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Staff Report

City of Manhattan Beach

TO: Honorable Mayor Fahey and Members of the City Council
THROUGH: Geoff Dolan, City Manager

FROM: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
Laurie B. Jester, Senior Planner

DATE: May 3, 2005

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Planning Commission Decision to Deny a Tree Permit to
Remove a Tree at 1600 Chestnut Avenue

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the City Council RECEIVE AND FILE this report.

FISCAL IMPLICATION:
There are no fiscal implications associated with the recommended action.

BACKGROUND:

Tree Permit Application

On February 25, 2005 the City received a tree permit application from the property owner,
Marilyn Beaumont, located at 1600 Chestnut Avenue. The subject tree is an Italian Stone Pine
within the northern portion of the required 20 foot front yard setback. The tree is a significant
specimen, approximately 39 feet in height, with a 3.5 foot diameter trunk and a canopy over 50
feet in diameter, with a large portion of the root structure and canopy growing into the adjacent
property to the north at 1604 Chestnut Avenue. The purpose for the application was to help
facilitate construction of a new home at 1604 Chestnut Avenue, since the tree poses a potential
conflict with the proposed construction as currently designed. Subsequently the City denied the
tree permit application, and on March 16th the subject appeal was filed by the owner of 1604
Chestnut Avenue, Mr. Zukotynski. A complete background and project description is included
within the Planning Commission staff report (Attachment A).

On April 13, 2005, the Planning Commission voted (3-0-1- Commissioner Simon absent) to
deny the Tree Permit Appeal, thereby requiring the Pine tree to be protected. The Commission
conditioned the Tree Permit as recommended by City staff and the arborist as follows:
a. Trim the tree under supervision of the City Arborist.
b. Demolition and all grading shall be under supervision of the City Arborist.
c. If after the demolition and pre-rough grading the City Arborist determines that the tree is
likely to survive then staff and the construction team shall follow the recommendations of
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the City Arborist which may include, but not be limited to further trimming, installation
of a bio-barrier, structural soil, and grasscrete.

d. If after the demolition and pre-rough grading, by hand in the area of the tree roots, the
Arborist determines that the tree is unlikely to survive then staff will approve removal of
the tree and replacement with two 48 box trees.

e. All cost associated with these actions shall be paid by the project proponent, Mr.
Zukotynski

At the April 13, 2005 Planning Commission meeting, two residents spoke in favor of preserving
the tree and one spoke in favor of removing the tree. The appellant submitted additional material
at the Planning Commission meeting which is included as Attachment B. Ms. Beaumont, the
owner of the tree, indicated that her tree permit application was submitted to help facilitate the
construction of her neighbor’s new home, and to remove what she was told could potentially be a
hazardous tree. She indicated that she had a very strong desire to retain her tree if there were
available options, however she would accommodate her neighbor if there is no other viable
option. She also provided an appraisal from a certified arborist of the value of the tree.

DISCUSSION:

Tree Ordinance

The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance was originally adopted August 19, 1993 (Ordinance No.
1884), and is included as Section 10.52.120 of the Zoning Code. At that time, the Ordinance
applied only to the Tree Section, generally bounded by Rosecrans Avenue, Blanche Road,
Valley Drive and Sepulveda Boulevard. The Ordinance protects all trees, except deciduous fruit-
bearing trees and Washingtonian species palms, with a 12” or greater trunk diameter located in
the front yard. At that time the Ordinance was implemented more as a “removal and
replacement” regulation than a “preservation” regulation.

On May 6, 2003, the Ordinance was expanded (Ordinance No. 2045) to apply to all of the
residential zones in Area Districts | and Il; the Beach Area is not covered by the Tree Ordinance.
The Purpose Section states, in part, that “The intent of this section is the retention and
preservation of trees while permitting the reasonable enjoyment of private property.” With the
expansion of the Tree Ordinance, planning staff began implementing the regulation as a
“preservation” regulation, not a “removal and replacement” regulation as previously
implemented.

After the adoption of the expanded Tree Ordinance, the City Council and Planning Commission
held a joint meeting on July 22, 2003 and discussed the Tree Ordinance. At that meeting the
City Council stated that the Ordinance was intended to preserve trees, and that Staff should
continue to enforce the Ordinance accordingly. Staff works with architects, developers and
contractors during the design of a home and throughout construction to ensure that new
construction considers and protects existing trees that are protected under the Ordinance.

Applications for a tree permit typically include notification signatures from neighbors and/or an
arborist’s written recommendation that the tree should be removed. Tree permits for dead or
unhealthy trees typically require little review or concern. Proposed tree removals related to
construction projects involve more review, and staff encourages retention of protected trees in
the design process. If no alternatives are available then Staff typically approves an application.
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Remaining trees are required to be protected by fencing during the construction process.

Permit Application Process

On June 6, 2004 the appellant submitted plans to the Community Development Department for a
new home at 1604 Chestnut Avenue, to replace an existing home, built in 1947. Vehicular access
is proposed on the south side of the property, as is provided currently for the existing residence.

Approximately late January/early February of 2005 the appellant brought to the City’s attention
that there is a potential conflict with the proposed residence and the neighboring large Pine. It
was indicated to Staff that many large roots would need to be cut and/or removed as well as
trimming of the tree’s canopy to accommodate the proposed residence and driveway. At this
time, Staff indicated to the appellant that the City would take a look at the subject tree and that in
the mean time he should discuss with his neighbor pruning the tree under the guidance of a
certified arborist so that construction conflicts with the neighboring tree might be alleviated.

The appellant later came back to the City indicating that he had discussed the issue with his
neighbor, and that he had received permission to remove the tree. Staff indicated that the tree
was protected, and that a permit would need to be applied for before removal could be
considered. Staff received a letter from Travers Tree Service dated February 16, 2005 indicating
that the stability of the tree would be compromised with construction of the new home and
removal of large roots, and therefore the tree should be removed. Planning Staff inspected the
site with the Public Works Department and determined at this time that it would be appropriate
to have the City’s consulting Arborists (West Coast Arborist) provide a full evaluation of the
tree. At no time during these early discussions with the appellant did Staff indicate that the tree
could and/or should be removed.

On February 25, 2005 the City received a tree permit application signed by Ms. Beaumont to
request approval to remove her tree. During review of the application Staff had numerous
discussions with all parties involved. Discussions with Ms. Beaumont indicated that the purpose
of her application was to help facilitate the construction of her neighbor’s new home, and that
the tree was truly endeared by her and her family, and that she had a very strong desire to retain
her tree if there were other available options. In addition, discussions with the architect of the
proposed construction at 1604 Chestnut indicated that he, the engineer, and the appellant were
aware early on of the potential issues with the tree when the survey for the project was prepared
in December 2003.

Permit Analysis

After reviewing the subject application, it was determined that based on all the information
available to Staff at that time that granting a tree permit would not be consistent with the intent
of Section 10.52.120 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code. The correspondence to Ms.
Beaumont dated March 9, 2005, is included as an attachment to the Planning Commission report.
Also included as attachments to the Planning Commission report are letters from the appellants
consulting structural engineer.

Alternatives
When reviewing a Tree Permit application for removal of a tree, staff looks at alternatives in
order to retain and preserve the tree, consistent with the Code. One option that staff explored was
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flipping the house so that the garage and driveway would be located on the north side of the lot
instead of the south side of the lot as proposed. This option was not recommended by staff.

The option that was recommended by staff and approved by the Planning Commission was to
demolish the existing house and have the City arborist monitor the tree during demolition and
pre-rough grading. After demolition the arborist could reevaluate the situation, observe the
number, location, size, health, and depth of the tree roots and then make further
recommendations based on this new information. After this further evaluation by the arborist, the
site would be monitored during construction and regularly thereafter to evaluate the health of the
tree if it able to be retained, was recommended.

Other options such as a “bio-barrier”, which is a durable fabric with herbicide nodules that
inhibit root growth, could be utilized underground adjacent to the foundation, driveway or other
areas to be protected from tree roots. Structural soil could also potentially be used beneath any
paved area such as the driveway and the garage slab. This material provides air and water
pockets within the soil which is essential for healthy roots. Another possibility would be to
install a driveway with a permeable surface such as “grasscrete”, as well as a planter next to the
driveway to provide water and air to the tree roots.

CONCLUSION:

Planning Commission and Staff believe that having the City’s arborist monitor the tree during
demolition, grading, and construction is the best available option. As the tree is such a
significant specimen, and the fact that the owner of the subject tree has an absolute desire to keep
the tree, Staff feels that the utmost effort must be put forth to preserve the tree consistent with
the City’s Tree Ordinance. Since there is not truly a way to determine the extent of the trees
growth below ground, Staff believes that the practical applicability of options such as using the
“bio-barrier”, structural soil, grasscrete, and possibly other solutions may only be revealed by
letting construction proceed under observation. This recommendation would ensure that an
expert has the opportunity to evaluate all available options.

ALTERNATIVE:
The alternative to the staff recommendation includes REMOVE this item from the Consent
Calendar, and MODIFY the decision of the Planning Commission.

Attachments: A. Planning Commission Minutes, Staff Report and attachments- April 13,
2005 (All available electronically except plans)

B. Information submitted by appellant at April 13, 2005 Planning Commission
meeting (Available electronically- some poor quality due to originals)
C. Chronology of Tree Permit application

cc: Dr. Stephen Zukotynski-1604 Chestnut Avenue

Marilyn Beaumont-1600 Chestnut Avenue
G:\Planning\Temporary (file sharing)\Don\Projects\Trees\1604 Chestnut Avenue\CC Report- 5-3-05.doc
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CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 13, 2005
EXCERPTS
A regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Manhattan Beach was held on
Wednesday, April 13, 2005, at 6:40 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall, 1400
Highland Avenue.

ROLL CALL

Chairman O’Connor called the meeting to order.

Members Present: Kuch, Savikas, Chairman O’Connor
Members Absent: Simon
Staff: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development

Rosemary Lackow, Senior Planner
Daniel Moreno, Associate Planner

Juan Price, Maintenance Superintendent
Sarah Boeschen, Recording Secretary

BUSINESS ITEMS

C. Appeal of an Administrative Decision to Deny a Tree Permit Requesting Approval
to Remove a Tree at 1600 Chestnut Avenue

Director Thompson summarized the staff report and stated that the tree being requested to be
removed is located on the property at 1600 Chestnut Avenue, which is adjacent to the property at
1604 Chestnut Avenue proposed to be redeveloped. He said that the original tree permit
application was submitted by the owner of the property on which the tree is located. He
commented that alternatives to removing the tree include possibly changing the orientation of the
proposed new home so that the driveway would be located on the opposite side of the property
from the tree; having an arborist monitor the tree and evaluate the situation during construction;
and incorporating the use of a bio barrier, structural soil, and grasscrete for the driveway. He
indicated that the tree permit application was submitted in February of 2005 and was denied on
March 9, 2005. He indicated that an appeal of staff’s decision denying the tree permit
application was filed by the owners of the property at 1604 Chestnut, and staff received new
information on March 12, 2005 from their structural engineer that roots must be removed 2 to 3
feet deep from the site. He indicated that after considering the situation and discussing it with
the City’s arborist, staff is recommending that building permits be granted for the construction
with the understanding that a City arborist be present during demolition and grading to evaluate
as the area is excavated around the tree in order for it to possibly be preserved. He indicated that
without currently knowing the specifics of the root system underground, it is not possible to
know the impact that the construction would have on the tree. He stated that staff’s feeling is
that the tree can be saved; however it would be permitted to be removed if it is found that it is
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES-Excerpts
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not likely to survive the construction process. He indicated that if the tree did survive, the use of
a bio barrier, grasscrete and structural soil could possibly be used. He said that staff feels the
tree could survive a major trimming necessary to accommodate the new construction based on
the evaluation of the City’s arborist and maintenance supervisor.

In response to a question from Commissioner Savikas, Director Thompson said that it would be
possible to use grasscrete for the driveway which would allow water to penetrate through the
surface. He stated that the appellants have concerns that the roots could harm the foundation of
the proposed home regardless of whether the orientation is changed. He stated, however, that
staff feels that there are alternatives such as the bio barrier that would prevent any damage.

Mr. Price indicated that a bio barrier is a product that has embedded polymers with a herbicide,
and the dissolving of the polymer creates a vapor barrier that eliminates root intrusion. He said
that there has been some success with the use of the product in the City. He indicated that the
barrier could be placed along the property line and along any utility lines or other areas to be
protected against root intrusion.

Abe Chorbajian, the architect for the project, said that their proposal meets all City Code
requirements. He stated that the structural engineer hired by the applicants is very experienced.
He stated that much more than the driveway of the new home would be impacted by the tree, as
60 percent of the drip line is located over the construction area. He commented that the
structural engineer has indicated that roots must be removed to 2 % to 3 feet below grade in
order to avoid settlement resulting from deteriorating roots. He said that he would not have
confidence that a bio barrier would be effective in preventing roots from intruding under the
home. He commented that it took a great deal of time to arrive at the design of the proposed
home, and it cannot simply be reconfigured. He indicated that it would not be possible to walk
on the tile roof of the proposed home in order to trim the tree. He indicated that any pipes and
utility lines placed underground would also be jeopardized by the roots. He pointed out that staff
did not comment regarding the issue when the plans were originally submitted for plan check.
He indicated that the existing home is uninhabitable because demolition has already been started,
which has resulted in a large financial loss to the applicant.

Steve Zukotynski, the appellant, said that he previously sent a letter to the Commissioners on
March 14, 2005. He provided a letter with signatures of 43 of his neighbors in support of
removing the tree. He indicated that a survey clearly depicting the subject pine tree was
submitted to the City in December of 2003. He stated that he spoke to Don Boudreau on August
20, 2004, who agreed that the tree should be removed. He said that Mr. Boudreau suggested he
approach his neighbor to discuss having it removed or alternatively that he prune the branches,
remove the roots, and put in a barrier to prevent the roots from spreading. He indicated that plan
check was then completed in November of 2004, and the plans were stamped as being ready for
issuing of the building permit. He said that he then contacted two arborists who refused to dig
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up the roots and install the tree root barrier so close to such a large mature tree because they
feared it could fall. He stated that Marilyn Beaumont, the owner of the property on which the
tree is located, also consulted an arborist and agreed that the tree could become a danger and
needed to be removed. He said that Ms. Beaumont then submitted an application for a tree
permit. He indicated that they began the demolition process during that time believing that the
building permits would be issued, and it was not until after he requested a final pre-demolition
inspection that he discovered on his own that the property was red tagged by the City. He said
that he went on the advise of staff to have the tree removed or cut, and now his home is
uninhabitable. He indicated that he has taken a great deal of time to demonstrate the damage the
tree has caused to his home, but staff continues to downplay the impact of the tree.

