
1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

  NO. 2 PORTUGUESE BEND ROAD
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274

(310) 377-1521
FAX (310) 377-7288

   
AGENDA
Trees and Views Committee
Meeting

TREES AND VIEWS
COMMITTEE

Tuesday, November 02, 2021

CITY OF ROLLING HILLS
5:30 PM

 
Executive Order N-29-20

This meeting is held pursuant to Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Newsom on
March 17, 2020. All Committee members on Trees and Views will participate by

teleconference. Public Participation: City Hall will be closed to the public until further notice.

A live audio of the Trees and Views meeting will be available on the City's website
(https://www.rolling-hills.org/PC%20Meeting%20Zoom%20Link.pdf).

The meeting agenda is also available on the City's website

(https://www.rolling-hills.org/government/agenda/index.php).

Join Zoom Meeting

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85782776563?pwd=L0VlZE9xRmlpQUsweW1LL0J0RnVoQT09

Meeting ID: 857 8277 6563

Passcode: 206495

Dial by your location

(669) 900-9128

Meeting ID: 857 8277 6563

Members of the public may submit comments in real time by emailing the Planning office at
Planning@cityofrh.net. Your comments will become a part of the official meeting record. You

must provide your full name but do not provide any other personal information (i.e., phone
numbers, addresses, etc) that you do not want to be published.
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https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85782776563?pwd=L0VlZE9xRmlpQUsweW1LL0J0RnVoQT09


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MINUTES AND ANY ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

4.A. Trees and Views Committee Minutes October 5, 2021
RECOMMENDATION: Approve as presented. 

5. NEW BUSINESS

6. OLD BUSINESS

6.A. VIEW PRESERVATION COMPLAINT - 61 EASTFIELD DRIVE (JUGE -
COMPLAINANT) AND 59 EASTFIELD DRIVE (TAMAYO/SIERRA - VEGETATION
OWNER)
RECOMMENDATION: Direct Staff to prepare the resolution. 

7. ITEMS FROM STAFF

8. ITEMS FROM THE TREES & VIEWS COMMITTEE

9. ADJOURNMENT
Next meeting: To be determined. 

10. Notice:

Documents pertaining to an agenda item received after the posting of the agenda are available for review in the City
Clerk's office or at the meeting at which the item will be considered.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting due to your disability, please contact the City Clerk at (310) 377-1521 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting
to enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility and accommodation for your review of
this agenda and attendance at this meeting.

  

  

  

 Trees and Views Minutes 10.05.21.docx
 

  

  

 Sample Resolution CTV_11.02.21.docx
Staff Report CTV Meeting October 5, 2021.pdf
Juge_s_Application.pdf
Juge_Emails.pdf
Tamayo_Sierra_Emails.pdf
Rolling_Hills_-_6.23.21_Memo_re_Juge_v_Tamayo-c1 (1).doc
Rolling_Hills_Committee_on_Trees___Views_Hearing_Procedure-c1-c1.pdf
17.26.020___Definitions..pdf
Photos's from Mr. Juge residence 10.5.21.docx

 

  

  

  

 

2

https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/rollinghills/c5d7669aa3a1879260fe734942c4fa150.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122530/Trees_and_Views_Minutes_10.05.21.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/rollinghills/c1f13d715fb697126d8ca31b506b161e0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122513/Sample_Resolution_CTV_11.02.21.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122520/Staff_Report_CTV_Meeting_October_5__2021.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122516/Juge_s_Application.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122515/Juge_Emails.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122519/Tamayo_Sierra_Emails.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122517/Rolling_Hills_-_6.23.21_Memo_re_Juge_v_Tamayo-c1__1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122518/Rolling_Hills_Committee_on_Trees___Views_Hearing_Procedure-c1-c1.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122514/17.26.020___Definitions..pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1122524/Photos_s_from_Mr._Juge_residence_10.5.21.pdf


Agenda Item No.: 4.A 
Mtg. Date: 11/02/2021

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: STEPHANIE GRANT ,

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: Trees and Views Committee Minutes October 5, 2021

DATE: November 02, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:
None. 
 
DISCUSSION:
None.
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:
Approve as presented. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:
Trees and Views Minutes 10.05.21.docx
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Committee on Trees and Views
Meeting Minutes 10.05.21

MINUTES OF A 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE 

TREES AND VIEWS COMMITTEE OF THE 
CITY OF ROLLING HILLS, CALIFORNIA 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 05, 2021

1. CALL TO ORDER

The City Council of the City of Rolling Hills met in-person and via Zoom Teleconference 
on the above date at 5:05 p.m.

Chair Cardenas presiding.

