
Village Laguna’s Letter to View Restoration Committee, November 2, 2015: 

The Board of Village Laguna opposes applying view complaint procedures to public 

trees. Our mission is to preserve and enhance the unique village character of Laguna 

Beach and our trees are an integral part of that character. Losing or diminishing the 

publicly owned trees will degrade the village character and inevitably the quality of life 

that is so closely tied to it. 

In addition to maintaining the village character, our concerns relate to the potential loss 

of the environmental benefits of trees, the absence of a demonstrated need for the 

ordinance, the practical difficulties that will be encountered in administering such an 

ordinance, and the potential for instigating further contentiousness related to views and 

trees. 

Environmental benefits—trees provide shade and provide comfortable outdoor 

spaces. They reduce the energy needed to cool buildings. They reduce carbon 

dioxide, a contributor to global warming. Many cities have embarked on programs 

to plant more trees because they recognize their many contributions to the 

environment. 

Lack of demonstrated need—Staff testified at the last meeting that there was only 

one complaint made about view impact of a city tree in the past year and that staff 

was able to resolve the problem with the concerned citizen. Why should we write a 

new ordinance to fix something that “ain’t broke”? 

Practical difficulties—The public trees belong to the whole town and yet the 

proposed ordinance makes them vulnerable to modification or removal to serve the 

interests of individuals. Providing for the public as a whole to be represented fairly 

in a complaint process is nearly impossible, as acknowledged at the last 

meeting. Only residents within 500 feet of the subject tree will be individually 

noticed, even though the tree could be of importance to people much further away, 

as well as to the whole city. 



Potential for further contentiousness—Opening up a new process for complaints 

will likely stimulate more discontent and unhappiness because individuals who 

accepted public trees as they are will now be looking to exercise their newly 

granted “rights” to seek some improvement to their views. Processing these 

complaints will mean that those who cherish the public trees must appear on a 

regular basis to defend them. There will be more controversy, more bad will, more 

sadness, more win/lose situations. Our community/village spirit does not need more 

of this. Rather we need to work together for the benefit of the whole community and 

get to know our neighbors under positive circumstances. 

We urge you abandon work on this ordinance and to report to the city council you have 

concluded that a view ordinance for public trees is not needed. 

Sincerely, Johanna Felder, President, Village Laguna 

The following are detailed comments on the draft, which will highlight some of the 

problems listed above: <Read more> 

Page 1:  

Paragraph 3 states that “owners of real property in the City are entitled to a process to 

determine whether vegetation located on City property, on a City easement or within a 

public right-of-way poses a significant obstruction of a pre-existing view for a property 

owner.” We object to creating a new entitlement for specific property owners which may 

be at the expense of the existing entitlements to public trees held by all the 

residents/property owners in the City. 

 The last sentence of paragraph 3, “The City also recognizes a need to reduce exposure 

from possible injury or damages caused by vegetation and reduce maintenance costs of 

vegetation that obstructs views.” This sentence should be omitted.  Potential for injury, 

maintenance costs, and potential damages is not in the scope of a view ordinance. Issues of 

safety and liability are dealt with under the standard procedures of the public works 

department. 



Page 2:  “Pre-existing views” definition establishes dates that views are considered to be 

pre-existing: 

1. If they existed when a claimant acquired the property, or 2. November 4, 2003, the 

effective date of Ordinance 1430 related to view preservation, which ever is 

earlier.  However, Ordinance 1430 does not apply to public trees and so that date should 

not apply to this ordinance. 

Page 6:  “Administrative hearing” 

This hearing should include the formal participation of the Public Works department and 

consideration of an arborist report funded by the claimant but commissioned by the City.  

Page 9:  

Lists conditions under which vegetation can be completely removed if an “unobstructing 

view height (six feet or higher)” is likely to kill the vegetation, threaten the public health 

safety and welfare, destroy the aesthetic value of the vegetation or impact public 

safety.  These provisions give undue preference to the claimant.  Instead, if the pruning of 

the vegetation (six feet or higher) is likely to be so harmful to the vegetation or the 

aesthetic value, the decision should weigh in favor of not cutting the vegetation so 

severely. 

“Replacement vegetation” This provision should be worded in a more positive manner 

“Any vegetation removed in relation to a view claim shall be replaced, unless there are 

issues related to public safety.”  

 Page 10:  Noticing of appeals of an administrative decision to the View Restoration 

Committee should be provided. 

There should be no fees to appeal a decision to the City Council since that would be an 

undue hardship for members of the public trying to protect public trees. 
 


