
 
 

 
CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA 

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION  
 

SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA 

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2022 at 7:00 p.m. 

 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

1424 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030 
 

 

South Pasadena Natural Resources and Environmental Commission  
Statement of Civility 

As your appointed governing board, we will treat each other, members of the public, and city 
employees with patience, civility and courtesy as a model of the same behavior we wish to 
reflect in South Pasadena for the conduct of all city business and community participation. 

The decisions made today will be for the benefit of the South Pasadena community and not 
for personal gain. 

  

NOTICE ON PUBLIC PARTICIPATION & ACCESSIBILITY 
The South Pasadena Natural Resources and Environmental Commission Meeting will be 

conducted in-person from the Council Chambers, Amedee O. “Dick” Richards, Jr., located at 
1424 Mission Street, South Pasadena. Pursuant to AB 361 Government Code section 54953, 

subdivision (e)(3), the Advisory Body may conduct its meetings remotely and may be held via 
video conference. 
 

The Meeting will be available:  

 In Person Hybrid – City Council Chambers, 1424 Mission Street 

 Via Zoom: Webinar ID: 889 0298 4203 
Passcode: 844464 

 
To maximize public safety while still maintaining transparency and public access, members of 
the public can observe the meeting via Zoom in one of the three methods below. 

 
1.    Go to the Zoom website, https://zoom.us/join and enter the Zoom Meeting information; or 
2.    Click on the following unique Zoom meeting link:  

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/88902984203?pwd=STVmdVlhMmEzZFZzRXBOL1dDMWZRZz09; or 
3.    You may listen to the meeting by calling: +1-669-900-6833 and entering the Zoom 

Meeting ID and Passcode when prompted to do so. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://zoom.us/join
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/88902984203?pwd=STVmdVlhMmEzZFZzRXBOL1dDMWZRZz09


Special Meeting Agenda         December 5, 2022 

City of South Pasadena                   Page 2 of 3 
 

CALL TO ORDER   Chair Casey Law 

 

ROLL CALL Chair Casey Law 

 Vice-Chair Michelle Hammond 

 Commissioner Rona Bortz 

 Commissioner Ella Hushagen 

 Commissioner Amy Davis Jones 

 Commissioner Michael Siegel 

 Commissioner Richard Tom  

 

COUNCIL LIAISON:  Mayor Michael A Cacciotti 

 

STAFF PRESENT: Ted Gerber, Public Works Director  

 Melanis Stepanian, Water Conservation & Sustainability 

Intern 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Chair Casey Law 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT GUIDELINES (Public Comments are limited to 3 minutes) 
The City welcomes public input. If you would like to comment on non-agenda items and an agenda item, 

members of the public may participate by means of one of the following options: 

 

Option 1: 

Participants will be able to “raise their hand” using the Zoom icon during the meeting, and they will have their 

microphone un-muted during comment portions of the agenda to speak for up to 3 minutes per item.  

 

Option 2: 

Email public comment(s) to nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov.   

Public Comments received in writing will not be read aloud at the meeting, but will be part of the meeting record. 

Written public comments will be uploaded online for public viewing under Additional Documents and available at 

the City Clerk’s Counter for viewing. There is no word limit on emailed Public Comment(s).  Please make sure to 

indicate:  

1) Agenda item you are submitting public comment on.  

2) Submit by no later than 12:00p.m., December 5, 2022 

 
NOTE:  Pursuant to State law, the Commission may not discuss or take action on issues not on the meeting agenda, except 

that members of the Commission or staff may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed by persons exercising 
public testimony rights (Government Code Section 54954.2). Staff may be asked to follow up on such items. 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov
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1. Public Comment  

PUBLIC HEARINGS:  

2. Continued Tree Hearing - 1865 Hanscom Drive 

 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Natural Resources and Environmental Commission recommend 

the removal of selected trees at 1865 Hanscom Drive.  

ACTION: 

 
3. Approval of Minutes of October 25, 2022 NREC Meeting 

 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission review and approve the October 25, 2022 Meeting 
Minutes. 

 

COMMUNICATIONS: 

 

4. City Council Liaison Communications 

 

5. Commissioner Communications 

 

6. Staff Liaison Communications 

 City Leased Recreational Facilities Ad Hoc Committee 
 

7. Upcoming Events 

 LA County Smart Gardening Webinars- Various dates 
(https://www.ladpw.org/epd/sg/webinars.cfm)  

 MWD Turf Removal + CA Native Landscape Webinars- Various dates 
(https://greengardensgroup.com/turf-transformation/)  

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

PUBLIC ACCESS TO AGENDA DOCUMENTS 

The complete agenda packet may be viewed on the City’s website, www.southpasadenca.gov. 
Meeting recordings will be available for public viewing after the meeting. Recordings will be 

uploaded to the City’s YouTube Channel no later than the next business day after the meeting.   
The City’s YouTube Channel may be accessed at: 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCnR169ohzi1AIewD_6sfwDA/featured 
 
 

https://www.ladpw.org/epd/sg/webinars.cfm
https://greengardensgroup.com/turf-transformation/
http://www.southpasadenca.gov/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCnR169ohzi1AIewD_6sfwDA/featured
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ACCOMMODATIONS 

 The City of South Pasadena wishes to make all of its public meetings accessible to the public. If 
special assistance is needed to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk's Division at 
(626) 403-7230 or CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov. Upon request, this agenda will be made available 
in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities. Notification at least 48 hours prior to the 
meeting will assist staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility 
to the meeting (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II). 

 

CERTIFICATION OF POSTING 

I declare under penalty of perjury that I posted this notice of agenda for the meeting to be held on 
December 5, 2022, on the bulletin board in the courtyard of City Hall at 1414 Mission Street, South 
Pasadena, CA 91030, and on the City’s, website as required by law, on the date listed below.  
 