Mr. Zukotynski indicated that the tree roots have generated sufficient force to cause cracks in
his foundation that is concrete footing 2 feet thick and 1 foot wide. He commented that the
City’s arborist wrote in his report that stone pines are a species of tree that frequently fall, and
there have been several instances of pine trees in the Los Angeles area that have fallen and
injured or killed people. He commented that the City’s arborist acknowledged that the trunks
hanging over his property and his neighbor’s property weigh thousands of pounds. He said that
the retaining wall adjacent to the tree is deteriorating and needs replacing. He commented that
their structural engineer is credentialed to perform plan check in many cities. He said that case
histories in the literature regarding bio barriers indicate that it is not to control large mature trees
but rather to define a space for young trees to grow. He indicated that other tree permits have
been granted in the City because of roots causing damage to driveways and lawns or because of
branches being located too close to the roof line of a home. He indicated that the subject tree not
only damaged his driveway and home but also poses a safety hazard to his family and neighbors.
He said that the tree would touch the roof of his new home, which would create a fire hazard.
He pointed out that it would be more dangerous to remove a destabilized tree than when it is
living and still has firm roots.

Chi Tran, the appellant, said that trees do not only damage foundations because of the roots
intruding but also because the roots will soak up all of the available moisture in the area around
the tree during very dry years causing the ground to shrink and the foundation to shift. She
indicated that the last few years have been dry, which has resulted in the tree causing more
damage to their home. She indicated that there are large cracks that run the entire length of the
foundation of their home. She indicated that she chose to buy the property knowing that the tree
was next door but did not realize the damage that it would cause. She said that the tree is not
appropriate for the location. She commented that the retaining wall adjacent to the tree is
damaged and could collapse. She stated that a bio barrier cannot be used in this case because
cutting the roots of a large tree to such a great extent would cause the tree to fall. She
commented that it cannot be guaranteed that bio barrier will be completely effective, and it may
be necessary to spray herbicide on both sides of the barrier, which could kill the tree roots. She
commented that the tree roots would damage the foundation even if the orientation of the home
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were changed.

Director Thompson said that staff does not lie to the public nor to applicants who process their
applications. He pointed out that plans were never approved for the project, and his
understanding is that the applicants were well aware of the issue regarding the tree before the
application was filed. He said that Don Boudreau would never indicate to the applicants that the
tree needed to be removed. He indicated that the owner of the property where the tree is located
would prefer alternatives be used to save the tree, and there is no evidence of any damage to her
home.

Commissioner Kuch indicated that he has had the utmost trust in staff in the six years he has
served on the Commission, and this is the first instance he has heard of someone accusing any of
them of lying. He said that he is aware of the time that staff invests in projects, and he is
surprised to hear such testimony.

Roger Hartman, a resident of Manhattan Beach, said that the tree is very imposing. He pointed
out that removing the tree is agreeable to the owners of both properties, and a replacement tree
would be provided.

Martha Andreani, a resident of the 100 block 10™ Street, said that she is a proponent of the
Tree Ordinance. She commented that she would consider existing trees on or adjacent to a
property before purchasing it. She stated that she supports the work that has been done by staff
and stated that trees will survive with roots being trimmed and branches cut.

Don McPherson said that he has never known Don Boudreau to lie. He indicated that his
understanding is that the applicant and developer were previously aware of the tree, and he feels
the proposed structure should have been designed to fit the property.

Marilyn Beaumont, the applicant, said that she applied for the tree permit in order to
accommodate her neighbor and to remove a potential hazard. She said that she would like for
alternatives to be used to retain the tree if possible; however she would accommodate the
applicants if necessary. She commented that staff has been very accommodating to her.

In response to a question from Commissioner Savikas, Ms. Beaumont stated that she has lived
in her home for 22 years and has not had any damage to her home from the tree.

Commissioner Kuch stated that there are alternatives to removing the tree, and staff has outlined
a clear step by step process for attempting to retain it. He said that he is not certain he believes
the statements by the applicant regarding the ineffectiveness of root barriers. He said that he has
used root barriers on some of the most obtrusive trees, and they have been very effective. He
indicated that he is not convinced that the concrete cracks on Mr. Zukotynski’s property are
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necessarily due to the roots of the tree. He indicated that he has not heard sufficient evidence to
convince him that the tree should be removed.

Commissioner Savikas indicated that she is comfortable with the approach included with staff’s
recommendation for an arborist to evaluate the situation as grading and demolition for the new
project occurs, to determine the direction the tree should take; to remain or to be removed..

Chairman O’Connor commented that said that there has been significant effort focused on
addressing this particular tree and defining manners by which it may be protected. He indicated
that the preservation of trees is a fairly subjective topic, and the City has framed an Ordinance
granting the Community Development Director administrative responsibility for making very
difficult judgments. He commented that this proposal is exactly why the proposal was recently
upgraded. He indicated that the subject tree is a significant addition to the neighborhood, and
great lengths should be given to protect it. He said that he would support monitoring under the
supervision of an arborist to preserve the tree if possible. He commented that he does not
believe the tree permit application would have been filed if the information that has now been
provided was known originally.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Kuch/Savikas) to DENY appeal of an administrative
decision to deny a tree permit requesting approval to remove a tree at 1600 Chestnut Avenue

AYES: Kuch, Savikas, Chairman O’Connor
NOES: None

ABSENT: Simon

ABSTAIN: None

Director Thompson said that staff’s understanding is that the Commissioners support their
recommendation that the applicants proceed with the development, provided they trim the tree
and proceed with demolition and grading under the supervision of a City arborist. He indicated
that if the arborists determines that the tree is unlikely to survive, then staff would approve
replacement. He indicated that staff would follow the arborists’ recommendation if the tree
survives to further protect the tree roots from intruding onto the project site.

In response to a question from Commissioner Savikas, Director Thompson stated that staff
would negotiate placing a 48 inch box tree on both the project site and Ms. Beaumont’s
property if it is determined that the tree needs to be replaced. He pointed out that all of the costs
associated with retaining the tree would occur would be at the cost of the project proponent.

Commissioner Kuch commented that he feels staff’s plan is systematic and appropriate for the
situation.
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Chairman O’Connor suggested that the City should consider the arborists’ opinion and make a
judgment rather than simply following the arborists” opinion.

A motion was MADE and SECONDED (Savikas/Kuch) that the subject tree be preserved with
the tree being trimmed as recommended by the City’s arborist and with demolition of the house
and grading to occur under the supervision of the City’s Arborist. Two appropriate replacement
trees will be approved by City staff if a determination is made by the arborist that the tree is
unlikely to survive, and the project proponent will follow the recommendation of the arborist if
the tree is preserved. All costs associated with preserving the tree will be incurred by the project
proponent.

Director Thompson explained the 15 day appeal period and indicated that the item will be placed
on the City Council’s Consent Calendar for their review on May 3, 2005.

At 9:35 a 20 minute break was taken.
AYES: Kuch, Savikas, Chairman O’Connor
NOES: None

ABSENT: Simon
ABSTAIN: None

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting of the Planning Commission was ADJOURNED at 10:15 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers, City Hall, 1400 Highland Avenue, to Wednesday, April 27, 2005, at 6:30 p.m. in the
same chambers.

RICHARD THOMPSON SARAH BOESCHEN
Secretary to the Planning Commission Recording Secretary



CITY OF MANHATTAN BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
TO: Aanning Commission
THROUGH: Richard Thompson, Director of Community Development
FROM: Donad Boudreau, Assistant Planner
DATE:April 13, 2005

SUBJECT: Appeal of an Administrative Decison to Deny a Tree Permit for the
Property Located at 1600 Chestnut Avenue (Zukotynski).

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consder the dternatives and DENY the tree
permit thereby preserving the Itdlian Stone Pine.

APPELLANT

Stephen Zukotynski
1604 Chestnut Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

BACKGROUND

Tree Permit Application

On February 25, 2005 the City received a tree permit application from the property owner,
Marilyn Besumont, located at 1600 Chestnut Avenue (Exhibit “A” Vicinity Map). The
property currently exhibits an Itdian Stone Pine within the northern portion of the required 20
foot front yard setback. The subject tree is a Sgnificant specimen, gpproximately 39 feet in
height, and a 3.5 foot diameter trunk, with a large portion of the root structure and canopy
growing into the adjacent property to the north a 1604 Chestnut Avenue. The purpose for the
application was to help facilitate construction of anew home at the subject property to the north
since the tree poses a potentia conflict with the proposed congtruction as currently designed.
Subsequently the City denied the tree permit gpplication (Exhibit “B”), and on March 16th the
subject apped was filed by the owner of 1604 Chestnut Avenue, Mr. Zukotynski (Exhibit “C”
Apped Application with Accompanying Correspondence).

Tree Ordinance



The City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance was origindly adopted August 19, 1993 (Ordinance
No. 1884), and is included as Section 10.52.120 of the Zoning Code (Exhibit “D”). At that
time, the Ordinance applied only to the Tree Section, generally bounded by Rosecrans Avenue,
Blanche Road, Vdley Drive and Sepulveda Boulevard. The Ordinance protects al trees, except
deciduous fruit-bearing trees and Washingtonia species pams, with a 12" or grester trunk
diameter located in the front yard. At that time the Ordinance was implemented more as a
“remova and replacement” regulation than a* preservation” regulation.

On May 6, 2003, the Ordinance was expanded (Ordinance No. 2045) to apply to dl of the
resdentia zones in Area Didricts | and |I; the Beach Area is not covered by the Tree
Ordinance. The Purpose Section dtates that “Tree Preservation is necessary for the hedth and
wefare of the citizens of the City of Manhattan Beach in order to conserve scenic beauty,
prevent the erosion of topsoil, protect againgt flood hazards, counteract pollutantsin the air, and
generdly maintain the climatic and ecologica baance of the area. The intent of this sectionisthe
retention and preservation of trees while permitting the reasonable enjoyment of private
property.” With the expansion of the Tree Ordinance, planning staff began implementing the
regulation as a “preservation” regulaion, not a “remova and replacement” regulation as
previoudy implemented.

After the adoption of the expanded Tree Ordinance, the City Council and Planning Commission
held a joint meeting on July 22, 2003 to discuss a variety of planning issues, including the Tree
Ordinance. At that meeting the City Council confirmed that the Ordinance was intended to
preserve trees, and that Staff should continue to enforce the Ordinance accordingly.

Applications for a permit typicdly include notification sgnatures from neighbors and/or an
arborigt’s written recommendation that the tree should be removed. Tree permits for dead or
unhedthy trees typicaly require little review or concern. Proposed tree removas related to
congtruction projects involve more review, and staff encourages retention of protected trees in
the design process. If no dternatives are available then Staff typicaly approves an application.
Remaining trees are required to be protected by chain link fencing during the congtruction
process. Staff works with architects, developers and contractors during the design of a home
and throughout the condruction to ensure that new congruction consders and preserves
exiging trees that are protected under the Ordinance.

DISCUSSION

On June 6, 2004 the gppellant submitted plans to the Community Development Department for
anew 3,720 square foot Single Family Residence located at 1604 Chestnut Avenue within the
Resdentid Single Family (RS) Zone (Area Didrict 11). The proposal would replace an exiding
gngle family resdence with vehicular access taken from the south sde of the property asis done
currently for the existing residence, see proposed plans (separate).



Approximatdy late January / early February of 2005 the agppellant brought to the City's
atention the fact that there is a potentid conflict with the proposed resdence and the
neighboring large Stone Pine. It was indicated to Staff that many large roots would need to be
cut and/or removed as wel as trimming much of the treg's canopy would be required to
accommodate the proposed resdence and driveway access to the garage. At thistime, Staff
indicated to the gppellant that the City would take alook at the subject tree and that in the mean
time he should discuss pruning the tree under the guidance of a certified arborist with his
neighbor so that congtruction conflicts with the neighboring tree might be aleviated.

The gppellant later came back to the City indicating that he had discussed the issue with his
neighbor, and that he had received permisson to remove the tree. Once again Staff indicated
that the tree was protected, and that a permit would need to be applied for before remova
could be consdered. Staff then recelving a letter from Travers Tree Service dated February
16, 2005 (Exhibit “E’) indicating thet the stability of the tree would be compromised with
congtruction of the new home and remova of large roots, and therefore the tree should be
removed. Planning Staff ingpected the Site once again with the Public Works Department and
determined a this time that it would ke gppropriate to have the City’s consulting Arborists
(West Coast Arborist) provide a full evauation of the tree, consagtent with the City’s Tree
Ordinance. At no time during these early discussons with the gppdlant did Staff indicate that
the tree coud and/or should just be removed.

On February 25, 2005 the City received a tree permit application signed by Ms. Beaumont to
request approva to remove her tree. During review of the gpplication Staff had numerous
discussons with dl parties involved. Verba correspondence with Ms. Beaumont revealed that
the purpose of her gpplication was only to help facilitate the construction of her neighbor’ s new
home, and that the tree was truly endeared by her and her family, and that she had avery strong
desire to retain her tree if there were ather available options. In addition, discussons with the
architect of the proposed congtruction at 1604 Chestnut revealed that he, the engineer, and the
gopellant were aware early on of the potentia issues with the tree when the survey for the
project was prepared in December 2003. Had staff been made aware of the potentia conflicts
by the owner of the subject property or his architect, or if the Stuation were more apparent on
the plans and survey, Staff would have addressed the issue earlier during the review process.

Permit Analysis

After reviewing the subject application, it was determined that based on al the information
availableto Staff at that time that granting a tree permit would not be consstent with the intent of
Section 10.52.120 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code. Staff’ s decision was based on the
following reasons as outlined in correspondence to Ms. Beaumont dated March 9, 2005
(Exhibit “B”):

Approva of the project a the subject property would entall a new driveway and
congtruction in close proximity to the subject tree to the south. Large roots would need
to be cut and/or removed to facilitate the new driveway and retaining wal. According



to written analysis dated March 1, 2005 by Tony Uno (Exhibit F), consulting arborist
from West Coast Arborists retained by the City the proposed condtruction at the
subject property could have a detrimental affect to the pine tree. The arborist indicates
that the cutting of large diameter roots can have serious impacts on both the hedth of
trees and ther Structural gability. The arborists adso indicated that this would be
epecidly rlevant in this particular case since the roots of the pine tree are generdly
located on the windward or tenson loaded sde of the tree making the tree more
vulnerable to failure onto the house due to severe wind and/or heavy rains.