2. ROLL CALL

Present: Cooley, Kirkpatrick, and Chair Cardenas
Absent: None.
Staff Present: Meredith Elguira, Planning and Community Services Director

Stephanie Grant, Code Enforcement Officer/ Planner
Daisy Laxamana, City Clerk

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MINUTES AND ANY ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA

None.

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

None.

5. NEW BUSINESS

None.

6. OLD BUSINESS

A. VIEW PRESERVATION COMPLAINT – 61 EASTFIELD DRIVE (JUGE –
COMPLAINANT) AND 59 EASTFIELD DRIVE (TAMAYO/SIERRA-
VEGETATION OWNER).

Planning Director Meredith Elguira presented an ongoing case between Mr. Juge, 
(Complainant), and Dr. Tamayo & Mr. Sierra party (Vegetation Owners). Mr. Juge 
submitted his application on October 28, 2021, requesting for a review before the
Committee on Trees and Views. The application claimed that the vegetation on Dr. Tamayo 
and Mr. Sierra’s property is causing some view impairment of the L.A. Basin from their 
dining room and recreation room area. 
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Committee on Trees and Views
Meeting Minutes 10.05.21

On June 1, 2021, Chair Cardenas, Commissioner Kirkpatrick, and Commissioner Cooley 
visited the site along with Mr. Juge and two other residents. The Committee decided to 
once again extend the time for mediation since no mediator has been selected and 
reschedule the meeting to today October 5, 2021.

The staff visited Mr. Juge’s site along with Commissioner Cooley and Mr. Albert Tsai (8
Bowie Road), who lives within the 1,000 foot radius. That same meeting was adjourned 
this evening which is now part of today’s Committee meeting for deliberation.

Mr. Juge provided a photo key of the vegetation. Director Elguira shared her computer 
screen with the Committee to view the claimant’s complaint. Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Sierra 
also submitted photos showing that vegetation has existed for years on the property.
Following the presentation, Director Elguira concluded her report.

Chair Cardenas opened the meeting for public comment. Mr. Juge joined by phone and 
informed the Committee that since the last meeting the mediation did not go through. Mr. 
Albert Tai, who also visited the property, provided his input with regard to the blockage. 
He also plans to visit Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Sierra’s property.

This is the only public comment. No other comments were offered by either Dr. Tamayo 
or Mr. Sierra.

Per Committee's directions, the staff will prepare a resolution reflecting the Committee's 
decision after deliberation occurs at the October 5, 2021 public hearing. The proposed 
resolution will be presented at an Adjourned Committee meeting, date to be determined by 
the Committee during the October 5, 2021 public hearing. Chair Cardenas suggested that 
both parties are present to share information.

At this point, Director Elguira informed the Committee that her last day of employment 
with the City is on Friday, October 8th. Stephanie Grant, Code Enforcement
Officer/Planner, will take over the project and Director Elguira will advise her on how to 
move forward with the case.

MOTION: Chair Cardenas motioned for the Committee to hold a review hearing and 
deliberation on October 13, 2021, at 6:30 p.m. in order to come to a final resolution at this 
stage of the process.

AYES: COMMISSIONERS: Chair Cardenas, Cooley, and Kirkpatrick.
NOES: COMMISSIONERS: None.
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS: None.
ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS: None.

7. ITEMS FROM STAFF

None.
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Committee on Trees and Views
Meeting Minutes 10.05.21

8. ITEMS FROM THE TREES & VIEWS COMMITTEE

None.

9. ADJOURNMENT 

Hearing no further business before the Trees and Views Committee, the meeting was
adjourned at 5:45 p.m.  The next meeting of the Trees and Views Committee is scheduled 
on October 13, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

____________________________________
Elaine Jeng, P.E.
Acting City Clerk

Approved,

______________________________________
Sean Cardenas
Chair
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Agenda Item No.: 6.A 
Mtg. Date: 11/02/2021

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: STEPHANIE GRANT ,

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: VIEW PRESERVATION COMPLAINT - 61 EASTFIELD DRIVE (JUGE -
COMPLAINANT) AND 59 EASTFIELD DRIVE (TAMAYO/SIERRA -
VEGETATION OWNER)

DATE: November 02, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:

On October 5, 2021 at 4:00 p.m., there was a scheduled onsite Field Trip meeting at Mr.
Juge's (Complainant) property located at 61 Eastfield Drive to view the vegetation on Dr.
Tamayo and Mr. Sierra's (Vegetation Owners) property located at 59 Eastfield Drive. Jana
Cooley was the only Committee member in attendance. Since there was no quorum, it was not
an official meeting. In addition, Mr. Juge (Complainant), Denise Jacobs (Resident), Meredith
Elguira (former Planning & Community Services Director), Stephanie Grant (Code
Enforcement Officer & Planner) and Mr. Tsai ( Resident 6 Bowie Road) attended the field trip.

Staff has provided a timeline of the view complaint submitted by Mr. Juge in the attachments.

