PARKS AND RECREATION
COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT

MEETING DATE: FEBRUARY 26, 2015 ITEM NUMBER:

SUBJECT: TREE REMOVAL REQUEST - 3126 CORK LANE

DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2015

FROM: PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT, MAINTENANCE SERVICES DIVISION
PRESENTATION BY: BRUCE A. HARTLEY, MAINTENANCE SERVICES MANAGER
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: BRUCE A. HARTLEY (714) 754-5123

RECOMMENDATION

Deny the request for the removal of two (2) City-owned parkway trees at 3126 Cork Lane
(McCormack Lane frontage).

BACKGROUND

This tree removal request was first heard by the Commission on May 23, 2013. At that
time, the request was for the removal of three trees. Due to a lack of appropriate notice
to the Applicant, the request was re-agendized for the meeting of June 27, 2013. At that
meeting, the request for the removal of three trees was denied by the Commission.

The Applicant submitted a similar request after one year had passed since the
Commission’s original decision. The request was agendized for the meeting of October
23,2014,

At that meeting, the Commission approved the removal of one of the three trees
requested for removal (Tree F1 — growing directly in front of the home on Cork Lane) and
directed the City Arborist to perform an on-site evaluation of the root intrusion reported by
the Applicant in association with the remaining two trees (Trees S1 & S2 — growing on
McCormack Lane) at this address.

The City Arborist met on site with the Applicant and evaluated the tree roots from all
potential sources. The results were brought back to the Commission in a report at the
November 19, 2014 meeting, which was moved on short notice from the original meeting
date of November 20, 2014. At that meeting, the Commission denied the request to
remove the two trees. The Applicant contacted the City in the days following the meeting
and stated that he missed the meeting due to lack of notice.  Although the tree removal
application had been heard by the Commission, with action taken, the Assistant Chief
Executive Officer requests that this item be reheard by the Commission at the next
available Commission meeting to allow for the Applicant’s participation in the process.

ANALYSIS

The City Arborist inspected the trees on October 30, 2014, with the Applicant present.



Tree S1 is located at the east end of the parkway on McCormack Lane, across the
sidewalk from a masonry wall that abuts the backside of the sidewalk and creates the
boundary of the property owner’s side and backyards. Historically, this tree has not been
pruned to the City’s arboricultural standards. Numerous lower scaffold limbs have been
removed, creating a canopy that substantially deviates from the natural shape typically
associated with this species. The tree has also been heavily thinned, leaving a sparse
appearance to the canopy that is being filled in with epicormic (“sucker”) growth. The tree
is otherwise in good health and possesses good structure, but does not have the form
and dense canopy typical of the species. See Attachment 1.

It was observed that the root system of the tree does not appear to be negatively affecting
the block wall on the opposite side of the sidewalk, nor are the roots from this tree
growing in close proximity to the chimney or home foundation. The roots were not
observed to be causing any harm to private property.

Tree S2 is located at the west end of the parkway on McCormack Lane. This tree has
not been pruned to the City’s arboricultural standards. Numerous lower scaffold limbs
have been removed, creating a canopy that substantially deviates from the natural shape
typically associated with this species. The tree has also been heavily thinned, leaving a
sparse appearance to the canopy that is being filled in with epicormic growth. The tree is
otherwise in good health and possesses good structure, but does not have the form and
dense canopy typical of the species.

The tree is positioned per the following measurements:

e Center point of tree to closest intersection with house foundation: seventeen feet
(17).

e Center point of tree to sewer clean-out (Note: sewer lateral from the home enters
the District main line on the Cork Lane frontage, not the McCormack Lane
frontage): twenty-three feet (23’).

e Center point of tree to the chimney: twenty-nine feet (29').

Field observations attempted to correlate the validity of the claim that the roots of the
Southern Magnolia (Tree S2) are responsible for current damage to the chimney and are
damaging or are likely to damage the perimeter foundation of the home. The site
inspection also sought to ascertain whether a Queen Palm (Syagrus romanzoffianum)
that is located in the Applicant’'s private side yard eight feet (8') from the chimney, could
be responsible for the reported damage.