Approva of the gpplication would be in specific conflict with Section 10.52.120(D)3 of
the “Tree Ordinance’ which dates that “any tree which is adjacent to the subject
property and may be potentidly impacted by congruction activity on the subject
property shdl be protected to the provisions of this chapter.”

Analyss by West Coast Arboridts is in agreement with the correspondence dated
February 16, 2005 from Mike Tahash, certified arborist from Travers Tree Service,
aso indicating that the proposed congruction at the neighboring property may have
detrimental impacts to the subject tree.

Verba correspondence between the owner of the subject tree and the City indicated
that the tree istruly endeared with a strong desire to preserve the tree.

Branches of the subject tree which may impact the proposed new home at the subject
property can be sdectively pruned by a qudified company using ISA (Internaiond
Society of Arborists) standards, so as not to endanger either property or the hedlth and
viahility of thetree.

The proposed new congtruction could possibly be modified so as to mitigate impacts to
the subject tree. The house coud be reconfigured using the same floor plan (flipped) so
that vehicular access may be retained a the opposite (north) side of the property.

Structural Engineers Comments

When the apped was submitted a letter dated March 12, 2005 (Exhibit “C”) from the
gppd lants consulting structura engineer, Nazarian Engineering, was aso received. Among other
observations, the letter states that the existing garage a 1604 Chestnut has many cracks in the
concrete dab as well as the foundation, and the dab is not level. Staff ingpected the Site and was
unable to verify the structurd engineers findings. Staff only observed two hairline cracksin the
garage dab and one in the foundation, which is typica for a 58-year old dab, and the dab
appeared to be level. There was no uplifting, heaving, or off-set observed anywhere in the
garage area. There was one hairline crack in the foundation and no cracks in the exterior stucco.
(See Exhibit “G”-Attached Photos)



The brick sde property line wal next to the driveway was observed to be leaning dightly to the
north, and has severd verticd cracks, likely caused by tree roots. This wall is located on the
neighbors property that has the Stone Pine tree at 1600 Chestnut. This wall is very low, less
than 3 feet in height, and is decades old so the leaning and minor cracking is not unexpected and
gructurdly it is not necessary to replace the wall.

Staff dso had the opportunity to ingpect the garage dab and foundation of the neighboring
property at 1600 Chestnut, where the tree is located. The tree is touching the northwest corner
of the garage. Thereis an exterior brick facade around the base of the garage with one vertica
crack. This crack was not observed to extend into the dab or foundation, and was a nor+
structurd surface crack. There where no cracks in the foundation or dab, and no uplifting or
unevenness in the garage dab.

Based on his observations the appellants structural engineer recommends that al tree roots be
removed from within the footprint of the new house to a depth of 2 to 3 feet, as they would
potentialy impact the foundation A phone conversation with the structural engineer clarified that
it would not be necessary from a structural engineering viewpoint to remove the tree roots in the
driveway or the landscaped areas. Although the City’s dtructura engineer feds tha these
conclusons are a reasonable opinion based on the observations that the appelants structurd

engineer identified, typicaly tree roots are only removed in the isolated areas where they
interfere with the congtruction of the foundation. Staff is aware of many locations where large
trees have been preserved in close proximity to anew home.

ALTERNATIVES

When reviewing a Tree Permit gpplication for removad of a tree, saff looks at aternatives in
order to retain and preserve the tree, consstent with the Purpose Section in 10.52.110 of the
MBMC. Additionaly, Section 10.52.120D.6 dates that “The Community Development
Department may impose speciad measures determined necessary to preserve and protect the
hedlth of treesto remain on ste” In this particular instance, daff reviewed a number of options
gnce the tree is on the neighboring property which creates an unusua Stuation. The following
details the options that staff explored.

“Flipping” the house:

If the house were “flipped” o that the garage and driveway is located on the north sde of the
lot instead of the south side of the lot as proposed, the new driveway would not be covering the
exposed roots. Where currently there is a driveway and garage dab on-grade, there would be
landscaping and a raised foundation. The report from West Coast Arborist sates that providing
landscaping insteed of a driveway in this area would preserve the tree roots in this location.
Providing landscaping would alow the roots to be exposed to water, nutrients and air which
would minimize the impact to the tree and be beneficid to it's long-term hedth. Thereisan
exising Liquidamber dreet tree that would need to be removed if the house were “flipped”.
However, this tree has caused extensive sdewak damage in the past and due to the surface



roots that are typicad of this particular species it is likdy to cause further damage in the future.
Additiondly, the treeislocated in avery narrow 2 foot wide parkway, Liquidambers are not on
the City’s approved dtreet tree list due to the damage that the species can cause, and staff has
no objection to removing the tree. In a follow-up letter dated March 29, 2005, the appellants
sructurd engineer indicates that with flipping the house his concerns with the tree roots
impacting the future house gill remain. The engineer dso evauated a pier and continuous
footing type of congtruction to possbly minimize disturbance to the tree roots and he concluded
that his concerns with the tree roots would still remain.

Arborist monitoring and reevaluation

Another option would be to demalish the existing house and have an arborist, approved by the
City, monitor the tree during demolition and pre-rough grading for the arborists observation.
Pruning of the tree canopy will so need to be monitored to accommodate the second story of
the new home. West Coast Arborists has aready provided recommendations for protection the
tree during demalition, grading and congtruction, athough a number of these recommendations
would need to be modified as the structura engineers recommendation to remove dl tree roots
within the footprint of the house to a depth of 23 feet, would make some of the arborists
recommendations unnecessary. After the house is demolished, the asphalt is removed by hand
from the driveway area, and the wakway and other hardscape is dso carefully removed, the
arborist could reevauate the Situation, observe the number, location, size, health, and depth of
the tree roots and then make further recommendations based on this new information. The tree
roots in the driveway area are particularly critical to protect as they provide structural tability
for the tree due to the prevailing westerly winds, as well asthey are arterids that act as conduits
providing water and nutrients to the feeder roots at the end. There may be very large critica
roots that the structura engineer recommends be removed to accommodate construction of the
home and the arborist would need to take dl of this information into congderation. With this
evauation the arborist may determine that the tree will not likely survive due to extensve root
damage and remova and may recommend remova of the tree. After this further evauation by
the arborist, then monitoring the Ste during congtruction and quarterly theresfter to evaluate the
hedlth of the treeif it able to be retained, would be recommended.

Bio-barrier

The gppdlant’ s structurd engineer aso indicates that regeneration of tree roots growing towards
the north will damage the new residence. Staff and the City’ s arborist are familiar with a product
cdled “bio-barrier”, which is a durable fabric with herbicide nodules that inhibit root growth.
The fabric is placed underground adjacent to a foundation, driveway or other areas to be
protected from tree roots. The fabric is porous, to dlow ar, water and nutrients through which
is essentid for the hedth of the tree, while the time-released herbicide nodules prevent root
growth beyond the barrier, thereby redirecting the root growth away from the home and it's
foundation. The product has been used for more than 30 years and has a 15 year guarantee.

Structural Soil



Staff adso discussed with the City's arborist alternative methods to protect the tree roots,
particularly the large exposed roots in the driveway areq, if the house is not flipped. One
suggestion was to use “dructurd soil” beneath any paved area such as the driveway and the
garage dab. Structurd soil is a combination of soil and stone particles with a stabilizing and
binding agent. This materid provides air and water pockets within the soil which is essentid for
hedlthy roots. The material can be compacted to meet structura design standards yet till dlow
sustainable root growth. The soil surrounding the tree roots in the driveway area could be dug
out by hand, the roots could be pushed down and structural soil could replace the existing soil
below and above the roots. The driveway dab or a grasscrete driveway could then be placed
on top of the tree roots. Structura soil has been tested and used successfully for gpproximately
10 years.

Grasscrete

Another suggestion would be to ingdl a driveway with a permegble surface such as
“grascrete”’. This type of driveway has been used in numerous locations throughout the City
and dlows air, water and nutrients to the tree roots, while providing a very strong driving and
parking surface. Additiondly, the driveway would not crack like a typical driveway if there are
surface roots as it is somewhat a flexible surface, dthough it could buckle and not be perfectly
level. The placement of a planter area with irrigation between the exigting retaining wall and the
new driveway would aso be beneficid to again dlow ar, water and nutrients to the tree roots.

NOTIFICATION

Staff mailed a notice to al neighboring property owners within a 500 foot radius of the 1600
Chestnut Avenue. No input from the public has been received regarding the subject apped.

CONCLUSION

Staff believes that having an arborist monitor the tree during demolition, rough grading by hand,
finished grading, and possibly during congtruction isthe best available option at thisjuncture. As
the tree is such a sgnificant specimen, and the fact that the owner of the subject tree has an
absolute desire to keep the tree, Staff feds that the utmost effort must be put forth to preserve
the tree consstent with the City’s “Tree Ordinance’. Sincethereis not truly away to determine
the extent of the trees growth below ground, Saff believes that the practica gpplicability of
options such as udng the “bio-barrier”, structura soil, grasscrete, and possibly other solutions
may only be reveded by letting the construction process proceed under observation. This
recommendation would ensure that an expert has the opportunity to evaduate dl avalable
options before Staff approves the removal of the tree.

Currently the owner of the tree a 1600 Chestnut has indicated that she is in the process of
obtaining an gppraisa of the current monetary value of the tree. The City's arborist had
suggested that identifying the vaue of the tree would be worthwhile should any incidents arise



where the tree is damaged. This evaduation could be used by Staff to determine a proper
replacement tree if warranted in the future,

Attachments.

Exhibit A - Vicinity Mgp

Exhibit B - Letter of Denid for Tree Permit #TR05-0010

Exhibit C- Apped Application (Includes Appdlant Correspondence and
Correspondence from Nazarian Engineering)

Exhibit D- Tree Ordinance

Exhibit E- Letter from Travers Tree Service

Bxhibit F- Andyssfrom West Coast Arborigts Inc.

Exhibit G- Photos of Both Properties

Exhibit H- Plans (Separate)

CC: Dr. Stephen Zukotynski-1604 Chestnut Avenue
Marilyn Beaumont- 1600 Chestnut Avenue
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City Hall 1400 Highland Avenue Wanhatlan Beach, CA 90206-47095
Telephone [310% RO2-50H00 FAX (3103 §02-330] TDD (310 5406-3501

March 0, 20035

Marilyn Beaumonl
1000 Chesinot Avenue
Munhattan Beach, CA 90266

RE: HeqguestforaT ree Permit al 1600 Chestraut Avenne
Dizar Ma. Beaurmont,

The City has recetved vour applicalion [or a Tree Pernut dated February 23, 2005 which request removal of
the large Ualian Stone Pine located within the required twenty-thot setback of wour property, It is
understond by the City that the purpuse of the subjecl application i3 o help facilitate the constiuetion of a
new home located at the neighbornng property to the north at 1604 Chesmut Avenue.

Altough the vwner of the adjacent property, Mr, Stephen Zukotynski, his architecl, and his engineer wore
aware uf the potential 1ssues with the tree when the survey was prepared in December 2003 the Ciry was not
made aware of petential conflicts untl approximately one month apo, At that time Mr. Yukorynslki informed
our Slall that he was concerned with Uhe subject tree and we suggested thal he discuss pruning the tree with
you. After discussmg his concermns abourt the tree with vou, Mr., Zukotynski then wformed us that e had
permission from vou to remove the tree. Staff again indicated at that time that the tree was a protected tree
and that a iree permit would need 10 he approved before removal vould proceed.  Alter receiving a lulle
from Travers Tree Service dated February 16, 2005 indicating that the tree should be remuoved, Staff
mspected the oee with Public Works Stafll It was determined al that time that it wooeld be appropriale o
have Lhe City’s Consulting Avborist {Wesl Coast Arborist) provide a full evaluation of the e and determine
uptions 1o relam the tree consistent with the Cily's Tree Ordinance. Dunmg this past month Starf has spent
many houes on the phone and at the counter with Mr. and Mrs. Zokotynski, bis architecl, and you discussing
the tree and the Cinv's ordinance.

Tha purpose of Sceriom 10.32.120 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Cods (Tree Ordmance] 15 the retentivy
and preservation of trees while permitting thy reasonable enjoyment of private property, According to this
Scetion of the Code, Tree preservation s necessary [or the health and welfare of the Citizens of Mannatlan
Heach in order to conserve scenic beauty, prevent the erosion of topsoil. privect against flood hazards,
counteract pollutants in the air, and generally maintam the climatic and ceological balanee of the area,

Fre Deparment Address: 400 159 Street, Manhattan Beach, {4 90266 Fad (3100 802-5201
Poiice Deparmmen: Addiase 470 15" Smeen, Mannaman Teucl. CA 00266 TAX (3101 02 2107
Punlie Works Devarmment Addeezs, 3621 D1l Avene, Mantanan Buucl, A 90268 FAR 310y ¥02-500



Aller reviewing lhe subject application, il hay been determined, based on all of the information submitted
and gathered by the City, thal gmoting 2 tree permit would not be consistent with the intent of Section
14.52.120 of the Manhattan Beach Municipal Code and therefore is denied based on the following reasons:

= Approval of the project proposed by your neighbor would entail & new driveway and construction in
cluse proximity to the subjeet tree. Large roots would need to be cut and/or remaoved to facilitate the
new driveway and retaming wall, According to written analvsis dated March 1, 2005 by Tony Une,
consulling arborist from Wuest Coast Arborists relained by the City of Muanbarttan Beach for this
application, (b proposed construction al 1604 Chesnur Avenue could have a detrimental affeol fo
vour pie tree.  The arbomst indicates that the culling of large-diameter roots can have serious
impacts on both the health of rrees and their structural stability. 1 is also indicated that this would be
gspecially relevant in this casc since the roots of your pine tree are pencrally located on the
windward or tension-loaded side of the tree making the tree more vuinerable w failure onto the
house dug 1o severe wind andfor heavy rains,  Approval of your application {or construction at the
nuighharing properly 18 an specific conflicl with Section 10.52.120(D).3 of the “Tree Ordinanee”
which stales that “any wee which 1s adjacent to the subject property and may be potentially impacted
by construction aclivity on the subject property sball he protected pursuant ta the provisions af this
chapter.” In this case the “subject™ praperty 15 the neighboring property as outlined above.

s The subject pine tree hus been detenmined by West Coast Arborists (o be in overall good health, wilh
nomnal looking seaffold limbs, healthy color, and needles.

s Analysiz from West Coasl Arborists 15 1n agreemenl with correspondence dated February 16, 20035
[ram Mike Tahash, certified arborist oo Travers Tree Service. also indicating thal he proposed
conslruction at the neighboring praperty may have detrimental mmpacts o the subject tree,

e It has heen delermined by the City thal constmetion at the neighboring property can be modiled so
as to miligate mpacts to vour tree. The house may be recomfigured using the same floor pian
{Ilipped) so that vehicular access may be retamed at the opposite side as currenlly proposad,
therelure lessoning the anticipated construction impacts,

o Vorhal correspondence hetween vou and the City has indicated Lhe tree 15 truly endeared oo vaur part
with a strong desire to preserve (he tree.