On October 5, 2021, at 5:30 p.m., the item was presented to the Committee on Trees and
Views at a public hearing via teleconference. According to Chair Cardenas, the next step
would be to deliberate and direct staff to provide additional information of the trees at the next
meeting. The hearing was continued to the October 13, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. public hearing via
teleconference.

The October 13, 2021 the public hearing was cancelled due to improper noticing. The continued
meeting was properly noticed and rescheduled for November 2, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. via teleconference. 
The Complainant provided information regarding the locations and types of trees in his initial
complaint. The Committee directed Staff provide additional information above what the Complainant
was provided, however staff was unable to gather additional information because Staff was not able to
access the Vegetation Owners' property. The allegedly view impairing trees are identified in the view
complaint; therefore, the City Attorney’s Office advised staff not to visit the Vegetation Owners’
property to conduct any survey. According to Section 17.26.040, the view impairment dispute
resolution process, in the event the Committee requires expert advice in consideration of the matter, the
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cost of obtaining such evidence shall be borne by the complainant, pursuant to written agreement with
the City. The City shall select such expert and enter into an agreement only upon receipt of a payment
for the selected service from the complainant.

 

 
DISCUSSION:

The Committee on Trees and Views must make specific findings in support of their
determinations on whether or not there is a view and whether such view is impaired. If the
Committee finds that a pre-existing view exists and that it has been significantly impaired,
restorative recommendations shall be made to abate the view impairment. The Committee
shall take into consideration, among other things, Rolling Hills Municipal Code (RHMC)
Section 17.26.050 to determine whether a preexisting view has been obstructed and Section
17.26.060 for restorative recommendations. Provided below are definitions, findings,
considerations and restorative actions that must be taken into consideration when making a
determination on the view complaint. The City Attorney’s Office has prepared a sample
resolution. Staff recommends the Committee use the sample resolution to guide its discussion
and decision during the public hearing on November 2, 2021.

17.26.040(C)(4)(d) - Findings. 

The Committee shall be guided by the provisions of Chapter 17.26, including the evaluation criteria set
forth in Section 17.26.050, and the hierarchy of restorative actions set forth in Section 17.26.060,
respectively, in attempting to resolve the view impairment complaint. Based on the evidence received
and considered, the Committee shall make any of the following findings and adopt an advisory
resolution in support of the foregoing determination: 

1. That no view exists within the meaning of this chapter;
2. That a view exists within the meaning of this chapter, but that the view is not significantly

impaired; or
3. That a view exists within the meaning of this chapter and that it is significantly impaired.

The Committee shall make specific written findings in support of the foregoing determinations.  

17.26.050 - Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance  

A . The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can prove by a preponderance of the
evidence, are to be considered in determining whether a pre-existing view has been obstructed: 

1. The viewing point(s) from which the view is observed;
2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the maximum height the

tree/vegetation is likely to reach (as described by the most current edition of the New
Sunset Western Garden Book);

3. The quality of the view, including the existence of landmarks, vistas, or other unique view
features;

4. The extent to which trees and/or vegetation have grown to obscure the enjoyment of the
view from the claimant's property since the claimant acquired his/her property;

5. The extent to which the vegetation on the property preserves privacy (visual and
auditory), wind screening, energy conservation, and/or climate control;

6. The extent to which the vegetation owner can establish the earliest known date when the
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complained of vegetation was planted or existed on the vegetation owner's real property;
and

7. The degree to which the complainant diligently tried to protect and maintain their view
through informal agreements with the vegetation owner or prior vegetation owner(s) and
to initiate initial discussions with the current vegetation owner; and the degree to which
the current vegetation owner has reasonably participated in initial discussions.

B. The following applicable, nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can prove by a preponderance of the
evidence, may be considered in determining the appropriate restorative action, if any is necessary: 

1. The variety of tree, its projected rate of growth (as described by the most current edition
of the New Sunset Western Garden Book) and maintenance requirements;

2. The aesthetic quality of the tree(s), including but not limited to species characteristics,
size, growth, form and vigor;

3. Location with respect to overall appearance, design or use of the tree on the vegetation
owner's property, including, but not limited to blending, buffering, or reduction in the
scale or mass of a structure;

4. Soil stability provided by the tree(s), considering soil structure, degree of slope and
extent of the tree's root system;

5. The extent to which the vegetation owner can establish the earliest known date when the
complained of vegetation was planted or existed on the vegetation owner's real property;

6. Privacy (visual and auditory) and wind screening provided by the tree(s) to the tree
owner and to neighbors;

7. Energy conservation, shade and/or climate control provided by the trees;
8. Wildlife habitat provided by the trees.  

17.26.060 - Restorative action.

