Twin Palms Home Owners Association, I ne.

®. O. Box 13710
Palm Desert, A 92255-3710
Telephone (760) 776-5100

April 15, 2009

Mr. Craig A. Ewing, AICP
Director of Planning Services
City of Palm Springs

3200 E Tahquitz Canyon Way
Palm Springs, CA 92263-2742

1.) Minor Architectural Application (Case No. 3.1142 MMA); Supplement dated 4/15/09
2.) 4/15/09 Landscape Plan with requested Tree Replacements

Dear Mr. Ewing:

Accompanying this Supplemental Letter is our “4/15/09 Landscape Plan” which identifies all of
the trees from the four windstorms which were either downed or irreparably damaged by violent
winds or were recommended for removal by our arborist. As requested by the Planning
Commission on April 8, 2009, we have conferred with all the interested homeowners and have

_come up with a replacement plan that we think will satisfy everyone. Hopefully our 4/15/09
Landscape Plan will clarify and put into perspective the total damage from the four storms,
identify all the proposed replacement trees and allow the Commission to approve our application
so that we can proceed with our replanting program. The numbered dots on the plan correspond
with the proposed locations and species as listed in the legend on our Landscape Plan.

Damage from the fourth windstorm that occurred on April 3, 2009 and listed below is the subject
of this Supplement which identifies the trees that were meparably damaged and are in“the
process of bemg removed as a result of this storm:

1. . Behind 1837 S. La Paloma, near the west pool, one (1) large pine tree blew down and was
irreparably damaged. See the accompanying photographs labeled as No’s 1 and 2.

Replacement: We request that this downed pine be replaced with a 15-gallon floss silk
tree.

L

2. Behind 1827 via Aguila, near the east pool, one (1) large pine tree blew down and rested on
the back of the building and was removed from the building by Marina Landscape. See the
“accompanying photographs labeled as No’s 3 and 4.

Replac_ement: We request that this downed pine be replaced with a IS-gaﬁE E -
Willow. | | ' ﬁ EVED
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3. Behind 1850 S, La Paloma, one (1) pine tree continues to list heavily into another pine tree
and may very well fall in the next storm. This pine was recommended for removal by our
arborist as identified in a previous report to you. See the accompanying photographs labeled
as No’s 5 and 6.

Replacement: We request that this severely leaning pine be replaced with a 15-gallon
Desert Willow.

4. = Adjacent to 1223 Twin Palms and behind 1816 S. La Paloma, two (2) pines blew down

in the March 22, 2009 storm and are in the process of being removed. One of these pines,

- which had been recommended for removal by our arborist and as identified in the original

MAA, unfortunately fell into an adjacent pine that now has to be removed. With the latest

storm, we lost one (1) large Brachychiton which now has to be replaced. See the
-accompanying photographs labeled as No’s 7 and §.

On two previous occasions, we requested your approval for replacement trees, but now that we
have two large open areas (marked as Areas A and B on our 4/15/09 Landscape Plan), we would
like for you to consider the following:

AREA A: As aresult of a meeting this week between Loraine Lawrence (1223 Twin Palms) and
Nadine Navarro (1816 S. La Paloma), they would like us to replace the trees in Area A with two
(2) Floss Silk trees, three (3) Feather trees and.one (1) Raymond Ash as now shown on the
4/15/09 Landscape Plan and as suggested by Ms. Lawrence’s arborist;

AREA B: As a result of a meeting on April 14, 2009 w1th Mr. Steve Rowland (1833 S. La

Paloma) and Ms. Francine McWinney and James Myers (1829 S. La Paloma), they would like us

to replace the previously approved replacement trees for those that were either blown down or

recommended for removal in this area with seven (7) Floss Silk trees. They feel that these

__ particular trees would look very nice interspersed behind their two homes. Therefore, we request

. your approval to substitute the previously approved trees and other replacement trees in Area B
as shown on the 4/15/09 Landscape Plan. :

As per the size of trees shown on the original “Approved” 1976 Landscape Plan, all the above
trees will be replaced with 15-gallon size trees. :

Following your approval of our “4/15/09 Landscape Plan”, we will move forward with its
implementation. We thank you and your staff for all the assmtance given to us to brmg this
matter to a conclusion. :

Sincerely,

TWIN PALMS HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.
/“‘

/f:ﬁi«/é’/k e&@aJ

Marvin H. Gefstlinger
President
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April 14, 2009

APPEAL TO PLANNING COMMMISSION

Vel - - Wi X
or_in the PL. A DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT. Although | had
. advised by the Planning Director that the decision re my request for a
"Continuance" would be heard

PLACE, everyone seemed to know it was going to be a "full” appeal hearing.
Everyone, that is,but me. The Planning Director's exhibits were already displayed
on the wall. The Planning Director and the Commissioners were seated with all
their files beside them. And |, the appeliant, waited patiently for a "Continuance"
hearing that never came. Only an "Appeal” hearing was heard, but, without my
formal, written appeal argument, or my arborist's report. And WITHOUT ONE

After the public hearing statements, the Commission, without explanation, held a
full hearing re my appeal, except that |, the Appellant, who noticed the appeal,
and paid $305. for the right to appeal and argue my case, was not allowed to say
- one word during ft. | |

And, worse, the alleged™ Appeal argument" attached to the Planning Director's

staff report was NOT MY FORMAL" APPEAL ARGUMENT", it was my 2/06/09

- letter "NOTICING * my appeal. (See attached 2/06/09 letter). It said:

*To preserve my right to appeal(yet again) | am requesting, in writing, my
- Intention to appeal your January 27, 2 acisi i/} it my formal
formal appeal”, '

- The Planning Director never answered this letter. And this section of my letter
was left out of the Planning Director's Staff Report. The Planning Director knew

(see letters to City Manager, Ready and City Attorney, Holland) that myEbieél> = I\ = D
appeal had not been sent, pending the decision re the "Continuance". i So A
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APPELLANT ONLY ALLOWED THREE MINUTES TO ARGUE AFTER
FULL COMMISSION HEARING ON "APPEAL"
When the appeal hearing was over, and alf the exhibits displayed, and all the
Commissioner's questions, asked and answered, ONLY of the Planning Director ,

only then was I, Appellant, "allowed" to speak. BUT FOR ONLY THREE
MINUTES

I didn't know which argument to tackle first, the "Continuance” or the Appeal (which
I wasn't prepared for). Although, | had paid $305. for an appeal, | was not allowed
to argue my position. | was cut off after only three minutes, the same time as the
general public who make their statements without having to pay. At no time during
this process was 1, Appellant, told that | would not be able to argue my case in a
normal- manner. For an Appellant to be cut off after three minutes when the
Planning Director and the Planning Commission have held a full, uninterrupted,
self serving, hearing between only them, without equal time for the appellant, or
even one question to the Appellant, is not even an "appearance of justice".

Since, | was the only person in chambers who was actually present at the 1996 City
Councit hearing, | could have answered (if asked) what their ruling meant. The
question had been asked of the Planning Director re the word "suitable” and his
answer was vague. Why wasn't the 1996 Appellant asked even one question by
the Commission? My opinion after experiencing this alleged "full" hearing, was that
the Planning Commission process is geared only to uphold the Planning Director's
decision, regardless of what the actual merits of Appellant's case might be.
Hopefully, that will change as the public becomes more enlightened.

For the record, and to protect my rights, 1am submitting my "formal” appeal
argument, to be ‘combined with the "abbreviated" appeal argument, which was
submitted for the April 8th,2009 "Continuance” hearing (which never took place).

APPEAL ARGUMENT TO OVERTURN THE PLANNING
DIRECTOR'S JANUARY 27,2009 DECISION:

The following is an appeal of the Planning Director's January 27, 2009 decision
which approved an "amendment" to the Twin Palm condominium Development and
three subsequent amendments, which, in appellant's opinion, are inconsistent
with the "original 1976 Landscape plan" and the 1996 City Council ruling which the
Planning Director alleges to be following per his Staff Report . ‘

RECOMMENDATION:
~ That the Pianning Commission overturn the Planning Director's decision, or at the
very least, modify it, after researching the issues independently. This should

include each Commissioner making a visit to the Twin Paim site, to view the
removed trees ,and proposed tree site replacements, as well as the sites not




Included for replacement. There should be no "urgency” to push through the
Planning Director's decision, prior to a careful investigation of ALL the facts. The
only urgency noted by the HOA was that "one of the board members leaves the
desert at the end of April for five to six months". That should not deter the
Commission investigating the matter more thoroughly before making their decision,
especially since it directly affects all the "other" homeowners who live here full time.

February 14, 2008, Appeltant brought the issue of "15 trees removed from the Twin
Palms HOA" WITHOUT PERMITS to the Planning Department. The 1996 City
Council ruling and the 1997 Supreme Court ruling was attached to the letter to
the Planning Director. The only issue at that time was to stop the removal of
healthy trees, which were being removed, along with the trees that had falien from

the wind storm on February 3rd, 2008. And_;o__rnakgggﬂam_any_u:@_temg_gd,

-The Planning Director chose to ignore the 1996 ruling, in direct violation of the
1996 City Counci ruling and refused to replace "all the 14 trees removed". ***_ And

heﬂaSJn_\Liglatmn_oj_tth_aaz.SuneunLc_Qun_agmemsmIi also sent to him on
February 14, 2008).

But, then, in an about face, on August 20,2008, five months later, the Planning
Director "suddenly" claimed he "just" discovered the 1996 City Counset ruiling and
rescinded his January 12,2008 decision. 1had already appealed and filed all my
formal appeal papers and was all ready for the July 23, 2008 Commission hearing.
But, with the Planning Director's assurances, | agreed to withdraw my appeal.

NEW DECISION BY PLANNING DIRECTOR, NO REPLACEMENT
OF 10 REMOVED TREES ON SIDE OF LAWRENCE HOME

The Planning Director's September 30,2008 and January 12,2009 decisions
now replaced more of the 27 removed trees, but neglected to replace the ten,
“mature shade trees removed from the side of my home. He also "lumped" three
more landscape proposals, onto the appeal hearing, after assuring me that he

would not do that when | withdrew my July 23,2008 appeal.

The Planning Dlrectors new decision , " all trees removed which are shown on

mupumm@mmmwmmmjmmm
with those types and sizes represented on the original landscape plan” is
inconsistent with the trees_chosen by the Planning Director for replacement. The



trees on the "original 1976 landscape plan® consisted of 'Iarge shade trees. The

replacement trees chosen by the Planning Director and HOA are 15 gallon "Silk
Floss", " Chilean Mesquite and "Desert willow". These are not large shade trees
"consistent with the types and sizes represented on the original 1976 landscape
plan.

*~1997 SUPERIOR COURT AGREEMENT, CASE NO. 65702-INDIO
(LAWRENCE V. TPHOA)

IN 1986, The Superior Court agreement was signed March 20, 1997. The
agreement stated on pages 21-22, " ALL TREES IN THE COMPLEX WILL. BE
TRIMMED, THINNED OR TOPPED. CONCERNS OF HOMEOWNERS WILL BE
CONSIDERED", "THE BOARD AND LANDSCAPING COMMITTEE WILL ABIDE BY
ALL APPLICABLE LAW AND LLOCAL ORDINANCES. TREE REMOVAL AND/OR
REPLACEMENT OF TREES WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY OF PALM
SPRING'S RULES AND REGULATIONS, AND THE BOARD WILL ENDEAVOR TO
CONSIDER AESTHETICS AND HOMEOWNERS 'RIGHT TO ENJOY THE
PROPERTY', and "AS A COURTESY TO CONTIGUOUS HOMEOWNERS TO A

- MAJOR LANDSCAPE PROJECT, THE AFFECTED HOMEOWNER SHOULD BE

GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS THEIR O

PINION", and " THE BOARD

: E PINES,

-

V.

- EUCALYPTUS, '
- THE LAWRENCE UNIT (included within the trees identified by the Palm Springs

Planning Commission as trees 1 through 7). This agreement was signed by

- TPHOA BOARD AND IS ENFORCEABLE IN THE SUPERIOR COURT IN INDIO.

This agreement has been ignored by the Planning Director and HOA board. The

four trees referenced in the agreement have been removed and should be
replaced with "suitable” trees.

REQUIRED FINDING:

Staff Report states that according to the Zoning Code Section 94.04.00 (D) (1-9) the
"guidelines provide for the architectural review of development projects to

- determine that the development will provide a desirable environment for its

occupants as well as being compatible with the character of adjacent and

- surrounding developments". #1- The Planning Director has not approved

replacement of the 10 trees removed from the side of appellants home, in

. direct violation of his decision since these trees are on the "original landscape
plan”.