= DBranchos of the subject tree which may mmpact the proposed new home at the neighborimg properly
can be selectively pruned by a qualificd company using aceepted 154 (International Socery of
Arborists] standards. so a4 not  endanger vour or your neighbor's property nar the healtn of dhe
ree.

Plegse note the sugpestions vy West Coast Arbonst as outlined in the accompanying attachment o help
preserve he health and wellbeing of the tree.

U vou would like 1o appeal s decision to the Planniog Commission, voe may submit an Appeal o the
Commmunity Development Department wilian 15 days from the dale noted above. along with an appeal fez of
5405, The appeal would be presented o the Planning Cornmission.



Ii" you have apy guestions, please contact Donald Boudreaw at the Commmunity Development Department at
(3103 802-3517,

Sincerely,
- '|I )

A i
chard| T hompson, Direclor
Communily Developuient Departnent

Attachment: Analvsis from West Coast Arborist

i Stephen Zukolynska



March 1, 2005

City of Manhattan Beach
ATTN: Ms. Laurie Jester
1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

RE: 1600 Chestnut Avenue — Italian Stone Pine
Dear Ms. Jester,

Pursuant to your request, I examined one Italian Stone Pine (Pinus pinea) located
at 1600 Chestnut Avenue in the City of Manhattan Beach. The purpose of the visit was
to examine the tree and its situation, as it was suggested that it be removed due to
imminent construction of a house next door.

[ visited the site on February 25, 2005, and assessed the situation. All comments
that follow are based on my site visit, our discussion while on site, a report regarding the
Pine that was submitted to the homeowner, and a brief review of the proposed site plan
that you provided to me.

The subject Pine is located in a planter area next to the house (see Figure 1.1). It
has a trunk diameter of about 41” (measured about 15” above ground), and it is about 39’
tall with a crown spread of about 60° (N/S). From its trunk base it has two large trunks
that rise up and spread out to form, as is typical for the species, the wide crown (see
Figure 1.2). It has a somewhat flat crown head, and the crown seems to be weighted
more over the house side (toward the east, see Figure 1.3), presumably due to both the
prevailing westerly winds and the nearby Siberian Elm in the parkway, both of which
have oppressed growth on the street side. On the ground there are some plants growing
nearby the trunk, which is very close to the house foundation (see Figures 1.4 & 1.5).
Overall, the Pine appears to be in good health, with normal-looking scaffold limbs and
healthy color and needles (see Figure 1.6).

Per your comments there is a plan to demolish the neighboring house and build a
new house. According to the provided site plan the new house would have its driveway
and garage located in the same place where it is now - on the right side of the property
close to the Pine (see Figure 2.1). In order to facilitate this, significant construction work
would have to be done within close proximity of the Pine, and the entire driveway would
have to be replaced, and this would require that the large roots that have already buckled
the driveway would have to be cut and removed (see Figure 2.2). It is known that
cutting large-diameter (>2”) roots can have serious impacts on both the health of trees



and their structural stability’. This would especially be the situation with this Pine,
since these roots are more on the tension-loaded side (the windward side) and would
make the tree more vulnerable to failure onto the house due to a severe wind event
and/or heavy rains. (Italian Stone Pines are considered one species of Pine here in
Southern California that is more vulnerable to root failure due to its top-heaviness; I have
attached an article that mentions this.) As it is unclear at this time the extent of root
spreading on the house side (although there would likely be less due to the lack of
available water around the foundation), cutting any large-diameter roots would clearly
be increasing the instability risk. Also, there is a retaining block wall bordering both
properties (see Figure 2.3), and the soil grade drops down considerably. Clearly there is
pressure being put on the wall by soil and/or buttress roots, the reason likely being that
the Pine is trying to anchor on that side (again, the windward side).

Thus, I am in general agreement with an assessment in the Arborist Report
(submitted to the homeowner by Travers Tree Service, Inc., dated February 16, 2005),
which implies that there would be compromised stability due to any construction work
that damages large-diameter roots near the Pine.

However, as it is the homeowner’s desire to preserve their Pine, I will suggest the
following:

1) A revision of the proposed site plan where the design is “flipped” (the garage
being on the opposite side of the property). Of course, certain adjustments
(utilities, the street tree) will need to be made to accommodate this, but this is
the best alternative, since at this time there is no tree or other obstacle that
would prevent having the garage on the opposite side and the house (which I
understand to be a single-story home) being near the Pine. Also, doing this
would allow for preserving the exposed roots and designing and installing a
landscape near the Pine that would have a minimal negative impact.

2.) Flipping the design and possibly modifying the layout of the front of the house
(which would now be near the Pine). There may be a possibility that large-
diameter roots are within the existing garage area, and any construction of this
new foundation would likely require that these roots be cut. Although it is
generally harmful to cut large-diameter roots, it may be necessary to determine
the overall number and then decide how many and which roots can be cut if it is
deemed absolutely necessary. However, it may very well be necessary to modify
the design if the root network in the area is too extensive.

3.) In whichever case, the Pine will need to be given protection from construction
effects, and these should be implemented prior to the start of construction; this
would include (but is not limited to) fencing, signs, mulch covering the roots,
prohibiting the use of power equipment within the dripline, prohibiting the

' Reducing Infrastructure Damage by Tree Roots: A Compendium of Strategies. 1.R. Costello & K.S. Jones.
University of California Cooperative Extension.




dumping of any liquids of any kind onto soil, clear instructions to all workers
onsite, fines for violations of any stated rules, or any other pertinent measures
that exist within the City’s rules or ordinances for tree protection during
construction.

4.) Any necessary pruning to the Pine prior to the start of construction of the new

5.)

6)

house; such pruning should only entail selective removal of low-hanging limbs or
branches, or dead, diseased, or decaying stems or branches. Although the best
time to prune Pines is generally in the fall months (October and November), it
may be wise to allow the pruning as stated so as to avoid disrupting the
construction process and to minimize any risk of damaging the construction (it
would be easier to drop limbs and clean up with no significant target below on
that side of the Pine).

Removal of the Siberian Elm (Ulmus pumila) in the parkway in front of the above
address AND removal of the Sweet Gum (Liquidambar styraciflua) in front of the lot
where the new house is to be built. The Siberian Elm is in rather poor condition
(with noticeable root decay) and is trying to compete for growing space with the
larger and more dominant Pine. The Sweet Gum is located where it may be
necessary to install the driveway, and since there is already another Sweet Gum
across the street, I would consider it a minor loss to have it removed. Further,
removal of both trees (and 1 would advise against replanting any trees in the
parkways in these two sites) would allow the Pine more protection and more
space to thrive.

Removal of the plants growing near the trunk of the Pine, removing the soil away
from the trunk base, and applying a layer of small mulch chips in the existing
planter layout (but avoid piling mulch up against the trunk base). Also,
periodically removing any debris (needles, leaves) from the crotch of the
codominant attachment (as is indicated in Figure 1.5). As there is a clear desire to
preserve this Pine, it would be wise to show it more care by maintaining
cleanliness and applying basic techniques. The mulch chips will help preserve
moisture, keep weeds down, provide a cushion for any foot traffic (and thus help
reduce soil compaction), and in time, by decomposing, provide nutrients into the
soil. And because this Pine possesses a codominant (and apparently a somewhat
included) attachment, it is certainly possible that constant moisture in this
attachment can lead to wood decay, which can lead to a serious trunk split
(which can cause serious damage). Although any tree with such an attachment
carries a certain degree of risk, it certainly would not be harmful if the
attachment were kept clean of piled up debris, which would otherwise keep the
area damp and prone to decay. Finally, I would make it clear to the homeowner
that the Pine should be irrigated by flood means only (as opposed to spray
irrigation), with no water repeatedly hitting the trunk. Bear in mind that Italian
Stone Pines are native to Mediterranean climates (of which Southern California
has been officially classed as having), and so they can thrive on irrigation
(primarily cool-season rains) similar to their native habitat. Although the Pine
would probably appreciate regular irrigation during the summer months, it



would be best if this were done infrequently, since this species is prone to certain
harmful root-borne pathogens (including Phytophthora and Armillaria) which
are more likely to thrive in constantly wet soil conditions.

7.) Deeming this subject Pine officially “Protected” or “Significant” (or any other
moniker that would automatically acknowledge it) per any existing ordinance or
protection status with the City. It is at the moment, despite its few structural
flaws and its close proximity to the house, an attractive specimen, and
designating officially would garner it more respect and (hopefully) more
cooperation from the homebuilder and their construction workers.

8.) Suggesting to the homeowner that they obtain a value appraisal (from a qualified
consulting arborist) of the Pine. Doing so beforehand can inform them of their
tree’s current monetary worth, and should any incidents arise where it becomes
damaged, they would have a better chance of claiming and receiving
compensation for any costs to restore the Pine (as best as is possible, since
significant damage to mature trees is rarely reversible), mitigate any new hazards
(as a result of incidents which compromise its structural integrity), or remove the
Pine (should it be deemed necessary due to extreme hazard, decline, or death).
As it has been made clear to me that the homeowner is endeared to it, an
appraisal may very well be worth a small investment.

HAXKRHRRK

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free
to contact me at (714) 991-1900.

Sincerely,

Tony Uno
Consulting Arborist
West Coast Arborists, Inc.



ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has
been verified insofar as possible; however, the Consultant can neither guarantee
nor be responsible for the accuracy of information provided by others.

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or
use for any purpose by any other than the person to whom it is addressed,
without the prior written consent of the Consultant.

This report and any values expressed herein represent the opinion of the
Consultant, and the Consultant’s fee is in no way contingent upon the reporting
of a stipulated result, nor upon any finding to be reported.

Unless expressed otherwise: 1) information contained in this report covers only
those items that were examined and reflects the condition of those items at the
time of inspection and 2) the inspection is limited to visual examination of
accessible items without dissection, excavation, probing, or coring. There is no
warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of the
tree(s) or property in question may not arise in the future.
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Figure 1.1 (above); Figure 1.2 (left), two main trunks
arise from main trunk; these rise to form the wide
crown; also, notice the nice bark color typical for the
species; Figure 1.3 (below), more of the crown is over
the house side, and there is less spreading over the
street side (the windward side); also, even though the
trunk of the Siberian Elm is somewhat away from the
Pine, their heads are very close and there is competi-
tion for growing space.




Figure 1.4 (above left), several plants growing in the planter; Figure 1.5 (above right), note the proximity
to the brick wall adjacent to the house wall; also, note the pile of needles and other debris in the crotch;
Figure 1.6 (below), note the healthy color and appearance of the needles in the crown.




Figure 2.1 (above), neighboring property; Figure 2.2 (below left), note the numerous root swellings on the
driveway; the roots will do this in order to permit water percolation down to their feeder roots; Figure 2.3
(below right), note the curving and leaning wall, presumably due to pressure from the tree roots.




Stephen Zukotynski, MD
1604 Chestnut Ave.
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

March 15, 2005

Planning Commission, City of Manhattan Beach
1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-4765

Dear Commissioners:

I would like to appeal Mr. Richard Thompson’s decision not to allow the pine tree on
1600 Chestnut Avenue being replaced. The pine tree has extensively damaged my home
on 1604 Chestnut Avenue and made it structurally unsound. The tree roots and branches
need to be cut to repair the present residential structure including the retaining wall or to
build a new structure up to code. Cutting of tree roots and branches extending across
property lines into adjacent property is exempted from the requirements of Manhattan
Beach tree ordinance. However cutting the pine tree’s extensive root network and its
branches on my property will destabilize the tree and make it become a bigger hazard to
people’s lives and properties. Mr. Thompson’s decision unreasonably prevents my home
from being built up to code and violates my right to live safely in my home.

The city planner was aware of the tree problem and gave me the option to remove the
tree. My new house plan was approved by the Planning Department, Building
Department and the Department of Public Works. The city planner has signed for the
demolition of the house to proceed. The plan check comments given to my architect did
not include any requirement for the removal of the pine tree. The tree removal permit
requirement was marked on the plan check comments by the city planner after the house
plan was approved for building permit. (In front of many City Hall staffs, Mr. Don
Boudreau, representing the city planning department, admitted that all he knows about
trees is that they are green. He could not possibly know that the tree is a “Stone Pine” as
marked until after he read the arborist’s report submitted with the tree permit application
sent in by my neighbor, Ms. Beaumont.) The planning department suddenly changed its
position about cutting the tree afier it has approved my house plan. This imposes undue
hardship on me and my family.

I respectfully ask that the city planning commission allow me and my neighbor to replace
this hazardous pine with a safer tree, so that I can proceed with building a safe home for
my family. After all, trees can be repiaced. but not people’s lives.

Sincerely,

7 7 7 - iy
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Stephen Zukotynski, MD




Stephen Zukotynski, MD
1604 Chestnot Ave,
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

March 14, 2005

Mr. Bruce Kuch

Planning Commission, City of Manhattan Beach
1400 Fighland Avenue

Manhattan Beach. CA 90266-4765

-

Drear Mr. Kuch:

T am writing to appeat for vour help in resolving a problem with a tree that is interfering
with the rebuilding of my hame.