A . Restorative actions may include, but are not limited to, the following, in order of preference,
assuming no countervailing health or safety interest(s) exist (See Attachment 17.26.020
Definitions for graphics):

1. Lacing. Lacing is the most preferable pruning technique that removes excess foliage and
can improve the structure of the tree. 

2. Crown Raising.
3. Crown Reduction. Crown reduction is preferable to tree removal, if it is determined that

the impact of crown reduction does not destroy the visual proportions of the tree,
adversely affect the tree's growth pattern or health, or otherwise constitute a detriment to
the tree(s) in question.

4. Heading Back. Heading back is only to be permitted for trees specifically planted and
maintained as a hedge, espalier, bonsai, or in pollard form and if restoration actions in
subsections (A) through (C) of this section will not accomplish the determined
preservation action and the subsequent growth characteristics will not create a future
obstruction of greater proportions.

5. Topping is only to be permitted for trees/vegetation species for which it is appropriate.
6. Removal may be considered when the above-mentioned restoration actions are judged

to be ineffective and may be accompanied by replacement plantings or appropriate plant
materials to restore the maximum benefits lost due to vegetation removal.

B. Restorative action shall include written conditions (including ongoing maintenance), directions, and
a schedule by which the mandates must be completed, and may be made to run with the land and apply
to successors in interest. The complainant may bear the cost of the initial restorative action, unless the
parties agree to share the costs in some other manner. Subsequent maintenance of the vegetation in
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question may be performed at the cost and expense of the owner of the property on which the vegetation
is growing, unless otherwise agreed to by the parties or required pursuant to any final arbitration
agreement or court order. The vegetation shall be maintained so as not to allow for future view
impairments.
C. In cases where restorative action may affect the health of a tree, such actions should be carried out in
accordance with standards established by the International Society of Arboriculture for use in the State
of California. Severe pruning (heading back and/or topping) should be avoided due to the damage such
practice causes to the vegetation's form and health. Where removal is required, replacement by
appropriate species should be considered.
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Committee on Trees and Views proceed with the public hearing and
consider recommendations based on findings made by the Committee, as prompted in the
sample resolution attached to the staff report. The sample resolution shall help guide the
Committee’s recommendation on how to address the view complaint. The Committee’s
recommendations shall comply with Sections 17.26.050 and 17.26.060. The Committee shall
direct staff to prepare the resolution, based on the Committee’s determinations, after
discussion and deliberation, which staff recommends be adopted by the Committee at a
subsequent meeting.

 

 
ATTACHMENTS:
Sample Resolution CTV_11.02.21.docx
Staff Report CTV Meeting October 5, 2021.pdf
Juge_s_Application.pdf
Juge_Emails.pdf
Tamayo_Sierra_Emails.pdf
Rolling_Hills_-_6.23.21_Memo_re_Juge_v_Tamayo-c1 (1).doc
Rolling_Hills_Committee_on_Trees___Views_Hearing_Procedure-c1-c1.pdf
17.26.020___Definitions..pdf
Photos's from Mr. Juge residence 10.5.21.docx
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65277.00020\34494424.2

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-01 CTV

A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON TREES AND VIEWS OF THE 
CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ADVISING ON THE VIEW PRESERVATION 
DISPUTE BETWEEN JOE JUGE, ON THE ONE HAND, AND BEATRIZ 
TAMAYO AND JULIO SIERRA, ON THE OTHER

THE COMMITTEE ON TREES AND VIEWS OF THE CITY OF ROLLING HILLS 
DOES HEREBY FIND, RESOLVE AND ADVISE AS FOLLOWS: 

A. On October 28, 2020, an application was duly filed by Mr. Juge (“Applicant”) with 
respect to an alleged impaired view from his home at 61 Eastfield Drive, Rolling Hills, caused by 
vegetation on the property of Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Serra (“Respondents”), located at 59 Eastfield 
Drive, Rolling Hills (the “Dispute”). Applicant and Respondents are referred to together herein as 
the “Parties.”

B. On October16, 2021, pursuant to Rolling Hills Municipal Code (“RHMC”) section 
17.26.040(C)(4), the City of Rolling Hills (“City”) provided due and proper notice of a public 
hearing on the Dispute (the “Public Hearing”), to be heard by the Committee on Trees and Views 
(“Committee”).