The City Arborist evaluated the chimney and photo documented the cracking, brick
displacement and presence of vegetation growing through the mortar. See Attachment 2.
The City Arborist identified the plant material by the tear drop shape, texture and
coloration of the leaves to likely be Japanese Boxwood, a typical hedge shrub. The City
Arborist determined that the roots were not from the nearby Queen Palm or from Parkway
Tree S2. The roots of Tree S2 were present up to the base of the chimney (twenty-nine
feet (29') away from the center point of the tree). The exposed roots were growing near
the soil surface and did not exceed %" in diameter.

The City Arborist also evaluated the claim that the roots from Tree S2 were damaging or
are a threat to damage the home’s perimeter foundation. The observations and
measurements taken were conclusive. A two and one-half inch (2'2") diameter root on
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the west side of the home was found to be approximately three to four feet (3'- 4') from
the foundation. The same root was found to be within two feet (2’) of the sewer clean-out.
Another root mass that measured over four inches (4”) in diameter was also observed
eleven feet (11') from the foundation. The lack of sizable root presence observed in the
area exposed at the base of the home’s foundation suggests that there is no present or
imminent root concern at this time which warrants the removal of the tree.

The parkway tree roots growing in the lawn are significant in size and number. While they
will likely continue to grow and may cause damage in the future, they are not observed to
be causing any damage to the home at this time.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

1. The Commission could authorize the removal and replacement of one or both
trees, per the Streetscape and Median Development Standards, Section 4.0.3 —
Discretionary Removals, which would require the replacement of each tree with
one (1) twenty-four inch box-size tree to be planted at the same address and two
(2) fifteen gallon-size trees to be planted elsewhere on City property. The
applicant would pay all removal and replacement costs.

If approved by the Commission, the tree(s) must be removed and mitigation trees
provided to the City within one year from the date of final approval, after which the
approval expires.

2; A second alternative would be to have the City perform root pruning at a depth of
twelve inches (12”) along the sidewalk of Tree S2 to stop any current root intrusion
by the parkway trees into the Applicant's property. It is believed that Tree S2
would not be adversely impacted should the Commission proceed with this
recommendation.

FISCAL REVIEW

There would be no fiscal impact to the City if the request to remove the two trees (S1 and
S2) was either denied or approved as a Category 3; Discretionary Removal, as the
Applicant would pay all costs.

For the Commission’s information, the cost for the removal of the two (2) trees would be
$760. ($320 for S1 and $440 for S2). The replanting costs for the mitigation trees (2 —
24" box size and 4 — 15 gallon size) would be $850 (3425 each). The total cost to the
Applicant would be $1,610 for the removal of both trees or $745 for S1 and $865 for S2 in
case only one removal was approved. Costs are based on current City contract prices.

LEGAL REVIEW
No legal review is required for this item.
CONCLUSION

The City-owned street trees that are being requested to be removed are located in the
public right-of-way in the side parkway of 3126 Cork Lane (McCormack Lane street
frontage). The Applicant is requesting removal of these trees due to the impacts on
private property associated with the root systems and for the potential they have for
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causing damage to the chimney and perimeter foundation of the home in the future. The
Applicant believes that the damage created by these trees is obvious, as evidenced by
the damage occurring to the street asphalt and by the roots he exposed for the City
Arborist to view in his front lawn.

Based on the observations and measurements taken by the City Arborist, it does not
appear that the two City-owned parkway trees at 3126 Cork Lane are currently causing
damage to the home. There are surface roots attributable to the tree growing in the turf
area between the sidewalk and the home.

The City Arborist determined that the roots of the trees could be pruned and barriers
installed to reduce the likelihood of future damage without removing the trees. Therefore
staff recommends that the Commission deny the request and offer root pruning services
provided by the City as a more appropriate alternative.