L : I "
REPLACEMENT TREES

#2. The Planning Director has not researched the "immediate neighborhood
community re the Twin Palms HOA or "it's harmonious relationship to it". In fact,

‘the "Quality Inn" adjacent | lms Drive wrote 3




letter April 8, 2009, in profest to the proposed HOA replacement trees (see
4/8/09 letter attached). :

# 7. The Planning Director claims, "The proposed landscaping is consistent with
the other landscaping on the property in size and location." That is not true. The

" DESERT" TREES NOT ENERGY TOLERANT

The Planning Director also claims, #7, " The proposed replacement types of
fandscaping are drought tolerant and well suited to the desert environment." That is

true only in one respect. But it does not take into account, the huge increase of
energy use that will be required to cool the HOA homes, especially in the
_brutal heat of summer. Nor does it take into account, the increase

of danger from the lack of large shade trees which provide security and
prevent strangers from seeing into homeowners windows from the sidewalk
and street. Nor does it take into account, the lack of privacy between homes and

the street. _And, most importantly. the proposed replacement plan Ignores the
Court agreement. |

A. QUESTIONS ASKED OF CRAIG EWING, PLANNING DIRECTOR,

AT THE APRIL 8TH,2009 COMMISSION HEARING: |

APPELLANT ANSWER: _ _
Lawrence was the appellant and present at 1996 City Gouncil hearing_and can
ing_of that decision.. The ruling was not ambiguous, it was clearly

attest 1o the meaning
decided to deter the removal of healthy trees. By making the HOA replace "large,

shade trees" with "suitable” trees, it stopped the HOA board removal of healthy,
- shade trees. '

19 Y ILD
Mﬁiﬂﬂmbmygn%gmmmwmmm
then one that was as CLOSE TO IT AS POSSIBLE.

The meaning was tested; The 1996 HOA board sent the 1996 Planning Director,

a new proposal to replace the two pines removed from the west side of Lawrence



home, with " two pear trees" . The 1996 Planning Director, Doug Evans," rejected
that plan®. (See June 6,1996 letter).

The 1996 board sent another proposai to replace, with two small, non shade
trees. It was again rejected by Doug Evans. The board got the message. "Suitable”
meant "large, shade trees". That stopped the board from removing five more
heaithy, shade trees from the side of Lawrence home. (The two 1996 pines
removed were never replaced. They should be added to list of Planning Director's
replacement trees per 1996 City Councill ruling).

A third test of the ruling; The 4/17/ 1996 board proposal to reptace the two

removed pines, with more small trees, but move them to a "new location”, That
proposal also was rejected by the Planning Director, Doug Evans,. And,in fact,
Mayer Kleindienst wrote on May 12,1996, to assure Lawrence that the ruling
did not state "new locations" as the board claimed. (See 5/12/'96 letter). Finally,
the board stopped removing healthy trees by the Lawrence home.

- Thatis, until February, 2008.

: irees"? The Planning Director answered, " it had been difficult". He also
said, " | am following the original 1976 landscape plan".
APPELLANT ANSWER:
Perhaps, the difficulty would have been lessened if Director Ewmg had called for a
meeting with homeowners and gotten their views, not just two members of the
board. Most Importantly, if Craig Ewing is actually “following the original landscape
pian”, then he would repiace with "SUITABLE" trees on that plan. But the Planning

Director is replacing large, shade trees with 15 gallon "desert trees" which is
opposite to the original 1976 landscape plan. In reality, the Planning Director is

following the HOA board's agenda to remove all the large shade trees at TPHOA
for "desert trees". But, these choices should not be made by a city agency and two
board members with an agenda. Especially since the two board members do not
spend their summers in Paim Springs.There are 33 homeowners at Twin Palms
HOA and they should have a voice re tree choices that affect their quality of life in



Palm Springs, especially in the summer.

Commissioner Conrad " doubted", at the April 8,2009 hearing,

3.
" whether homeowners had any rights to object once they elect
a board". '

ithout homeowner

- al rulings, The CC&R's
and Bylaws dictate the exact rules by which we conduct our association business:
But, the California Code (Davis Sterling Act) and Corporation Code take
precedence. Also, there was a 1997 Supreme Court agreement, signed and
sealed, hetween the TPHO Association and Lorraine Lawrence which covers
landscaping issues, among other things. That legal agreement was ignored by
the board and Planning Director. It specifically deals with “stopping removal of
Irees near west side of Lawrence home".( See attached, Supreme Court ruling).

Homeowners do have rights in spite of the boards they elect.
If we lived in a total dictatorship, then, of course, Commissioner Conrad would be
right. -

4. The Planning Director was questioned re his changed decision
re "24 " box tree" v. "15 gallon tree replacements ", and his
answer was unclear. :

APPELLANT ANSWER: '
- The 1996 ruling "suitable and fast growing trees" rules, The size of any trees
- ultimately chosen must be "suitable" to the size of the tree it presumes to
replace, and "fast growing", to quickly reach the size of the shade tree it
replaces. The 24 " box tree should be the absolute minimum size considered.

B. QUESTIONS NOT ASKED (BUT SHOULD BE ) OF PLANNING
DIRECTOR, CRAIG EWING AT THE 4/08/09 COMMISSION HEARING:

1.. Why was the 1996 City Council ruling that was attached to Lorraine
Lawrence’s 3/06/08 letter to the Planning Director, Craig Ewing, not
acknowledged or answered? Why did the Planning Director claim in his
~ 8/20/'08 letter to "just discover the 1996 City Council ruling”, and use
that excuse as his reason to "rescind” his April 23, 2008 decision?

APPELLANT ANSWER: ' _
There is no logical explanation. The Planning Director knew of the 1_996 ruling



prior to February 14, 2008. This, in my opinion, creates a serious lack of credibitity
at his department. This should be investigated by the Planning Commission which
Is accountable for the Planning department.

2. Why did Planning Director, Craig Ewing, advise Lorraine Lawrence at
their July, 2008 meeting, that if she "withdrew her appeal” that he wouid
not "lump any further proposals from the HOA into his next decision.
But, then lumped three more proposals into it?

The Planning Director not only rescinded his 4/23/08 decision, he rescinded his
Juiy, '08 agreement not to "lump together any further proposals from the HOA". He
lumped 3 more proposals to be part of the 4/08/09 Commissicn hearing. That
assured that all the non-conforming maps, letters, map color codes(some in black
and white and making no sense), different numbers and letters of trees( alt

- different) , would add to the confusion at any future appeal hearing. There is not
one conforming document which combines all the various proposais and
replacements from February '08 to April '09. The hodge podge presented at the

April 8, 2009 Commission hearing was not questioned. . Not one Commissioner
attempted to breakdown all the documents and question them.

3. Did the Planning Director ever deal with, or question, the lack of
‘proper maintenance of the over 27 trees removed at TPHOA, before
making his April 23, January 12, January 27, and March 31, 2008
decisions for further removals and replacements?

APPELLANT ANSWER: (SEE .ARBQRIST. SUSAN SIMS, REPORT)

There was no discussion and nothing documented in Planning Director decision
(s) re the maintenance, or care of frees. And no attempt to diagnose why over 27

trees needed removal. And worse, no attempt to save any of the trees.

In fact, the pines and eucalyptus trees had not been pruned or trimmed for several
years, They were overly top heavy as a result. Their roots were soaked from recent
rain storms. The lack of proper "deep” watering also caused the tree roots to
surface as they sought water. The roots being so close to the surface caused them
to topple over more easily in a wind storm. The gardeners weed whackers were

~particularly brutal to the tree trunks which left "equipment wounds"” on almost every

- tree at Twin Palms. This constant neglect caused the trees 1o be susceptible to

falling in a heavy wind storm. The rush to jud t rr ve fr

mﬂwﬂ&ﬂﬂmﬂmmy



4. Why are the three HOA proposails all referenced as "Minor
Architectural Application MAA" but the Staff Report refers to it as
"Amendment to Landscape Plan for Twin Palm Condominiums"?

APPELLANT ANSWER:

I have no idea when this shift in terminology took place and question it. It was most
likely, when the Planning Director asked me, appellant, to "withdraw appeal” in
July'08, when he also "rescinded his 4/23/08 decision". It was never discussed, or
communicated by letter. The question should have been asked and answered at
the Commission's 4/08/09 hearing.

5. Why is the Planning Director replacing some trees which are_not part
of the original 1976 landscape plan, but not replacing trees that are part
of the 1976 landscape plan?

APPELLANT ANSWER:

The Planning Director, in my opinion, is allowing only the HOA board to direct
these choices. Craig Ewing ,and his planner, Scott Tachner,were advised by
several letters, that the TWO HEALTHY LEMON TREES , 8iX pines, one olive, two
eucalyptus trees and one brachychiton removed from the west side of Lawrence
home were all on the "original" landscape plan. Appellant Lawrence can testify to
this as an "eye witness".

wmmmﬂmmmmmmm
owners of her TPHOA home. My daughter and 1, visited with our aunt and uncle

almost yearly. We all viewed and discussed, first hand, all the trees in question.
They were all planted by the developer as part of the master landscape plan.
These facts were ignored by the Planning Director as he decided "not to replace
any of the trees removed" at my home. Yet, arbitrarily, he's approved replacing a
Tangerine tree on La Paloma which actually was not on the original landscape
plan. But, | think it should be replaced anyway, per the 1996 City Council ruling,
as should all the trees removed.

6. Why wasn't the Planning Director asked to produce any
- documentation ,or questioned re "appeal not being a public
hearing"? It was accepted without question by the
Commissioners. He used it as the alleged reason for appellant
only having "three minutes" to argue complex Appeal and
Continuance issues.

APPELLANT ANSWER:

Since neither Appellant or Commissioners knew of this "appeal" rule, it should
have been verified by the Planning Commission before the hearing continued.




*

Especially, since the Appellant has been waiting through an entire, full appeal
hearing (without any hearing held on the "Continuance" )and then only allowed 3
minutes to object, request a Continuance, and attempt to argue the appeal. It is
unfair that an Appellant has only three minutes to argue a complicated appeal and
a "Continuance" , especially when the "Continuance” should be heard and
decided first.

When the $305. Appea! fee is collected by the Planning Department, they are
obligated to advise the appellant of any and alf rules pertaining to that proceeding.
Especially the, so calied, Appellant's " 3 minute speaking rule". And, at the very
least, hand out a printed procedure sheet. | was never advised of the severe time
restriction by the Pianning Director, or any of his staff. It seems odd that the
Planning Director would keep this important information to himself, until the
Commission hearing.

CONCLUSION:

N Y A \'J

When deciding whether to overturn the Planning Director's decision, the argument
re "water” v. "energy " should be carefully analyzed by the Planning Commission.
The question of "energy conservation” is eritically important, but that question was
never raised or discussed by the Planning Director. Nor, was it raised during the
April 8, 2009 Commission hearing. Itis a serious question in fight of Palm Spring's
increasingly harsh summers.

To replace magnificent, large, mature shade trees with thin, wispy, "desert trees"
in Paim Spring's increasingly hot summers, leaves the homeowners unprotected.
The entire question of "ENERGY" is ignored in the Planning Director's decision. He
ignores the increase of energy use necessary to cool our homes with the shade
trees gone. The 1996 City Councii ruling called for Replacement of trees with
"suitable and fast growing trees" based on the original 1976 landscape plan which
consisted of 31 pines, 36 eucalyptus,30 olive, 28 bracychiton, 54 bottle brush, 17
lemon, grapefruit and orange trees. All selections based on "shade" and
"cooiness". That decision is being ignored by the Planning Director.

BOTTOM LINE;

ALL TREES THAT HAVE BEEN REMOVED SHOULD BE REPLACED BY
TREES THAT PROVIDE SHADE AND PROTECTION FROM PALM
SPRING'S INCREASINGLY HARSH SUMMERS. THE PINES,
EUCALYPTUS, BRACHYCHITON, OLIVE, AND FRUIT TREES, WERE A
CAREFUL, ARCHITECTURAL CHOICE FOR GOOD REASON, TO
- PROVIDE SHADE, COOLNESS, SECURITY AND PRIVACY. -



Any tree replacement plan which foilows the" original" 1976 landscape plan must
repiace with large shade trees. And all the trees that have been removed, must be
replaced per the 1996 City Council ruling. And that should mean no exceptions.
The HOA and Planning Director can't pick and choose which homes get trees
replaced depending on whom the person is. All trees removed should be
replaced '

|, Appellant, Lorraine Lawrence, request in my appeal to the
Planning Commission that they overturn, or modify, the
Planning Director's decision to replace over 27 large, mature
shade trees at Twin Palms Development, with small, wispy, 15

- gallon "desert " trees . And further, request that the Commission
overturn, the Planning Director's decision not to replace any of
the 10 trees removed from the side of my home leaving it an
empty wind tunnel without protection or security.