On February 25 of this vear my neighbor, Ms. Marilvn Beaumant, submitted an
application 1o the City of Manhattan Beach for permission to cut down & 40 to 50-foor
tall pine tree. This tree abuts both Ms. Beaumont’s garage and the retaining wall berween
our properties. Part of the tree trunk is situated more than 20 feet from her front property
ling. The tree’s canopy overhangs her garage, my garage and parts of my dining room
and kitchen. '

When | bought my house in 1992 T was not aware of the potennal damage this pine lres
could cause to my home. The tree has grown since then, and its root system bas enlarged,
Orver the years, the roots have damaged my entire driveway as well as part of the brick
walkway in front of mv house. Tn 1994, my house foundation was cracked, requiring
repair, and more recently the roots cracked the garage slab. (All of the cracks in the
garage floor onginate from the wall closest to the tree; there are aiso cracks on the garage
wall nearest to the tree; and there are no cracks that start from the opposite wall; the
structural engineer who inspecled my house confirmed that this damage was caused by
the tree rools.) The roats have also cracked and destabilized the retaimmyg wall between
my property and that of my neighbor, Moreover, at least [uur times per vear, | have had
10 sweep my roof of the pine needles, or actvally pull them out by hand. as the tree sap
causes lhe needies 10 adhere to the roaf T have enclosed pictures of the pine tree {note the
large crack in the tree at a large branch attachment ), as well as the damage 11 has alreads
caused



When my new house project started to go through the Planning Department of the City of
Manhattan Beach about 1 % vears ago, the offending tree was included in the property
survey, and Mr. Don Boudreau, the city planner, was made aware of the problem. He
most kindly came to my house to look at the tree and called it a “monster”. On August
20), 2004, during our telephone conversation, he recommended the tree be removed,
When T speculated that my neighbor might not want to have the tree cut down, he advisad
me to bake a cake and bning it to my neighbor to discuss the matter. (Mr. Boudreau was
obviously not aware of my lack of culinary skills.}) He also advised that in the event that
my neighbor refused to have the tree removed, T could trim the branches, dig up the roos
on my property and install a tree root barmier along the property line, The city engineer
(Sal) also advised me to remove as many of the roots as possible, especially the big ones,
But in November, 2004, when the time actually came to trim the tree to prepare for the
construction of the house, T consulted two arborists, and they both refused to dig up the
roots or install root barrier less than eight feet [rom the tree trunk because they felt that
these acts would destabilize the tree and cause it 1o fall or die. Further research confirmed
their assessment. | then discussed the issue with my neighbor, Ms. Beaumont, who, afier
consulting with her own arbonsl, agreed that the tree had become a danger and needed to
be cut down. She underslands, as I do, that falling hranches or entire trees can notl only
damage homes. but alse injure or kill people. [ have two cluldren who will be attending
Meadows Elementary School this next school year, I need my home to be safe for them.

The tree hazard checkltst from the International Society of Arboriculture includes the
following:

1. Are there cracks or spiits in the trunk or where branches are attached?
The pine tree hias a crack on one of the big branches. The crack 15 too high 1o be
visible by & person sianding at street level, but 1s well seen in the enclosed
photograph.

T

. Have adjacent mrees fallen over or died?
Three pine trees behind the tree in question had died and were removed by Ms.
Beaumont in 1994-1995 . This vear, the elm tree in front of the pine tree has died.
and needs ta be removed soon.

3. Hay the trunk developed a strong lean?
Indeed. the trunk has developed a strung lean toward mv and my neighbor’s
homes.

- Do maiy or the major bravches arise from one point on the runly?
Yes, they do,

-+

5. Herve the roots been broken off, injured, or damaged by insialiing pavement, repaiving
stdewalies, or divsing trenches?

My driveway has been repairad three times, with shaving ol the tree roots. One
maonth aga. my entire fronl lawn was excavated. as required by A from the



Building Department of Manhattan Beach, in an attempt to locate a cesspool, Art
specifically instructed Chuck Richard from Natjonal Demolition Contract to
excavale the emire front yard 1o a depth of 4 feet. A bobcat was used, and as a
result of the excavation, multiple large roots originating from the pine tree were
torn away. These are no doubt the feeder oots because they are in the drip Line of
the tree. Such injury (o the root system can cause the iree to die or fall over,

6. Has the tree heen topped or otherwise heavily pruned?
In order for the second story of my house to be built, many large branches of the
tree will need to be cut, making it unbalanced,

The tree is at least 40 feet tall, and it can eastly destroy many houses m the neighborhood
il'it falls. Clearly, this large pine tree is becaming a hazard to beth life and property, and
s0, an February 25, 2005, Ms. Beaumont submitred a Tree Permit application to remoye
it. As the process proceeded, 1 spoke several Limes with Ms. Laurie Jester and with Mr,
Richard Thompson, rejterating my concern about the tree being hazardeus. On March 7,
2005, Mr. Thompsan told me that the tree could not be removed. T responded that he
would have to take respansibility for any injury the tree caused, but he rephied that he
would not assume any such responsibility. (T don’t understand how a city official can
make 2 decision and at the same time deny responsibility for Tts consequences.} Mr,
Thompson then proceeded to hang up on me as I was presenting the facts about the
danger of this tree,

Now: The city planner has known about the tree problem for 2 year and a half, and mv
mrilding plan was signed off by the Department of Public Works, the Planning
Department, and the Building Department, The city officials have walked me through the
process of the demolition of the old structure. Per the city inspector’s reguest, my front
vard was dug up 1o a depih of Tour feetr, and a hole 6 feet wide was cut into the floor of
the house so that a cesspool could be located. [ have mred comractors to bulld my new
house. Now, after all this, Mr. Boudreau, Ms. Jestor and Mr, Thompson refuse to 1ssue
permits for ine to build my house. Why do they impose such hardship on me and my
family? Why do they want me to build a house on a foundation that will be cracked by
tree roots when the problem can be preventable? Ms, Beaumont and | do not want the
pine tree removed because 11 blocks our view, or it docs not fit into our landscape plans
We want it removed because it puses a danger to us and 1o our children

Two weels agu, Ms. Tester told me that no one in her department had advised me 10 cul
down (he ree. Thal 1y nottree! I Mr, Boudreau had not onginally given me the option
o have the tree removed, 1 would have addrassed the matter with the city in November,
when I izarned about the hazard of the tree il 11s branches o1 roots were cut, rather than i
February (which sigmiicantlv delaved my constricion plan,) 1 e hadn’t meant 1o tell
me to remove the tree. he would not have advised me 10 “bake & cake and bring it 1o my
aerghbor.” (We all know that ong can trim & tree branches and roots on one’s property
with or without the owner's approval. Ms. Beaumont has told ug many times that we
may trm the branches and cut the roots of the pins tree thar are on our property. The tree



ordinance exempls from its requirements curting of tree branches and roots extending
across propery hnes into-adjacent property, )

Mr. Richard Thompson and Ms. Laurie Jester retained a consulting arbornst who made
many major mistakes when assessing the issue. Tie assumed that it would be unlikely thar
the roots spread on the house side; in fact, the roots have already cracked my garage
loundalion at multiple places. The city’s arborist suggests not cutting roots with diameter
greater than 2 inches; but in order to build the house io code, the ground neads to be
graded 24 inches and recompaction performed 1o 90%, and how can one do that without
cutting such roots? The city's arborist recommended flipping the design of the house,
moving the parage to the side further from the tree. He then stated that “_ any
construction of this new foundation (of the house, not the garage, since the design was
already flipped) would likely require that these roots be cut, Although it is generally
harmfizl to cut larpe-diameter rools, it may be necessary to determine the overall mimber
and then decide how many and which roots can be cut if it 1s necessary., However. it may
very well be necessary to modifv the design if the roor netwaork in the area 1s too
extensive " First he wanis me (o {lip the design of the house, then he wants me to
“modify the design.” Does he realize that this tree covers half of my property? An
arborist is not an engineer, and has no credentials to decide how much of the root
network must be removed o ensure the safety of the structure. (The city”’s engineer Sal
recommended removal of all vistbic roots io the depth of at least 24 inches below gradel!}
The city’s arborist called the construction of the dnveway and the garage "sigmlicant
construction work” that compromises the stability of the tree.  Does he know that the
construction of the mam house is even more significant if the house design 15 “flipped™ 5o
that the living room, dining room, family room, stairs, and bedrooms sit under the treef?
He also made the mistake of assuming that the new hiouse was a singie-siory home, when
in fact 1s it a two-story structure. and therefore many major branches will have to be cut,
unbalancing the tree. Further, he contradicts the International Society of Arbanculture
when he states that the Sweat Gum in front of my iot should be removed o allow the pine
tree more space to thrive, with the stresses of new construction, the vounger Sweel Gum
has higher chance of survival than the older pine tree, and the Sweet Gum itself 15 not a
siall tree amdd 15 protected by the city’s ordinance.

Tiven if a new house e not constructed, damages to our extsting haome need to be repaired
to make my home habitablz. T will still have to dig up large roots 1o repair the cracks to
the house foundaiion, the lifting up of the garage concrete siab, the liftmg up of the
driveway, and the iifting up of the brick walkway in front of our hams The retaining wall
needs to be replaced w prevent my neighbor’s homs fom sliding mito our home, and this
will necessitate cutting large anchoring roats next to the tree.

Why does the aty allow a tree to destrov myv property! Why does the aty want to keep 2
hazardous trez and cut & much healthier and safer tree? Why does the ety want 1o take
the chance that this pine tree or one of ns branches will injure. even kill. someons in the
future, whaon this is completely avoidabie? Why does the city base its decision on the
report of an arboeis: who states that his inspection 12 “hmined to visual examination of
aceessible wems withour dissestion, cxeavaton, probing, or coring,” and who did not



know that there was a crack m the tree, or that the root network has damaged my present
home’s foundation, or that multiple large roats within the drp line of the tree were
recently removed? After all, this arborist disclaimed any warranty or guarantee that the
problems with the pine tree may not arise in the future.  Who among the City officials
will bear the responsibility when the tree hurts someone?

My neighbor did nat submit the Tree Permit application to help facilitate the construction
of my house, She submitied it because the tree 15 a hazard to her, (o me, and to the peaple
of our neighborhood. In the end, the neighborhood would not lose & tree, but a
hazardous tree would he replaced by a bealthier and safer one.

To sum up, this pine tree has extensively damaged my present house, will damage the
new house I build for my family, and is a hazard to other people’s life and property as
well. The city planners knew about this tree problem at least since August 2004 (if not in
December 2003 when the survey was presented o them with the tree clearly present), and
there was no plan to preserve the tree when the house plans were approved 1n November
af 2004, And now. they are asking me to build a new house on a foundation that will be
cracked by tree roots. They apparently value a tree more than the safety of me and my
family 1 respectfully ask that the city planninp commssion allow me to replace this pine,
according to the requirements of the Tree Permit application, so that | can proceed with
building  safe home for my family. After all, trees can be replaced, but not peaple’s
tives, My family’s safery should not be compromised

Sineerely,
o /:."'
I.Tf/p .-i_..-'._ f "f T d‘-""z’b:i
Stenhﬁn'llZuLﬂwnsiu N l

cc: Mr, David Simon, My, Bruee Kuch, Mr. Richard Montgomery, Mr, Gerry O Connor,
The Honorable Mavor Linda Wilson, Mayor Pro Tem Joyee Fahey, Council Member
Mitch Ward, Council Member Steve Napolitano. Councit Member Jim Aldinger,



Nazarian Engineering
Consulting Structural Engineers
24254 Hawthorne Blvd,. Suite F

Torrance, CA 80305
(310) 378-5330

March 120 2005

To: Dr. Stepnen Zukotynski
1604 Chestnu! Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Subject: Site visil and observation report for the existing large size pine tree roots and s
effect on the existing residence and the proposal residence at 1604 Chestnut Avenue,
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

Visual Observaiion

In accordance with vour request, a site visit was made to the subject residence site to
ubserve the roots of the pine tree located to the south of your propeny and evaluate its
effzct an the exisung residence as well as the new proposed two-story residence. As we
were informed, the demeolition of the existing residence has been stopped and the site 15
red tagged by the Department of Community Development. The Department wants the
pine tree to remain and explore the possibility of modifving the dssign of the residence Lo
satisfy this requirement. Our evaluation will also address this requirement taking mto
account Lhe integrity of the proposed two-story residence. The foliowing observations of
the site were made during our site visit:

L. The subjeer pine tree has roughiy a trunk of 3 feet 6 inches diameter at the base
and a neight of abowt 40 feet and branches sxtending about 30 to 40 feet over the
subject property and s located about 2 feet south of the property line.

&

The concrete binck wall lozated closs to the south property line has a height of
atout Afeet & inches, is tited toward the north and bas many venical cracks, and
appears to ve structurally unsound. The tres roots are most likely the caose of this
condition.

3. The asphalt driveway of the existung residencs 12 compietely lorn aparz, cracksd
and ngeds to he raplaced. Tree roots are exposed and uplift most of the dnveway.

4 The southern purt of the existing garage has many cracks in tiw concrate slab as
well a5 1n savera! incations in the foundatnor The surface of the concrers giab 1
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Nazarian Engineering
Cansulting Structural Enginners
24254 Hawthorne Blvd., Suite F

Torrance, CA 90505
(310) 378-5330

no longer level, In contrast, the northern part has no noticeable cracks. The
south side is the closest to the pine tres.

The existing walikway north of the driveway has a tilted surface with the south
side lified by the roots of the tree.

The brick wall of the garage adjacent to the pme tice of the residence at 1600
Chestnul, sbuth of the site has vertical cracks likely caused by the wee roots.

Ceprclesiony ond Recommendaiions.

1.

[ ]

Laa

Lk

To construct the new proposed two-story residence, 1t will be necessary first to
remove all tree roots Trom the sie at least w a depth of 2 to 3 feet. Where
foundations will be located, all loose soils 18 to be removed and re-compacted.
Additionally, all interfering tree branchas overhead should be cul to make room
for the superstructure of the residence. After removing all the roats and branches,
we gre not certam aboui the stability of the tree.

The existing damaged retaining walls should be replaced, and roots causing this
condition removed.