A ;/
%‘EUCE A. HARTLEY L; ERNESTOMUNOZ

Maintenance Services Manager Public %e_:r'vices Director
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Photographs — Tree S1
2. Photographs — Tree S2
3. Action Minutes — Parks & Recreation Commission — November
19, 2014
4. Action Minutes — Parks & Recreation Commission — October
23,2014

C: Shaun Stellman
3126 Cork Lane
Costa Mesa, CA 92627



ot MR

ATTACHMENT #1

S1

Tree #1
designated as




ATTACHMENT #2

A
se pajeusisap

Z# 9911



300
Jajawelp 7
03] uoljepuno,




Ajemspls
03} jJuade(pe
SJO0Y




7S 994 piemo)
8ujoo] Asuwiyd
Je SJ00Y




|0

(S ©991]
JeoU uoljepuno)}

asnoy pue
JNO0-UR3]D JOMSS

&
q.?.

F




Root adjacent to® €

sewer clean-out :

I\



asewep 1991315




15

Asuwiy)










ATTACHMENT #3

1%

"€ 391381 03 Yied JadieH pue | jo1siq 0} xajdwo)
Jowwel yoer ppe o} ‘sieah z AiaAa Bunejol 4ouysip yoses o3
lauoissiwwo) e ubisse pue spolsIq Yled § Ysiiqelse o} Aoijod
e jdope 0} ‘y Juawyoseyy uj umoys se abeubis aroidde o3 ‘ou
Bunoa sodiey JouoissiWIon YIm ‘Buo 0} JNoY pallIed ‘AYjeutagy
Jsuoissjuwog Aq papuodas ‘leyely ap Jieyd Aq IAVIN NOILOW

spLsIq Hed

Jdaooy Jo Juswiysiige}s3 pue sbeubig sied AnD (qg
‘auen
30D 971 ¢ Wou) aak) dAowal 03 3sanbas Auap pue uogepusunuosal
y|sidaooe 0] ‘019z 0) dAY pallied ‘Ayjeusaqy Jauoissiwwo)) BUB M0 9Z1E
Aq papuodes ‘iadiey Jauoissiwuwo)n Aq epew NOLLOW AuaQg —1sanboy |jeAoway a91] (eg
uonepuawwosdy
HES ssauisng pIo '8
"SSB|D [euoRonsIsul sienbe mau auo |lesodoid
10§ S99} aAoidde 0} ‘0udZ 0} Al palled ‘JadieH JauoissILWOD anolddy sse|) |euonjonisul onenby (e
Ag papuodsss ‘uosiopad Jdieysy ad1p Ag apew NOILOW
Jepuajed juasuon “Z
‘Bunjesy ¥10z ‘5z Joquisydes ay jo
sajnuiw ayj anoidde 0} ‘019Z 0} 3Al} PAlLIED ‘UOSIaPad J1BYD 3dIA anoiddyy Bunesy ¥10Z ‘6Z 1oqusydeg

Aq papuodas ‘weyels Jauoissiwwon Aq spew NOILOW

8y} Jo saynuipy oy} Jo |ercuddy ‘¢

Sa)nuIp uonoy

uonEpUAWWOI3Y

Hes

SA1NNIW NOILDV

‘W'd 009 ¥10Z ‘61 1oquiaAnoN
IAIEA AV £ 'SYFIWVHD TIDNNOD
NOISSIWWOD NOILVIYOIY ANV SHYV FHL 40 ONILFIW 1VIDIdS




ATTACHMENT #4

—~

—

uonepusWWOoIdY JeyS 3y} aaoidde o) “0iaz 0) Ay palied ‘JadieH
13uoissiwwo) Aq papuoass ‘|eyely ap Jieyd Aq spew NOILOW

UoNEpUSWILICIY
Jeis arouddy

sueq
310D 9Z1€ — Isanbay |eaoway 2311 (p

Bunsaw 10z ‘02

JaquiaAoN ayj 0} ‘saauy (g) aAy jje aoe|daa o) ‘jesodoad yoeq Buliq
0} Jje3s )o3ulp pue ‘salldxa jeaosdde ayy yoiym Jaye ‘jeaosdde
[euy Jo ajep ayj woJy teak auo uiym K319 ayj o} papinoid s3aJ)
uohebniw pue paaowasd aq 3snw saal) ayY| “s)s$09 Juswiasejdal
pue jerowsal jje Aed pinom juesjjdde ay) "Ausdosd A1