Respectfully submitted,

LORRAINE LAWRENCE,
APPELLANT, APRIL 22,2009 PLANNING
COMMISSION APPEAL HEARING
Encl(s): ‘
- 4/14/09- Arborist Report by Susan Sims, _
3/03/08- TPHOA Wind Damage "tree legend" # 1-17 # (# 17 references two lemon
trees and is 2nd, of three contradictory reasons for removal)

. 3/0608 -Lawrence letter to Craig Ewing
1997-  Superior Court agreement (Lawrence v. TPHOA, pages 20-22)
. 2/06/09- Lawrence "Notice of appeal”

3/18/09- Lawrence letter to David Ready (problem(s) at Planning Dept.)

3/19/09- Lawrence letter to David Ready (Document that I have only filed a "Notice

of Appeal" not my formal "Appeal"

-3/20/09- Lawrence "Request for Continuance”
- 3/25/09- Lawrence letter to Doug Holland re "Continuance"
- 4/01/09- Lawrence Objection to, "TPHOA objection to request for Continuance"

4/06/09- Lawrence letter to David Ready & Doug Holland(Complaint re not getting
: my “abbreviated Appeal" into Staff Report although timely filed)
6/6/96 - -Planning Dept., Doug Evans, letter to HOA
5/13/96- Mayor Kleindienst letter to Lawrence _
- 4/08/09- Quality Inn letter to Commission

. 4/03/09- "Abbreviated Appeal” Position to Planning Commission (not in Planning

Staff Report, or on City website) . '

4/9/09-  Desert Sun article by Paul Ortega (Why trees fall in wind storms).
April, '09 already - Photos- West of Lawrence home



- ARBORIST REPORT
FOR, |
Lorraine Lawrence
1223 Twin Palms Drive
Palm Springs, California 92264

April 14, 2009

Requested by

Lorraine Lawrence

Prepared by
Sims Tree Health Specialists, Inc,
6111 Appaloosa Avenue
Pedley, CA 92509
 (951) 685-6662 Fax (951) 685-2267
© Copyright Sims Tree Health Specialists, Inc. 2009
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Sims Tree Health Specialists, Inc.

-trees provided as well as esthetics and wind break. Ms. Lawrence stated that she felt

~ helpful information that can aid the H.Q.A. in the future.

The failure_ of the H.O.A. pine trees is due to a combination of factors:

than the average tree in average soil which roots in the top eighteen (18) inches of soil.

6111 Appaloosa Avenue, Pedley, CA 92509, (951) 685-6662 Fax (951) 685-2767

Lorraine Lawrénce
1223 Twin Palms Drive
Palm Springs, CA 92264

April 14, 2009

Assignment;

Sims was commissioned to inspect the trees at Twin Palms H.O.A. by Lorraine
Lawrence. Sims inspected the property on the west side of Ms. Lawrence’s home at 1223

- Twin Palms Drive in Palm Springs, California, as well as the east and west areas of the

H.O.A. property between Twin Palms Drive, Via Aguilla, La Paloma and La Jolla. Sims
visited the site March 23, 2009, the day following a large windstorm. '

Summary;

Twenty two (22) trees have already been removed following four wind storms, and five
(5) more are slated for removal by the H.0O.A. and may be approved by the Palm Springs
planning Department according to Ms. Lawrence. The history of the landscape at this
site indicates loss both financial and esthetic to the H.O.A. and to Ms. Lawrence. The
loss to Ms. Lawrence is the drastic reduction in privacy, shade and cooling effects the

exposed having lost her feeling of security. -

Sims has included in this report criticism of some poor arboricultural practices as well as

Pine trees are gvergreen trees, retaining their needles all year long. All évergreen trees
are more prone to wind throw than deciduous trees (trees that lose their leaves in winter).
In Southern California our worst winds are usually November through March.

Shallow roots were present because the irrigation was focused on turf. Trees need
periodic deep irrigation; this did not appear to have been provided. The area Sims.
inspected had deep, sandy, dry soil. Sandy soil allows trees to have a deeper root system

1 o
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they not only can sunburn, but in their weakened state can contract Xyvlella fastidiosa, the
bacterial disease that killed much of the Southern California Oleander population. I have
attached my article on Xylella fastiodosa for your information,

Pruning evergreen trees 18 best done during the coldest time of the vear and absolutely
kept to ANSI A-300 standards. Pruning evergreen trees such as Eucalyptus, pines, cedars
Or junipers heavily or off season atfract boring insects that can quickly damage or destroy
these trees. :

For example, pine trees heavily pruned or topped are predisposed to Bark Beetles. Bark
Beetles are very small insects that invade trees and lay their eggs beneath the bark. The

Trees and Turf

Sims previously wrote an Arborist Report in December of 1995, for Lorraine Lawrence.
At that time Sims pointed out the difficulties of trees with turf beneath their canopies.

1). Turf competes with trees for water and nuirients. In your HOA
trees have to absorb turf water in the shallow turf area.

2). Turf maintenance equipment damages the tree frunk and in your
case, roots. This is commonly referred to as weed whacker or
lawn mower blight. The equipment may girdle the tree, killing it,
or may only wound the trunk or roots allowing decay to enter the
tree. It appears the H.O.A. is controlling the turf at the trunk now,
but not in the past. Photos may be viewed on pages 22 and 23 that
shows lawn cquipment damage. '

3). Water allowed against the tree’s trunk - While necessary to water
a young tree directly over the rootball, an older tree should have
its trunk kept dry, Moisture kept at a trees trunk can allow disease
organisms into the trunk and root crown,

4). Turf can cause alleopathy, a chemical inhibition of tree growth.,
Usually this is a factor in starting young trees.
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very quickly and will attain depth quickly, but is in the form of a very narrow column
- spreading very little in width. Note the chart shown as an example below.

-
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Replacement trees: -

The best shade trees for areas that are windy are deciduous trees. They will be void of
leaves in most of your storms. Deciduous trees are excellent for energy savings since
they allow the homes to be warmed by the winter sun, but shaded from the summer sun.

_There are many varieties of deciduous trees that may be of interest to your H.O.A. It

‘should be noted that some of the dessert trees appear to be environmentally friendly, but
they do not produce as much oxygen or sequester as much carbon as trees with more

foliage.

It is as important to choose the individual tree as it is the variety. An ISA impartial
Certified Arborist qualified in tree structure should inspect the replacement trees at the
grower’s nursery. In so doing, this person should be able to choose trees of good
structure without poor crotches, dual or competing leaders or wounds without girdling
roots or being root bound. The poor or discounted tree will cost more in the long run
than a tree with proper structure.

Sims has been informed the following three (3) trees are being considered for the H.O.A.
and therefore we have provided pertinent information concerning these trees in order to

be of assistance,

4
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Silk floss or Chorisia trees —

Very nice, fast growing, large, deciduous, flowering trees. Being flowering trees
they can be messy. Their trunks are studded with spines. Those available with
out spines Sims has found to grow slower. Beautiful shade tree.

Desert willow tree, Chilopsis linearis -

A drought tolerant, fast growing, flowering tree. Since it flowers it can be messy.
It tends to self sow sending up volunteers in any undisturbed spot where there is
water. This is a poor tree in turf since the frequent water will allow for fast and
soft growth to occur, Beautiful tree that can provide screening or privacy.

Chilean mesquite treé, Prosopis chilensis -

Drought tolerant, most years evergreen, flowering, fast growing tree. Pods that
follow flowers can be messy. This tree is a poor choice if treated in the manner as
your FLO.A. has treated the balance of your trees. This tree requires training and
deep water. If this tree is irrigated shallowly you will have invasive roots and this
tree can also fail in winds without deep roots,

Other trees the H.O.A. might wish to consider are ash trees. If kept a respectable distance
from hardscape and deeply watered, ash trees can be very beneficial shade trees.

The H‘.O.A. may wish to look into Fraxinus velutina ‘Rio Grande’ and F. angustifolia
‘Raywood’. Deciduous, fast growing, tough, and beautiful shade trees.

There are hundreds of palm varieties available. While not the greatest shade trees, they
rarely cause damage with their roots, help reduce wind and they flex in the wind instead
of failing. Palms can be an asset to the landscape both esthetically and as an aid in
slowing the forces of the wind at the edges of the H.O.A. as well as inside the H.O.A.

' You may also consider purchasing what could be a very helpful book titled “Street Trees
Recommended for Southern California” published by Street Tree Seminars, Inc. You
- may purchase this book directly from Street Tree Seminars or Sims if you like.

ISA recommends a planting hole be three times the container size in width and no deeper
than the soil in the pot. Do not over excavate then try to compact the soil again as it will
settle and the tree will be too deep. Next be sure while planting that any circling roots are
stretched out or cut. Back fill with the native soil that came out of the hole. Remove the
nursery stake and place new stakes outside of the rootball, out of the way of the structural
branching, and tied with flexible tie. These temporary stakes should only be present for a
.. year. Some exceptions exist if the tree is weak. Install a temporary berm at the edge of

~ the rootball to water in. Note the following diagram on page 6. '

5
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Planting

Disclaimer:

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training and experience
to examine trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and
attempt to reduce the risk of living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard
the recommendations of the Arborists, or seek additional advice.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of
atree. Trees are living organisms that can fail in ways we do not fully understand.

Conditions are often hidden within trees and/or 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.

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of
the arborist’s services (such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines,
disputes between neighbors, landlord-tenant matters, etc.). Arborists cannot take such
issues into account unless complete and accurate information has been provided to them.

The person hiring the Arborist accepts responsibility for authorizing the recommended
treatment or remedial measures once it has been explained, and acknowledges that
successful results cannot be guaranteed. .

‘Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near a tree 1s to accept
some degree of risk. ‘The only way to eliminate all risks from trees is to eliminate all

frees.

S 6
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Closing:

This Arborist report was performed entirely at ground level. No climbing was performed
- and a bucket lift was not employed. No root crown excavations and no increment boring
- were performed. '

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service. Choosing Sims as your Tree Health Care
provider supports the Sims “Tree Learning Center”. Sims is dedicated to preservation,
education, improved health and safety of trees. '

Sincerely,

Susan M. Sim

Agricultural Biologist

CA Certified Urban Forester #122

LS.A, Board Certified Master Arborist #WE-0286B
California Agricultural Adviser #1096

California Agricultural Applicator #31179
California Contractors License #905423

Encl: ‘
Xylella Fastidiosa Article in Western Arborist Magazine
‘Photos

Curriculum vitae

Brochure

Business Card
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The Brachychiton tree above is behind the Lawrence home. It has sustained heavy
canopy damage and should be replaced. The pine tree below was lost in the storm. The
Lawrence home is to the right of this photo.

B

©Copyright Sims Tree Health Specialists, Inc.




The above photo is of the Lawrence home. The storm loss has left this home exposed.
The below photo shows a damaged surface root pulled from the soil when the tree blew
over. Root damage from lawn equipment decays further; destabilizing the trees.

9
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This pine tree is outside the Lawrence home. The

crown sustained enough wind damage
. to require tree removal.

_ ' 1
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Both photos are of the fallen

pine tree outside of the Lawrence home. Note the root plate
of this tree is exceptionally shailow.

1
b
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This pine tree is by the west pool and has fallen over. Perhaps this was the pine tree to be
removed. Sims does not know. . '

i2
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Pine tree behind #1846 La Paloma with lean and trunk wounding.

15
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Close-up of the pine tree behind #1846 La Paloma with lean and trunk wounding.

1+
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This pine tree is simply another view of the same pine tree as in the prior two photos
above. Itis Sims assumption this tree is on the list of trees to be removed. If not, Sims
recommends removal of thls tree.

U'n
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This pine tree is by the west pool. Sims is assuming this is one of the pine trees to be
removed.




-

This Bmcﬁychifon tree by the west pool is thought to already be on the removal Hst. 1f
not, Sims believes it should be.
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Close-up view of the Brachychiton tree by the west pool. This is damage from probabte limb
failure. To retrain this tree takes expertise and 15 in this arborist’s opinion not worth the cost that
would be incurred. Sims recommends tree replacement.

ix
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This is a bottlebrush tree that has been over pruned near #1846 to #1850 La Paloma.

19
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Both photos show the over pruned citrus tree. The photo below and the photos on the
following page show sunburn damage,

2
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et pag

Small citrus tree near #1846 to #1 850 La Paloma. D

amage can be seen in the photos on
the following page.




