10,5,5

Yes 3 Moderate On slope; multiple attachments at 1'; history of limb failure; 
history of limb removal S; side; vigorous; large spreading crown.

37 Blue atlas cedar 38,12,10,1
0,10,10,10

Yes 3 Moderate On slope; multiple attachments at 3'; narrow attachments w/ 
fused stems; large vigorous crown.

38 Blue atlas cedar 36,25,12,6
,6

Yes 3 Moderate On slope; multiple narrow attachments at 1' w/ fused stems; large 
vigorous crown.

39 Japanese cedar 16,13 Yes 3 Moderate On slope; strong correcting lean S.E.; codominant stems at 1'; 
vigorous.

40 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; large surface roots with mechanical 
damage; overextended branches; poor form and structure; thin 
crown.

41 Monterey pine 33 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; large surface roots with mechanical 
damage; overextended branches; thin crown.

42 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; large surface roots with mechanical 
damage; overextended branches; more vigorous.

43 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; large surface roots with mechanical 
damage; 1-sided to S.; overextended branches; sparse.

44 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; leans and 1-sided to N.E.; overly raised 
crown; overextended branches; crowded.

45 Monterey pine 46 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; leans and 1-sided to S.E.; overextended 
branches; sparse; crowded.

46 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; crown bows and 1-sided to N.W.; 
overextended branches; crowded.

47 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; crown bows and 1-sided to N.; 
overextended branches; crowded.

48 Monterey pine 37 Yes 1 Low On steep slope; large buttress roots E.; seams E; and W; trunk; 
overly raised crown; overextended branches.
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Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)

49 Monterey pine 48 Yes 2 Low On slope; multiple narrow attachments at 6'; leans S.W.; 
overextended branches; vigorous.

50 Coast live oak 5,5,4 No 3 Moderate Multiple attachments arise from base; cut stem growing through 
fence; rounded crown; vigorous.

51 Blue atlas cedar 25,15,15,1
2,12,12,6

Yes 4 High In unmaintained lawn; multiple narrow attachments at 1'; large 
spreading crown; vigorous.

52 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; 1-sided and leans to S.; history of limb 
removal; vigorous.

53 Monterey pine 50 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn w/ mechanically damaged surface roots; 
large limb removals S.E.; branch dieback E; side; vigorous.

54 Blue atlas cedar 25,12,5 Yes 4 High In unmaintained lawn; basal limb removals S.E.; multiple narrow 
attachments at 5'; vigorous crown.

55 London plane 13 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; codominant stems at 7'; abandoned 
pollard w/ attachments at 8' + overextended branches; slight lean 
E.

56 London plane 9 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; multiple attachments/abandoned pollard at 
8'; slight lean E.

57 London plane 10 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; multiple attachments/abandoned pollard at 
7'; overextended branches.

58 London plane 11 Yes 1 Low In unmaintained lawn; strong lean N.E.; 5' trunk wound S.W; w/ 
decay; vigorous w/ suckers at base.

59 London plane 9 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; leans N.E ; multiple attachments at 8'; 
abandoned pollard above.

60 London plane 11 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; suckers at base; correcting lean N.E.; 
abandoned pollard at 9'.

61 London plane 9 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; correcting lean N.E.; multiple attachments 
at 8' w/ abandoned pollard above.

62 London plane 10 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; 4' from hydrant; history of limb removal; 
abandoned pollard at 9'.
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Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)

63 London plane 15 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; codominant stems at 6'; history of limb 
removal; abandoned pollard at 8,9'; vigorous.

64 London plane 8 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; correcting lean N.E.; codominant stems at 
6'; abandoned pollard above.

65 London plane 9 No 2 Low In unmaintained lawn; abandoned pollard at 7'.
66 London plane 11 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn planter narrowing to 6'; history of limb 

removal; abandoned pollard at 8'.
67 London plane 10 Yes 2 Low In unmaintained lawn end planter; codominant stems at 7'; 

abandoned pollard at 8'.
68 Lemon-scented 

gum
37 Yes 3 Low In corner planting bed; base pillows over curb; multiple narrow 

attachments at 2'; large vigorous crown.
69 Blue atlas cedar 17,17,13,1

2,7
Yes 4 High In corner planting bed; surface roots; vase form; vigorous.

70 Blue atlas cedar 28 Yes 3 Moderate Multiple attachments 2' w/ multiple narrow attachments at 4'; 
fused lower stems; rounded crown; crowded by #71.

71 Blue atlas cedar 19,14,8,6 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 1.5'; multiple attachments above; crowded; 
both vigorous.

72 Coast live oak 12,10,9 Yes 3 Moderate 2' from fence; codominant stems at 3' w/ seam; vase form; 
crowded.

73 Coast live oak 21,13 Yes 4 High Codominant stems at 3' w/ seam; large vase form.
74 Coast live oak 13,4 Yes 3 Moderate At top of slope; exposed surface roots; codominant stems at 4'; 

stems lean on fence; very crowded.
75 Coast live oak 8,2 Yes 2 Low At top of slope; sparse; very crowded.
76 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low At top of slope; leans on fence; very crowded by shrubs.
77 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Low At top of slope; leans S.; high crown; crowded by shrubs.
78 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Low At top of slope; leans S.; branches growing into fence; high 

crown; crowded.
79 Victorian box 5,3 No 2 Low On slope; branch dieback; crowded; yellowing foliage.
80 Victorian box 4,2,2 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; yellowing 

foliage; crowded.
81 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low On slope; leans N.E.; very crowded.
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82 Victorian box 6,3,3,3,3,3 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; very crowded; 
yellowing foliage.

83 Coast live oak 7,6,6,4,4,4
,4

Yes 2 Low Tagged on branch; On slope; multiple attachments arise from 
base; crowded.

84 Victorian box 5,3,3,3,3,2
,2,2

No 2 Low On slope at fence; multiple attachments at 1'; branch dieback; 
yellowing foliage.

85 Coast live oak 13,4 Yes 2 Low On slope at fence; codominant stems at 1'; vase form; crowded.

86 Coast live oak 8,6,4 Yes 3 Moderate At fence; multiple attachments arise from base; raised crown; 
branching thru fence; crowded by shrubs; vigorous.