If the roors of the present tree are aliowed to regenerate growing toward the
northerly direction, ihe new retaming wall and the foundation of the rasidencs
will be damaged asain and will alfec: the steucture ntegrity of the new residence

If the presem one-story residence is sabvaged and repaired, 1t will again be
necessary 1o cul many of the roots 1o perform the necessary repairs, This will
destahtiize the tree  In the future, regenerated roow if any will again cause sunilu
damage to all affected areas,

Considering all the ramifications of ieaving tne present pine tree in placs, we fazl
thar the proposed project cannot procesd. We recommend tha removal of the tres
and possibly repiacing it with a much smalier tee a1 a location al least & fesl o



.Nazarian Engineernng,
Consulting Structural Engineers
24254 Hawthomne Blvd., Suite F

Tormance, CA 90503
(310) 378-533

the property line 5o the structure integrity of the proposed residence cau be
maintained

This completes our evaluation of this item. If vou have guestions about the comen of
this report, please contact our ofhes.

- 7 wrial FESB
Respectfully vours, 25 o0 f@é\\
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Nizarian Engineering
Consulting Strectural Engineers
24254 Hawthome Blvd., Suite & F
Torrance, CA 90305
{310)378-5330
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To: Mr. Richard Thompson
Direector of Department of Community Development
City of Manhartan Beach, CA.

Subject: Addendum 1o the report dated 3/12/05 regarding the large size pine tree and its
effect on the proposal two-story residence at 1604 Chestnut Avenue, Manhattan Beach,
CA 90266,

Joh Na. R-143

This addendum will address the two design concepts to modify the design of the new

restdence. The concepts were discussed hy telephone on 3/28/05 by Mr. Sal Kaddorah of

Manhattan Beach Building and Safety Department.

47

-2

Investigating the possibility of modifying the design of the residence by placing
the garage to the north of the present location and changing all room
arrangements accordingly.

Comments: By relocating the garage to the north {flip the plan), the concern
abour the roots of the pine tree still remains  To place all the new foundation, ali
tree roots should be removed. If any roots are allowed to remain, they will
damage the foating and affect the structural inteprity of the whole residence, In
addition, to construct the superstructure, all interfering tree branches must be cut
and removed.

Investigating the possibility of placing the residence on piers spaced 8 to 10 feet
erid system.

htrumure tu pruwde the required clearance for the crawl space. Maore tree
branches must be cut to accommodate Lhe added hetght. Additionally, all
perimeter footings and other shear wall footings will reqinre continuous footings




Nizarian Engineering
Consulting Structural Engineers

24254 Hawthorne Blvd, Suite # T
Torrance, CA 903505
{310) 378-5330
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The garage footings and slab have to remain at grade level. All excavation for
piers and continuous footings will require the removal of all tree roots. Any
remaining roots under the footing of the residence may damage the foundation
system and affect the structural integrity of the residence.

I hope the comments presented herein concerning the structure requirements of the new
residence provide the report that you requested.

Respectfully vours,
/%/j/c;}éif#

Huagop N, Nazarian
Project Structural Engineer

Ce: Mr. Sal Kaddorah
Building and Safety Department
City of Manhattan Beach




10.52.120

agreement.
. All common areas ncluding, but not limited (e, exterior partions of buildings, structures, utilities,
vardy, Uriveways, open space, etc.., shall be under common ownership ol all owners of condomin-
Ut niits,
6. All title condirions, covenanis, and restrictions (CC&Rs), in form and conrent, and any revisions
therato shall, if reyuired by the praject use permit, be subjeet to approval of the City Attorney.
17, Two (2) off-street narking spaces and one{ 1) pues! space shall be provided, consistent with Section
10.64.030.
{Ord, Mo, 1832, Amended, 011791 Ord, Ne, TR3IE, Kenumbered, 070591 Ord. MNo. 1891, Amuended,
0L/06/94: § 2. Ord. 2014, eff. Julv &, 2000} '

14, Building exteriors and common areas shall be maintained i the absence of an individual awner®s .

—_
Ly

10.52.120  Tree preservation and restovation in residential zones, Area Districts §and IT.

A, Porpese, Tree preservation 1s necessary for the health and welfare of the citizens of the City of
Manhatan Beach in order to conserve seenic beauty, prevent erosion of topseil, protect against Nowd
lhazards, counteract pollutanls in the air, and generally mainlain the climatic and ecological halance of
the area, The intent ol this section 15 the retention amnd preservation of rees while permitting the
reasonable enjovment of private property.

B, General Requirements. Except as provided in subsection G {Exemptions}, no person shall directly or
indirectly remove or cause to be removerl any protected tree as herein defined. from residentially zoned
peaperties within Area Districls Tand 1L without first obtaining a permit to do 5o in aceondance with
the procedures sel forth o this section,

L, Delinitions.

1. “Pralceted tree” shafl include: any species of tree, (excluding deciduaus fruit-bearing trees and
Washingtonia species palms) the trunk of which is located ai least partially within the required
front vard of a site, with a trunk diameter of twelve inches (12%) or muliple trunks totaling twelve
inches (12" in diameter at a height of four and ene-halt feet (4.5" from existing grade; and any re-
placement Lree required pursuant o this scetion.

A Mtree permit” 15 a pecmit required tor the removal or replacement ol'a protected tree,

A “tree plan” shall mean a plot plan (seale 1/8 mnch = | foot, minimally) with all trees on the subject
property identified by location. size and species. including:

a.  foorprint of all cxisting and proposad buildings and/or additions to buildings un the propercy

EET I |

b, locadon of all trees within the front yand

e, siww (diameter and height) and species of cach tree

d.  lecation of drip iine for each roe

c.  designation of tree{y) lo be removed. saved, and/or replaced
f.  proposed location. size and type of replacement trecis)

o, photos of all irees in front vard,

. Preservation uf Trees During Grading and Construction Operations.
|, Trees reguired to be retained shall be proteeied during demalition, grading. and construcnion opera-
e by methods subject 1o the approval of the Community Development Director,

2. Care sholl be exercised for trees 0 be preserved so thal no damage oceurs o sajd wees, Al con-
struction shall preserve and protect the health of trees:
& Remaining m place ’
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¢, Planted 1o replace those removed

d. Adjacent 1o the subject property,

Any tres which is arljacent o the subject praperty and may be poterially impacted by construction

activity on the subject property shall be profecied pursuant to the provisions of 1his chapter,

1. Ne coustruction, including structure and wafls. that disrupts the root svstem shall be permitted
without prior approval by the Comenunity Development Director, Asa guideline, no cutting of roots
should oceur within the drip line of the tree as measured al ground [evel, Where some root removal
i5 nucessary as approved by the City the tree crown may require thinning to prevent wind damage.

5. Nao fill material shall be placed within the drip line of any tree.

6. The Comuumity Developmuenl Department may iimpose special measures determined necessary to
preserve and protect the health of irees to remain on sile.

Tree Permit Applications - without Boilding Permit.

L. Any person desiring t remove one or more protected trees shall obtain a Tree Permit from the
Community Devetopment Department. A fee, as specified in the Cirv’s Fee Resolution, may be re-
guired for o Tree Permit,

Las

2. Tree Permit applications shall inclode a Tree Plan. and written proof of neighbor natification puor-
sant o apphicable permit instructions or an arborist’s veri Neation of 3 potential safer risk.
3. 'The Community Develapment Director, when approving tree pennits, shall determine the adequacy

and apprepriateness of the submited plan, nerghbor input, and other relaled information.
Tree Permit - with Buildiag Permil.
1. Application far a Building Permit may require 3 Tree Plan ay deflined above.
2. A Tree Permit shall be reguired if the proposed project may impael existing trees o b front vard
of the subject property even though removal is nol planned.
Replacement Trees, Required replacement trees shall he minimum twenty-Tour inch {24 hesed
trees of an appropriate species and must he planted prior o final Inspection. Actual sizes, species. and
guaniities of replacement trees are subject to Community Uevelopment Director apprioval. In no case
shall replacement tree quantitics result in less than one protected tree per lot or thirty feet 1307 of site
storage,
Exemptions. Trec removals and alterations exempt from the reguirements of this scetion are as foflows:
1. Remaoval in case ol emergency caused by the hazardous or dangerous condition ef'a tree, requiring
immudiate action for the salvty of life or property (e.¢.. a tree shaul to wpple onto @ dwelling due
to heavy wind velocities) i’ a subsequent application for a Tree Permit is filed within five (3)
working days.
Removal of deciduons, frut-bearing, trees. Washinglonia robusta. or Waslingonia filifera,
Public Uulity actions. under the jurisdiclion of the Public Ulilides Commission of the Siate of Cali-
fornia. as may be necessary to comply with their safety regulations. or to maintain the saie opera-
tion ol the facilities.
4, Cutting ol tree bronches and roots extending across property lines into adjacent propeary.
Non-liability of City, Nothing in this Ordinance shall he deemed to impose any linhiline for domage
or o duty of care and maintenance upon the Ciiv orupon any el ts oflicers or emplovees. The person in
possession of any private property shall kave a dury 1o keep the trees upon the property and under nis
contral in u safe and healthy condition.
Violation/Penalties. Violation of this chapter shall he punishable as a misdemueaner or an intrastion
stibject ta the discretion of the Uity Prosecutar with the fallewine additional penaltics

w3 1)
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Suspension. Revacation, and Restoration: In addition to any other penalites allowed by this Code,
the Dircetor of Community Development may suspend any Tree Peemit. The Planning Commission
o City Council may suspend the Tree Permit for a Discretionary Project upon a finding at a public
hearmg that a violation of conditions of approval has vecurred.

Stop Work Orders: Whunever any construction or work is being performed conlrary to the provi-
sions of this scetion or condition of approval of the applicable discretionary project the Director of
Community Development may issuc o written notice to the responsible party to stop work on the
mreneet an which the vielation has occurred or upon which the danger exists. The notice shall slaie
the nature of the vielation and the risk to the trees. No waork shall be allowed until the violation has
been rectified and approved by the Director of Community Development,

After-the-Fuct Pormit Fees: The standard permit tee shall be doubled Tor tree removals or other
waork reguiring a tree permit pursuant to this section when commenced prior to issuance of suid
e it

{Ord. Mo 1884, Enacted Angust 190 1995 § 2, Ord, 2045, efl, May 6. 20033
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TRAVERS TREE SERVICE

Lxrear TREr Care!  oTRIMMING  oRemovar  oFrenive o JoePivg  sCABLE Womk # TRANSPLANTING
wEMERGENCT WORK s HORTICHLIURAL SPRAYING  wSPECIALIZING IN FARGE ThiES @ CoMMERciaL s RESIBENTIAL
Cosyrz 1 ARy COM Aaswoir Mo, hak

CativoHId ASmiciCTenas. Liciwse Mo, 300 7o
FerLt IHsunim Sean CosTiacnns Lreesse Mo, 448273

PME Z000-416, Pruw Yinos Bivoaoia, 08 00274
FIM545-5816 310/530-30200 (e 310¥3534-30210

ALy
February 14, 2005

Mrs. Beaumont
1600 Chesinut Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA Y0266

Re: Impact assessment of driveway and retainer wall
Improvement of ngighbor's property

Degr Mrs. Beaumant,

As you requested, | evalugted the ttalion Stone Pine in front lawn next to garage. It will be
impacied by neighbaor's improvement fo retainer wall, old driveway and house.

Immediate concerns regarding tree health relale o possible root or root flare injury and the
stablity of the Pine free with regord io wind throw due o root severance or injury from
improvemeni to neighbor's retainer wall and driveway. Long term concarns relaled to free
decline, dieback, root decay and increased maintenance requirement of an affecled tree.

My evaluation occurred January 18, 2005 and included an assessment of potential injuries 1o
the Pine free. My repor! contoins these assessments, recommendation and specification for
mifigation or aveoidance of injuries, current health sfalus of Ping lree that may ke highly
impacted.

The tafian Stone Pine should be remaved, If you have any questions, concems or need of
future assistance, please give me q coll.

sSincersly,

Travers Tree Service, Inc.

) ' -
iy 4? i

Mike Tahash ?. | &
Certified Arborist # WE 2697-A — L "




Planning Commission, City of Manhattan Beach
1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

March 19, 2005
Dear Commissioners:

We are the neighbors of Marilyn Beaumont and Stephen Zukotynski. We have noticed
that the large pine tree has uplifted Steve’s driveway and cracked his garage foundation
and the retaining wall between their properties. The damage is extensive. Steve
informed us that Marilyn and he plan to remove the hazardous tree as he is rebuilding his
home. He also let us know that the city has denied the permit to replace the tree.

We would like to let you know that we support the decision of Marilyn and Steve to
replace the tree. We do not want to see a tree destroying our neighbors’ properties and
becoming a hazard to all of us in the neighborhood. If the dangerous tree is replaced, our
neighborhood will not loose a tree because a hazardous tree will be replaced by a
healthier and safer one. We respectfully ask that you allow Marilyn and Steve to replace
the pine tree.