Both photos show both sides of the small citrus tree on the previous page. Note the
damage from lawn equipment (weed whacker or mower). The red circles show areas of
damage that have gone through the bark to the wood.
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LEANDER 'LEAF SCORCH,
which has caused widespread
mortality in oleanders, was
tirst identified in Rancho Mi-
rage, CA in September 1995. Dr,
Stoner of Cal Poly Pomona knew that
“something was going on with ole-
anders in the Palm Springs area”
long before Sims Tree Health Special-
ists was called to inspect affected ole-
anders in Rancho Mirage. Remem-
bering Dr. Stoner’s WOI‘dS, I asked
Marcia Greybus at that time a new
pathologist at UC Riverside and
Mike Henry (UC Cooperative Exten-
sion) to accompany me. Marcia, Mike
and I teamed up to investigate the
desert oleander problemn. Marcia was
able to cultare the scorch bacteria
Kylella fastidiosa from samples we
collected. Dr. Fred Roth of Cal Poly
Pomona, who sampled the symptom-
atic irees independently, also con-
firmed Xylella fastidiosa.

Shortly thereafter, the disease be-
gan to spread, affecting oleanders,
most notably along the freeways in
Palm Springs, San Bernardino, Riv-
erside, Orange and Los Angeles
counties. The primary vector is the
glassy winged sharpshooter,
Homalodisca coagulate, a xylem-feed-
ing insect. This insect, which was in-
trocduced into California in 1990, has
since become a serious pest, because
it readily transmits the disease-caiis-
ing pathogen. Incidentally, this
pathogen has been in the state for
many years. Researchers at UC Riv-
erside have been releasing parasitic
wasps in hopes of reducing popula-
tions of the glassy winged sharp-
shooter. Ultimately, this may help in
reducing disease incidence.

The disease expresses itself in ole-

anders by first causing the leaf tips

to scorch, then the margins are af-

B fected and finally infected branches

and entire plants dieback. The bac-
teria infest the xylem tissue (water
transport system) restricting water
flow. On days that are hot and dry,
insufficient water reaches the leaves,
causing scorch and dieback of af-
fected leaf and stem tissue.

A different strain of Xylella
fastidiosa is vesponsible for Pierce’s
disease in grapes. Currently, itcan be
found in backyard grapes in River-
side County. In 1892 more than
50,000 acres of grapes were lost in
Orange County to “Anaheim’s” dig-
ease. Later, Xylella fastidiosa would
be discovered as the pathogen.

We've been following the spread
of Xylella in Southern California
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since 1995, Dr, Don Ferrin and Sims’
staff members have been testing
symptomatic trees, finding Xylella in
many common ornamentals. Lig-
uidambar seemns to be the hardest hit
tree so far. Olive trees are also af-
fected, but siress from excessive
pruning or relocation appears to be
an important factor in the incidence
of Xylella. We found Xylellz in avo-
cado November 2003, but were un-
able to detect the pathogen the fol-
lowing spring. The table below lists
the ornamentals found with Xylella,

Plant species and varieties vary
greatly in their susceptibility to the
pathogen. In grapes, for example,
some varieties die within one season,
while others are very resistant. Pre-
disposition such as poor condition is
sushected as a major factor in mar-

ginal hosts becoming infected.
. Recently, we've heard that
Thevitia and Cape Honeysuckle in

- Phoenix, AZ, had tested posmve for

Xylella.

Curreritly, there is1io known cure,
Bactericides applied at rates high
enough to kill the pathogen also dam-
age plant tissue. Our company has
been investigating a holistic ap-
proach of applying improved horti-
cultural practices and the injection
of various materials. Disease preven-
tion by improving health and stimu-
lating the host’s imimune system ap-
Pears promising.

Susan Sims, Stms Tree Health
Specialists (951) 685-6662, FAX
{951) 6853-2267 or E-Mail ”i“ree=
RX@5imstle.com



Susan M. Sims
Sims Tree Health Specialists, Inc. dba: Sims Agriculture, Sims Tree Learning Center
6111 Appaloosa Ave, Pedley, CA 92509, 951.685.6662

Curriculum vitae

Agricultural Biologist

International Seciety of Arboriculture, ISA, Board Certified Master Arborist #WE—02863 (smce June 22, 2005) ISA
Certified Arborist (since August 30, 1986). '

California Licensed Agricuitural Adviser # 1096 (smce 1986} Catepories:
A-insects, Mites, and ather Invertebrates.

B-Plant Pathogens : E-Weeds

D-Vertebrates G-Plant Growth Regulators

California Licensed Agricultural Applicator #QL-31179 (since 1983), Categories:

A-Residential, Industrial, and Institutional G-Regulatory

B-Landscape Maintenance H-Seed Treatment

C-Right of Way Fdnimal Agricultire

D-Plans Agriculture . J-Demonstration and Research
E-Forest K-Health Related

F-Aguatic- ' L-Wood Preservation

California Certified Urban Forester #122 (since 2004).

California State Licensed Landscape Contractor #905423 (since 2007)

Professional Experience

Sims Tree Learning Center

Dedicated to research, education and preservation of trees, nature and history. TLC presently has a Palm
collection with over 100 varieties, Sims coriservatory houses over 30 varieties of tropical Palms including
Orchids, Bromeliads, Alocasia... The TLC collection includes Iris (a Fistoric iris collection with the oldest
species dating from 1612), Roses, Fruit orchards, Geraniums, Oak... Sims preserves history by maintaining
Percheron Draft horses, antigue tractors, farm equipment and historic vehicles. Sims museum displays insects,

. fungi, wood, skulls...The “Tree Learning Center” was awarded the 2003 Durrell Maughn founders award for
education by the CA Urban Foresters.

Sims Tree Health Specialists Inc.

Consulting, diagnosis, planning, Arborist reports, Integrated pest management and recommendations for
Estates, Golf Courses, Cities, Schools, Right of ways, Commercial and Residential clients. Training for
professionals and hobbyists. December 1972 to Present.

Inland Empire Urban Forest Couneil
IEUFC Board of Directors, Tt oolkit commiltee, 2004 to present.

Friends of the University of California, Riverside, Botanic gardens
' Board of Director, Education committee. July 2004 to 2008.

Kenyon Manufacturmg, Inc.
Board of Directors. Kenyon manufactures tools for Horticulture, Landscape and the Animal indusiry.. 1 979 to

1993.

Burpee Seeds :
Sales; Retail, Wholesale, and Grower 1971



Education

Cal Poly University, Pomong, C4 ;
Agricultural Biology major, Plant Pathology, and Ornamental Horticuliure minor.

' University of California, Riverside, C4
Flant and Animal Biology, Natural History.

The Arboricultural Consulting Academy, Nebraska City, Nebraska

Historic Landscape Preservation Institute, Monticello & UVA, Virginia

T'raining, Speaking and Writing

Speaker & Trainer

Beverly Hills Hotel
Boy Scouts — fusect ID & collection, environmental badge

California Association of Nurserymen,

California Draft horse and mule Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California Urban Foresters - Aviella fustidiosa, Arboricultural horrors

Friends of the UCR Botanic Gardens- Tree selection, planting & care, State Trees, Pesis & Beneficials in the garden
Four H - Poisonous plants & horses,

Jurupa Community Parks & Recreation *“ Week of the Horse™- Toxic plants

Home Owner Associations — Tyee care, Selection

Lands Expo, Las Vegas, NV - dssessing plant siress, Tree health

Lands Expo, Louisville, KY — Decay in trees, Soil issues impacting trees, Hortigenomics.

Maloof Foundation — Tree care & Trimming.

Management companies — Tree caye

Master Gardeners — insects, Tree health,

Pest Control Operators of California- Jusect 1D ,

Plant Societies & Clubs — Beneficial insects, Tree care, Native trees...

Schools — insects, trees :

Southern California Turf grass Couticil - Plant Health Care

‘Spring Horticultural Trade Show — Basic insect ID, Beneficial insects

Street Tree Seminar- Peszs on trees, Beneficial insects, Xylella fastidiosa

Ted Stamen & Associates Arborists’ and Tree Workers ISA Certification Preparation Course
Class 1). Problem Diagnosis and Management {(taught annually).
Class 2). Tree Heulth Care (taught annually)
Palm pests.& Diseases.

UCR - Turf Management in Parks, Golf Courses, & other Large Turf Areas

Western Turf show — Palm disorders, Insect ID in trees,

Published

Xylella fastidiosa
Article in Landsmagazine, STS Newsletter, C4 Urban Foresuy newsletter, and Wesiern Arborist
December 2003, May 2005, Summer 2005, 2007 :

Xylella in Liguidambars, Master Gm"deners, Winter 2008
Lerp psyilids “Their Baaack”
Article in inland Empire Urban Forester Newsletter and Master Gardener Nevwsletter

Fall 2008

Historic Iris
Article in Landsmagazine

July 2004

Toxic Trees, plans & weeds, Trees & horses, Fiddleneck...,
Articles in Californta Drafi Horse newsletter, 2002 & 2004,

Horticultural Spray Oifs: Winter-Safe Cleanup
Feature Article in Arbor A ge Magazine
Volume 14, Number 12, December 1994

Master Gardener column in 10 newspapers for 18 months.
1984, Riverside, CA i




-

Organization Affiliations

American Association of Botanical Gardens and Arbor(;.ta, Member, Witmington, DE
American Hortienltural Society, Member, Alexandria, VA
American Iris Society, Member, H-cmm'ba[. NY
American Society of Consulting Arborists, ASCA, Past Member & Graduate January 1996 - 2002, )
ARCPACS, American Registry of Certif‘ed Professionals, Certified in Agronomy, Crops, and Soils, Past Adviser #/0507 (/1995 - 2002). |
California Oak Foundation, Member {212 Broadway, Suite 810, Oakland , C4 946!2
California Rare Fruit Growers, Member, Historic fiutit tree committee, Inland Empire Chapter, Riverside, C4
California Urban Foresters, Member & Certified Urban Forester, CA
Farm Bureau, Member, Rwers:de C4
Gamma Sigma Delta, The Honor Society of Agricilture, Member Cal Poly, Pomona
Gat;s Cactus and Succulent Seciety, Member, San Bernardino, CA
Golden Key National Honor Socigty, Member, Caero(y, Pomona
Historical Iris Preservation Society, Member,.Argyie. Y
Iniand Empire Begonia Society, Member, Riverside, CA
‘mland Empi_re Bromeliad Society, Pasr President, San Bernardino, CA
alzrd Empire Geranium Society, Past President, San Bernardino, CA
aland Empire Iris Society, Member, Riverside, CA |
gland Empire Urban Forestry Council, Member, Rfveﬁide, CA
nternational Society of Arboriculture, Member and Board Certified Master Arborist, Smvoy, [
s Angeles Mycological Society, Member, Los Angeles, CA
iatignal Arbor Day Foundation, Member, Nebraska Citv, Nebraska
. iverside C o‘uniy Sheritfs Underwater Search & Recovery Team, Past member & diver. Riverside, CA
all Bearded Iris Society, Member, Oklahoma City, OK
" he International Palm Society, Member, quren&, Ks
- be Percheron Horse Assn. of America, Member,: Fredericktown, OH
riversity of California, Riverside, Friends of the Botanic Gardens, Past Board of Dir ectors, Riverside, CA

eiversity of California Master Gar deners, “Honorary Master Ga: dener” Speaker bureau and alning staff for new Master Gardeners.
wrierly wrote Master Gardener colimn in 10 newspapers forl 8 months. Rnfeis:c!e C4
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Trees not properly pruned

Readers
The Desert Sun

The recent series of wind storms and subsequent damage to trees in area neighborhoods, couniry :
clubs and public parks is a testament to decades of poor arboricultural practices observed throughout
the Coachella Valley.

Two primary culprits are improper pruning techriques and inadequate irrigation. | live close to Ruth
Hardy Park in Paim Springs, where according to the city's Parks and Recreation Department, 26 trees
were lost fast Friday. Many of them are lying on their sides, uprooted. They are planted in turf and
being irrigated as turf, therefore never growing the kind of deep-root systems that they need to say

upright.

Regularly, | witness the most egregious of pruning techniques that make me cringe, including the
indiscriminate cutting of branches to stubs often referred to as “topping.” This creates unsafe
conditions, affects the health of the tree and is just plain ugly. e \

The solution is to hire certified arborists who understand how to prune trees and not untrained,
unskifled “gardeners.”

This holds for homeowners; homeowner associations and public agencies.

Paul Ortega
Palm Springs
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Quatvy lan Park Sepinas

April 8th,2009 RY CHOICE HOTELs
TO: PALM SPRING'S PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: ANTHONY PAGTALUNAN, GENERAL MANAGER, QUALITY INN, PALM
SPRINGS

Recently, I've noticed that several trees have been removed from the Twin Palms
Drive area directly opposite our property at the Quality Inn on 2369 East Palm
Canyon Drive, which affects many of our rooms, and our pool that face Twin Paims
-Drive. Our guests enjoy looking at the large, shade trees, and some return for that

view, including our mountain view.