87 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Low Leans N.; engulfed in shrubs.
88 Coast live oak 7,5,5,3,3,3

,3
Yes 2 Low Leans S.; fused stems and  base growing through fence; 

engulfed in shrubs.
89 Plum 6,6 No 2 Low Codominant stems at 3.5'; crowded by shrubs.
90 Blue atlas cedar 26 Yes 3 Moderate On slope; asphalt at base; slightly thin crown.
91 Myoporum 7,6 No 2 Low Leans N.; codominant stems at 1'; sparse.
92 Myoporum 6,4,3 No 2 Low Leans E.; multiple attachments arise from base; failing stem; 

engulfed in shrubs.
93 Myoporum 5,4,4,3,3 No 2 Low Leans N.E.; multiple attachments at base; crowded by shrubs.

94 Myoporum 5,4,4,3,3,3 No 2 Low Leans N.E.; multiple attachments arise from base; engulfed in 
ivy; crowded.

95 Monterey pine 17 Yes 2 Low Codominant stems at 3' w/ 2' included bark; high crown; crowded 
by shrubs; engulfed in ivy; vigorous.

96 Monterey pine 13 Yes 2 Low Engulfed in ivy; slight lean S.; high crown; vigorous; crowded.
97 Myoporum 7 - 0 - Leans S.; engulfed in shrubs; dead.
98 Monterey pine 13 Yes 2 Low Engulfed in ivy; sinuous trunk; high crown; crowded.
99 Monterey pine 4,3 No 2 Low Codominant stems at base; stems fused for 4'; engulfed in 

shrubs; young tree.
100 Monterey pine 8 Yes 4 Moderate Engulfed in ivy; crowded by shrubs; vigorous; good young tree.
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101 Myoporum 6,2 No 1 Low Engulfed in ivy; very high sparse crown.
102 Myoporum 10,7,5,5,4 Yes 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments w/ decay at base; very sparse.

103 Myoporum 7,7,6,4,4,4
,4

No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; very sparse.

104 Myoporum 7,3,2 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; leans N.E.; all 
but dead.

105 Myoporum 6,2,2 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; failing stems; 
very sparse.

106 Myoporum 7,6,5,1 No 1 Low On slope; engulfed in ivy; multiple attachments arise from base; 2 
fused stems; high sparse crown.

107 Myoporum 9,6,6,4 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; group of 
decayed stems; high sparse crown.

108 Myoporum 6,5,5,4,3,3
,2

No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; engulfed in 
shrubs and ivy; high sparse crown.

109 Myoporum 6,3 No 1 Low On slope; trunk failed to E.; sparse.
110 Myoporum 6,5,5,4 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; leans S.; 

crowded.
111 Myoporum 7,7 No 1 Low On slope; codominant stems at base w/ extensive basal decay; 

sparse.
112 Myoporum 6,6,4,4,3,3

,3,3
No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; decayed stems; 

branch dieback; sparse.
113 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Low On slope; base at #114; vigorous young tree.
114 Myoporum 7 No 1 Low On slope; base at #113; ivy on trunk; high crown.
115 Monterey pine 10 Yes 3 Low On slope; good form and structure; in shrubs; vigorous.
116 Myoporum 6,5,5,3,3 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; sparse.
117 Myoporum 7,7,6 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; leans N.; in 

shrubs; high sparse crown.
118 Myoporum 6,6,3,3,2,2 No 1 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; leans N.; 

engulfed in shrubs; high sparse crown.
119 Coast live oak 5 No 4 High At fence; codominant stems at 6'; vigorous; good young tree.
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120 Coast live oak 5 No 3 Moderate At fence; starting to embed in chain link; codominant stems at 
6.5'; vigorous; suppressed by #131.

121 Coast live oak 30 Yes 2 Low At fence; N; base in asphalt; S; base embedding in fence; large 
vase form; branch dieback; sparse crown.

122 Cork oak 17 Yes 3 Moderate In raised planter; multiple attachments at 3'; slight correcting lean 
S.

123 Cork oak 12,10 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 2.5'; raised crown.
124 Cork oak 11 Yes 3 Moderate In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5'; sinuous trunk; 

crowded by acacia sapling.
125 Blackwood acacia 6,4,4,4,3 No 3 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments arise from base; large 

shrub form.
126 Blackwood acacia 7,6,6,6,6 No 3 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments arise from base; shrub 

form; vigorous; crowded.
127 Blackwood acacia 8,6,5 No 3 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments arise from base; vigorous; 

crowded.
128 Blackwood acacia 7 No 3 Low In raised planter; shrub form; crowded; vigorous.
129 Blue atlas cedar 14 Yes 4 High In raised planter; multiple attachments at 4'; vase form.
130 Cork oak 14 Yes 3 Moderate In raised planter; multiple attachments at 4'; raised crown; vase 

form; slightly sparse.
131 Cork oak 9,8,6,6 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 1'; vase form; very 

sparse.
132 Cork oak 16,8,7 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 2.5'; very sparse.
133 Cork oak 11,8,7 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 1'; raised crown; slightly sparse.
134 Glossy privet 13 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 5'; history of limb failure; 

correcting lean S.W.; crowded.
135 Glossy privet 8,6,3 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 3'; suppressed.
136 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5'; crowded.
137 Glossy privet 10 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 4'; trunk decayed; raised 

crown; crowded.
138 Glossy privet 6,6 No 2 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 3.5'; history of limb 

removal; vase form; crowded.
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139 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 4.5'; crowded; sparse.

140 Glossy privet 8 No 1 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 4'; history of limb removal 
w/ decay; sparse; basal cavity.

141 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 4' w/ removed stem; 
crowded; sparse.

142 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 5'; raised crown; sparse.

143 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5' w/ decay; history of 
limb removal; sparse.

144 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 4.5'; history of limb 
removal; sparse; crowded.

145 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5'; history of limb 
removal; 1-sided to N.E.

146 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5' w/ decay; crowded.

147 Glossy privet 12 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 5.5'; raised crown; 
branch dieback; crowded.

148 Glossy privet 7 No 1 Low In raised planter; codominant stems at 4'; history of limb removal; 
branch dieback; very crowded.

149 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Low In raised planter; multiple narrow attachments at 4'; raised crown; 
crowded.