C. On November 2, 2021, the Committee conducted the Public Hearing and used terms 
as defined in RHMC section 17.26.020, including but not limited to:

(i) “View”: a visually impressive scene or vista, such as the Pacific Ocean, off-
shore islands, mountains, lights of the Los Angeles basin, the Palos Verdes 
Hills and canyons, the Los Angeles Harbor and/or Long Beach Harbor, and 
similar, as observed from a viewing point. A view may include structures 
or vegetation in the foreground or background of the view seeker’s property. 
A “view” may be observed from one or more viewing point, and may be 
panoramic;

(ii) “View impairment”: any obstruction of a pre-existing view by vegetation 
on another property within the City that significantly diminishes that pre-
existing view;

(iii) “Pre-existing view”: the view that existed at any time since the 
complainant’s property was most recently purchased for fair market value 
through an arm’s length purchase or sale, as evidenced by a deed. The pre-
existing view cannot be the result of a natural disaster or illegal activities;

(iv) “Viewing point”: any view from the primary living area or active use area 
of a primary residence, excluding views from minor rooms, such as garages 
or closets, and also includes views from accessory buildings or structures, 
including pool decks and gazebos, but excluding animal pens, aviaries, 
corrals, greenhouses, porte cocheres, riding rings, run-in sheds, sheds, 
stable/barns, free-standing storage rooms, and tack rooms.
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2
Resolution No. 2021-__
61 Eastfield Drive (Juge v. Tamayo)

D. At the end of the Public Hearing, the Committee found that CHOOSE ONE: no
view exists within the meaning of RHMC chapter 17.26. ///// a view exists within the meaning of 
RHMC chapter 17.26, but it is not significantly impaired. ///// a view exists within the meaning of 
RHMC chapter 17.26, and it is significantly impaired. The Committee makes the following written 
specific findings in support: CHOOSE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING OR OTHERS:

(v) [Specific finding about viewing point from which view is observed]

(vi) [Specific finding about extent of view obstruction, both currently and at the 
maximum height the tree/vegetation is likely to reach]

(vii) [Specific finding about the quality of the view, including the existence of 
landmarks, vistas, or other unique view features]

(viii) [Specific finding about the extent to which trees and/or vegetation have 
grown to obscure the enjoyment of the view from Applicant’s property since 
Applicant acquired his property]

(ix) [Specific finding about the extent to which the vegetation on the property 
preserves privacy (visual and auditory), wind screening, energy 
conservation, and/or climate control]

(x) [Specific finding about the extent to which the Respondents can establish 
the earliest known date when the complained of vegetation was planted or 
existed on Respondents’ real property]

(xi) [Specific finding about the degree to which Applicant diligently tried to 
protect and maintain his view through informal agreements with 
Respondents or their predecessors and to initiate initial discussions with 
Respondents; and the degree to which Respondents have reasonably 
participated in initial discussions]

E. Having made the above findings to support its ultimate finding that CHOOSE ONE:
no view exists, no restorative action is advised. ///// a view exists but is not significantly impaired, 
no restorative action is advised. ///// a view exists and is significantly impaired, the Committee 
makes the following findings to support its advised restorative action in Section D: CHOOSE ANY 
OF THE FOLLOWING OR OTHERS:

(i) [Finding about the varieties of trees, their projected rate of growth, and 
maintenance requirements]

(ii) [Finding about the aesthetic quality of the trees, including but not limited 
to species characteristics, size, growth, form and vigor]

(iii) [Finding about location with respect to overall appearance, design or use 
of the trees on Respondents’ property, including, but not limited to blending, 
buffering, or reduction in the scale or mass of a structure]
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3
Resolution No. 2021-__
61 Eastfield Drive (Juge v. Tamayo)

(iv) [Finding soil stability provided by the trees, considering soil structure, 
degree of slope and extent of the trees’ root systems]

(v) [Finding about the extent to which Respondents can establish the earliest 
known date when the complained of vegetation was planted or existed on 
Respondents’ real property]

(vi) [Finding about privacy (visual and auditory) and wind screening provided 
by the trees to the Respondents and to neighbors]

(vii) [Finding about the energy conservation, shade and/or climate control 
provided by the trees]

(viii) [Finding about the wildlife habitat provided by the trees]

F. USE ONLY IF VIEW EXISTS AND IS SIGNIFICANTLY IMPAIRED AND 
RESTORATIVE ACTION IS ADVISED: The Committee advises that the following restorative 
action be taken to abate the view impairment: CHOOSE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING, IN 
ORDER OF PREFERENCE, ASSUMING NO COUNTERVAILING HEALTH OR SAFETY 
INTEREST(S) EXIST

(i) [Lacing. Lacing is the most preferable pruning technique that removes 
excess foliage and can improve the structure of the tree]

(ii) [Crown Raising]

(iii) [Crown Reduction. Crown reduction is preferable to tree removal, if it is 
determined that the impact of crown reduction does not destroy the visual 
proportions of the tree, adversely affect the tree’s growth pattern or health, 
or otherwise constitute a detriment to the tree(s) in question]

(iv) [Heading Back. Heading back is only to be permitted for trees specifically 
planted and maintained as a hedge, espalier, bonsai, or in pollard form and 
if restoration actions in subsections (A) through (C) of this section will not 
accomplish the determined preservation action and the subsequent growth 
characteristics will not create a future obstruction of greater proportions]