Thé most important advantage being that the shade trees help with the energy
conservation of our property. Especially in the ever increasingly hot summers.

it has come to my attention that the trees that have been removed may be replaced
by "desert friendly trees” rather than large shade trees. | would strongly object to
~ that choice. -

Ironically, the president of the Twin Palms Homeowner Association spoke with me
recently, to suggest that | replace the pines and Eucalyptus trees that fell at Quality
Inn, with large, shade trees because of "too much light" . | have replaced the falien
trees with pines and a variety of shade trees as requested. '

Now, | am requesting that the Twin Palms Homeowner Association replace their
Pines and other large shade trees with the same shade trees, so as to preserve our

views, shade and energy conservation.
| o

o incerely,
Ll

Anth {ﬁé&aiunaﬁ;” ,
General Manager, ‘
Quality Inn, by Choice Hotels

APR 1 62068
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Hand Delivered 4/06/09°

03
R e s
David Ready , City Manager .- ‘. oX % F%Ti
Doug Holland, Esq., City. Attorney ¢ [ B 2T 08
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyori Way, =~ 7@ e - A “:;
~ Palm Springs, CA 92262 - LLASSOCIATES _ me = =3
“RE:__APRIL 8TH,2 A £ s
(%3]

Dear Mr Ready & Mr Holland,

Please be advised, that although | delivered my “appeal statement" on Friday, ,
4/03/09, at 12:00 noon, and was assured by "staff" it would be "attached to the Staff
- report” i n .

Also, not included, was the letter from hgm' eowner, "james Myers", who hand
dﬁﬁieLe;d_ih_is_lg_ugu_sIamps_d_atguyﬁal_l ) Eriday, 4/03/09, '

! sboke with Doug Holland on Friday, 4/03/09, who said my" appeal statement
would be attached at the end of the staff report", (Even though it should have been
in the report as it was timely filed). _ -

I spoke with Scott Tachner on Wednesday, 3/01/09, who said he would
" walk the grounds with me on Thursday, to view more tree damage and my almost
treeless view, before signing off on the Staff Report".

I advised him | was writing an "Appeal statement" in case the continuance was not
- granted. | asked him for my "deadline". He said he "didn't know exactly”. He did not
show up Wednesday for the property inspection. He said he would do it on
‘Thursday 4/02/09, and he still "waffled” on "deadline" for my statement. Again, he
- did not show up or call. i left a message it was not returned. On Friday, concerned
about the deadline to have my statement made part of the Staff Report, | called.
Doug Holland and he said he would try to contact Craig Ewing. | finally got thru to
Scoit approximately 11:00 A.M. on Friday and he said my report would "not make it
into report” but would be "attached" to Staff Report if | "brought it right over to
Planning”. He said it wasn't going to be printed until later in day but he was in
"process of writing it and needed my statement within an hour®. | delivered it at
12:00 Noon and was told by "David" who stamped all my documents, it would not
“be "part of staff report” but would be “attached at end of jt",

- But, the Staft report I received, post marked 4/03/0 id not have my "appeal

staiement” attached, Nor the homeowner's letter. The 2/06/09 jetter attached
by Scott Tachner and Craig Ewing as my formal "Appeal" position, was, in fact,
merely my Appeal Filing Notice, which | made clear was not my "Appea
Argument“. This was well documented in several letters to both, David Rea y and
_Dpug Holland, as well as Craig Ewing. Planning’s misuse of it as my formal

PLANNING ammn



"Appeal" is, in my opinion, a deliberate mistepresentation of the facts.

Also, be advised that the Staff Report doesn't include my 3/20/09 request for a
continuance. Doug Holland had me send My request to Craig Ewing. Nowhere, in
Staff Report is it documented that Craig Ewing advised that he had "no probiem
with the request for continuance”. Why would that be dellberately omitied from
_ the Staff Report? ,

Cn Friday, 4/03/08, Doug Holland advised that my Appeal documents wouid be
attached on the Siaff Report , " | v it over the

Please advise prior to the Planning Commission Hearing 4/08/09, why my" Appeal
Statement" and "HOA homeowner letter" was not “attached" to the Planning
Department Staff Report.

I believe an investigation of this matter should take place immediately, as my civil
rights in Palm Springs have been seriously violated, S

Smcerely,p ';T'.'-.."I‘“f"':;::;

LAWRENCE ™~
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4/01/09

Craig Ewing, Director, Paim Sprmgs 7 g‘
Planning Services Dept.’ -
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way LL ASSOCIATES

~ Palm Springs, CA 92262

RE: TPHOA OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

This letter will document my objection to the TPHOA Board's March 31st, 2009
request " that the continuance requested by Lorraine Lawrence in her letter to you
dated March 20,2009 not be granted at the Planning commission hearmg April
08,2009."

Dear Mr Ewing, .

The first reason cited in # 1 is false. They claim, that my first appeal of the Planning

Director's decision had uwmmmmmm@m

In fact the Planning Commission Staff Report included my completed July 23, 2008
appeal papers in which mmm&gungﬂlumwﬂmmmm
wmmammﬁmmmmmmumm

And, as a resuit of these" facts", | was called by your department in July of 2008

requesting " that | withdraw my appeal as you were rescinding your decision".
(See July 22, 2008 letter to Lorraine Lawrence, and August 20, 2008 letter to Todd

White, President, Twin Palms HOA). mummmm@mmmmm
the HOA president,

: lopment staff
L@iQLQL_iideeﬂ_ws vere ision mad VJHQ_QLV_QQMGMMMM & similar
wmwmmmm
_iLt_e_es_l:emzed_muM_e_es.gLarLitaszeu
wi ch teristic”. In light of this earli cision by the Palm Springs |

ﬂmmﬁamamm;uampmwm
: MAA,ﬁateiAmL.é’,_aaaL

~ Due to the clear misrepresentation by the HOA Board, their request to deny me a
continuance should be denied. It would be in any court of law. The dehberate
mlsrepresentanon nullifies their argument

My right to compiete my appeal documentation before the Commission hearing,
has been prevented by all the last minute proposals, including the 4th one March
31, 2009 hand delivered by your planner. The fact that some of the HOA Board will

- be " leaving Palm Springs for the summer" should not be a reason to deny MCEEV’E D

contlnuance The HOA employs a management company and has an atto

fll&oa-w
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Due process and fair play do not go on vacation for the summer.

And most importantly, the arborist who was commissioned by me, will not have the
written report completed before two to three weeks. tis imperative that the
Planning Commission have "another", professional arborist report to compare
against the HOA full time landscaper/ arborist report. That's only fair.

| again request, that a continuance be granted by the Planning commission at their
April 08, 2009 hearing, so | may complete my appeal documentation, and include
my arborist report. There should be no rush to judgement when it comes to due

process.

Sincere

CC: Elisha Herbst, Esq.
David Ready, City Manager
Doug Holland, City Attorney .

- Encl(s)
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" SENT VIA FAX
3/25/09

Doug Holland,Esg. C/O - . .
David Ready, Palm Spring ~
City Manager LL ASSOCIATES

PRI S
TS

3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way

Palm Springs, CA 92262
RE: CONTINUANCE OF APRIL 08, 2009 PLANNING QQMM, APPEAL
Dear Mr Holland:

Per our conversation on 3/20/09, | immediately hand delivered to Craig Ewing, a
written "request for continuance" of the April 08, 2009 appeal hearing. Scott
Tachner delivered it to him and came back with the "stamped" copy for my records.
He, as you had, also stated that "Craig has no problem continuing the matter to

any future date". But, he also added, " Craig says that you should attend the April
8th hearing". That worries me, as it deviates from the norm. The last two requests
for continuances (when Craig was rescinding his approval and wanted time to
think about it, and the last continuance request on February 25th), 1 was told by
‘Craig, on both instances, "it's not necessary for you to attend as we both are in
agreement re the continuance, and, it's just a formality".

There have been so many twists and turns in this matter, that | am concerned about

this latest deviation from the norm. And also, I've not received the "Planning

Commission Staff Report” requesting that the Commission continue this item to a

~ future meeting, etc., with my letter attached. Per the February 25, 2009 request for
continuarice.

And most |mportantiy, Craig has not documented that the (undocumented)
deadline of February 27,2009 for appeal papers, must also be "continued". The
new date for the appeal hearing should determine when the written appeal must be
filed. This needs to be documented prior o 3/27/08. '

- Also, to make things even more comphcated ; there was a 3rd wind storm on
Sunday, March 22nd, 2009, with three huge Pine trees falling at our association.
~ They will need replacing which witl entail a new proposal and decision.

Piease have-Craig Ewing provide somethmg in writing re the "continuance of the
3/27/09 written appeal deadline”. And include some expianation as to why I'm
being asked to attend the April 08, 2009 appeal hearing, where he will request a

_ contmuance as he has twice before, adv:smg that my attending "wasn't necessary".

T AFR 16 2009 A“’“

PLANNING SERVICES

Sin‘cerely,__ [
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'SENT VIA FAX & CERTIFIED MAIL.
3/20/09 LL Assocm&s

Craig Ewing,

Director, Palm Spring's Planning
Service Department

3200 E. Tahquitz Cyn. Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Dear Mr Ewing,

4’-' \ h ¥ .r ST et

‘ "r

REC Ef‘?’Ff;
YOOF PALM Shnpee

2003HAR 20 PH 4: 23

E

FATIEY 111L§

CITY {‘LER

“ This letter is my formal request for a continuance of the Planning Commission

appeal hearing scheduled for April 8th,2009.

The reason for this request is that | have only just received your March 18, 2009
letter advising that there is a third landscaping proposal from the TPHOA which you
intend to bring before the Commission appeai hearing on April 8th, along with the
other two proposals, one of which | had been advised "would not be part of the
appeal hearing". @ﬁ o ali the late additions, | do not have adequate time to prepare

my: appeal

.l also must have adequate time to allow my arborist to prepare a professional
detaiied report, a!ong with photos, which takes from two to three weeks.

Thankmg 'you inadvance for this con3|deratlon

H.--—*‘

,,,4-—
r"“ “.._-w --r-

LORHA(NE LAWRENCE

ce: Doug Holland, Esq.

S

RECENED

i) Selw
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- L ., RECEIVED
SENT VIA FAX & CERTIFIED MAJl FEOE PALNSPRING.
3/19/09 , T 2003HAR 19 PH e 1Y
David Ready, e ¢ I v CJAMES Trdiisil
P.S. City Manager -+ = - TS 1o CITY CLERK
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way LL ASSOCIATES

. Palm Springs, CA 92962

'RE: APPEAL TO PLANNING COMMISSION

Dear Mr Ready,

I have not received a reply to my 3/18/09 hand delivered letter to your office
yesterday.

Since that letter, I'received a hand delivered letter 3/18/09 from Craig Ewing
- referencing a conversation of March 04th,2009. He admits that he has "received
another application from the HOA for additional changes to the landscape
Pplan". He claims "reviewed your appeal and the new application and schedule
both items for the Pianning Commission hearing on April 8, 2009".

Pleasel be advised that he has not received iny "appeal” argument yet , only the -

"notice of appeal within the 10 day deadiine”. The " written appeal argument”
deadline (which he doesn't include in this 3/18/09 letter and which he decided on )

is March 27,2009. Why wasn't that documented ?

Then he references "receiving on March 13, 2009 a modified plan from TPHOA".
Be advised | just received it yesterday, 3/18/09. Also be advised that the new

~ "modified” plan had no cover letter , nor did it show any comparisons to the old
plan, and no addresses to identify where the trees were actually being removed or
replaced. Again, every attempt to" confuse and obfuscate®, rather than make clear.

‘ A_s | étated in my 3/ 8/09 ietter, the lumping together of three different landscaping
- proposals, at the same appeal hearing while I'm writing my appeal is unfair .

. There are several hdmeowhers who are equally alarmed with what is going on
( Inmy 3/18/09 letter to you, | attached a report from our HOA landscaping
committee to the Board, and another homeowner's petition, which | signed.)

Please reply to my request for a continuance. Also please help in unraveling these
non-stop proposals which the HOA has been allowed to introduce at this late stage

of the appeal. S

Sincerely, ..