Sincerely,
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Planning Commission, City of Manhattan Beach
1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

March 22, 2005

Dear Commissioners:

We are the residents of the city of Manhattan Beach We learned from Stephen
Zukotynski and Chi Tran that the city has denied the permit to replace the large pine tree
on 1600 Chestnut Avenue We have noticed that the pine tree has uplifted the driveway
and cracked the retaining wall on Steve and Chi’s property at 1604 Chestnut Avenue.
They also informed us that the tree cracked their house foundation and the garage
concrete floor. The tree has caused extensive damage to their property. The repair of the
driveway and the house foundation and concrete floor or a new house construction will
no doubt require removal of the tree roots and branches, and therefore will destabilize the
tree. This larpe Dlﬂe tree is a hazard to our city. We do not want to take a chance that
this tree or its branches can fafl and i injure or klII someone. We do not want trees
undermining the foundations of our houses. We would like to let you know that we
support Steve and Chi in their effort to have the tree replaced. The dangerous tree will be
replaced by a healthier and safer tree. We respectfully ask that you allow this hazardous

tree replaced.
s b e len

Sincerely,

Loey Nell Benduson  ([G3 Mo Meadses
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Plamning Commissdon, Chry of My botas Bangh
1400 Highleed Avanue
Manbuititan Bemch, CA 90288

Mareh 242, 1009
Disar Conirnlissioners;

Wig ire tho reddents of the city of damioa nee Bonsh. Ve losmed Som Stugphas

Dbty el and Chb Yo tht (s ¢ty bhiow dendod tha prembe 00 raplace (e Lunge phom e
o 1800 Chostriut Avevie We bs 2 notised thes the pine ee hes wplified the drivewsy
and wuckad the ratadulng wall on ! love uwd Cld'e propecty &l 1504 Clasims Avenus,
They nlso infrmed ws tha the e crackd thelr keame foundsalon g the gumgs
somerets foor, The woe hus Caume  estansive dasyige to Sty peropergy. - The reoalr of the
drivewsy and tha bouise foundatior end nonciete flosw or & new house comnsalon will
no denstn, redguing remmove! of the tre » root and beaeuban, and theraforg will detabitlze the
tree, This {aege piows true is & hams § 9o our oy, We do vt wank o talce o chevson thest
thia troo or s brantdhes can B e Injon o kifl someons. We do ok e tyiea
uedammining the fousdations of o beuse, We would Jike to lot you kraw thet we
suppart Seve srd Chi in their off t to heve the vee mepleced. The datgmrous tes will be
rephaced by & homtthier and el tr o Wi respectfully sk thet you sViow this hursrdous
twes replased,

Rinceraly,
~TBiL, Copdis A Manke R
&5‘2 14 atton GlReh
(’:'},/f#*f s o /) FCS~r TR =X w3 “’ﬁ?"‘.?%ﬁ?&ww{
Lisa Slekol  1Fot UH &4 m.8. ?&{M &ww
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Plenning Comumiseion, Clty of Ma hattas: Beach
1400 Highland Avenue
Manhattar Beach, CA 90266

Mareh 22, 2005
Dear Commissioners;

We are the residents of the city of 4anhattan Besch We leamed fiom Stephen
Zukotynsid and Chi Tran that the « 1y has detied the permit to replace the large pine tree
ot 1600 Chestrut Avenue. We ha e notized that the piné tree has uplified the drivewsy
and cracked the retaining wall on | teve aid Chi’s property at 1608 Chestnut Avenue.
They also informed us thet the tree crackid their house foundation and the garage
concrete fioor. The tree has cause: extansive damage o thely property. The repair of the
drivewsy and the house foundatior and oncrete floor or 8 new house construction will
no doubt require removal of the tr¢ 3 raot:. and branches, snd therefore will destabilize the
tree, This large pine tree is a hazd § 10 owr city, We do not want to teke ¢ chance that
this tree or its branches can fall ame Injurc or kill someone. We do not want trees
undermining the foundations of ou  housis, We would like o iet you know that we
support Steve and Chi in their offo 1 to have the tree replaced. The dangerous tree will be
replaced by o healthler and safer tr e, Wi respectfully ask that you silow this hazardous
tree replaced,

Sinceraly,
Q‘w !4%@%&1 Gt

Qfidd Hapsboa s/  Des~r7% St g s 2
Lisa Siekot 1201 0 SH B, FiopAltrds
Rove iz (3 77V ST /, A

GQNJ(L \L}a&er— 15 iﬁ St /Ny’} )' P
Crclotiy Br22de] 17 Povindlth mB W@q
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Nazarian Bngineering
Congulting Structural Engineeys
24154 Hawthome Blvd, Buite # F
Tomrance, CA 90505
(310) 378-5330

April 12, 2008

To : Planming Commision
City of Manhattan Beach

Subject: Clerification of information contmned in S1af¥ Report dated April 13, 2008

The retaining wall at the south side of the property of 1604 Chestnut
Avamie needs to be replaced or new retgining wall on south gide of the
property needs w be built. The property of 1604 Chestaut Avenue is
located at a lower elevation dowahill from 1600 Chestrut Avere, Tha
purpose of the retaining wall is to prevent soil located on property of 1600
Chestmut Avenue from sliding onto the property at 1604 Chegtnut Avenue,
L.eaving the wall in it8 current state can result in the collapse of the wall. If
the wall collapses, It can cavse injury to any person or child standing next
to it. Also mud and soil sliding dovm hill from the property located at
1600 Chestnut Averse would affect the soil integrity of the property of
1600 Chestriut Avenue and subsequent vndermining of the structural
integrity of the house lopated at the same property. Soll and mud sliding
onto the property at 1604 Chestmut Avenve can result in the compromise
of the structural integrity of the house on that property as well.

Respectfislly yours,
fﬁv@fg?y fﬁ/{éféﬁf’m

Hagop N, Nazarian
Project Structural Engineer
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SUGGESTED END USER PRICES - JANUARY 2005

Biobarrier® Root Control System Pricing

i b e G A S s e i

Roll Size Part Approx SUGGESTED
12" X 20' 4407-010 4 $53
12" X 100" 4407-008 14 $231

R A e i A R

58.5" X 20'

4407-138

17

19.5" X 20" 4407-177 6 $78
1 00 | 4407-006 21 $344
29" x 4407-168 9 $107
29" X100 4407-169 30
39" X 20' 4407-158 12 $131
39"X 100 4407-004 40

$177

58.5" X 100’

4407-011

59

$819

Biobarrier® Il Preemergence Weed Control Pricing

Roll Size Part Approx. SUGGESTED
(in. x ft.) Code Wt. (Ibs.) $ per Roll
58.5" X 50° 4407D-026 32 $342
58.5" X 100' 4407D-027 58 $668
29.25" x 300 4407D-169 76 $999

For a Distributor in your area or more information

phone Reemay®, Inc. at 1-800-284-2780 or go to

our website, www.biobarrier.com

Pricing Bio End User JANUARY 2005

12/16/2004
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Biobarrier® Root and Weed Control Case Histories Page 1 of 3
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Biobarrier® Saves Sidewalk Repair Costs

TECHMICAL SPECS - : K €
City of Bristol, Virginia

SUGGESTED USES
If patience is a virtue, then Danny Hunt, assistant city engineer for the
APPLICATIONS SMANUAL City of Bristol, Virginia, is one of the most virtuous men alive. For 22 years,
Hunt made recommendations that something be done about the tree roots
DAVEY TREE REPORT growing into the curbs, gutters and sidewalks of a residential area of the
city.
CASE HISTORIES ~The problem
“The problem was that we had 60 to 70-year-old elms, oaks and maples
BISTRIBUTOR MAF growing in a 3-foot-wide space," says Hunt. "These trees had 4- to 5-foot
trunks, so the trees had really become a problem. Tree roots were
WHAT'S NEW extending far into the sidewalks, a big liability especially in a neighborhood
with older residents. The tree roots had also grown through the curbs and
RECUEST LITERSTURE gutters. In fact, in some areas, the pavement had worn away long ago but
the tree roots were still there.
F-NAAIL

"We had been going in, pruning the roots and making repairs. But, this
was very expensive. Sidewalks cost roughly $5 per square foot to repair,
and curbs and gutters cost $15 to $20 per linear foot. Add to that the cost of
Yece (_& manpower to prune the roots and haul the debris away. Plus, we weren't
really solving anything because we'd have to repeat this process every few
years and the trees were looking pretty bad.

The solution

"We decided that the only way to truly solve this problem was to start
over and do it right. | called in Lloyd Hipkins from VP! in Blacksburg and
Kyle Richardson, chief horticulturist from Radford University, for advice on
tree recommendations. Together, we decided to remove all the old trees,
replant with smaller, less invasive trees and use Biobarrier®.

N

"Biobarrier was easy to install and | feel confident that we did the right
thing. We completed the renovation project five years ago, and the new
trees are healthy and vigorous. "When you compare the cost of Biobarrier
against the savings in sidewalk, curb and gutter repairs, Biobarrier is far and
away the smart choice .

"Plus, once we explained to the neighborhood what we were trying to
achieve - safer sidewalks and a more attractive neighborhood - we've had
nothing but compliments. The performance we expected is what we've
gotten. I'm very pleased.

http://www.biobarrier.com/casehist.htm! 04/10/2005
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Biobarrier'll

Biobarrier® Il Keeps Trees Weed Free
Forestry Division, Sarasota County, Florida

Maintenance costs are an on-going problem for professional landscapers,
and Norm Easey, manager of the forestry division for Sarasota County
government, is no exception. With about 50,000 residents in the city of
Sarasota and with 250,000 in the outlying communities, forestry division
workers landscape a lot of public land, planting some 3,000 street trees
each year. With this investment of time and money spent on trees, Easey
definitely wants to ensure trees don't get damaged by workers running into
a tree with 2 mower while trying to cut weeds and grass.

"We're always looking for ways to minimize maintenance,” Easey says.
"it's the key element in all our landscaping designs, and we look at a lot of
things. We look at species selection, and we look at spacing so we're not
creating maintenance problems for the people who are in the field."

The problem

In 1988, it was time to do major replanting along the Beneva Road, a
nine-mile major north-south corridor through the county. Easey wanted to
plant 1,000 65-gallon containerized live oak trees and 30-gallon muskogee
crepe myrtles along the road because they do well in his area. But he also
wanted to reduce his maintenance headaches even further, and one
solution to the maintenance problem that he really wanted was to prevent
grass and weeds from growing around the base of the new trees. This
would let him reduce weeding and the possibility of mower damage to the
tree.

The solution

Biobarrier® 1l was in the development stages in 1989, and Sarasota
County was one of its first test sites. Biobarrier Il was compared with several
other methods of preventing weed growth in this test. The initial planting
was approximately 400 trees in the Spring of 1989, with the remaining
plantings taking place over the next year. Although Biobarrier Il was one of
several products used to prevent weed growth around the new plantings,
Easey had looked into the technology behind Biobarrier Il and was eager to
try it. The final outcome of the test site proved the technology.

"Biobarrier ! is long term, and it definitely retarded weed growth without
exception," Easey says. "The trees are absolutely gorgeous; they're all
doing very well.”

TQP OF fRGE
BIOBARRIER INFO | BIOBARRIER Il INFO | SITE MAP

APPLICATIONS MANUAL | CASE HISTORIES | DISTRIBUTOR MAP
WHAT'S NEW | TECH SPECS | EMAIL

COMPANY PROFILE | LEGAL INFORMATION | FILTRATION MEDIA
TYPAR HOUSEWRAP | BIOBARRIER | LANDSCAPE | BBA NONWOVENS | HOME

http://www .biobarrier.com/casehist.html 04/10/2005
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Man Killed When Tree Falis On 83UV

Jeep Grand Cherokee Crushed By Falling Tree

LOS ANGELES -~ A 70-yvear-old motorist was crushed to death Wednesday when a large pine tree fell
on top of the man's leep Grand Cherokes at Reseda Boulevard and Mecca Avenue in Tarzana.

Los Angeles City Fire Department officials said the tree fell as the
man drove south on Redesa Boulevard. What caused the tree to fall
is unknown, but wind and sodden ground from three feet of rain
this season could be a factor.

Witness Mel Harrison said he heard a3 cradk and saw the tree
coming down.

Witness Diana Barker said the gentleman was just going down the
street and the tree hit. In her words, "He didn't have & chance.”

Copyright 2005 by 7w Sssociaied Frezs, All rights reserved, This material may not be published,
broadcast, rewritten or redistributed.
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void a crushing blow: Catch the weak trees before they
1|

me pines and those with lopsided roots and in soggy soil might be
ndidates for disaster. |

Robert Smaus
cial to The Times

aary 30, 2005

: news footage and photos are always dramatic — a fallen tree, roots in the air, sprawled across the crushed roof of a

PR o S

or house. They seem to topple after a soaking rain that has gone on for days, or a big blow.
why do trees suddenly fall, and how can homeowners make sure that one won't land on their house or car?

‘the hundreds of thousands of trees growing in Southern California, only a minuscule amount topple, but they're very
ceable," said West Hills counsulting arborist Rebert Hansen. For one thing, many of the trees that fell during the
nt heavy rains were growing in city parkways, easily reached by news crews.

en on TV you can see why these fall,” Hansen said. "The roots grow on only one side of the tree because of the
1." Because the biggest roots are usually on the house side of the tree, it tips like it was hinged, right into the building.

ood arborist can spot most problems that eventually bring trees down. "Not all, but most,” he said. "Most that fall in a
m or wind were already candidates for failure."

during the series of storms this month, some trees fell for no discernible reason, said Jan Scow, a consulting arborist
herman Oaks who has spent the last few weeks locking at many. On one seemingly cursed residential block in Studio
', several species in different kinds of soil fell within sight of one another.

wow do you know whether big trees on your property might be at risk? Arborists assess risk by the type of tree, the
s size and the damage it might cause. Evergreen trees, pines in particular, are more likely to come down because
r cancpy is always present and it's thick and heavy — "a windsail effect,” Scow said.

ed Hansen: "I'll bet half the trees that fell in the last storm were Aleppo pines. You won't ever find Bob Hansen
sing under one,” he said, oniy half-kidding. "They shouldn't be planted within striking distance of a home."

ther pine that frequently falls is the majestic ltalian stone pine. "They can have a spread of 80 feet with roots that fan
‘or only 10." One beefy specimen was lying on a sidewalk in West Los Angeles after the last series of storms, the
« nf several on that street to topple in storms.
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American Saciety of Consulting Arborists
International Society of Arboriculture

Califorats Urhan Forests Counetl , PH# 310-378-1764
Catifornin Arborists Associntion FX# 310-398-1016
Snclaty of Munielpal Arborists WWCA621@avl.com

December 20, 2004

Miriam Rainville
1926 Pacific Coast Highway
Redondo Beach, CA 90277

Ref: RizikaResidence @ 844 18" Street, Manhattan Beach, CA

Ms. Rainville,

On Monday, December 13" 2004 1 inspected the Liquidambar (Ligwidambar styracifive) located in the front
yard of the subject address. This tree has had virtually all of its surface roots removed es part of the grading
process for the driveway and front yard. Given that most of an urban trecs roots are typically found in the
upper 18 — 24 inches of soil, this treatment has rendered the trec unstable as it now has no means of
supporting itself. In addition to the root remowal, the tree has been topped and appeared to me to be leaning
slightly towards the location of the proposed driveway. Since the Liquidambar species is highly prone to
decay and T do not recommend retaining the tree or trying to mitigate the damage that has bean done to the
tree. Finally, should the Manhattan Beach arca experieuce any adverse weather conditions, the likelihood of
the tree falling over ia‘high, and therefore the subject tree should be removed as soon as possible.