150 Glossy privet 16 Yes 2 Low In raised planter; multiple attachments at 4.5'; raised crown; stem 
decay; crowded.

151 Bronze loquat 11 Yes 4 High No tag; Multiple attachments 5'; raised crown; vigorous.
152 Cajeput paperbark 

tree
18 Yes 3 Moderate Multiple attachments at 6.5'; raised crown; 1-sided to N.E.; 

crowded.
153 Cajeput paperbark 

tree
17 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 6' w/ seam and narrow attachment; high 

raised crown; crowded.
154 Cajeput paperbark 

tree
16 Yes 2 Low Leans S.; 8" removed stem N.; very crowded.
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155 Cajeput paperbark 
tree

20 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 2', fused to 10'; leans S.W.; high raised 
crown; crowded.

156 Bronze loquat 9 - 0 - In raised 4x4' planter; dead.
157 Bronze loquat 11 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 6'; 1-sided to S.; raised crown; some trunk 

decay S; side.
158 Blackwood acacia 8 No 3 Low Good form and structure w/ central leader; vigorous; crowded.

159 Olive 5,3 No 3 Low Codominant stems at 4'; very crowded.
160 Chinese elm 3 No 3 Moderate Tagged on cross brace; leans N.E.; good young tree.
161 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Low Multiple attachments at 7'; history of limb removal; overextended 

branches; some branch dieback.
162 Victorian box 5,3,3,2,1,1 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; shrub form; branch dieback; 

crowded.
163 Victorian box 5,5,4,3,2,2 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; shrub form; branch dieback; 

crowded.
164 Coast live oak 4 No 3 Moderate On slope at fence; codominant stems arise from base; vase form; 

vigorous.
165 Victorian box 6,6,3,3,2 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; shrub form; branch dieback; 

crowded.
166 Coast live oak 6,6,5 Yes 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments arise from base; leans W.; 

crowded.
167 Victorian box 5,5,3,2,2 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; shrub form; branch dieback; 

crowded.
168 Victorian box 6,3,3,3,2,2

,1
No 2 Low On slope w/ history of limb removal at base; branch dieback; 

crowded.
169 Victorian box 6,3,3,3 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 2'; shrub form; branch dieback; 

crowded; leans E.
170 Victorian box 6,5,4,2,2,2 No 2 Low On slope; multiple attachments at 1'; raised crown; leans E.; 

crowded.
171 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Low Tagged on fence; At fence on slope; high sparse crown; very 

crowded.
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172 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; Codominant stems at 6'; 1-sided to W.; sparse; 
very crowded.

173 Toyon 10 Yes 1 Low Tagged on fence; On slope; codominant stems at 4'; branch 
dieback; very crowded.

174 Coast live oak 10,5,4 Yes 4 High On slope; good form and structure; vigorous; crowded.
175 Coast live oak 9,5,3 Yes 3 Moderate Multiple attachments arise from base; codominant stems at 7.5'; 

slight lean W.; crowded.
176 London plane 16 Yes 4 High Multiple attachments at 12'; otherwise good form and structure; 

large vigorous crown.
177 London plane 16 Yes 3 Moderate High vase crown; crowded.
178 London plane 13 Yes 3 Moderate Codominant stems at 9'; slightly crowded.
179 London plane 18 Yes 4 High Codominant stems at 7'; large vase crown.
180 Coast live oak 26 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; on slope; multiple branch attachments at 3'; narrow 

attachments at 4'; slightly sparse E.; crowded; Overhang from 
site fence: ~15'.

181 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Low On slope; codominant stems at 4.5'; narrow form; sparse; 
crowded; Overhang from site fence: ~2'.

182 Coast live oak 10 Yes 2 Low On slope; codominant stems at 3' w/ seam; 1-sided to S.W.; 
sparse; Overhang from site fence: ~15'.

183 Coast live oak 6,5,4,3,1 Yes 2 Low 3' from utility pole; multiple attachments arise at base; crowded; 
slightly sparse.

184 Coast live oak 6,3 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 3'; leans W.; 
sparse; Overhang from site fence: ~3'.

185 Coast live oak 12,8 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; on slope; leans S.W.; codominant stems at 4.5' w/ 
seam; crowded and suppressed; Overhang from site fence: ~12'.

186 Blue atlas cedar 25,16 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 3.5' w/ smaller 
fused stems; large vase form; Overhang from site fence: ~4'.

187 Coast live oak 10,10,8, 
8,8,5,3

Yes 4 High Multiple attachments arise from base; vase form; full vigorous 
crown.
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188 Coast live oak 7 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; sinuous trunk; leans S; w/ branches on fence; 
vigorous; Overhang from site fence: ~3'.

189 Coast live oak 6,6,5 Yes 3 Moderate At fence; multiple attachments at 1'; leans S.; vigorous.
190 Monterey pine 38 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; engulfed in ivy; history of limb removal; high crown; 

Overhang from site fence: ~18'.
191 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 2 Low Tag on branch; on slope; codominant stems at 3'; branches 

through fence; Overhang from site fence: ~7'.
192 Monterey pine 5 No 3 Low Tag on fence; growing against fence; vigorous young tree; 

Overhang from site fence: ~2'.
193 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; on slope; history of limb removal; stub cuts; poor 

form and structure; Overhang from site fence: ~21'.
194 Monterey pine 13 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; leans N.E.; topped; history of limb removal w/ stub 

cuts; Overhang from site fence: ~1.
195 Monterey pine 38 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; on slope; history of limb removal w/ stub cuts; 

Overhang from site fence: ~16'.
196 Monterey pine 25 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; multiple attachments at 20'; poor form and 

structure; history of limb removal w/ stub cuts; Overhang from 
site fence: ~15'.

197 Monterey pine 24 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; leans S.W.; poor form and structure; egregious 
stub cuts; Overhang from site fence: ~15'.

198 Monterey pine 18 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; correcting lean N.E.; overly raised crown; 
overextended branches over site; Overhang from site fence: 
~17'.

199 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; very sinuous trunk; poor form and structure; 
vigorous; Overhang from site fence: ~17'.

200 Monterey pine 29 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; on slope; history of limb removal; overextended 
branching over site; extremely sparse; Overhang from site fence: 
~18'.

201 Monterey pine 45 Yes 3 Low Tag on fence; 0n slope; history of limb removal w/ stub cuts S; 
side; vigorous; Overhang from site fence: ~15'.