(v) [Topping. Topping is only to be permitted for trees/vegetation species for 
which it is appropriate]

(vi) [Removal. Removal may be considered when the above-mentioned 
restoration actions are judged to be ineffective and may be accompanied by 
replacement plantings or appropriate plant materials to restore the 
maximum benefits lost due to vegetation removal]
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4
Resolution No. 2021-__
61 Eastfield Drive (Juge v. Tamayo)

G. USE ONLY IF RESTORATIVE ACTION IS ADVISED: The Committee 
recommends the following conditions to prevent future view impairments: 

(i) [Insert as necessary]

H. This resolution is advisory and unenforceable by the City of Rolling Hills.  

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 2nd DAY OF NOVEMBER 2021. 

___________________________________
SEAN CARDENAS, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: 

ELAINE JENG, ACTING CITY CLERK 
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5
Resolution No. 2021-__
61 Eastfield Drive (Juge v. Tamayo)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) §§ 
CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ) 

I certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2021-01 CTV entitled: 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON TREES AND VIEWS OF THE 
CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ADVISING ON THE VIEW PRESERVATION 
DISPUTE BETWEEN JOE JUGE, ON THE ONE HAND, AND BEATRIZ 
TAMAYO AND JULIO SIERRA, ON THE OTHER 

was approved and adopted at an adjourned regular meeting of the Committee on Trees and 
Views on November 2, 2021 by the following roll call vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

and in compliance with the laws of California was posted at the following: Administrative Officer 

ELAINE JENG, ACTING CITY CLERK 
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Dr.
Date: Monday, March 30, 2020 6:10:50 PM
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.pdf

PastedGraphic-3.pdf
PastedGraphic-2.pdf
PastedGraphic-4.pdf

Meredith,

Here is the letter I sent to Mr. Julio Sierra and Dr. Beatriz Tamayo.

After reading the letter again I have noticed a few typos.

Please let me know if this is sufficient.

Thank you,
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
Juge Company Inc. 
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com

Mr. Julio Sierra & Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
59 Eastfield Drive.
Rolling Hills, Ca. 90274
Re: View Impairment (61 Eastfield Dr.)                               March 20, 2020

Dear Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo,

Once again I am contacting you for the purpose of restoring our view. I started 
contacting you in 2016 requesting discussion and resolution of the issue. You have 
refused to take part any meaningful discussion. Spring is here again with all its beauty, 
but your overgrown trees and unsightly Oleander hedges continue to block our once 
unfettered beautiful view. 
Please refer to photo #3, taken about 10 years ago and photo #1 taken in 1988.  As you 
can see there is no Calif. pepper tree in the photos.  
Photo #4 is a photo taken March of 2020.  This pepper tree is one of the main 
obstructions to our pre-existing view.

I am requesting that the hedges along the South side of your property be lowered by 
means of “Topping” and that the height of the hedge not exceed the height of the lower 
roof ridge of your house.
I am requesting that the height of trees obstructing our view be reduced by “Crown 
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reduction”.  Both “Topping” and “Crown reduction” are definitions identified in 17.26.020 
of the RHMC.   

Please refer to: RHMC 17.26 (i.e., https://library.municode.com/ca/rollinghills/
codes/code of ordinances?no deld=TIT172O CH17.26VIPR)

“Failure of the vegetation owner to respond to the written request for initial 
reconciliation within sixty (60) days from the date on the notification shall be deemed 
formal refusal by the vegetation owner to participate in the initial reconciliation”. 

17.26050- Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance.

 
A.  The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can provably 
preponderance of the evidence, are to be considered in determining whether a pre-
existing view has been obstructed: 

1. VIEWING POINTS: Primary living areas and areas of active use on the north 
side of 61 Eastfield Dr.

2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the maximum 
height……. The obstruction is considerable. As can bee seen in photo #4 the Calif. 
pepper tree is about 20’ tall and can grow to a height of about 40’.  The Oleander is 
about 10’ tall and can grow to about 20’.  The vegetation is currently blocking in excess 
of 60% of the view we enjoyed in the past. 

        3. View Quality: Distant mountains, downtown L.A., Queen’s Necklace. Night lights 
of the various cities.

4. Extent of vegetation growth: When I acquired 61 Eastfield Dr. The vegetation 
of concern did not exist, or was at a height that was of no consequence.

5. N/A

6. N/A

7. Attempts to protect and maintain view: The Heaters (previous owners of 59 
Eastfield) and I had an informal and neighborly way of dealing with vegetation issues. 
There was not a problem of obstruction with previous owners. 
On multiple occasions I have attempted to discuss and resolve the view obstructions 
with you. You have, for the most part, refused to participate in any reasonable 
discussions. 
 I request that you contact me to discuss and resolve this issue in a neighborly manner.