)

ored

I discussed the Kcm‘ujition of the subject tree with Lauric Jester of the Manhattan Beach Planning
Department. Although she feels that the condition of the tree doss not pose a problem, one can sce the
precerious pousition that the tree is in with its current condition. I strongly advise that the City of Manhattan
Beach allow the property owner to remove and replace this tree regardless of how Mrs, Jestsr interprets the
City Code. She aleo indicated that the grading was not approved as a part of this project and I am inclined to
agree with her comment. 1 find it unconscionable to grade around any tree in this manner and negligent of
an architect to design a driveway that close to this species of trec. |

At this time I strongly recommend that the tree be removed as soon as possible to avoid any potential
disaster which will occur should the tree fall over, and replaced with a suitable species for this site.

Respectfully submitted,
' .,
4é - ///Ua/z,m'twﬁ-q 4

Walter Warriner
Certified Avborist §WE-04074
Certified Urban Forester #831034




SZLNNIA GIANTIONI
SILNNIN GIANTONI
SILONIA AIANTIONE
SILNNIN AIANTON!
SALONIA G3ANTONI
SILNNIN GIANTONI
SILNNIN GIQNTONI
SALANINQIANTONI
SILNNIN G3ANTONI
SILNANIA GIANTONI
SALANIN GIANTONI
SALNNIA QIANTIONI
SALONIN GIANTONI
SZLANIN G30NTIONI
SALONIA G3ANTIONI
SILNNIW G30NTION|
SALNNIN G3CANTIONI
SIALNNIN GIONTONI
SILNNIN Q3CNTIONI
SALNNIN G2ANTIONI
SILNONIN G3ANTONI
SILNANIN GIANTONI
SALANIA G3OMTIONI

ONILIVAA TTVO
SILNNIW Q3ANTION
SILONIN GIANTONI
SILONWN G30NTONI
SILANIAN QIANTONI

ToAIRA LT IOVYSSIN
FNEOW OL IUGOW
SZLNNIN A3ANTONI
SALNNIN AIANTIONI
S3LNNIA AIANTONI
SILNNIW GIANTONI
SILNNIN GIANTIONL
SZLNNIW G301IONI
WAL JOVESIN
FNGON OL IIBON
SELNNIA G3ANTIONI
ONLLIYM T¥0
SALNNIN G3CNTONI
SILNNIN G30NTONI

SILONIN O30NTIONI
SILANMA AI0NTIONE

NI JINLANY 1.0QY 06T
NI FNLANY .00V 002
NIW INLANY 7.00Y 002
NI FALLANY .00V 002
NIW WLANY 1.00Y 002
NI ANLANY 1,00V 002

NI ZWLANY 1.00v 002

ONINOONI
ONINOONI

ONIACONI
VO STHATMEINTE
¥ 0934 NvS

Y2 NOLONIY
¥O AINMOC

YO A TVAREON

W2 HOVIE LdAMIN
YO STHARIAAIS
ONINCONI

ONINOONI

2 YN3AYSYd
O YNIQVSYd
VO ALIDHIATIND

v WidHYNY
ONINODNI

YO WIFHYNY

YO N TYAMACN

VO WISHYNY
O vNITVD

ONINOONI

vO VAgWYH TV
v0 SOLIWYTY
10 sdU4 N0l

v WISHYNY
YO NIZHYNY
O OONOQIY

VO OONOQIN..

YO YOINOIN NYS
VO YNIONYD
ONINODNI

¥ S834dAD
VO 2INOW 13
YO YNIAUYD

ONINODNI
DNIAIOONI

dEPISD £2/80 8
d11°60 22780 2
1210 22/30 9
91Tl L2/80 §
POEZ-289(298) dLEISO 92/80 ¥
di1TL 9280 §
c_mv.ﬂmeNww 660 SZ/80 <
6926-Z16(929) d6Z:S0 S2/80 L

45E°E0 52/30 601
881£-60(9Z9) dBY:¥D PZ/R0 801
de020 P80 L0
mmE.mRMEmW Y6060 $2/20 S0L
6DE0-L0E(6LO) 5SSO €2/80 SOL
ST19-865(295) OGP0 £2/30 ¥DL

81.2-€08(295) dzz:zb £2/80 201
6817-€SEI606) lil:T4 £2/80 LOL
ES8-0P6I29G) 6021 £2/30 001
988t 29G) v6g'i1l £C/80 66
66v0-00Z(6YE; VLZ'1L £2/80 86
SE19-G8LQLE) WST L) €2/80 L6
WL €2/80 96

v

wab:01 €2/90 S6
wmrm.movaNmW v.b0l £2/80 ¥6
881£-50p(929) YSEOL €2/80 €6

00bS-326(0LE) VGO0l £2/8D 26

09Zr-Letibll) VBS:0) 12/80 16
Y060 L2/80 06

8515&15 dLO:S0 0Z/30 68
ZER2-9¥SI0LE) 6510 0T/80 88
828c-962(01E) 49510 0Z/80 /8
2€82-9p5(01E) 2510 02/80 98
2£09-9¥S(DLE) JBYILO 0Z/30 S8
SCro-abS0LE) d9Pi10 02/80 ¥8
Z19-1op(Z95) dSLi10 0Z/80 €8

092t-L8EwLL) dZ1 L0 0Z/80 28
8Z8E-89.(0LE; S60:10 DZ/S0 18

viZ'Lh 02/80 08
mNNNlmNmMmNQ YOZ:L L 02/80 6
6687-E6P(29G) V.).0) 0Z/80 8L
L599-686(008) VTL:01 02/80 L.

Q9Tr-L8ErLL) WiLI0L-02/80 9/
1815-2colpis) Y0101 QZ/80 §2-
L15S-Z0S0LE} WID0L 02/80 b

2165-208(01¢) w0004 §2/80 €L -
“LOLE-8ZODIE) - VBS-60-0T/80-TL

9ZVE-VALO0LE) WES 60 02/80 L2

odED¥0 61/30 0L
LOLa-1c8tril) di0°CL 61/80 89
$822-815(929)- 41071 61/80 29
6061-L12(0LE) V850l 61/80 L9

YSEDL 61/80 §9
mmwmmmwamwv V9T 0L 61/20 ¥9
<0180 81/80 €9
B80S0 81/80 29
21£5-66L(6068) 9020 81/80 19
drZ Lo 91/80 09
YSviLL 8L/80 85

i

NN IALLANY 1.00Y 002
NIN FNLANY .00V 002
IvAIIELIM JOVSSIN
FUSOW OL ITEONW
NI INLANY .00V 00T
NIW JNLANY 100V 002

M

TYAIRILIM OVYSSIN
JUNGON Q. SHIOW

NN SWLANY .00V 002
NIW SIALANY T.00v 00T
NIW ONMAVN QI LININNG
NIN GNAMUN GILINCING
NIW ONMAVN QI LINNNG
NIAL GNMAVN QSLLIANND
NIW JNLANY 100Y 00T

Nin QALANY .00V 007
NIW SINLANY 1,00V 002
NIW SNLANY 1 DQ< 002

JONV.LSIO DNOT 020
NIN ZNLANY 1.0QY 007
FONYLSIQ ONOQT0C0
Nitt SALANY 1L.G0Y 007
NI SNLANY 1.0QY 002
NIN IALANY 100V 002
NIW SRLANY A0V 002

IYAIRILIN JOVSSIN
JUSON OL FUSON
NI FALANY 1,00y 002
VAL IDYSSIN
FNGON OL ITHEOW
NIA IWLANY .00V D02
IYASRILEY FQYSSIN
FTHEON O INEON
NIW ALANY 1,00V 002
NIW NLANY 1,00y 002
NIN SWLANY .00V 007

TYASIHLIH FOVSSIN
FNSON OL IUSOW

I

IR

VO VHISAVHTY
YO YREWYHTY

YO WISHYNY

v2 VHENYHTY
vO SOLIWYTY

YO WNIEHYNY

YO SS3AdAD
VO SS2UdAD

VO WISHYNY

YO YOINON NVS
¥O SSAHAAD
VO YOINOW NYS
SDNIWOONI

VO SSFUAAD
ONIANQON!

29 XINSOHd ON

Od TrIuANOW
Od TYIHINOW

WO MTYANRON

v WISHYNY
Y3 INIAY

VO WISHYNY
ONIWODN!

v WISHYNY
00 QOOMITONS

SININOONI
VO WIIHYNY

il

d8L:L0 91/80 08

682e-Z16(920) diGZ) 91/BD 6F

- OEESBLEN0LE) @By TL 91/80 8Y
“6eCC5IO9Z9) dLET) OL/BD L
FyZ-02v{PLL) JSCITL 91/80 OF
dEETs 91/80 Sb
BTTTSTHY Nww w85 1L §1/80 ¥
6222-529 ViSiLL 9L/30 €F

mNNN.mNeMwNoW W6ELL RL/8D 85
6222-579(928) WRO:E0 B1/30 LS

08cr-18eibl L) JE0:90 61/80 96
§¢19-865{C85) o) 150 9L/80 S5
62CC-529(928) JESE0 91/8D ¥S
BTLTSCNOTG} dG1-€0 GL/80 £5
£822-819(929) 4E1°€D 91/80 7§

66875 Nwmv%m:w%ouq

08Zr-18ElPLL) YES L)L 9L/50 b
w6011 GL/80 OF
6222-529(029) V0180 91/80 6L
1Ev2-128(pLL) o6E:80 S1/80 8L
SPpe-L28(PLL) d9E'R0 SLBD L€
dE5°L0 61780 9
196L-G6P(968) S0T'ZTL SL/BD S
d6L60 EL/BD BE
&p0'S0 £1/80 £
0,02-9cc{bLL) JLEPD €1/B0 28
0L0Z-9EE(PLL) dET°T0 €180 LE
0/0Z-9EE(bL) dETZD EL/BD OF

£2/2-566(pL)) WSS L ELBD 8T
605E-/8V(0LE) YE0'0L EL/80 L2
“WL160 EL80 82
LEbe-1Z8(PLL) WBL80 EL/BD G2
V1160 ZL/R0 ¥T
LL1L2-8L2(Z00) V6101 11/8D £

0L00-125(PLS) VIP:60 L1/80 Z2

LZO0-125P1S) YOV60 L1/80 L2
d2bivD 01L/80 0T
wrZ:LL 0L/80 61
6222-529 wmww ¥60:60 OL/30 2
SZ1o-866(295) eSO 60/80 L1
928c-608(295) 4090 6D/BD 9L

SNISMv:W %vuﬁmoaomv
61.E-GLZ6VE) WOZ:0L 60/80 P

09ZP-L8Eir L) dIET
vs0:L

—

SNYEvaE VOE60
yaps-£L8(02L) g%

08ZF-188(FLL) WSSO £0/80 L

1014927.000016233

U uondudsag agey  pasqn o) sijed pajied aunj sjeg way uvonduysaq ajey  pasn pajjied aun) e way
ebieyn ..uaE:z abseyn Awg JRQUINN
A0 IOYSIN : L 04 30YSN 3010
340 VLR SIHMNN0 40 ?ﬁ.J\ /
oy
y sbegd 8297w | |
Joquiny’ m.ma

R WR_E

mo hmnEmﬁww

v e A RAY

INSNALOMIS




Col ey
TRAVERS TREE SERVICE |
% '\ Expumr TRee Cank: oTimanG  oRemovar eFusams oToppiuG  wCABLE Worr e TRANSPLANTIVG
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TREE EVAULATION -
TR&JN&( FORMULA METHOD FORM®
~ Aprit 8, 2008 ‘

H

Tree Type: faltan Stone Pins

Address: Beaument o ) C .
1600 Chesthul Avenue : | ‘ o
Manhetion Beach, C4 o , ‘ o
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T good mmm wall mémwned
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t
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Chronology of Events
Tree Permit 1600 Chestnut Avenue

June 6, 2004- Appellant, Mr. Stephen Zukotynski, submitted plans to the Community
Development Department for a new 3,720 square foot home at 1604
Chestnut Avenue, to replace an existing home built in 1947. The survey
included with the plans, dated December 2003, very faintly showed the
outline of the Italian Stone Pine tree and the trunk located on the adjacent
property, 1600 Chestnut Avenue, owned by Ms. Marilyn Beaumont.

November 15, 2004 Plans approved by Building Safety. No approval from Planning
was received.

Late January/early February of 2005- The appellant brought to Planning’s attention that
there is a potential conflict with the proposed residence and the
neighboring tree. It was indicated to Staff that many large roots would
need to be cut and/or removed as well as trimming much of the tree’s
canopy would be required to accommodate the proposed residence and
driveway access to the garage. Staff indicated to the appellant that the tree
was protected, the City would take a look at the tree and that in the mean
time he should discuss pruning the tree under the guidance of a certified
arborist with his neighbor.

Late January/early February of 2005- Staff inspected the tree, and it appeared very large
and healthy.

Early February 2005- The appellant came back to the City indicating that he had
discussed the issue with his neighbor, and that he had received permission
to remove the tree. Staff again indicated that the tree was protected, and
that a permit would need to be applied for before removal could be
considered.

Mid-February 2005-Staff receiving a letter from Travers Tree Service dated February 16,
2005 indicating that the stability of the tree would be compromised with
construction of the new home and removal of large roots, and therefore the
tree should be removed.

Mid-February 2005-Planning Staff inspected the site again with the Public Works
Department and determined that it would be appropriate to have the City’s
consulting Arborists (West Coast Arborist) provide a full evaluation of the
tree. This information was relayed to the appellant.

February 25, 2005- The City Arborist inspected the tree and subsequently provided a
detailed report.



February 25, 2005- The City received a tree permit application from Ms. Beaumont to
request approval to remove her tree.

February 25-March 9, 2005-During review of the tree permit application Staff had
numerous discussions with all parties involved. Ms. Beaumont indicated
that the purpose of her application was only to help facilitate the
construction of her neighbor’s new home, and that the tree was truly
endeared by her and her family, and that she had a very strong desire to
retain her tree if there were other available options. Discussions with the
architect indicated that he, the engineer, and the appellant were aware
early on of the potential issues with the tree when the survey for the
project was prepared in December 2003.

March 1, 2005 -Written analysis received, prepared by Tony Uno, City’s consulting
arborist from West Coast Arborists.

March 9, 2005- Correspondence to Ms. Beaumont denying tree permit application.

March 16, 2005- The subject appeal was filed by Mr. Zukotynski.

April 5, 2005- Staff mailed a notice of the April 13, 2005 Planning Commission meeting
to all neighboring property owners within a 500 foot radius of 1600
Chestnut Avenue. No input from the public was been received regarding
the subject appeal.

April 13, 2005- Planning Commission meeting, appeal denied.
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