12/1/2022                               

Date  Melanis Stepanian, Water Conservation and Sustainability Intern   
 

 

mailto:CityClerk@southpasadenaca.gov


ITEM 2 

Continued Tree Hearing- 1865 Hanscom Drive 
Additional Docs from October 25, 2022 NREC Meeting 

Additional Document 

Additional Doc. Amendment 

Public Comments submitted for the 12/5 NREC Meeting on the following pages.  

https://www.southpasadenaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/30989
https://www.southpasadenaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/30766/638023111483270000


From: Wendy Ryan
To: nrecpubliccomment
Subject: 1865 Hanscom
Date: Monday, December 5, 2022 1:17:50 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To the Commissioners,

Again, thank you to those of you who came this morning to 1865 Hanscom to listen to
the developer's arborist defend his opinion concerning the four significant trees.    A
Master ISA Certified Arborist (only 2% of Certified ISA Arborist's are considered
Master ISA Certified, as they have much more training and experience) to offer a
second or third opinion would bring independent  expertise to this subject.  The
neighbors would appreciate an unbiased assessment of the trees from a Master ISA
Certified Arborist.  We hadn't time to schedule one for this morning, but we could in
the near future.  Had the owner/developer ever done a proper pruning this entire year,
the trees would not look quite so dire.  A plan needs to be in place to satisfy CEQA,
incorporate mitigation measures and monitor the development.  Is there a need for an
EIR or MND?  Building hillside has its own set of possible significant environmental
effects.  Approving the permit to remove four trees before a site plan is in place sets a
terrible precedent.  

Thank you,

Wendy Ryan

mailto:wendypiano@aol.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov


From: Wendy Ryan
To: nrecpubliccomment
Subject: Tree Removal 1865 Hanscom
Date: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 12:59:34 PM
Attachments: httpswww.jameskomen.comresourcesexample%2010th%20editionappraisal%208-27-18_Redacted%20small.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To the commissioners,

Thank you for your time and attention to the public comments concerning the
application to remove four significant trees from 1865 Hanscom. 

A Tree Appraisal Report, when combined with a development plan, includes much
more information on risk assessment and mitigation,  details on erosion control both
pre-construction and during construction, appraisal methodology , and much, much
more detail than the tree report that Charles Imbus included with his application.  
Declaring the trees a "hazard" to the residence (what residence?) to a property that is
not habitable, is not a reason to approve this application.  Furthermore, why has the
owner not pruned or allowed SCE to prune the trees?  He used a code violation as
permission to knock down a retaining wall that was protecting exposure of tree roots
to sun and wind.  Approving the application as is would set a precedent which could
lead to much more problems in the future for the city.  I am attaching an example of
what a detailed Tree Appraisal Evaluation should include (whether the trees are
removed or not) as a comparison to the one submitted with the 1865 Hanscom
application, which seemed very incomplete without the larger picture of what is
intended for this property.  

Please consider the public comments before making a decision.  Thank you.  

mailto:wendypiano@aol.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov
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Pruning branches off Tree 4 would not have changed its risk rating, so the  
pruning did not achieve the objective of risk reduction. The pruning was not only 
unnecessary, but also damaging to the tree. 


- Reduction of Nuisance Leaf Drop: Historically, leaf drop has not been held as a private 
nuisance. A homeowner is reasonably expected to incur expenses of cleaning leaf drop 
from trees, plants, and shrubs in an outdoor setting. It has historically been held that 
municipalities can use tree protection ordinances to restrict removal or pruning of trees 
based solely upon reduction of leaf drop. 
 
Prevention of all leaf drop would require removal of all trees. Such an outcome has 
historically not been considered reasonable by municipalities in Southern California. 


 
 pointed out several branches on Tree 6 and told me that they were dead at the time of 


pruning. He explained the pruning of Tree 6 removed mostly dead branches and did not remove 
a substantial amount of live tissue.  
 
The branch wounds that  pointed out had milky sap exuding from the xylem tissue at the 
pruning cuts. The presence of sap indicates these branches were not completely 
compartmentalized off from the tree, so they were still alive at the time of pruning. Furthermore, 
there were many small watersprouts beginning to emerge from the trunk and remaining scaffold 
branches of Tree 6. The only way these sprouts could be emerging was if these sections of the 
tree were still alive. If the objective of pruning Tree 6 was to remove dead branches, then an 
excessive amount of living tissue was removed to achieve that objective, thereby contradicting 
the BMP for pruning. 
 


 and  did not communicate a clear objective for pruning Trees 1-3. Their stated reason 
for pruning them was they were offered a good price to cut them as an additional service by the 
tree trimming company that performed the pruning on Trees 4-6. Trees 1-3 were not near a 
structure. They were not near power lines.  did not point out dead branches in these trees. It 
appears the objective for pruning these trees was limited to achieving an aesthetic goal of crown 
reduction. The  reduction of size was damaging to the health, structure, and form of 
each of these three trees. 
 
The stated Intent and Purpose of the Tree Protection Ordinance stated in is to 
“create favorable conditions for the preservation and propagation of irreplaceable plant heritage 
for the benefit of the current and future residents [emphasis added].” The pruning that was 
performed to these three trees was unfavorable to their preservation, and was therefore a 
violation of the intent of the Tree Protection Ordinance. 
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All six trees can be retained in the landscape. They each are showing evidence of having 
sufficient stored energy to potentially re-grow a canopy. All six of the trees will have a 
permanently damaged structure, but Trees 2 and 3 have the highest likelihood of being restored 
to natural form. Trees 1, 4, 5, and 6 may re-grow a new canopy from watersprouts, but these 
shoots will be weakly attached to their respective parent stems, resulting in a higher likelihood of 
branch failure in the future. Restoration management in the future for these trees will be 
significantly more costly and time consuming than if they had not been pruned so aggressively. 
 
No pruning is recommended at this time because the biggest limiting factor for each of the trees 
is the lack of foliage. The trees must be allowed to re-grow a substantial amount of foliage before 
they can be pruned to train for structure. I estimate it will be 2-3 years before pruning will be 
recommended. Between now and then, I recommend continued annual monitoring by a Certified 
Arborist. 
 
Trees 1 and 4 are protected trees because Platanus racemosa is explicitly named as a protected 
species in the City of  The ordinance designates Platanus racemosa larger than 4 inches 
diameter at breast height (DBH) as protected trees. Trees 1 and 4 are larger than 4 inches DBH, 
so they are therefore protected by ordinance.  
 