=t "

> RECEIVED

i 5084w
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O IORAKE
SENT VIA FAX & CERTIFIED MAIL
3/18/09 -

David Ready, e - y o
P.S. City Manager =~ -« e T e vx:T ALALE
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way LI ASSOCIATES :
Palm Springs, CA 92262 \ )
RE: APPEAL TO PLANNING COMMISSION N O
~ - .
IR : S o O X % =
Dear Mr eady, :555' 3 :”)rﬂ _
I am once again, having a problem with the Planning Services Department.~ > o :,‘;”
[y [
. _ Q“I :E s
- After Craig Ewing rescinded his last decision July '08, and | was asked to 4 o

withdraw my appeal, | hoped that the matter would now proceed in a iegal mgnn £
Unfortunately, without any forewarning, although the decision by Craig Ewing h =

8n2

after having said at the July'08 meeting that he would not hear any new proposals
until the first had been heard by the Commission). After reading the new decision, |

But, this morning, at approximately 8:30 A.M. there was a message left on my
answering machine by Scott Tachner, advising that there was now a "third
proposal” by TPHOA (without benefit of a public board meeting which is required
by our CC&R's and CA Civic Code) which | could pick up. Each proposal is _
different and needs careful research and preparation for the appeal. | do not have .
the proper time to effectuate this given the short, undocumented notice by Craig

Ewing.
N called Craig Ewing to object to his,lumping, yet another, proposal into my appeal,

without explanation or advance warning. He claims this is'hot unusual” His
rfeasoning was that "jast minute changes are always made on proposals”. | advised

but not at the last minute of an appeal hearing before the Planning Commidk VE D
He refused to budge(as usual). | then asked about the "letter” which he had SaiigPR it Sodm
: , ' : : S . 1'6 2009
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was going out that February'08 day? He said he ‘hadn't sent it and now it wouldn't
do any good as | had made up my mind anyway". | have no idea what he is talking
about and insist that he send what he had promised to send. Why all the secrecy
and duplicity in that department?

I object to having three different proposais all lumped together, which add even
more layers of confusion to the Commission appeal hearing. | assume the"
“confusion” is the point, but as City Manager of a public agency working for the
people of Paim Springs, |1 hope that you can "'manage" to mitigate the damage to
due process they are causing. ' '

It is disgusting to find suchH behavior going on at City Hall. Everything, in my
opinion, since 1 first brought this matter to the attention of the Planning Services
Dept, has been done with an effort to thwart due process. Craig Ewing rescinded
his last decision on my appeal and had me attend a private meeting to assure me
that this wasn't a "trick" as | didn't.and don't trust him. He also assured me he
would not lump the 2nd TPHOA praposal with my appeal of his first decision,
He promised one thing and then did the direct opposite. Then tried to jamb through

‘Seems fo coincide with one of these two board members having to leave town the
end of April. Why should my appeal be penalized to accommodate his schedule?

| have given up on getting a fair deal with Scott or Craig. His "new" decision
doesn't follow the 1995 City Council ruling which he alleges to foilow. He changed
Council's ruling "appropriate trees" to " original landscape” . But even so, most of
the trees being removed are very much ON THE ORIGINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN.

Since you are the City Manager, and presumably, this department answers to you, |
am requesting that the appeal date be continued untif these three proposals are
straightened out, and the three proposed removal and replacement plans have

- uniform and specific addresses for each tree proposed to be removed,
replaced, etc. And that each proposal is conformed using the tree and address
numbers referenced by TPHOA landscaping reports.

Please heip get this hearing continued and the docume.nts conformed so both the
Commission and 1 can make sense of it at the appeal. Thank you. . '

Sincerely oroT
LORRAINETAWRENCE ™
CC: Elisha Herbst, Esq, .~ |

Tribal Planning Comiission

Sierra Club of Calffornia
ST Seen; pirfes
L Timas i T
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SENT VIA CERTIFIED MAIL & FAX | ©- I

3/06/08 - FEETRRER TR R
Craig Ewing, Director P}annin_g Ser\inc;,els,f,\“ ‘"_‘ o
ia(!)m;igngsﬂanmng Dept. L ASSOCIATES

Paim Springs, CA 92263-2743

RE: VIOLATION OF 3/06/1996 CITY COUNCIL ORDER

Dear Mr Ewing,

This letter will serve to document the complaint registered at your office on
February 14,2008. Although, we had set an appointment for 11:00 a.m. on that
day ,when | arrived | was advised that both you and kd Robertson "had gone fo

lunch®.

Because, in my opinion, the matter was urgent, | agreed to have Brian Fernandez ,
an assistant planner, take the information and pass it on to you for your immediate
‘attention. The master file was pulled, but, oddly, several key documents were
“missing": The March 6,1996 "City Council "Order", decisions by the Planning
Commission, and several key Jetters from Doug Evans, the past Director of

Planning, Luckily, | had brought my own file and provided those "missing"
documents. | also provided a cite from the March 20,1 997, "Supreme Court"
Order , Case No. 65702-Indio. | also provided several photos of the trees which
were removed this past February '08. | was advised that you would take immediate

action .

Since that date, I have never heard back from you or anyone from your office. |
called several times and left messages but to no avail . | finally spoke with Brian
Fernandez ,a week or s ago, who advised that “nothing had been done re my

' compiaint ", and when | reminded him that "trees had been removed without
permits and with no replacement plans, a direct violation of the 1996 City Council
order, Brian replied, "Cralg Ewing doesn't have the same interpretation of the order
as you do”. Whatever that means. | asked that you call to expiain, and also put it
in writing to me, but to date, no letter and no explanation. Has the concept of the
public's right to " Due Process " died at your department?

TPHOA removed over six trees between February 5th to 12th, 2008, without
permits, or allowing homeowners an opportunity to voice their objections priot to
 this actlon being taken, per the Supreme Court order referenced above, or_Palm
- Spring's 94.04.00 Architectural review. (E. 1. a.). - REC EEVED .

iy Semd W
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I understand that Palm Spring's had a wind storm February 03,2008 which affected
many trees in the area. And of course, 1 believe that any tree which poses a '
danger to the community should be removed. But, conversely, | object to any ,
"excuse" of the wind storm to be used as a "cover" to remove healthy trees, and
without a permit. The TPHOA removed a huge Pine tree with some branches
damaged. The question | would have raised, if given the opportunity, would be
whether the tree could have been saved with proper trimming and care. That same
question would be appropriate for the over six other trees removed (Two "healthy"
lemon trees on the side of my unit.} . The philosophy here seems to be to "destroy
first and ask questions later when it's too late". Puliing permits acts as a defense
against that kind of irresponsible action. But, only if the various city departments
stand behind their own ordinances and codes. The associations seem to know that
they can get away with these actions without consequences. That is why | am
cailing it to your attention in hopes that your depariment still respects "due
process”.

The butchering of trees here was once a hotly contested matter in 1996-1997. After
several months of hearings before the Planning Dept., Planning Commission and
- the City Council ,and after three appeals, the City Council issued their final order.
And because of that fair and wise decision the board stopped their indiscriminate
destruction of healthy trees. Since the association knew they would have to
‘replace the trees they removed with "trees of suitable size and rapid growth"
cutting them down when they were healthy made no sense. But they still tried to
test the order. The board's last attempt to thwart the council's decision was when
they sought approval of their " tree replacement" plan by trying to substitute "Pear
trees" for the two 20 ft. Pines they had removed , and for the seven (7) mature
- trees they were still intending to remove. Their plan was rejected twice by Doug
Evans, Director of Planning. He made it clear in his August 5,1996 letter (see
-enclosed) that the "order" was replacement by "TREES OF SUITABLE SIZE AND
RAPID GROWTH" . After being rejected twice by the Pianning Dept., the
- association finally understood they would have to repiace trees with "another tree"
of "suitable size and rapid growth" and they stopped removing healthy trees.

That is until just this February of 2008, when they used the wind storms to justify
their actions. o : - .



D
-
Craig Ewing o 252 » e
Dept. of Planning Seérvices - : o . “‘;—rf o :3 ,‘2
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way LL ASSOCIATES F e - T
- Palm Springs, CA 92262 . _ 5% = i
RE: NOTICE OF APPEAL e T s
Dear Mr Ewing, R e B 4
; i AP
This will document the fact that I intend to file an appeal re your decision mei
tetter dated January 27, 2009. This is my 2nd notice. '
' : ' £l . Appeet
When [ last spoke to you re your "same" decision letter of January 12,2009 which 9'

was addressed to the wrong president of our association and, also, not received
by me until January 17,2009, you said that you would notice my intent to "appeal”
and "send out a corrected 2nd letter". | understood that to mean | would have
adequate time to file my "formal" appeal with proper notice from you.

When I received the 2nd letter January 27th, the exact appeal direction was:

" You may appeal this decision by submitting your REQUEST in writing within 10
working days from the date of this tetter (by February 10,2009). Since 1 had already
indicated to you My decision to appeal. When we spoke today, you stated that |
must immediately send a "written" request for an appeal. [ asked several times for
You to-make clear whether we were talking about a "notice of appeal" or the actual
written appeal. You never answered that critical question and neither would Scott.

intelligently that | haven't seen? Your decision letter showed that all the trees
earmarked for replacement were the SAME trees as the original ptan which

My property.

vThis, in my opinion, nuliifies your Sept.30,2008 decision to_“rescind” your last

Y_appeal fee . | believe that this was a

- claiming that you bl | , i ruling." You then rescinded your
- decision and asked me to-withdraw my appeal, at a special meeting with me and _
several planners. | haven't heard from you and considered the matter closed. . = . s e
Now I must appeal for the 2nd time as you have complieg zompletely with RECE!VED
Assaciation Board and their mass removat of healtf:ﬂ e Vé Blacement '
. | o S Uigean  TEB 06 2009
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To preserve my right to appeat (vet again) | am requesting, in writing, my intention
to appeal your January 27, 2009 decision. 1 will submit my formal appeal papers
when | am given a formal deadline to do so. I have not received anything in writing
1o that purpose. Is there no “printed” guideline from your department? I will wait for
written instructions re filing my formal appeal. t will give Scott Tachner my appeal
check (yet again) for $305.00 today, in person (Friday, 2/06/09)

Sincerely,—___

ORR LAWRENCE

CC: Doug Holland, City Attorney
David Ready, City Manager
Desert Sun, Publisher/editor
L.A. Times :
Elisha Herbst, Esq.

'f‘;ﬂhkf’?_

RECEIVED
 Fen 0 6 2009

PLANNING SERVICES
'DEPARTMENT



Department of Planaing & Building
-Planning Division
TEL: 619-323-8245
FAX: 619-322-8360
TDD: 619-864-9527

June 6, 199g

Thomas F. Risg
Twin Palms Homeowners Association, Inc.

Post Office Box 4472
Palm Springs, ca. 92263

Re: Case 3.1142-Letter dated_May 20, 1996.

Dear Mr., Ris:

I am in receipt of your letter dated May 20, 1996, in which you
inquire about the status of the tree removal and replacement

- Proposal by the Twin Palms Homeowners Association (TPHOA) . Your
letter dated April 17, 1996, proposes to replace the already
removed eucalyptus tree, with two flowering pear trees,
Furthermore, it ig indicated in your letter that three additional
trees will be removed some of which are compromising existing

" slabs in the area,

or all trees ag long as they are replaced with trees of suitable
size and rapiq growth. I have disapproved your proposal on the
basis that it does not meet the intent of the Planning Commission
decision. Additionally, I am in receipt of correspondence from
Ms. Lorraine Lawrence in which she expresses her discontent with
the TPHOA tree Proposal. It appears that neither.party has made
the effort to meet and resolve this mattep, _ :

RECEIVED

} W Se. 4w
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City of Palm Springs

PO
S5

Office of the Mayor
TEL: (619) 323-8200
FAYX: (619) 323-8207
TDD: (619) 864-9527

May 13, 1996

Lorraine Lawrence

1800 No. Highland Ave.
Suite 500

Hollywood CA 90028

Re: Case 3.1142 - Letters dated April 23, March 11 and March 6, 1996
Dear Mrs. Lawrence:

-1 appreciate your concern in this matter and hope that this letter will address your concerns
regarding the Planning Commission and City Council rulings. :

~ The Planning Commission at its regular' meeting of Janvary 10, 1996, approved the removal

of any or all trees, however, the trees would have to be replaced with trees of suitable size and
rapld growth, : :

The City Council, at its regular meeting of March 6, 1996, upheld the Planning Commission’s
decision as stated above. The staff report to the City Council did contain the words "in new
locations”. The Council decision accurately reflected the Planning Commission decision without
adding the reference to new locations in the staff report. .