          Joe Juge 
          310 713-6510
  Joe@jugecompany.com

         
Cc. Elaine Jeng P.E., City Manager
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         Attachments:  
                     Photo #1.  This photo shows no trees, to the West end of the South side of 
59 Eastfield. Photo taken 1988.
                     Photo #2.  Shows the South side of 59 Eastfield.  The Oleander hedges 
are nearly at the line of the house eves. Photo taken 1988
                     Photo #3. Photo shows no Calif. pepper tree to the West end of the South 
side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken December 2010.
                     Photo #4.  This photo shows large Calif. pepper tree, to the West end 
of the South side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken March 2020.
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Dr.
Date: Tuesday, March 31, 2020 4:56:09 PM

Meredith,
 
Resending letter.

Joe

 
Mr. Julio Sierra & Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
59 Eastfield Drive.
Rolling Hills, Ca. 90274
Re: View Impairment (61 Eastfield Dr.)                               March 20, 2020
 
 
Dear Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo,
 
Once again I am contacting you for the purpose of restoring our view. I started 
contacting you in 2016 requesting discussion and resolution of the issue. You have 
refused to take part any meaningful discussion. Spring is here again with all its beauty, 
but your overgrown trees and unsightly Oleander hedges continue to block our once 
unfettered beautiful view. 
Please refer to photo #3, taken about 10 years ago and photo #1 taken in 1988.  As you 
can see there is no Calif. pepper tree in the photos.  
Photo #4 is a photo taken March of 2020.  This pepper tree is one of the main 
obstructions to our pre-existing view.
 
 
I am requesting that the hedges along the South side of your property be lowered by 
means of “Topping” and that the height of the hedge not exceed the height of the lower 
roof ridge of your house.
I am requesting that the height of trees obstructing our view be reduced by “Crown 
reduction”.  Both “Topping” and “Crown reduction” are definitions identified in 17.26.020 
of the RHMC.   
 
Please refer to: RHMC 17.26 (i.e., https://library.municode.com/ca/rollinghills/
codes/code of ordinances?no deld=TIT172O CH17.26VIPR)
 
“Failure of the vegetation owner to respond to the written request for initial 
reconciliation within sixty (60) days from the date on the notification shall be deemed 
formal refusal by the vegetation owner to participate in the initial reconciliation”. 
 
17.26050- Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance.
 
A.  The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can provably 
preponderance of the evidence, are to be considered in determining whether a pre-
existing view has been obstructed: 
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1. VIEWING POINTS: Primary living areas and areas of active use on the north 
side of 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the maximum 
height……. The obstruction is considerable. As can bee seen in photo #4 the Calif. 
pepper tree is about 20’ tall and can grow to a height of about 40’.  The Oleander is 
about 10’ tall and can grow to about 20’.  The vegetation is currently blocking in excess 
of 60% of the view we enjoyed in the past. 
 
        3. View Quality: Distant mountains, downtown L.A., Queen’s Necklace. Night lights 
of the various cities.
 
4. Extent of vegetation growth: When I acquired 61 Eastfield Dr. The vegetation 
of concern did not exist, or was at a height that was of no consequence.
 
5. N/A
 
6. N/A
 
7. Attempts to protect and maintain view: The Heaters (previous owners of 59 
Eastfield) and I had an informal and neighborly way of dealing with vegetation issues. 
There was not a problem of obstruction with previous owners. 
On multiple occasions I have attempted to discuss and resolve the view obstructions 
with you. You have, for the most part, refused to participate in any reasonable 
discussions. 
 I request that you contact me to discuss and resolve this issue in a neighborly manner.
 
          Joe Juge 
          310 713-6510
 
Joe@jugecompany.com
 
         
Cc. Elaine Jeng P.E., City Manager
 
 
         Attachments:  
                     Photo #1.  This photo shows no trees, to the West end of the South side of 
59 Eastfield. Photo taken 1988.
                     Photo #2.  Shows the South side of 59 Eastfield.  The Oleander hedges 
are nearly at the line of the house eves. Photo taken 1988
                     Photo #3. Photo shows no Calif. pepper tree to the West end of the South 
side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken December 2010.
                     Photo #4.  This photo shows large Calif. pepper tree, to the West end 
of the South side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken March 2020.
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
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Juge Company Inc. 
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com

On Mar 31, 2020, at 3:26 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Hi Joe, I hope you’re doing well. I only received copies of photos. Could you please 
resend the letter? Thank you.
 
Meredith T. Elguira
Director

 
        Planning and Community Services
        2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills CA 90274
        O: 310.377.1521 | F: 310.377.7288
        E: Melguira@CityofRH.net

 

From: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2020 6:08 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
Meredith, 
 
Here is the letter I sent to Mr. Julio Sierra and Dr. Beatriz Tamayo.
 