202 Monterey pine 55 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; multiple attachments at 4'; upright form; very 
sparse; Overhang from site fence: ~17'.
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203 Coast live oak 6,4,4 Yes 2 Low Tag on stem; growing through fence; leans S.; vigorous.
204 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; leans S.E.; multiple attachments at 15'; poor form 

and structure; Overhang from site fence: ~16'.
205 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; overly raised crown; multiple attachments at 35'; 

sparse; Overhang from site fence: ~5'.
206 Coast live oak 7 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; sinuous trunk; vigorous; Overhang from site fence: 

~1'.
207 Monterey pine 16 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; on slope; leans E.; overextended branches; 

Overhang from site fence: ~9'.
208 Monterey pine 38,12 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; on slope; failed downhill tree leaning against; 

codominant stems at 6.5'; some stub cuts; vigorous; Overhang 
from site fence: ~12'.

209 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; multiple attachments at 6'; history of limb failure; 
corrected lean S.E; Overhang from site fence: ~12'.

210 Coast live oak 6,4,4,3 Yes 3 Low Tag on fence; multiple attachments at base; growing through 
fence; Overhang from site fence: ~4'.

211 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Low No tag; history of limb removal; leans N.E.; vigorous; Overhang 
from site fence: ~9'.

212 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low No tag; history of limb removal; raised crown; overextended 
branches; Overhang from site fence: ~20'.

213 Monterey pine 38 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; leans S.E.; all but dead; Overhang from site fence: 
~15'.

214 Monterey pine 22 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; multiple attachments at ~35'; sinuous stems; 
correcting lean N.

215 Monterey pine 24 Yes 3 Low No tag; upright form; good form and structure; slightly thin.
216 Monterey pine 26 - 0 - Tag on fence; overextended branches; dead.
217 Monterey pine 26 - 0 - Tag on fence; overextended branches; dead.
218 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; overextended branches; sparse; pine bark beetle 

damage.
219 Monterey pine 22 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; low live crown ratio; very high sparse crown.
220 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Low Tagged on branch; engulfed in poison oak; leans S.
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221 Manna gum 38 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; leans S.E.; multiple attachments at ~40'; Overhang 
from site fence: ~35'.

222 Coast live oak 16 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; multiple attachments at 6'; slightly sparse; 
suppressed; Overhang from site fence: ~20'.

223 Coast live oak 10,7,4 Yes 2 Low No tag; multiple attachments at 2'; very suppressed.
224 Manna gum 19,8 Yes 3 Low Tag on fence; codominant stems arise from base w/ narrow 

attachment; crowded; Overhang from site fence: ~15'.
225 Coast live oak 5,3,3,2,2 No 2 Low Tag on fence; on slope; multiple branch attachments at 3'; narrow 

attachments at 4'; slightly sparse E.; crowded; Overhang from 
site fence: ~15'.

226 Coast live oak 6,4 Yes 2 Low At fence; codominant stems arise from base; vase form; leans E.; 
crowded.

227 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Low At fence; multiple attachments at 3.5'; leans E.; crowded.
228 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; engulfed in poison oak; overextended branches; 

Overhang from site fence: ~15'.
229 Manna gum 5,5 No 1 Low On fence line; codominant stems at 1'; growing through fence; 

very sparse; suppressed.
230 Monterey pine 23 Yes 1 Low Tag on fence; codominant stems w/ narrow attachment at 4.5'; 

very high crown; Overhang from site fence: ~12'.
231 Manna gum 6 No 3 Low On fence line; at fence; good form and structure; young tree.
232 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; codominant stems at ~30'; overextended 

branches; crowded; Overhang from site fence: ~18'.
233 White poplar 7 No 2 Low Tag on fence; very narrow high crown; multiple narrow 

attachments at ~35'; crowded.
234 White poplar 6,4 No 3 Low Codominant stems w/ narrow attachment at 2.5'; high narrow 

crown.
235 White poplar 7 No 2 Low Tag on fence; engulfed in poison oak; high narrow crown; 

Overhang from site fence: ~3.
236 Monterey pine 25 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; leans S.E; against fence; engulfed in ivy and 

poison oak; overextended branches.
237 White poplar 10 - 0 - Tag on fence; engulfed in ivy and poison oak; dead.
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238 Monterey pine 37 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; crown weighted S.E.; engulfed in ivy; Overhang 
from site fence: ~25'.

239 White poplar 15,5,3,2,2 Yes 3 Low At fence; multiple attachments arise from base; tall narrow form.

240 Monterey pine 17 Yes 3 Low Tag on fence; not accessible; Pyramidal form; good central 
leader; vigorous.

241 White poplar 6,2,2,2,2,1
,1,1

No 2 Low Growing though fence; multiple narrow attachments at 2'; narrow 
upright form.

242 Coast live oak 30,14 Yes 4 High Multiple attachments at 3 and 4'; very wide spreading crown w/ 
branching to ground S; side; vigorous specimen tree.

243 Coast live oak 14,12 Yes 3 Moderate Suppressed by pine; Overhang from site fence: ~12'.
244 Monterey pine 20 Yes 3 Low Tag on branch; narrow codominant stem union at 5'; Overhang 

from site fence: ~5'.
245 Coast live oak 12,5 Yes 2 Low Codominant stems at 1'; very suppressed and 1-sided to S.
246 Coast live oak 19 Yes 4 High At fence; multiple attachments at 4'; wide vigorous crown.
247 Coast live oak 7,5 Yes 2 Low Tag on fence; codominant stems at 3' w/ removed stem; very 

suppressed by #246.
248 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Low Off-site. Tag on fence; at fence; codominant stems at 3'; 

vigorous young tree.
249 Lawson false 

cypress
22,16,10 Yes 3 Moderate Multiple attachments at 3'; typical spreading crown; sparse w/ 

branch dieback E; side.
250 Coast live oak 6 Yes 4 High Off-site. Codominant stems at 5' w/ 6" seam; oval crown; good 

young tree.
251 Lawson false 

cypress
18,13,12,1

2
Yes 4 High Codominant stems at 3'; typical form and structure; more 

vigorous.
252 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; leans W.; crowded by shrubs.
253 Coast live oak 23 Yes 3 Moderate Tag on fence; wide slightly sparse crown.
254 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low At fence; growing through fence; 1-sided to W.; vigorous.
255 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; multiple attachments at 6'; slight lean W.; 

vigorous.
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256 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; growing through fence; wide rounded vigorous 
crown.