The ordinance also protects trees all species not found on the Unprotected Tree list that have a 
single stem larger than 12 inches DBH or at least two stems larger than 10 inches DBH. Trees 2, 
5, and 6 are protected because Platanus x hispanica and Fraxinus velutina are not found on the 
Unprotected Tree list and each of these trees has a trunk diameter that exceeds 12 inches DBH.  
 
Tree 3 is neither explicitly named as a protected species nor listed on the Unprotected Tree list. It 
has two trunks measuring 7.6 inches and 6.7 inches in diameter. Since neither trunk is larger than 
10 inches in diameter, Tree 3 is not protected by ordinance. 
 
It is common to mistake Fraxinus uhdei for Fraxinus velutina and vice versa in the field. The 
key difference between the two species is F. uhdei is evergreen and F. velutina is deciduous. 
This is an important distinction in the City of  because F. uhdei is on the list of 
Unprotected Trees and F. velutina is not. Trees 5 and 6 are dormant in the Google Maps image 
from December 2017, indicating they are the deciduous species. Since Trees 5 and 6 are F.
velutina and are larger than 12 inches DBH, they are protected by ordinance. 
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Appraisal Methodology 
 
The approach I took for appraising the subject trees was the cost approach. Because the subject 
trees are larger than the largest commonly available transplantable tree, I deemed it appropriate 
to use an extrapolation formula to appraise the cost of procuring it, even if no comparable tree is 
available for sale. One of the reproduction cost method techniques provided in The Guide to 
Plant Appraisal 10th edition is the Trunk Formula Technique of appraisal, abbreviated here: 
 
The theory of the Trunk Formula Technique is to scale up the cost of the largest commonly 
available transplantable tree relative to the total cross sectional area of the tree trunk. The unit 
cost per square inch of nursery stock is calculated for the Largest Commonly Available Nursery 
Tree (LCANT), and it is multiplied by the cross sectional area of the subject tree being 
appraised. This is the basic reproduction cost of the tree. It represents the cost to reproduce a 
defect-free copy of the tree with one of the same size and species. 
 
After calculating the basic cost of the tree, depreciating factors are introduced. Since hand-
selected nursery stock is in theory the best quality, the basic cost must be adjusted downward by 
a Condition rating to reflect any defects in health, structure, and form. The Condition rating is a 
subjective rating between 0% and 100% as determined by the appraising arborist. Guidance is 
given as a framework for general ratings in Table 4.1 of the Guide for Plant Appraisal 10th 
Edition (CTLA 2018, p. 44). 
 
Functional Limitations reflect the features of the tree/site interaction that restrict or constrain 
growth or function due to poor placement or size. External Limitations reflect restrictions to the 
tree involving legal, biological, or environmental conditions external to the property (CTLA 
2018, p. 9). Functional Limitations and External Limitations are also subjective ratings ranging 
between 0% and 100% as determined by the appraising arborist, with similar guidance provided. 
 
The final appraised Trunk Formula Technique Reproduction Cost of the tree is the product of the 
total cross sectional area, the unit cost of trunk area, and the three depreciating factors: 
Condition, Functional Limitations, and External Limitations.  
 
I appraised each of the six subject trees before and after the pruning, then I took the difference 
between the cost solutions to determine the amount of damage. See the appraisal table at the end 
of this report for detailed calculations. 


Trunk Area 


First, the diameter of the subject trunk is measured. The height of the measurement is 
conventionally made at 4.5 feet above natural grade. If the subject tree has multiple trunks, the 
diameter of each individual trunk is measured. The cross sectional area (A) is calculated by the 
formula A = ʌ/4 d2. Then the cross sectional area of each trunk is added together to arrive at the 
total trunk cross sectional area. 
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Unit Cost 


The unit cost of nursery stock is published in the Western Chapter ISA Regional Species 
Classification Guide, and it varies based on the growth rate of the tree and its trunk size in 
various box sizes. This unit cost is expressed in dollars per square inch of trunk cross sectional 
area. 
 
Platanus racemosa and Platanus x hispanica are from Nursery Group 3 in Southern California, 
having a unit cost of $62 per square inch of trunk area. Fraxinus velutina is from Nursery Group 
4 in Southern California, having a unit cost of $45 per square inch of trunk area. 
 
The WCISA Regional Guide was most recently published in 2004. One of its weaknesses is it 
has not been adjusted for inflation and current market pricing. As an alternative to using the 
published values in the guide, a more detailed analysis of the unit cost could be performed at a 
much greater expense: wholesale nursery pricing catalogs from many growers can be obtained 
and analyzed for size and price information to determine a more accurate unit cost. Due to 
budget and time limitations, that additional level of research was not undertaken for this 
appraisal report. 
 
 
Condition Rating 
 
Condition has three subcomponents: health, structure, and form. Health rates the attributes that 
limit the ability of the tree to undergo the processes of photosynthesis, including attributes of the 
vascular system, leaf density, wound closure, insect infestation, and abiotic disorders. Structure 
is the ability of the tree to support itself from falling or breaking apart. Form describes the tree’s 
habit, shape, or silhouette as it develops from the interaction between the tree’s genetics, site, 
and management. Health, Structure, and Form are subjectively rated on a scale of 0% to 100% 
by the appraising arborist. 
 
Since some attributes hold a greater relevance in determining the condition of a tree than other 
attributes, the arborist is given further discretion to assign a relative weighting of importance to 
each of these three factors. 
 
My justification for each respective tree’s pre- and post-loss depreciation ratings are provided in 
the following section. 
 
 







Tree Appraisal Report 
James Komen, Class One Arboriculture Inc.  
August 27, 2018  Page 10 of 31 
 


Functional Limitations and External Limitations 
 
Functional Limitations reflect the restriction on tree growth or intended use in the landscape 
based on the interaction of site and species. Trees 1-4 did not have any significant functional 
limitations, so they received ratings of 100%. Trees 5 and 6 are rated as 50% species for 
Southern California Coastal Influence in the Western Chapter Regional Species Classification 
Guide. However, Trees 5 and 6 are well-placed for the intended function of shading the back 
yard from the southern and western sun. I rated the Functional Limitations for Trees 5 and 6 as 
80%. 
 