On April 17, 1996 Pléhning staff faxed you a copy of the Twin Palms Homeowners Association
(HOA) proposal for tree relocation. This revised proposal included revised tree locations and

tree types. As noted in the fax transmittal, Planning staff has not approved this change and has

asked that the HOA work with the homeowners to resolve the tree issue. City staff has offered
to assist in this and, as an altcmatlve, the HOA and homeowners should n31der oufside

‘ mediation. . | E iVE D

A5G g
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Twin Palms Home Owners Association a(
Wind Storm Damage — February 3, 2008 — Map/Photo Legend / L{ ReteodSe-
/
Map No. | Picture Numbers Description ' ﬁﬂ
[ . (g i
Ao el /1) 1,2,3,4,5 1841 Via Aguila — Large Fucalyptus tree in Street <1 Replace
had t© befemoved bmtirely. ik (27
Aot ./jl_‘ﬁ‘: ( 2) 6,7,8 1827 Via Apuila - Large insect damaged Pine tree in |
4 Street — tree had to befremoved]entirely.
3 No Picture Olive tree north of tennis court trimmed. _
4 9 Large limbs of Brachychiton in street at corner of
- Twin Palms/Via Aguila - limbs removed from street
7 and tree trimmed,
s 10, 11, 12 1255 Twin Palms — Eucalyptus tree blocking street;
' Mamagea_i/t had to be femaved),
6 13, 14, 15, 16 West of 1223 Twin Palms — Large Eucalyptus limbs
removed from side walk and street — tree trimmed
(77 117,18,1920,21 Large infested pine with split crown/removed} this
- _ _ tree crushed Qlive tree in Item # 8. . 1 22.3 T F
(8 [22,23,24 Olive tree crushed under limbs from Kem #7. L&c’-_@@
N 9 125,26,27,28,29 1800 S La Paloma — Large Eucalyptus completely Vg ot
toppled by winds. \ € £ modef k(; 19,5
10 30, 31,32, 33 Limbs of several large Pines near East Pool had to W\:&e’
o : ' be removed from walkways and trees trimmed. No
frees removed. /
_ @ 34 |.1840 S La Paloma — Tangerine split and had to be Q/
femovedifrom walkway. ‘
{12) | No Picture 1148 La Jolla — Tall Mexican Palm damaged and
k a had to befremoved as a safety hazard.
(13) }35,36,37 Near West Pool — Large Pine which was insect |
-1 ' infested split and damaged - had to bas a
' safety hazard, -
@ 38, 39, 40 Near West Pool — Large Pine which was insect
_ infested split and aamaged ~-had to b@as a
. safety hazard. N
(15) |41 1807 S La Paloma — Apricot tree damaged and
beyond saving - had to beEmoved.S _
16 42 . 1680 S La Paloma — Grapefruit tree with split and
leaning branches - had to bejremoved\from wall but | 0\ ¥
s tree saved. ~ ‘9&.‘;}‘&”
(1) Two Lemon trees west of 1223 Twin Palms Lgi‘\& S

7 43
RECEIVED
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APR 1 6 2009

e trees only had slight wind damage
‘but were removed upon consultation with landscaper .
as further trimming would not be in our best intergs? {

4480 &

SOEVED

nor be good for the trees in the long run.
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RECEIVED

C LORRA 2500 P
A Ars 03 7009
4/03/09 i PLANNING SERVICES
DEPARTMENT

Although | have requested a contmuar\ée‘*%%‘iﬁpeal to the Planning

~ Commission for the April 8,2009 hearing, the fact that it may not be granted, and

the commission might make a ruling without my full documentation presented, and
without the newly commissioned arborist's report that is still being written , | must
protect my rights, and submit a limited argument in spite of the handicap of
incomplete information, last minute proposals by the HOA, and not having the -
completed arborist's landscape report which is being prepared by a well known
and respected authority on trees.

If the continuance is granted, | will submit my complete appeal documentation at
the continued date. Until such time, please accept this "abbreviated "appeal.

BACKGROUND:
I appealed the FIRST, April 25,2008 decision of the Planning Director, Craig

Ewing, to remove fifteen (15 ) trees and replace only (2) trees at the Twin Palms
HOA. The Planning Commission Staff Report was dated July 23, 2008 (See
5/15/08 appeal attached, and 1995 Arborist report). § withdrew my appeal after

MMMWLMM&M&@% August

20,2008 letter to HOA President, Todd White, and July 22, 2008 letter to Lorraine
Lawrence). The reason he gave in the August 20,2008 letter, was that he had

“discovered a decision made by the City Council in 1996 regarding.a similar
uest, The City Council decision recorded as Resolution 18787 was

In fact, | had documented the 1996 City Councll decision in my first Ietter to
Craig Ewing (see March 6, 2008 le ' atta .

advised by his planner, March '08; " Mr Ewmg doesn't agree with your anterpretauon
of the City Council ruling". And,he refused to document his reasons..

Yet, in July '08, after | prepared my appeal (see attached) and presentation that
-took months of time and energy, and which was made part of the Pianning
Commission Staff Report the Planning Director suddenly claimed to have

Keep in mind that that was over five months past when I first alerted him |
re that fact in February, 8,2008, and in my 3/06/08 letter to him..

. When | was asked to withdraw my appeal in July, | was assured by Craig Ewing, at
my July meeting with him, that he "would not lump any subsequent HOA proposals
together if 1 again appealed any later decision". That promise has been re paj Bela,
as well. There are three proposals now before the commission; submitted A

18th, and the last pne being sent to me on March 31st, 2009. Wlth all the various
: APR 16 2809
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there were "none” (when in fact there was one scheduled the next day). From the
beginning there seemed to be a barrier set up at the Planning Department to
exclude my participation in the process. Only after many letters of protest to Craig
Ewing, David Ready and Doug Holland, were documents provided, which should
have been made readily available months prior. It seemed to me that there was a
too close relationship formed between the Planning Department and some
members of the TPHOA hoard. There were meetings held at HOA homes at night,
etc. (see daily e-mails in public file). It was always my understanding that a public
agency should be impartiat, and equally fair to all dissenting parties of a dispute. In
my opinion, that was not the case in this matter. | have had to jump over every
unfair roadblock imaginable in my pursuit of justice and fair play at the Planning
Department.

AFTER 1996 CITY COUNCIL RULING:
The 1996 City Council ruled that any trees removed should be replaced with ,

" guitable trees that are fast growing”. (when the 1996 HOA Board attempted to
replace the seven mature trees they were planning to remove, with "pear trees" the
Planning Department Director, Doug Evans, refused to approve it. Again, the Board
tried to thwart the City Council ruling with small, inappropriate trees, and again,
Doug Evans refused their plan. The Board finally gave up and let the trees remain.

BOTTOM LINE:

If the Planning Commission does not grant my request for a continuance at the
April 8, 2009 hearing, | ask that they please overturn the Planning Director's
‘decision to replace 21 mature 40 to 50 ft. shade trees with small, wispy
rdesert friendly” trees that are not energy tolerant and will leave our homes
unprotected against the harsh, summer weather in Palm Springs.

“Encl(s)
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l Planning Commission Staff Report
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Date:
Case No.:
Type:
Applicant:

Location:

APN X
.General Plan:
Zone:
From:

Project Planner:

April 8, 2009 |
3.1142 APL / 3.1142 AMND (landscape)

Appeal of Director's Decision/
Amendment to Approved Landscape Plan

Lorraine Lawrence/
Twin Palms Home Owner's Association

The Twin Palms Condominium Development, on the
south side of Twin Palms Drive approximately 1400 feet
west of Sunrise Way

504-111-007

Very Low Density Residential

- R-1-C (Single Family Residential)

Craig A. Ewing, AICP, Director of Planning'S_ervices

Scoft Taschner, Assistant Planner

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This item is comprised of two elements: _
" 1. Anappeal of a decision by the Director of Planning Services to approve an
amendment to a landscape plan for the Twin Palm Condominium

‘ Development, and - ' :
2. A subsequent and additional amendment to the same landscape plan at

Twin Palms.

The appellant, Ms. Lorraine Lawrence, has filed an appeal of the Planning Director's
decision of January 27, 2009, approving a request for removal and replacement of
frees, fo_r the property known as the Twin Paims Condominium Development (HOA).
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Ms. Lawrence is a resident of the Twin Palms Condominium Developmeht. According
to Ms. Lawrence's letter dated February 6, 2009 (attached), she is appealing staffs
decision based on the following statements:

“Your decision letter showed that all the trees earmarked for replacement were the
SAME trees as the original plan which excluded the healthy trees removed without
reason on the side of my property. This, in my opinion nullifies your September 30,
2008 decision to rescind your last decision”

“You have complied completely with the Association Board and their mass removal of
healthy Pine trees, with replacement frees of Silk Floss and Mesquite trees. Hardly
- what the original architectural plan indicated. Talk about seeing the forest for the
freesiil” '

The Home Owner's Association (HOA) has also filed a subsequent request, on
February 6, 2009, for additional amendments to the approved landscape plan for the
Twin Palms Condominium Development. '

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Planning Commission:

1. Uphold the decision of the Planning Director, Case No. 3.1142 MAA, amending
the approved landscape plan by .allowing for tree removal and replacement for
“the property known as the Twin Palms Condominium Development (HOA),

2. Approve the subsequent amendment, Case No. 3.1142 MAA, to modify and
amend the approved landscape plan for the development, subject to the
conditions outlined herein. '

BACKGROUND:

On April 7, 2008 the Architectural Advisory Committee (AAC) recommended that a
- subcommittee, of planning staff and Paul Ortega (from the AAC), be formed to evaluate
the proposal. ' :

On April 23, 2008 the request for tree replacement and removal was approved by
Pla_nning Staff (Director's Designee).

On May 16, 2008 Lorraine Lawrence filed an appeal of the director's decision to the
Planning Commission. :

On July 23, 2008 the Planning Commission continued the item to a date uncertain.
On August 20, 2008 staff rescinded its April 23, 2008 decision and directed the Home

Owners Association to come in with a new landscape pian which proposed replacement
of all trees removed {which are on the original plan) with trees of suitable size and type.




Appeal of 3.1142 Aprit 8, 2009
Twin Palms HOA _ : : : Page 3 of &

On September 30, 2008 the director of planning issued a new decision based on the
1996 City Council decision (City Council Resolution No.18787)

On December 10, 2008 the Home Owners Association submitted a revised plan which
included replacement of the trees that were removed.

On January 12, 2009 the Director of Planning issued a new decision based on the
revised plan.

On January. 27, 2009 the Director of Plannmg conﬂrmed the January 12, 2009 decision
by re-issuing the decision.

On February 6, 2009 Lorraine Lawrence, appellant, subm:tted a request to appeal the
decision of the Planning Director to the Planning Commission.

Staff would like to note that an additional request for tree removal and replacement has. _
been submitted, but no action has been taken to date. Staff is bringing both the appeal
and the current request before the planning commission.

SETTING:
The subject property is bounded by residential uses to the North, East, and South, and

West. Surrounding Land uses, Zoning, and General Plan designations are detailed
below: _

Land Use Zone General Plan
North R Residential R-3 T RC
South Residential R-1-C V LDR
East Residential R-1-C V LDR
West Residential R-1-C V LDR
INITIAL DECISION

On March 17, 2008 staff received an application for tree removal and replacement for
the property known as the Twin Palms Condominium Development (HOA). At this
time,d staff also became aware that a Courtesy Notice had been issued by Code
Enforcement for removal of trees without permits.

~In evaluatmg the request for tree removal and replacement, staff reviewed the

© submitted materials which included an arborist report, a site plan, and site

- photographs. In reviewing the photographs staff determined that much of the tree

- removal appeared to be the result of wind damage. Staff also accessed that the fallen
trees could pose a danger to the public if left in the streets or on the sidewalks and
asked the client(s) to make sure all trees were removed from the streets and
s:dewalks lmmediately
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The proposal included removal of a total of 13 trees in various locations on the
property and also included a request for the removal of three trees that were stil
standing, but that the HOA board wanted to remove. Staff met with several of the
HOA board members and walked the property to determine the condition of the .
existing frees in question and to determine where replacement trees would be
required (from the trees that were removed).

The project was presented to the AAC on April 7, 2008, and the AAC recommended
deferring approval to a sub-committee made up of staff and Paul Ortega (of the AAC).
On April 18, staff met with two of the HOA board members, and Paul Ortega to
evaluate the request. In evaluating the request staff, reviewed the submitted
materials which included an arborist report, a site plan, and site photographs, and
consulted a resource published by the Coachella Valley Water District entitled “Lush
and Efficient, Gardening in the Coachella Valley”. This is a publication that staff
~ frequently uses in determining what types of landscaping are appropriate for a project.
- The result of that meeting was as follows: .

* Trees B & C, as indicated on the site plan, would need to be replaced with Silk
Floss Trees with a minimum 24 inch box size.