257 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; codominant stems at 4'; vigorous crown.
258 Lawson false 

cypress
23 Yes 2 Low Off-site. Correcting lean S.; codominant stems at 6'; history of 

limb removal; extensive branch dieback.
259 Coast live oak 7,2 Yes 2 Low Off-site. On fence line; growing through fence; 1-sided to W.; 

slightly sparse.
260 Coast live oak 11,7 Yes 2 Low Off-site. Tagged on branch; at fence; leans S.; codominant 

stems at 4'; very crowded.
261 Coast live oak 11,7 Yes 2 Low Off-site. Tagged on branch; at fence; leans S.; codominant 

stems at 4'; very crowded.
262 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; leans W.; multiple attachments at 8'.
263 Coast live oak 15 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; leans W.; multiple attachments at 8'.
264 Coast live oak 15 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; tagged on branch; multiple attachments at 9'; 

sparse; crowded.
265 Coast live oak 15,12 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; tagged on fence; codominant stems at 3'; 

narrow; crowded.
266 Coast live oak 11,6,3 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; tagged on fence; multiple attachments at 3'; 

branch dieback; crowded and suppressed.
267 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; slight lean S.; narrow; crowded.
268 Coast live oak 11 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; high narrow crown; sparse; crowded.
269 Coast live oak 12 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; 1-sided to W.; sparse.
270 Coast live oak 9 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; codominant stems at 5'; very crowded.
271 Coast live oak 12,9 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; codominant stems at 3'; sparse; very crowded.

272 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; codominant stems at 5.5'; narrow; sparse.
273 Coast live oak 13 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; growing through fence at base; codominant 

stems at 4.5'; large stem removal E; side.
274 Coast live oak 8,6,6,5 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; multiple attachments at base; leans W.; 

crowded.
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275 Coast live oak 9,9,4 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. At fence; branches through fence; vigorous.
276 Coast live oak 9,7,5 Yes 2 Low Off-site. At fence; branches through fence; vigorous.
277 Coast live oak 5,4 No 2 Low Tagged on fence; at fence; branches through fence; vigorous.
278 Coast live oak 4,3,3 No 2 Low Tagged on branch; multiple attachments at base; low shrubby 

form.
279 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Low At fence; young vigorous tree.
280 Coast live oak 5,2,2 No 2 Low Tagged on fence; multiple attachments at base; sparse.
281 Blue gum 26 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; topped; at fence; slightly sparse.
282 Coast live oak 16,13,5,4 Yes 2 Low Multiple attachments at base; growing through fence; wide 

crown; crowded by #283.
283 Coast live oak 15 Yes 3 Moderate At fence; multiple attachments at 6'; crowded.
284 Coast live oak 10 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; codominant stems at 4'; crowded; sparse.
285 Blue atlas cedar 19,13,7,7,

4
Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; multiple attachments at 3'; vase form; crowded.

286 Blue atlas cedar 13,5,4 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope, multiple attachments at 3'; narrow 
upright crown; crowded.

287 Monterey pine 26,22 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope, multiple attachments at 4'; 
overextended branches; large vase form; sparse; crowded.

288 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; codominant stems at 10'; upright form.
289 Coast live oak 7 Yes 4 High Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 3'; vigorous.

290 Coast live oak 12 Yes 4 High Tagged on fence; on slope; multiple attachments at 12'; vigorous 
upper crown.

291 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; engulfed in poison oak; high crown.
292 Coast live oak 6 Yes 4 High Tagged on fence; on slope; 3' from #291; central leader bows S.; 

vigorous.
293 Coast live oak 5,5 No 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 3'; crowded.

294 Monterey pine 22 Yes 1 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; overextended branches; all but dead.
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295 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; 2 stems arise from base; sparse.
296 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; leans N.; sparse; crowded.
297 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; very high crown; engulfed in poison 

oak.
298 Coast live oak 6 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 8'; crowded; 

surrounded by dead brush.
299 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 9'; crown 

weighted S.; crowded.
300 Coast live oak 10 Yes 4 High Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 12'; vigorous 

oval crown.
301 Coast live oak 18,14 Yes 4 High On slope; codominant stems at 3' w/ seam; vigorous.
302 Coast live oak 17,12,10,8

,8,8
Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; multiple attachments arise from base; wide 

vase form.
303 Monterey pine 10 Yes 4 Low Off-site. Strong central leader; vigorous young tree.
304 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Low Off-site. Tagged on branch; growing through fence; crowded by 

pine.
305 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 3 Moderate Off-site. Tagged on branch; at fence; branches through fence; 

codominant stems at 4'; vigorous.
306 Monterey pine 27 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; correcting lean N.; 

codominant stems at ~30' w/narrow attachment; vigorous.

307 Coast live oak 20, 14, 
13,8,8,5

Yes 4 High Possibly offsite; Tagged on branch; on slope; multiple 
attachments arise from 1'; very wide spreading crown.

308 Monterey pine 30 Yes 3 Low Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; topped in past at 
~40'; slight lean N.

309 Coast live oak 6,5,4 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; On slope; multiple attachments at 3'; crowded.

310 Blue atlas cedar 8,7 Yes 2 Low Possibly offsite; Tagged on branch; on slope; 1-sided to N.; 
suppressed by #311.

311 Monterey pine 40 Yes - - Possibly offsite; On slope; dead.
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312 Blue atlas cedar 10 Yes 2 Low Off-site. On slope; 1-sided to N.; extremely suppressed by dead 
pines.

313 Monterey pine 40 Yes - - Possibly offsite; Tagged on shrub at fence; upright vase form.
314 Blue atlas cedar 5,4,3 Yes 1 Low Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; suppressed; very 

sparse.
315 Coast live oak 8,7 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 

4'; high crown.
316 Blue atlas cedar 14 Yes 4 High Off-site. Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central leader; 

pyramidal form; crowded.
317 Monterey pine 12 Yes 4 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central 

leader; vigorous.
318 Coast live oak 6,3 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; sinuous trunk; 

codominant stems at 2'; crowded.
319 Monterey pine 16 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central 

leader; slightly sparse.
320 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; Tagged on branch; at fence; correcting lean 

N.E.; codominant stems at 6.5'; slightly sparse.
321 Blue atlas cedar 13,8,6,6 Yes 2 Low Possibly offsite; Tagged on fence; on slope; multiple attachments 

at 2'; thin crown; crowded.
322 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; At fence; sinuous trunk; slightly sparse.
323 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; At fence; multiple attachments at 4.5'; sparse ; 

crowded.
324 Coast live oak 11,10 Yes 3 Moderate Possibly offsite; On slope; codominant stems arise from base; 

wide crown; slightly sparse.
325 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Low Offsite. At fence; leans N.; history of limb removal; sinuous trunk; 

poor form and structure.
326 Monterey pine 17,15 Yes 2 Low Possibly offsite; Tag on fence; on slope; multiple branch 

attachments at 3'; narrow attachments at 4'; slightly sparse E.; 
crowded; Overhang from site fence: ~15'.