External Limitations are the restrictions on tree growth or intended use with respect to attributes 
outside the control of the property owner. Known fatal pests, drought restrictions, invasive 
species status, and utility easement conflict are all examples of external limitations. None of 
these six trees have any of these limitations. All six are protected species by ordinance, and they 
are all tolerant of the allowable irrigation per local drought restrictions. Trees 5 and 6 are 
growing adjacent to power lines, but not close enough that the necessary power line clearance 
pruning would limit their function, structure, or form. I assigned an External Limitations rating 
of 100% to each of the six trees. 
 
The Functional Limitations and External Limitations of each of the respective trees did not 
change as result of the pruning. 
 


Appraised Cost Solution 
 
The basic cost is then multiplied by the Condition, Functional Limitations, and External 
Limitations ratings. The calculated amount is then rounded to reflect the level of precision in the 
appraisal. If the amount is less than $5000, then it is rounded to the nearest $10. If the amount is 
greater than $5000, then it is rounded to the nearest $100. The rounded amount is the final 
appraised cost solution by using the Reproduction Cost Method, Trunk Formula Technique. 
 
I appraised the pre-loss cost solution for the five protected trees to be $51,900. I appraised the 
post-loss cost solution for the five trees to be $19,000. This reflects a total diminution in value to 
the five protected trees of $32,900 resulting from the pruning event on  
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Other Appraisal Methods 
 
The City of  Tree Protection Ordinance  requires valuation 
according to the “tree evaluation formula.” The formula mentioned in the ordinance refers to the 
Trunk Formula Technique described in the 10th Edition Guide for Plant Appraisal, so I did not 
use any other methods of tree appraisal. I did not research the cost to procure a direct 
replacement of the subject tree. I did not calculate the present value of the income generated by 
the benefits provided by the tree. I did not calculate the difference in market value of the subject 
property before and after the loss.  
 
Because I only used one method of appraisal, I did not include a reconciliation section in this 
report.
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Limits of Assignment 
 
My investigation was limited to above-ground observations of the subject tree and the 
surrounding site. My investigation was based solely upon my site inspection and on images 
obtained from Google Maps Street View. No excavation was performed. All of the information 
provided to me regarding the history of the site and the subject tree was assumed to be true. If 
any information is found to be false, the conclusions in this report may be invalidated. 
 
This report is not a risk assessment, nor does it provide any estimates for the cost of remedies. 
My expertise in this matter is limited to arboriculture, and this report is not intended to be legal 
advice. I do not guarantee the safety, health, or condition of the subject tree. There is no warranty 
or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies in the subject tree may not arise 
in the future. 
 
Arborists are tree specialists who use their knowledge, education, training, and experience to 
examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to 
reduce the risk of living trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of 
the arborist, or to seek additional advice. 
 
Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to structural failure of a tree. 
Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often 
hidden within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or 
safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, 
like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 
 
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree 
of risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees. 
 


Works Cited 
 
Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers. Guide for Plant Appraisal, 10th Edition. ©2018 
CTLA. 
 
Western Chapter of the International Society of Arboriculture. A Regional Supplement to the 
CTLA Guide for Plant Appraisal. ©2004 by WC-ISA 
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Appraisal Calculations 
 


 
 
Figure 1: Trunk Formula Technique appraisal calculations for Trees 1-2. Note that Tree 3 is not 
protected by ordinance, so the cost solution of the damage done to the tree was not included in 
the final total of this appraisal assignment. 
  


Tree�1:�Platanus�racemosa
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference


A DBH Field�Measurement 19.7�in 19.7�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 305�in� 305�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 18,897.92$�� 18,897.92$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 80% 28%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 15,118.34$�� 5,291.42$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 15,000.00$�� 5,000.00$���� 10,000.00$���


Tree�2:�Platanus�x�hispanica
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference


A DBH Field�Measurement 10.2�in 10.2�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 82�in� 82�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 5,066.20$���� 5,066.20$����
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 71% 44%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 3,597.00$���� 2,213.93$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$100 3,600.00$���� 2,200.00$���� 1,400.00$�����


Tree�3:�Platanus�x�hispanica�Ͳ�NOT�PROTECTED
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Figure 2: Trunk Formula Technique appraisal calculations for Trees 4-6.  
  


Tree�4:�Platanus�racemosa
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference


A DBH Field�Measurement 24.8�in 24.8�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 483�in� 483�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 29,949.18$�� 29,949.18$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 71% 27%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 21,263.92$�� 8,086.28$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 21,000.00$�� 8,000.00$���� 13,000.00$���


Tree�5:�Fraxinus�ve lutina
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference


A DBH Field�Measurement 20.0�in 20.0�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 314�in� 314�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 45.00$���������� 45.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 14,137.17$�� 14,137.17$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 82% 17%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 80% 80%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 9,273.98$���� 1,877.42$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 9,000.00$���� 2,000.00$���� 7,000.00$�����


Tree�6:�Fraxinus�ve lutina
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference


A DBH Field�Measurement 14.0�in 14.0�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 154�in� 154�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 45.00$���������� 45.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 6,927.21$���� 6,927.21$����
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 60% 32%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 80% 80%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 3,325.06$���� 1,773.37$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$100 3,300.00$���� 1,800.00$���� 1,500.00$�����
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Figure 3: Condition rating calculations for Trees 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6. Tree 3 was not included 
because it was not large enough to be a protected tree. 
 


Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 20% 80% 50%
Structure 50% 80% 21%
Form 30% 80% 25%


TOTAL 80% 28%


Tree�1:�Platanus�racemosa


Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 30% 70% 50%
Structure 30% 60% 41%
Form 40% 80% 41%


TOTAL 71% 44%


Tree�2:�Platanus�x�hispanica


Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 30% 60% 41%
Structure 30% 70% 21%
Form 40% 80% 21%


TOTAL 71% 27%


Tree�4:�Platanus�racemosa


Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 40% 80% 21%
Structure 20% 70% 21%
Form 40% 90% 10%


TOTAL 82% 17%


Tree�5:�Fraxinus�ve lutina


Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 40% 60% 40%
Structure 20% 60% 40%
Form 40% 60% 20%


TOTAL 60% 32%


Tree�6:�Fraxinus�ve lutina
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Pruning branches off Tree 4 would not have changed its risk rating, so the  
pruning did not achieve the objective of risk reduction. The pruning was not only 
unnecessary, but also damaging to the tree. 