* Trees D would have to remain (because they're well established, deep rooted
frees providing a good deal of shading).

= Tree A would be allowed to be removed (due to the arborist report and the
proximity to other existing trees providing adequate shade for the general area).

* An additional Tree (Silk Fioss in 24 inch box) labeled “E” on the site plan WOuId
be allowed to be installed. :

RESCINDING OF DECISION .

In reviewing the appeal which was filed on May 16, 2008 staff conducted additional
research on the property and discovered a decision of the City Council in 1996 which
was directly related to this case and specifically referred to tree removal at the Twin
Palms Condominium Development. Resolution No.18787 dated March 6, 1996,
states...“the City Council hereby upholds the decision of the Planning Commission
approval of Case 3.1142 subject fo replacing all trees removed with trees of suitable
and rapid growth characteristic.”

In light of the 1996 City Council decision, the Director of Planning, rescinded the
decision of April 23, 2008, and issued a new decision.

ISSUANCE OF NEW DECISION

On September 30, 2008 the director of planning issued a new decision stating that “all -
trees removed which are shown on the approved landscape plan shall be replaced”
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and that the “replacement trees shall be consistent with those types and sizes
represented on the original landscape plan”.

On December 10, 2008 the Home Owners Association submitted a revised plan which
included replacement of the trees that were removed (which are shown on the
approved plan). The submittal included a request to change the types of trees from
the original trees (Eucalyptus and Pine) to trees which are better suited to the desert
environment (Silk Floss and Chilean Mesquite).

Staff reviewed the request, and on January 12, 2009 the Director of Planning

issued a revised decision for tree replacement which is outlined below. A
confirmation on the decision was re-issued on January 27, 2009.

Table 1: Trees on original landscape plan which were removed.

TREE PROPOSED REPLACEMENT | PLANNING DEPT. ACTION
NUMBER .
1 15 Gal. Silk Floss Tree Approved for same general location
2 15 Gal. Silk Floss Tree Approved for same general location
L5 15 Gal. Chilean Mesquite Tree | Approved for same general location
7 15 Gal. Chilean Mesquite Tree | Approved for same general location
9 : 15 Gal. Chilean Mesquite Tree | Approved for same general location
113 15 Gal. Chilean Mesquite Tree | Approved for same general location
14 Nene Proposed Approved, subject to condition that
an appropriate - replacement is
installed in the same general
location

Table 1: Trees on original landscape plan which were not removed {were only
frimmed).

PLANNING DEPT. ACTION

TREE PROPOSED REPLACEMENT
NUMBER
3 ' Tree not removed No action required
4 Tree not removed No action required
6 Tree not removed No action required
10 Tree not removed No action required
16 Tree not removed No action required

- Table 2: Trees that were removed WhICh are not on the original landscape plan.

| TREE PROPOSED PLANNING DEPT. ACTION

NUMBER REPLACEMENT :
8 None Proposed No replacement required, no action taken
11 15 Gal. Silk Floss Tree Approved
12 None Proposed No replacement required, no action taken
15 None Proposed No replacement required, no action taken
17 None Proposed No replacement required, no action taken
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APPEAL

On March 20, 2009 Lorraine Lawrence filed an appeal of the Planning Director's
decision to the Planning Commission. Staff has reviewed the appellant's letter and
identified the following reasons by which the applicant seeks to overturn the Planning
Commission’s approval. Staff's response is provided immediately following.

- “Your decision letter showed that all the trees earmarked for replacement were the
SAME trees as the original plan which excluded the healthy trees removed without
reason on the side of my property. This, in my opinion nullifies your September 30,
2008 decision to rescind your last decision”

The two Lemon trees in question were not part of the original approved landscape
plan for the development and staff can only require that the Home Owners Association
comply with the approved landscape plan.  Staff has required that all trees which
have been, or are proposed to be replaced which are shown on the approved
landscape plan for the development are replaced with a suitable type of tree in the
same general location as the original tree’s location.

“You have complied completely with the Association Board and their mass removal of
- healthy Pine trees, with replacement trees of Silk Floss and Mesquite trees. Hardly
what the original architecfural plan indicated. Talk about seeing the forest for the
trees!!!l”

After meeting with staff to evaluate the request to replace the damaged Pine &
Eucalyptus trees with Silk Floss and Chilean Mesquite trees, the director of Planning
issued a new decision that allowed replacement of the original trees (Pine &
Eucalyptus trees) with trees that are more suitable to the desert environment (Silk
Floss & Chilean Mesquite trees). This decision also required a one-for-one
replacement of trees (based on the original landscape plan).

In reviewing the request for the tree removal and replacement, staff carefully
considered all the materials and walked the site evaluating the trees that were
removed and their location in relation to other trees, structures, pathways, and
entryways to residences. Based on the 1996 City Council decision, staff determined
that all trees removed which are shown on the original landscape plan must be
replaced.  Staff determined that the request to replace the original trees (Pine &
Eucalyptus) with trees which are more suitable to the desert environment was
- reasonable. :

Staff would' like to note that since the original windstorm and subsequent decision of
the Planning Director (January 27, 2009), the property has suffered more wind storm
damage on two separate occasions.
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AMENDMENT

On February 6, 2009, a new amendment request was received by the Planning
Department. An application of this type would typically be reviewed and approved at
staff level. However, due to the circumstances and background of the case, the
Director of Planning has opted to refer this case to the Planning Commission.

The application includes additional tree removal and tree replacement. Staff has
determined that the request to replace the original trees (Pine, Brachychiton, and
Eucalyptus) with trees which are more suitable to the desert environment was
reasonable. Based on the 1996 City Council decision, the request to remove and not
replace trees which are on the approved landscape plan should not be granted. An
~outline of the trees which have been, or are proposed to be, removed is presented

below. Please refer to the letter submitted by the HOA on February 6, 2009.

Part A (referenced in the letter provided by the HOA)

TREE(S) REMOVED | REPLACEMENT RECOMMENDATION
Three Pine Trees | Yes Three 15 Gal. Chilean | To Approve

{by west pool) Mesquites ‘

Two Pine Trees | Yes Two 15 Gal. Desert Willow To Approve

(near east pool)

One Brachychiton | Yes One 15 gal. Brachychiton To Approve

(near 1807 S. La

Paloma)

One Pine Tree| Yes None Proposed To: Approve,  as
(west of 1223 Twin determined by the
Palms Drive) : Planning Commission
One Eucalyptus | Yes None Proposed To Approve, as
Tree (1229 Twin determined ~ by the
Palms) Planning Commission

Part B (referenced in the letter provided by the HOA)

[TREES)

RECOMMENDATION

REMOVED | REPLACEMENT
Two Pine Trees | No Two 15 Gal. Chilean Mesquite, | To Approve
(near west pool) Desert Willows, or Silk Floss
, Trees
. | One Brachychiton | No One 15 Gal. Chilean | To Approve
Tree (near west ‘| Mesquite, Desert Willows, or |
pool) Silk Floss Trees
Near 1846 La| No One 15 Gal. Desert Willow To Approve
| Paloma : :
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. Third Wind Storm (March 22, 2009) (referenced on the plan submitted on 3/31/09)

TREE(S) REMOVED | REPLACEMENT RECOMMENDATION
Three Trees | Yes Three 15 Gal. Chilean | To Approve
(various locations) Mesquite, Desert Willows, or ’

Silk Floss Trees

-REQUIRED FINDINGS:

Although there are no required findings for applications for architectural approval which
do not require environmental assessments, the Zoning Code Section 94.04.00(D)(1-9)
provide guidelines for the architectural review of development projects to determine that
the proposed development will provide a desirable environment for its occupants as well
as being compatible with the character of adjacent and surrounding developments, and
whether aesthetically it is of good composition, materials, textures and colors.
Conformance is evaluated, based on consideration of the following:

1. Site layout, orientation, location of structures and relationship to one another and
to open spaces and topography. Definition of pedestrian and vehicular areas; ie.,
sidewalks as distinct from parking areas;

The request is for tree removal and replacement. No structures are part of the approval.
The tree removal is a result of wind storms and disease and is dispersed throughout the
property. Staff is requiring that all trees that have been or are proposed to be removed,
which are on the approved landscape plan, be replaced with a tree of suitable size, type
and rapid growth characteristic.

2. Harmonious relatiohship with existing and proposed adjoining developments and in
the context of the immediate neighborhood community, avoiding both excessive variety
and monotonous repetition, but allowing similarity of style, if warranted; '

- - Staff is requiring that all trees that have been or are proposed to be removed, which are
- on the approved landscape plan, be replaced with a tree of suitable size, type and rapid
- -growth characteristic.

3. Maximum height, area, setbacks and overall mass, as well as parfs of any
structure (buildings, walls, screens fowers or signs) and effective concealment of all
mechanical equipment;

The request did not include any new structures or mechanical equipment. Helght area,
and setback requirements do not need to be considered for this request.

4, Building design, materials and colors to be sympathetic with desert surroundings;
- AND _ '
5. Harmony of materials, colors and composition of those elements of a structure,
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including overhangs, roofs, and substructures which are visible simultaneously,
AND
6. Consistency of composition and freatment,

The proposal does not include and changes to existing structures and does not propose
any new structures.

7. Location and type of planting, with regard for desert climate conditions.
Preservation of specimen and fandmark trees upon a site, with proper irrigation to insure
maintenance of all plant materials;

The proposed landscaping is consistent with the other fandscaping on the property in size
and location. The proposed replacement types of landscaping are drought tolerant and
well suited to the desert environment. The placement, type and sizes will be harmonious
with both onsite landscaping and landscaping in the vicinity.  Drip irrigation will be
provided for each new free. _ ‘

CONCLUSION:

Considering all the information contained herein, staff is recommending that the Planning
Commission uphold the Planning Director's decision, to approve the request for tree
removal and replacement, Case No. 3.1142 APL, for the Twin Palms Condominium

Development, as well as approve the current request, Case No. 3.1142 MAA, to amend
the approved landscape plan, subject to the conditions outlined herein.

. NOTIFICATION:

Notification is not required.

Tas
sgistant ner

ATTACHMENTS:

.. 1) 400 radius map
. 2) Appeal, Draft Resolution

3) Amendment, Draft Resolution
4) Letter requesting appeal to Planning Commlssmn dated February 6 2009
5) Original approved Landscape plan, dated October 27, 1976
6) Arborist report, cover letter, received March 17, 2008
7) Arborist report, spreadsheet, received March 17, 2008
8) Legend for site photos and map, dated March 17, 2008
9) Landscaping replacement site plan, dated March 17, 2008
10) Site Photographs, dated March 17, 2009
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~11) April 25, 2008 approval letter to HOA President (superseded)
12) Lefter requesting appeal to Planning Commission, dated May 15, 2008 (case
withdrawn)
13) Appeal, supporting documents, dated May 20, 2008 (case withdrawn)
14) Letter to Ms. Lawrence (conflrmlng continuance of item), dated July 22, 2008
(case withdrawn)
15) City Council Resolution 18787, March 6, 1996
16) City Council Meeting Minutes, March 6, ‘!996
17) August 20, 2008, letter to HOA president (preparing new dec|S|on)
18) Letter rescmdmg the previous approval, dated September 30, 2008
19) Letter from the HOA, outlining replacement plan, dated December 10, 2008
20) Letter from the HOA, dated December 31, 2009, on wind damage incurred on
December 24, 2008 (Part of 2009 amendment. See additional materials submitted
February 6, 2009 and March 31, 2009)
21) Approval letter, dated January 12, 2009
22) Approval Letter, dated January 27, 2009
23) Request, from the HOA, for a new amendment fo the approved Iandscape plan,
received February 6, 2009
24) Arborist Report, cover letter, received February6 2009
25) Arborist Report, revised plan, received February 6, 2009
26) Arborist Report, spreadsheet, received February 6, 2009
27) Site Photographs, received February 6, 2009
28) Letter from Ms. Lawrence, dated February 10, 2009, to contmue the item at the
- February, 25, 2009 Planning Commission meetlng
29) Staff Memo to the Planning Commission, dated February 25, 2009, requestlng
continuance of the item to April 8, 2009
30) Letter from Ms. Lawrence, dated March 30, 2009, requesting the item be
continued at the April 8, 2009 Planning Commissions meeting
31) Letter from HOA requesting that the item not be continued on 4/8/09
32) - Letter from HOA, requesting revision to open application, dated March 31, 2009
33) Site Photographs, received March 31, 2009 o
34) Revised Landscape Plan (for requested amendment) received March 13, 2009
~and supplemented March 31, 2009.
35) Letter from Ms. Lawrence, dated April 1, 2009, objecting to HOA’s request for
contmuance of item at 4/8/09 meeting