327 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low No tag; engulfed in poison oak; lost top; overextended branches.
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328 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Low No tag; engulfed in poison oak; high crown.
329 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Moderate On slope; codominant stems; at 7'; 1-sided to N.; crowded; a little 

sparse.
330 Monterey pine 16 Yes 2 Low On slope; leans S.E.; high raised crown; crowded.
331 Blue atlas cedar 9,8,7,3 Yes 3 Moderate On slope; multiple attachments at 3'; thin crown; crowded.
332 Monterey pine 14 Yes 2 Low On slope; extremely high crown; low live crown ratio; 1-sided to 

N.
333 Blue atlas cedar 6 No 2 Low On slope; stem failure W; side; history of limb removal; leans N.; 

crowded.
334 Coast live oak 11 Yes 2 Low On slope; leans N.E.; codominant stems at 6'; crowded.
335 Blue atlas cedar 7 No 2 Low On slope; raised crown; leans away from oak.
336 Coast live oak 4,3,3,3,3,3

,3
No 3 Low On slope; 2' from curb; multiple attachments arise from base; 

vigorous shrub form.
337 Blue atlas cedar 23,16,7,7,

6,6,5
Yes 2 Low On slope; engulfed in poison oak; multiple attachments at 1'; 

history of limb removal w/ stub cuts E; side; sparse.
338 Coast live oak 24,22,12 Yes 2 Low At fence; growing through it; multiple attachments at 2'; leans E.; 

vigorous.
339 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; leans E.; engulfed in ivy and poison oak; high 

crown; overhang from site fence: ~4'.
340 Toyon 10,6 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; multiple attachments arise from base; 

vigorous; crowded.
341 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; engulfed in ivy and poison oak; slight 

lean N.; high crown.
342 Coast live oak 6 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 6'; leans E.; 

crowded.
343 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; engulfed in ivy and poison oak; high 

vase crown; overhang from site fence: ~6-8'.
344 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; very high crown; crowded; overhang 

from site fence: ~6-8'.
345 Monterey pine 28 Yes 3 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; some stub cuts; more vigorous.



Tree 
No.

Species Trunk 
Diameter 

(in.)

Heritage 
Tree?

Condition 
0=dead 

5=excellent

Suitability for 
Preservation

Comments

Tree Assessment
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
May 2022 (Comments updated Sept. 2023)

346 Monterey pine 30 Yes 3 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; multiple attachments at 10'; vigorous; 
crowded; 1 lateral overhang from site fence: ~5.

347 Blackwood acacia 6 No 3 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central leader; high crown; 
crowded.

348 Monterey pine 23 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; leans.N.E.; high crown; crowded; 1 
lateral overhang from site fence: ~10.

349 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Moderate Tagged on fence; on slope; codominant stems at 15'; vigorous 
upper crown; crowded.

350 Monterey pine 15 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; at top of slope; leans E.; ivy mid trunk; high 
crown; overhang from site fence: ~12-15'.

351 Monterey pine 11 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; high crown; overhang from site 
fence: ~4'.

352 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; engulfed in poison oak; slight lean 
N.E.; sparse; overhang from site fence: ~4'.

353 Monterey pine 14 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central leader; vigorous; 
overhang from site fence: ~6-8'.

354 Toyon 12,12,8,6 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; multiple attachments arise from 
base; decayed stems; sparse.

355 Monterey pine 15 Yes 4 Low Tagged on fence; on slope; strong central leader; vigorous; 
overhang from site fence: ~5'.

356 Monterey pine 20 Yes 2 Low Tagged on fence; at fence and curb; pine pitch canker; 1-sided to 
W.; history of limb removal; 1 stem dead.

357 Monterey pine 18 Yes 4 Low Tagged on fence; at fence; strong central leader; vigorous.
358 Coast live oak 8 Yes 3 Moderate No tag, not accessible; On slope; slight lean S.E.; very crowded.

359 White poplar 7 No 2 Low No tag, not accessible; At fence; high narrow crown; overhang 
from site fence: ~3'.

360 Coast live oak 16 Yes 3 Moderate No tag, not accessible; Multiple attachments; vigorous; overhang 
from site fence: ~11'.

361 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Moderate No tag, not accessible; Multiple attachments at 6'; overhang from 
site fence: ~5'.
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1 Monterey pine 30 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

2 Monterey pine 27 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

3 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

4 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

5 Monterey pine 59 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

6 Monterey pine 40 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

7 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

8 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

9 Monterey pine 31 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

10 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

11 Monterey pine 29 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

12 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

13 London plane 14 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

14 London plane 11 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

15 London plane 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

16 London plane 8 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

17 London plane 17 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

18 London plane 16 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

19 London plane 17 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

20 Blackwood acacia 6,6,5 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

21 Monterey pine 34 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

22 Monterey pine 30 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

23 Monterey pine 35 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

24 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

25 Monterey pine 33 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

26 Monterey pine 35 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

27 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

28 Monterey pine 28 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

29 Monterey pine 33 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

30 Monterey pine 38,36 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

31 Blue atlas cedar 28,9 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

32 Blue atlas cedar 19,14,10 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

33 Blue atlas cedar 19,9,8,5,5 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

34 Blue atlas cedar 19,19,17,16,
11,11,11

Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

35 Blue atlas cedar 18,16,16,16,
15,15,14,13,

13

Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

36 Blue atlas cedar 24,22,19,15,
13,12,10,10,

5,5

Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

Tree Disposition
300 Piedmont Avenue
San Bruno, CA
January 2024     
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37 Blue atlas cedar 38,12,10,10,
10,10,10

Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

38 Blue atlas cedar 36,25,12,6,6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

39 Japanese cedar 16,13 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

40 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

41 Monterey pine 33 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

42 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

43 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

44 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

45 Monterey pine 46 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

46 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

47 Monterey pine 41 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

48 Monterey pine 37 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

49 Monterey pine 48 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

50 Coast live oak 5,5,4 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

51 Blue atlas cedar 25,15,15,12,
12,12,6

Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

52 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

53 Monterey pine 50 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

54 Blue atlas cedar 25,12,5 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

55 London plane 13 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

56 London plane 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

57 London plane 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

58 London plane 11 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

59 London plane 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

60 London plane 11 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

61 London plane 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

62 London plane 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

63 London plane 15 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

64 London plane 8 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

65 London plane 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

66 London plane 11 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

67 London plane 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

68 Lemon-scented 
gum

37 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

69 Blue atlas cedar 17,17,13,12,
7

Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

70 Blue atlas cedar 28 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

71 Blue atlas cedar 19,14,8,6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

72 Coast live oak 12,10,9 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits
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73 Coast live oak 21,13 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

74 Coast live oak 13,4 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

75 Coast live oak 8,2 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

76 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

77 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

78 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

79 Victorian box 5,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

80 Victorian box 4,2,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

81 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

82 Victorian box 6,3,3,3,3,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

83 Coast live oak 7,6,6,4,4,4,4 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

84 Victorian box 5,3,3,3,3,2,2,
2

No 2 Remove Within grading limits

85 Coast live oak 13,4 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

86 Coast live oak 8,6,4 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

87 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

88 Coast live oak 7,5,5,3,3,3,3 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

89 Plum 6,6 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

90 Blue atlas cedar 26 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

91 Myoporum 7,6 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

92 Myoporum 6,4,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

93 Myoporum 5,4,4,3,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

94 Myoporum 5,4,4,3,3,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

95 Monterey pine 17 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

96 Monterey pine 13 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

97 Myoporum 7 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

98 Monterey pine 13 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

99 Monterey pine 4,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

100 Monterey pine 8 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

101 Myoporum 6,2 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

102 Myoporum 10,7,5,5,4 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

103 Myoporum 7,7,6,4,4,4,4 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

104 Myoporum 7,3,2 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

105 Myoporum 6,2,2 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

106 Myoporum 7,6,5,1 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

107 Myoporum 9,6,6,4 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

108 Myoporum 6,5,5,4,3,3,2 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

109 Myoporum 6,3 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

110 Myoporum 6,5,5,4 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

111 Myoporum 7,7 No 1 Remove Within grading limits
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112 Myoporum 6,6,4,4,3,3,3,
3

No 1 Remove Within grading limits

113 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

114 Myoporum 7 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

115 Monterey pine 10 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

116 Myoporum 6,5,5,3,3 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

117 Myoporum 7,7,6 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

118 Myoporum 6,6,3,3,2,2 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

119 Coast live oak 5 No 4 Remove Within grading limits

120 Coast live oak 5 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

121 Coast live oak 30 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

122 Cork oak 17 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

123 Cork oak 12,10 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

124 Cork oak 11 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

125 Blackwood acacia 6,4,4,4,3 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

126 Blackwood acacia 7,6,6,6,6 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

127 Blackwood acacia 8,6,5 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

128 Blackwood acacia 7 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

129 Blue atlas cedar 14 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

130 Cork oak 14 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

131 Cork oak 9,8,6,6 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

132 Cork oak 16,8,7 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

133 Cork oak 11,8,7 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

134 Glossy privet 13 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

135 Glossy privet 8,6,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

136 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

137 Glossy privet 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

138 Glossy privet 6,6 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

139 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

140 Glossy privet 8 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

141 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

142 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

143 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

144 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

145 Glossy privet 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

146 Glossy privet 8 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

147 Glossy privet 12 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

148 Glossy privet 7 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

149 Glossy privet 9 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

150 Glossy privet 16 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits
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151 Bronze loquat 11 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

152 Cajeput paperbark 
tree

18 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

153 Cajeput paperbark 
tree

17 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

154 Cajeput paperbark 
tree

16 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

155 Cajeput paperbark 
tree

20 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

156 Bronze loquat 9 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

157 Bronze loquat 11 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

158 Blackwood acacia 8 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

159 Olive 5,3 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

160 Chinese elm 3 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

161 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

162 Victorian box 5,3,3,2,1,1 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

163 Victorian box 5,5,4,3,2,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

164 Coast live oak 4 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

165 Victorian box 6,6,3,3,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

166 Coast live oak 6,6,5 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

167 Victorian box 5,5,3,2,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

168 Victorian box 6,3,3,3,2,2,1 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

169 Victorian box 6,3,3,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

170 Victorian box 6,5,4,2,2,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

171 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

172 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

173 Toyon 10 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

174 Coast live oak 10,5,4 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

175 Coast live oak 9,5,3 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

176 London plane 16 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

177 London plane 16 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

178 London plane 13 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

179 London plane 18 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

180 Coast live oak 26 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

181 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

182 Coast live oak 10 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

183 Coast live oak 6,5,4,3,1 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

184 Coast live oak 6,3 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

185 Coast live oak 12,8 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

186 Blue atlas cedar 25,16 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits
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187 Coast live oak 10,10,8, 
8,8,5,3

Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

188 Coast live oak 7 Yes 3 Preserve At edge of grading

189 Coast live oak 6,6,5 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

190 Monterey pine 38 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

191 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

192 Monterey pine 5 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

193 Monterey pine 39 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

194 Monterey pine 13 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

195 Monterey pine 38 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

196 Monterey pine 25 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

197 Monterey pine 24 Yes 1 Preserve At edge of grading

198 Monterey pine 18 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

199 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

200 Monterey pine 29 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

201 Monterey pine 45 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

202 Monterey pine 55 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

203 Coast live oak 6,4,4 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

204 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

205 Monterey pine 27 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

206 Coast live oak 7 Yes 3 Remove At edge of grading

207 Monterey pine 16 Yes 1 Remove Within grading limits

208 Monterey pine 38,12 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

209 Monterey pine 42 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

210 Coast live oak 6,4,4,3 Yes 3 Remove At edge of grading

211 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

212 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

213 Monterey pine 38 Yes 1 Remove At edge of grading

214 Monterey pine 22 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

215 Monterey pine 24 Yes 3 Remove At edge of grading

216 Monterey pine 26 - 0 Remove Dead.

217 Monterey pine 26 - 0 Remove Dead.

218 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

219 Monterey pine 22 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

220 Coast live oak 5 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

221 Manna gum 38 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

222 Coast live oak 16 Yes 3 Remove At edge of grading

223 Coast live oak 10,7,4 Yes 2 Remove At edge of grading

224 Manna gum 19,8 Yes 3 Preserve At edge of grading

225 Coast live oak 5,3,3,2,2 No 2 Preserve At edge of grading
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226 Coast live oak 6,4 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