- Reduction of Nuisance Leaf Drop: Historically, leaf drop has not been held as a private 
nuisance. A homeowner is reasonably expected to incur expenses of cleaning leaf drop 
from trees, plants, and shrubs in an outdoor setting. It has historically been held that 
municipalities can use tree protection ordinances to restrict removal or pruning of trees 
based solely upon reduction of leaf drop. 
 
Prevention of all leaf drop would require removal of all trees. Such an outcome has 
historically not been considered reasonable by municipalities in Southern California. 

 
 pointed out several branches on Tree 6 and told me that they were dead at the time of 

pruning. He explained the pruning of Tree 6 removed mostly dead branches and did not remove 
a substantial amount of live tissue.  
 
The branch wounds that  pointed out had milky sap exuding from the xylem tissue at the 
pruning cuts. The presence of sap indicates these branches were not completely 
compartmentalized off from the tree, so they were still alive at the time of pruning. Furthermore, 
there were many small watersprouts beginning to emerge from the trunk and remaining scaffold 
branches of Tree 6. The only way these sprouts could be emerging was if these sections of the 
tree were still alive. If the objective of pruning Tree 6 was to remove dead branches, then an 
excessive amount of living tissue was removed to achieve that objective, thereby contradicting 
the BMP for pruning. 
 

 and  did not communicate a clear objective for pruning Trees 1-3. Their stated reason 
for pruning them was they were offered a good price to cut them as an additional service by the 
tree trimming company that performed the pruning on Trees 4-6. Trees 1-3 were not near a 
structure. They were not near power lines.  did not point out dead branches in these trees. It 
appears the objective for pruning these trees was limited to achieving an aesthetic goal of crown 
reduction. The  reduction of size was damaging to the health, structure, and form of 
each of these three trees. 
 
The stated Intent and Purpose of the Tree Protection Ordinance stated in is to 
“create favorable conditions for the preservation and propagation of irreplaceable plant heritage 
for the benefit of the current and future residents [emphasis added].” The pruning that was 
performed to these three trees was unfavorable to their preservation, and was therefore a 
violation of the intent of the Tree Protection Ordinance. 
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All six trees can be retained in the landscape. They each are showing evidence of having 
sufficient stored energy to potentially re-grow a canopy. All six of the trees will have a 
permanently damaged structure, but Trees 2 and 3 have the highest likelihood of being restored 
to natural form. Trees 1, 4, 5, and 6 may re-grow a new canopy from watersprouts, but these 
shoots will be weakly attached to their respective parent stems, resulting in a higher likelihood of 
branch failure in the future. Restoration management in the future for these trees will be 
significantly more costly and time consuming than if they had not been pruned so aggressively. 
 
No pruning is recommended at this time because the biggest limiting factor for each of the trees 
is the lack of foliage. The trees must be allowed to re-grow a substantial amount of foliage before 
they can be pruned to train for structure. I estimate it will be 2-3 years before pruning will be 
recommended. Between now and then, I recommend continued annual monitoring by a Certified 
Arborist. 
 
Trees 1 and 4 are protected trees because Platanus racemosa is explicitly named as a protected 
species in the City of  The ordinance designates Platanus racemosa larger than 4 inches 
diameter at breast height (DBH) as protected trees. Trees 1 and 4 are larger than 4 inches DBH, 
so they are therefore protected by ordinance.  
 
The ordinance also protects trees all species not found on the Unprotected Tree list that have a 
single stem larger than 12 inches DBH or at least two stems larger than 10 inches DBH. Trees 2, 
5, and 6 are protected because Platanus x hispanica and Fraxinus velutina are not found on the 
Unprotected Tree list and each of these trees has a trunk diameter that exceeds 12 inches DBH.  
 
Tree 3 is neither explicitly named as a protected species nor listed on the Unprotected Tree list. It 
has two trunks measuring 7.6 inches and 6.7 inches in diameter. Since neither trunk is larger than 
10 inches in diameter, Tree 3 is not protected by ordinance. 
 
It is common to mistake Fraxinus uhdei for Fraxinus velutina and vice versa in the field. The 
key difference between the two species is F. uhdei is evergreen and F. velutina is deciduous. 
This is an important distinction in the City of  because F. uhdei is on the list of 
Unprotected Trees and F. velutina is not. Trees 5 and 6 are dormant in the Google Maps image 
from December 2017, indicating they are the deciduous species. Since Trees 5 and 6 are F.
velutina and are larger than 12 inches DBH, they are protected by ordinance. 
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Appraisal Methodology 
 
The approach I took for appraising the subject trees was the cost approach. Because the subject 
trees are larger than the largest commonly available transplantable tree, I deemed it appropriate 
to use an extrapolation formula to appraise the cost of procuring it, even if no comparable tree is 
available for sale. One of the reproduction cost method techniques provided in The Guide to 
Plant Appraisal 10th edition is the Trunk Formula Technique of appraisal, abbreviated here: 
 
The theory of the Trunk Formula Technique is to scale up the cost of the largest commonly 
available transplantable tree relative to the total cross sectional area of the tree trunk. The unit 
cost per square inch of nursery stock is calculated for the Largest Commonly Available Nursery 
Tree (LCANT), and it is multiplied by the cross sectional area of the subject tree being 
appraised. This is the basic reproduction cost of the tree. It represents the cost to reproduce a 
defect-free copy of the tree with one of the same size and species. 
 
After calculating the basic cost of the tree, depreciating factors are introduced. Since hand-
selected nursery stock is in theory the best quality, the basic cost must be adjusted downward by 
a Condition rating to reflect any defects in health, structure, and form. The Condition rating is a 
subjective rating between 0% and 100% as determined by the appraising arborist. Guidance is 
given as a framework for general ratings in Table 4.1 of the Guide for Plant Appraisal 10th 
Edition (CTLA 2018, p. 44). 
 
Functional Limitations reflect the features of the tree/site interaction that restrict or constrain 
growth or function due to poor placement or size. External Limitations reflect restrictions to the 
tree involving legal, biological, or environmental conditions external to the property (CTLA 
2018, p. 9). Functional Limitations and External Limitations are also subjective ratings ranging 
between 0% and 100% as determined by the appraising arborist, with similar guidance provided. 
 