uo ajaymasis pajueld aq o} saau} azis-uojjeb usaayy (z) om} pue
§saippe awes ayj je pajueld aq 0} 3aJ) 3zis-x0q Youl Jnoj-A3uamy
(1) auo ypm aau yoes jo Juawaoe|dai ayy asinbes pjnom yoiym
‘s|leAoway Areuonaloasiq — £°0'p UOROAG ‘spiepuels juawdojanaq
ueipajy pue adeos)aang ayj Jad ‘Kem-jo-3ybu o1qnd ayj uj sa
paumo-A119 () auo jo jearowas ay} anoidde o} ‘ou Bunoa uosiapad
d1eyd 3JIA Yjim ‘3U0 0} INOj pallIes ‘weyels) JAUOISSIWWION

Aq papuodas ‘1adiey 1auoissiwwon Aq apew NOILOW

Auaq

Aempeoig
GLL —1s8nbay jeroway sai] (o

"Jsanbai AuaQ 0} ‘oiaz 0} aAy pauies ‘Ayjeusaqy Jauolssiwwon
Aq papuooses ‘uosispad sieyy a9ipA Aq apew NOILOW

Auaq

aAlQ obuiwe|4 6502
—1sanbay jenowiay 331 (q

anuaAy bulppay g0} | wol}
9313 anowal 0} jsanbas Auap 0] ‘0Jaz 0) aAy paied ‘AYeusoqy
dauoissiwwo) Aq papuodas ‘|eyely ap Jieys Aq spew NOILOW

Auaq

anuany bulppay
90l —isenbay jeaoway sa1] (e

UOIJEPUBIWOIY
Hels

ssauisng MaN ‘6

"S3SSE|O [eUOONIISUl
JusuINd Joj sasealoul 33 (9) xie pue ‘sasse[d |euonINLsul
openbe mau (Z) om) ‘sasse|d |euonoNsSUl JOIUIS M3U (s)
Al 10} §83} anoidde 0} ‘013z 0} 3AY palied ‘Jadiey JOUOISSILIWIOY
Aq papuodss ‘uosiapaq Jieysy aoipA Aq apew NOILOW

anoiddyy

sasse|) penuo) (e

Jepuajed juasuon '/

sa)nuipy uonoy

uopepuawWwWwoday

Heis

SILNNIW NOILDVY
‘W'd 00:9 ¥10Z ‘€Z 4990320
A Y1V ££ 'SYFEWVHD TIONNOD
NOISSIWWOD NOILYINOIY NV SHN¥Vd



\¢

"}dasuo? j93foid Juswaroidwi ueipapy
SNU3AY ||!H P3Y 3y} anoidde o) fouaz 0} aAl palied ‘uosiapad
1eyd a3iA Aq papuooas ‘lexely ap Jiey) Aq apew NOLLONW

anoiddy

108[01d Juswanoidw]
UBIpaj SNUBAY [IIH pay (b

"Jdaduo? 303loug Juswaroidwy ueipap
dNuaAy ejuade|d ayj aaoidde o} ‘013z 0} aAy pawsed ‘uosiapag
11eyd a9IA Aq papuodss ‘leyesy ap Jjeyd Aq apew NOILOW

anoiddy

108(01d juawanoiduwi
Uelpa|y anuaAy ejuase|ld (4

"Aotjod pazijeuy ym
J3QUIBAON Ul )oeq aWo9 0} Yelg 10} ‘043z 0} dAl} pallied ‘uosiapagd
dtey9 a9 Aq papuodas ‘|exely ap Jieyd Aq epew NOILOW

anoiddy

abeufig pue spusiq yied (9

"E3JE JeY) Ul SUOD 3q ||im siiedal pue sdurRUIUIEW JO3N}8

U3Ym sweljsup sy} “19qUWAAON ul yoeq Guliq o) Yeys sponnsul pue
JuepIsal oy} YUM 393w Ued Jspoquy A9 ayy jpun ‘Ajsadosd ay

3O 9PIS }IIULIOJIW 3Y)} U0 S331) PBUMO-AND (Z) OM] JO [BACWIDS ayy
Auag pue aueT 3109 9Z1¢ JO Juoy} Ul 935 (1) auo o jeaowsal ay; 1o}




