
TO:        JAMES L. APP, CITY MANAGER 
 
FROM:     JOHN FALKINSTIEN, ACTING COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT:    REQUEST TO REMOVE AN OAK TREE – KENNEDY CLUB 

FITNESS CENTER 
 
DATE:       MARCH 7, 2006 
 
Needs: For the City Council to consider a request to remove a 52-inch oak tree 

at the Kennedy Club Fitness center site. 
 

Facts: 1. The location for this tree removal application is on the east side 
of South River Road between Serenade Road and Oak Hill Road 
(across from Walmart). 

 
 2. The Planning Commission approved PD 04-011 to establish a 

fitness center, including a clubhouse/gym, childcare center, 
wellness center, swimming pool, two commercial buildings, and 
a parking lot on September 13, 2004. 

 
 3. No oak trees were considered to be impacted by the proposed 

project at the time of Planning Commission approval. 
 
 4. Construction of the swimming pool and part of the parking lot 

requires construction of a retaining wall. 
 
 5. The applicant is proposing to modify their site plan to locate the 

pool equipment room above ground at the base of the oak tree, 
and to modify the retaining wall approved with PD 04-011. 

 
 6. Normally a minor modification to the site plan may be handled 

at the staff or Development Review Committee (DRC) level.  
With the potential impact to the oak tree associated with this 
modification, the matter is being brought directly to the City 
Council.  Dependent on the design treatment of that area 
(pending the final design outcome with the oak tree), the 
revision will need to be reviewed by the appropriate approval 
authority (i.e. DRC and/or Planning Commission). 

 
 7. The applicant indicates that the existing soil conditions are not 

suitable to construct the modified retaining wall without 
removing and re-compacting the uphill soil so that the soil is at a 
lower angle slope.  Removal of the soil and constructing a 
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retaining wall around the tree to preserve it is estimated to cost 
$198,000. 

 
 8. Staff and the applicant discussed several design alternatives for 

relocating the pool equipment room in locations that would not 
require removing the oak tree and that would not require 
extremely large retaining walls around the tree.  None of the 
options discussed were to the satisfaction of the applicant. 

 
 9. The City's Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance requires the 

applicant to clearly demonstrate that, "… there are no 
reasonable alternatives to the proposed design and use of the 
property.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to avoid 
impacting oak trees, including but not limited to use of custom 
building design and incurring extraordinary costs to save oak 
trees." 

 
 10. Per the Arborist Report prepared August 2005, the subject oak 

tree is an aesthetically valuable, healthy oak tree. (See 
Attachment 4, Arborist Report). 

 
Analysis 
and 

Conclusion: When this project was first considered there were no 
buildings proposed near the oak tree.  The oak tree also appeared to be far 
enough away from the proposed retaining wall that it would not be impacted 
by development.  However, the applicant’s desire to relocate the pool 
equipment room would cause new infringement on the 52-inch oak tree, 
and would necessitate consideration of retaining wall alternatives.  
 
The applicant has shown two possible approaches to the site redesign.  
The first would involve a 24 foot tall retaining wall (shown in Attachment 
3A) which would preserve the oak tree, but which the applicant indicates 
would be prohibitively costly at $198,000.   The second alternative 
presented by the applicant (shown in Attachment 3B) is to remove the 
healthy oak tree, thereby allowing for the equipment room and a lower 
retaining wall of less economic impact to the project.    
 

 The City has supported this project through approval of the original 
Planned Development, recognizing the significant investment being made 
in the community.  There is mutual desire for this project to be built.  
However, the City’s oak tree preservation policies are quite clear in their 
expectation that development be required to make extraordinary effort to 
design around and avoid impacts to oak trees.  It appears there may be 
design alternatives that could be less costly than the large retaining wall 
shown in the applicant’s exhibits, and which could still preserve the tree.   
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Policy 
Reference: City of Paso Robles General Plan Update and EIR, 2003, Zoning 

Ordinance, Oak Tree Ordinance, and CEQA. 
 
Fiscal 
Impact: No fiscal impacts identified with this request. 
 
Options: After considering the public testimony received, the City Council will be 

asked to select one of the following options: 
 

 a. Request the applicant provide alternative design options for the 
site plan and retaining wall system that would preserve the 52-
inch oak tree. 

 
 b. Amend, modify or reject the noted option. 
 
Attachments: 
 
1 – Vicinity/Site Plan 
2 - Letter from Applicant 
3 – Retaining Wall Elevations, A & B 
4 – Arborist Report 
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