The final appraised Trunk Formula Technique Reproduction Cost of the tree is the product of the 
total cross sectional area, the unit cost of trunk area, and the three depreciating factors: 
Condition, Functional Limitations, and External Limitations.  
 
I appraised each of the six subject trees before and after the pruning, then I took the difference 
between the cost solutions to determine the amount of damage. See the appraisal table at the end 
of this report for detailed calculations. 

Trunk Area 

First, the diameter of the subject trunk is measured. The height of the measurement is 
conventionally made at 4.5 feet above natural grade. If the subject tree has multiple trunks, the 
diameter of each individual trunk is measured. The cross sectional area (A) is calculated by the 
formula A = ʌ/4 d2. Then the cross sectional area of each trunk is added together to arrive at the 
total trunk cross sectional area. 
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Unit Cost 

The unit cost of nursery stock is published in the Western Chapter ISA Regional Species 
Classification Guide, and it varies based on the growth rate of the tree and its trunk size in 
various box sizes. This unit cost is expressed in dollars per square inch of trunk cross sectional 
area. 
 
Platanus racemosa and Platanus x hispanica are from Nursery Group 3 in Southern California, 
having a unit cost of $62 per square inch of trunk area. Fraxinus velutina is from Nursery Group 
4 in Southern California, having a unit cost of $45 per square inch of trunk area. 
 
The WCISA Regional Guide was most recently published in 2004. One of its weaknesses is it 
has not been adjusted for inflation and current market pricing. As an alternative to using the 
published values in the guide, a more detailed analysis of the unit cost could be performed at a 
much greater expense: wholesale nursery pricing catalogs from many growers can be obtained 
and analyzed for size and price information to determine a more accurate unit cost. Due to 
budget and time limitations, that additional level of research was not undertaken for this 
appraisal report. 
 
 
Condition Rating 
 
Condition has three subcomponents: health, structure, and form. Health rates the attributes that 
limit the ability of the tree to undergo the processes of photosynthesis, including attributes of the 
vascular system, leaf density, wound closure, insect infestation, and abiotic disorders. Structure 
is the ability of the tree to support itself from falling or breaking apart. Form describes the tree’s 
habit, shape, or silhouette as it develops from the interaction between the tree’s genetics, site, 
and management. Health, Structure, and Form are subjectively rated on a scale of 0% to 100% 
by the appraising arborist. 
 
Since some attributes hold a greater relevance in determining the condition of a tree than other 
attributes, the arborist is given further discretion to assign a relative weighting of importance to 
each of these three factors. 
 
My justification for each respective tree’s pre- and post-loss depreciation ratings are provided in 
the following section. 
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Functional Limitations and External Limitations 
 
Functional Limitations reflect the restriction on tree growth or intended use in the landscape 
based on the interaction of site and species. Trees 1-4 did not have any significant functional 
limitations, so they received ratings of 100%. Trees 5 and 6 are rated as 50% species for 
Southern California Coastal Influence in the Western Chapter Regional Species Classification 
Guide. However, Trees 5 and 6 are well-placed for the intended function of shading the back 
yard from the southern and western sun. I rated the Functional Limitations for Trees 5 and 6 as 
80%. 
 
External Limitations are the restrictions on tree growth or intended use with respect to attributes 
outside the control of the property owner. Known fatal pests, drought restrictions, invasive 
species status, and utility easement conflict are all examples of external limitations. None of 
these six trees have any of these limitations. All six are protected species by ordinance, and they 
are all tolerant of the allowable irrigation per local drought restrictions. Trees 5 and 6 are 
growing adjacent to power lines, but not close enough that the necessary power line clearance 
pruning would limit their function, structure, or form. I assigned an External Limitations rating 
of 100% to each of the six trees. 
 
The Functional Limitations and External Limitations of each of the respective trees did not 
change as result of the pruning. 
 

Appraised Cost Solution 
 
The basic cost is then multiplied by the Condition, Functional Limitations, and External 
Limitations ratings. The calculated amount is then rounded to reflect the level of precision in the 
appraisal. If the amount is less than $5000, then it is rounded to the nearest $10. If the amount is 
greater than $5000, then it is rounded to the nearest $100. The rounded amount is the final 
appraised cost solution by using the Reproduction Cost Method, Trunk Formula Technique. 
 
I appraised the pre-loss cost solution for the five protected trees to be $51,900. I appraised the 
post-loss cost solution for the five trees to be $19,000. This reflects a total diminution in value to 
the five protected trees of $32,900 resulting from the pruning event on  
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Other Appraisal Methods 
 
The City of  Tree Protection Ordinance  requires valuation 
according to the “tree evaluation formula.” The formula mentioned in the ordinance refers to the 
Trunk Formula Technique described in the 10th Edition Guide for Plant Appraisal, so I did not 
use any other methods of tree appraisal. I did not research the cost to procure a direct 
replacement of the subject tree. I did not calculate the present value of the income generated by 
the benefits provided by the tree. I did not calculate the difference in market value of the subject 
property before and after the loss.  
 
Because I only used one method of appraisal, I did not include a reconciliation section in this 
report.
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Limits of Assignment 
 
My investigation was limited to above-ground observations of the subject tree and the 
surrounding site. My investigation was based solely upon my site inspection and on images 
obtained from Google Maps Street View. No excavation was performed. All of the information 
provided to me regarding the history of the site and the subject tree was assumed to be true. If 
any information is found to be false, the conclusions in this report may be invalidated. 
 
This report is not a risk assessment, nor does it provide any estimates for the cost of remedies. 
My expertise in this matter is limited to arboriculture, and this report is not intended to be legal 
advice. I do not guarantee the safety, health, or condition of the subject tree. There is no warranty 
or guarantee, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies in the subject tree may not arise 
in the future. 
 
Arborists are tree specialists who use their knowledge, education, training, and experience to 
examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to 
reduce the risk of living trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of 
the arborist, or to seek additional advice. 
 
Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to structural failure of a tree. 
Trees are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often 
hidden within trees and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or 
safe under all circumstances, or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, 
like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed. 
 
Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree 
of risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate all trees. 
 