227 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

228 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Preserve At edge of grading

229 Manna gum 5,5 No 1 Remove Within grading limits

230 Monterey pine 23 Yes 1 Preserve At edge of grading

231 Manna gum 6 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

232 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

233 White poplar 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

234 White poplar 6,4 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

235 White poplar 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

236 Monterey pine 25 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

237 White poplar 10 - 0 Remove Dead. Within grading limits

238 Monterey pine 37 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

239 White poplar 15,5,3,2,2 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

240 Monterey pine 17 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

241 White poplar 6,2,2,2,2,1,1,
1

No 2 Remove Within grading limits

242 Coast live oak 30,14 Yes 4 Preserve Outside project area

243 Coast live oak 14,12 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

244 Monterey pine 20 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

245 Coast live oak 12,5 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

246 Coast live oak 19 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

247 Coast live oak 7,5 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

248 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

249 Lawson false 
cypress

22,16,10 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

250 Coast live oak 6 Yes 4 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

251 Lawson false 
cypress

18,13,12,12 Yes 4 Remove Within grading limits

252 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

253 Coast live oak 23 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

254 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

255 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

256 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

257 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

258 Lawson false 
cypress

23 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

259 Coast live oak 7,2 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

260 Coast live oak 11,7 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

261 Coast live oak 11,7 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

262 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area
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263 Coast live oak 15 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

264 Coast live oak 15 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

265 Coast live oak 15,12 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

266 Coast live oak 11,6,3 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

267 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

268 Coast live oak 11 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

269 Coast live oak 12 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

270 Coast live oak 9 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

271 Coast live oak 12,9 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

272 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

273 Coast live oak 13 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

274 Coast live oak 8,6,6,5 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

275 Coast live oak 9,9,4 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

276 Coast live oak 9,7,5 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

277 Coast live oak 5,4 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

278 Coast live oak 4,3,3 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

279 Monterey pine 6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

280 Coast live oak 5,2,2 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

281 Blue gum 26 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

282 Coast live oak 16,13,5,4 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

283 Coast live oak 15 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

284 Coast live oak 10 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

285 Blue atlas cedar 19,13,7,7,4 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

286 Blue atlas cedar 13,5,4 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

287 Monterey pine 26,22 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

288 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

289 Coast live oak 7 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

290 Coast live oak 12 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

291 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

292 Coast live oak 6 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

293 Coast live oak 5,5 No 3 Preserve Edge of project area

294 Monterey pine 22 Yes 1 Preserve Edge of project area

295 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

296 Coast live oak 7 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

297 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

298 Coast live oak 6 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

299 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

300 Coast live oak 10 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

301 Coast live oak 18,14 Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area
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302 Coast live oak 17,12,10,8,8,
8

Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

303 Monterey pine 10 Yes 4 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

304 Coast live oak 6 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

305 Coast live oak 7,6 Yes 3 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

306 Monterey pine 27 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

307 Coast live oak 20, 14, 
13,8,8,5

Yes 4 Preserve Edge of project area

308 Monterey pine 30 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

309 Coast live oak 6,5,4 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

310 Blue atlas cedar 8,7 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

311 Monterey pine 40 - 0 Remove Dead. Possibly off-site. Edge 
of project area.

312 Blue atlas cedar 10 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

313 Monterey pine 40 - 0 Remove Dead. Possibly off-site. Edge 
of project area.

314 Blue atlas cedar 5,4,3 Yes 1 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

315 Coast live oak 8,7 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

316 Blue atlas cedar 14 Yes 4 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

317 Monterey pine 12 Yes 4 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

318 Coast live oak 6,3 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

319 Monterey pine 16 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

320 Coast live oak 11 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

321 Blue atlas cedar 13,8,6,6 Yes 2 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

322 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

323 Coast live oak 13 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

324 Coast live oak 11,10 Yes 3 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

325 Coast live oak 8 Yes 2 Preserve Off-site. Edge of project area

326 Monterey pine 17,15 Yes 2 Preserve Possibly off-site. Edge of 
project area.

327 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

328 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

329 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

330 Monterey pine 16 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits
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331 Blue atlas cedar 9,8,7,3 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

332 Monterey pine 14 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

333 Blue atlas cedar 6 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

334 Coast live oak 11 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

335 Blue atlas cedar 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

336 Coast live oak 4,3,3,3,3,3,3 No 3 Remove Within grading limits

337 Blue atlas cedar 23,16,7,7,6,6
,5

Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

338 Coast live oak 24,22,12 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

339 Monterey pine 26 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

340 Toyon 10,6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

341 Monterey pine 30 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

342 Coast live oak 6 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

343 Monterey pine 32 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

344 Monterey pine 28 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

345 Monterey pine 28 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

346 Monterey pine 30 Yes 3 Preserve Edge of project area

347 Blackwood acacia 6 No 3 Remove Edge of project area

348 Monterey pine 23 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

349 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Remove Edge of project area

350 Monterey pine 15 Yes 2 Remove Edge of project area

351 Monterey pine 11 Yes 2 Remove Edge of project area

352 Monterey pine 24 Yes 2 Preserve Edge of project area

353 Monterey pine 14 Yes 2 Remove Edge of project area

354 Toyon 12,12,8,6 Yes 2 Remove Within grading limits

355 Monterey pine 15 Yes 4 Remove Edge of project area

356 Monterey pine 20 Yes 2 Remove Edge of project area

357 Monterey pine 18 Yes 4 Remove Edge of project area

358 Coast live oak 8 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

359 White poplar 7 No 2 Remove Within grading limits

360 Coast live oak 16 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits

361 Coast live oak 12 Yes 3 Remove Within grading limits
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