Works Cited 
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Appraisal Calculations 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Trunk Formula Technique appraisal calculations for Trees 1-2. Note that Tree 3 is not 
protected by ordinance, so the cost solution of the damage done to the tree was not included in 
the final total of this appraisal assignment. 
  

Tree�1:�Platanus�racemosa
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference

A DBH Field�Measurement 19.7�in 19.7�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 305�in� 305�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 18,897.92$�� 18,897.92$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 80% 28%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 15,118.34$�� 5,291.42$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 15,000.00$�� 5,000.00$���� 10,000.00$���

Tree�2:�Platanus�x�hispanica
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference

A DBH Field�Measurement 10.2�in 10.2�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 82�in� 82�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 5,066.20$���� 5,066.20$����
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 71% 44%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 3,597.00$���� 2,213.93$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$100 3,600.00$���� 2,200.00$���� 1,400.00$�����

Tree�3:�Platanus�x�hispanica�Ͳ�NOT�PROTECTED
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Figure 2: Trunk Formula Technique appraisal calculations for Trees 4-6.  
  

Tree�4:�Platanus�racemosa
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference

A DBH Field�Measurement 24.8�in 24.8�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 483�in� 483�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 62.00$���������� 62.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 29,949.18$�� 29,949.18$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 71% 27%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 21,263.92$�� 8,086.28$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 21,000.00$�� 8,000.00$���� 13,000.00$���

Tree�5:�Fraxinus�ve lutina
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference

A DBH Field�Measurement 20.0�in 20.0�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 314�in� 314�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 45.00$���������� 45.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 14,137.17$�� 14,137.17$��
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 82% 17%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 80% 80%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 9,273.98$���� 1,877.42$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$1000 9,000.00$���� 2,000.00$���� 7,000.00$�����

Tree�6:�Fraxinus�ve lutina
M easurement Source PreͲLoss PostͲLoss Difference

A DBH Field�Measurement 14.0�in 14.0�in
B Trunk�Area�of�Subject�Tree ʋ�*�(A/2)2 154�in� 154�in�
C Unit�Cost WCISA�Regiona l�Guide 45.00$���������� 45.00$����������
D Basic�Tree�Cost B*C 6,927.21$���� 6,927.21$����
E Condition�Rating Arborist�Opinion 60% 32%
F Functiona l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 80% 80%
G Externa l�Limitations Arborist�Opinion 100% 100%
H Depreciated�Cost D*E*F*G 3,325.06$���� 1,773.37$����
I Fina l�Appra ised�Cost�So lution Round�to�nearest�$100 3,300.00$���� 1,800.00$���� 1,500.00$�����
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Figure 3: Condition rating calculations for Trees 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6. Tree 3 was not included 
because it was not large enough to be a protected tree. 
 

Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 20% 80% 50%
Structure 50% 80% 21%
Form 30% 80% 25%

TOTAL 80% 28%

Tree�1:�Platanus�racemosa

Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 30% 70% 50%
Structure 30% 60% 41%
Form 40% 80% 41%

TOTAL 71% 44%

Tree�2:�Platanus�x�hispanica

Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 30% 60% 41%
Structure 30% 70% 21%
Form 40% 80% 21%

TOTAL 71% 27%

Tree�4:�Platanus�racemosa

Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 40% 80% 21%
Structure 20% 70% 21%
Form 40% 90% 10%

TOTAL 82% 17%

Tree�5:�Fraxinus�ve lutina

Condition�Rating Weight PreͲLoss PostͲLoss
Hea lth 40% 60% 40%
Structure 20% 60% 40%
Form 40% 60% 20%

TOTAL 60% 32%

Tree�6:�Fraxinus�ve lutina























From: Wendy Ryan
To: nrecpubliccomment
Subject: Tree removal public comment 1865 Hanscom
Date: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 1:02:04 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
The application to remove four significant trees from 1865 Hanscom Dr. has not met the
criteria as designated in Code 34.7 , section (a), 1-3.  
The trees are not interfering with a structure or building (the redlined house on the property
which will be torn down should not be considered the object of interference ) and there are
feasible and reasonable alternatives to mitigate the interference. 
Denial of the permit would not create an unreasonable hardship on the property owner.  Code
34.11 (a)#2 does stipulate that “redesign of any proposed development as an alternative to
removal of an existing protected tree does NOT create an unreasonable hardship.  
The trees do not pose an imminent threat to life or property.  
Approving the permit as is, would create a huge backlash from the neighbors.  Starting a
project with a fight would waste so much time ,energy, and money.   Please consider the
criteria very carefully.   

mailto:wendypiano@aol.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov


From: Teri Lee
To: nrecpubliccomment
Cc: wendypiano@aol.com
Subject: RE: tree removal at 1865 Hanscom Drive
Date: Monday, November 21, 2022 3:36:46 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Commissioner,
my name is Terry and I live next door to 1865 Hanscom drive. My address is 1905 Hanscom
dr.  My husband and I, we do not consider the trees hazardous to life,limb, or property.  They
should be pruned by the owner or SCE.  Furthermore, the owner needs to present a site
plan/floor plan before any consideration of tree removal. 
At this point, He is only interested in cutting down the tree and has no regard to any of the soil
damage due to the rain or corrosion or any condition...
We, as neighbors, think that cutting down those precious trees will cause more damage to the
soil, especially to the resident right below his property.
Thank you for your consideration.

teri

mailto:tlquan113@gmail.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov
mailto:wendypiano@aol.com


From: Wendy Ryan
To: nrecpubliccomment
Subject: comments on tree removal for 1865 Hanscom
Date: Monday, November 21, 2022 11:43:59 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To the commissioners,

First I want to thank Richard Tom for viewing 1865 Hanscom today.  I happened to
walk by, as he was meeting with the owner, Charles Imbus, and his arborist, Javier
Cabral.   Charles Imbus told me that he wants to knock down the "residence" on the
property, but cannot get a forklift down the driveway without removing all of the
significant trees.  He also said he couldn't do a site plan because he doesn't know the
boundaries between the two lots on his property.  (That made no sense to me.) The
second arborist today (who seems to have been sent by Public Works) told me that
an "arborist report" does not require the detail that a "tree appraisal report" would
include, such as Tree Risk Assessment Methodology.  There are so many neighbors
interested in this, and a proper Tree Appraisal Report from an independent, objective
arborist, would really ease the concerns.  I asked the owner if he would object to us
having an independent appraisal , and he didn't object.  Perhaps the next time you
are visiting the site, could you let us know?  Here is an example of the kinds of detail
in a Tree Risk Assessment that we would like to see. Notice that each tree part is
assessed and the overall risk rating for the subject tree.  Thanks again for your time,

Wendy Ryan

Tree Risk Assessment Methodology 
There are three components to a tree risk assessment: likelihood of failure, likelihood of
impact, and consequences of failure and impact. For each combination of tree part and target, I
rated each of these components. Then I combined them according to International Society of
Arboriculture (ISA) Best Management Practices for tree risk assessment using the tables in
Figures 1 and 2 to produce a risk rating for each tree part and target combination in Figure 3.
Lastly, I assigned an overall risk rting for the subject tree equal to the risk rating of the tree
part and target combination with the highest risk rating. 

mailto:wendypiano@aol.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov


From: Terri Farnsworth
To: nrecpubliccomment
Subject: Stop developers
Date: Tuesday, November 22, 2022 8:06:20 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Developers are destroying our homes and property. Please do not allow the developers to cut down healthy trees. 
We need these beautiful 200 + year old trees. These developers want to destroy our property and its value. The
power is in your hands; let us work with you to preserve our neighborhood.
Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:terri_farnsworth@yahoo.com
mailto:nrecpubliccomment@southpasadenaca.gov








































ITEM 3 

Approval of Minutes of October 25, 2022 NREC Meeting 



CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION – REGULAR MEETING 

MINUTES – October 25, 2022 
 

CALL TO ORDER:  
The meeting was called to order at 7:01 p.m. Present at the time of roll call were: Commissioner Ella 
Hushagen, Commissioner Amy Davis Jones, Commissioner Michael Siegel, and Commissioner 
Richard Tom. Chair law, Vice Chair Hammond, and Commissioner Rona Bortz had excused absences. 
Staff present: Ted Gerber: Public Works Director, and Melanis Stepanian: Water Conservation and 
Sustainability Intern. City Council Liaison Mayor Michael Cacciotti arrived a few minutes late.  
 

1) General Public Comment 
There was one written public comment and one in-person public comment.  
 
No other general public comments were received.  

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
 
2) Tree Hearing- 1865 Hanscom Drive  

Ted Gerber, Public Works Director, presented the proposed trees to be removed at 1865 Hanscom 
Drive. The property owner, Charles Imbus, was available to answer any questions the 
Commissioners had.  
 
Commissioner Jones asked if there are any future development plans for the property. 
Commissioner Tom questioned how many of the trees are native or protected trees. Commissioners 
requested a site visit with the City Arborist to assess the specific trees.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
There were 2 written public comments, included in the additional documents, and 1 in-person 
public comment referring to the 1865 Hanscom Drive agenda item.  
 
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER HUSHAGEN, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER TOM, MOTION CARRIED 4-0, 
REQUESTING TO TABLE THIS ITEM FOR A LATER NREC MEETING UNTIL FURTHER INFORMATION 
REGARDING ALTERNATIVES AND THE NECESSITY TO REMOVE TREES IS OBTAINED REGARDING TREES 
AT 1865 HANSCOM DRIVE.  
 
 

DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 
3) Plastic-Free/ Zero Waste Guide for City Events  

Melanis Stepanian, Water Conservation and Sustainability Intern, opened a discussion regarding a 
Plastic-Free or Zero Waste Guide for the City as per the 2022-2023 Natural Resources and 
Environmental Commission Work Plan.  
 
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER TOM, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER HUSHAGEN, MOTION CARRIED 4-0, 
TO AGENDIZE THE DISCUSSION OF A TASK FORCE FOR A PLASTIC-FREE/ ZERO WASTE GUIDE FOR 
CITY EVENTS TO A FUTURE MEETING.  



ACTION ITEMS: 
 
4) Approval of Minutes – Meeting of September 27, 2022 

 
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER LAW, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER HUSHAGEN, MOTION CARRIED 4-0, 
TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE SEPTEMBER 27, 2022 NREC COMMISSION MEETING WITH 
ONE CORRECTION.  

 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
5) City Council Liaison Communications  

City Council Liaison, Mayor Michael Cacciotti, updated the Commissioners on the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy monthly meeting. He also presented the opportunity for members of the 
City to vote for an alternative member for the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority, every 
10,000 people count as one vote.  
 

6) Commissioner Communications  
Commissioner Siegel shared the November 8th Bike Bus and thanked the Mayor for attending. Three 
different elementary schools biked together to the campuses.  
 
Commissioner Hushagen brought up the idea to implement lawn signs about City rebates to 
encourage residents to participate.  

 
7) Staff Liaison Communications 

Ted Gerber discussed the electrification of the police fleet in the City of South Pasadena. M Tech 
met in the previous month and reviewed existing traffic updates and other CIP Projects, such as 
traffic controller updates along Fair Oaks.  
 
Melanis Stepanian shared a few updates regarding events in the City. The Open House was a 
success, 95 people participated in the electric lawn equipment raffle. There were 3 winners. On 
Saturday, October 29, there is a FREE compost giveaway at the Arroyo Seco Golf Course Parking Lot.  

 
8) Upcoming Events 
 

• Compost Giveaway- October 29, 2022: 9am-12pm 
(https://upperdistrict.org/waterfest/) 

• LA Smart Gardening Workshop: November 19, 2022: 10am-11:30am 
(Smartgardening - Workshops & Schedules Page (lacounty.gov)) 

• LA County Smart Gardening Webinars- Various dates 
(https://www.ladpw.org/epd/sg/webinars.cfm) 

• MWD Turf Removal + CA Native Landscape Webinars- Various dates 
(https://greengardensgroup.com/turf-transformation/ ) 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.ladpw.org/epd/sg/webinars.cfm
https://greengardensgroup.com/turf-transformation/


 
ADJOURNMENT: 
Commissioner Amy Davis Jones adjourned the meeting at 8:54 p.m. 
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were adopted by the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Commission of the City of South Pasadena at a meeting held on October 25, 2022. 
 
________________________________ 
Amy Davis Jones, Commissioner  
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