After reading the letter again I have noticed a few typos.
 
Please let me know if this is sufficient.
 
Thank you,
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
Juge Company Inc. 
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com
 
 
 
Mr. Julio Sierra & Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
59 Eastfield Drive.

<ima
ge003.jpg>
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Rolling Hills, Ca. 90274
Re: View Impairment (61 Eastfield Dr.)                               March 20, 2020
 
 
Dear Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo,
 
Once again I am contacting you for the purpose of restoring our view. I started 
contacting you in 2016 requesting discussion and resolution of the issue. You 
have 
refused to take part any meaningful discussion. Spring is here again with all its 
beauty, 
but your overgrown trees and unsightly Oleander hedges continue to block our 
once 
unfettered beautiful view. 
Please refer to photo #3, taken about 10 years ago and photo #1 taken in 1988.  As 
you 
can see there is no Calif. pepper tree in the photos.  
Photo #4 is a photo taken March of 2020.  This pepper tree is one of the main 
obstructions to our pre-existing view.
 
 
I am requesting that the hedges along the South side of your property be lowered 
by 
means of “Topping” and that the height of the hedge not exceed the height of the 
lower 
roof ridge of your house.
I am requesting that the height of trees obstructing our view be reduced by 
“Crown 
reduction”.  Both “Topping” and “Crown reduction” are definitions identified in 
17.26.020 
of the RHMC.   
 
Please refer to: RHMC 17.26 (i.e., https://library.municode.com/ca/rollinghills/
codes/code of ordinances?no deld=TIT172O CH17.26VIPR)
 
“Failure of the vegetation owner to respond to the written request for initial 
reconciliation within sixty (60) days from the date on the notification shall be 
deemed 
formal refusal by the vegetation owner to participate in the initial reconciliation”. 
 
17.26050- Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance.
 
A.  The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can provably 
preponderance of the evidence, are to be considered in determining whether a pre-
existing view has been obstructed: 
 
1. VIEWING POINTS: Primary living areas and areas of active use on the north 
side of 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the maximum 
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height……. The obstruction is considerable. As can bee seen in photo #4 the 
Calif. 
pepper tree is about 20’ tall and can grow to a height of about 40’.  The Oleander 
is 
about 10’ tall and can grow to about 20’.  The vegetation is currently blocking in 
excess 
of 60% of the view we enjoyed in the past. 
 
        3. View Quality: Distant mountains, downtown L.A., Queen’s Necklace. 
Night lights 
of the various cities.
 
4. Extent of vegetation growth: When I acquired 61 Eastfield Dr. The vegetation 
of concern did not exist, or was at a height that was of no consequence.
 
5. N/A
 
6. N/A
 
7. Attempts to protect and maintain view: The Heaters (previous owners of 59 
Eastfield) and I had an informal and neighborly way of dealing with vegetation 
issues. 
There was not a problem of obstruction with previous owners. 
On multiple occasions I have attempted to discuss and resolve the view 
obstructions 
with you. You have, for the most part, refused to participate in any reasonable 
discussions. 
 I request that you contact me to discuss and resolve this issue in a neighborly 
manner.
 
          Joe Juge 
          310 713-6510
 
Joe@jugecompany.com
 
         
Cc. Elaine Jeng P.E., City Manager
 
 
         Attachments:  
                     Photo #1.  This photo shows no trees, to the West end of the South 
side of 
59 Eastfield. Photo taken 1988.
                     Photo #2.  Shows the South side of 59 Eastfield.  The Oleander 
hedges 
are nearly at the line of the house eves. Photo taken 1988
                     Photo #3. Photo shows no Calif. pepper tree to the West end of the 
South 
side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken December 2010.
                     Photo #4.  This photo shows large Calif. pepper tree, to the West end 
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of the South side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken March 2020.
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Preservation
Date: Thursday, April 29, 2021 9:03:56 AM

1:30 will be fine. 
Thanks
Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 28, 2021, at 6:36 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hi Joe,
Would 1:30 PM tomorrow work for you? Please advise. Thank you.
 
Meredith  T. Elguira
 

From: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2021 12:06 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Re: View Preservation
 
Meredith, 
When would you like to come for the photos?
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 26, 2021, at 5:39 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
wrote:

﻿
Hi Joe, sorry I missed your call. The Planning Commission appointed the
committee last Tuesday. I will be scheduling the field trip week of May

10th. The field trip will most likely occur in late afternoon. I will confirm
the time once I receive confirmation from the three committee members.
I will need to visit your property this week to take pictures of the view
from the rooms that are impacted. Please advise on your availability.
Thank you.
 
Meredith
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Dr.
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 6:48:14 PM

Meredith,
This was returned to us today. As I mentioned to you, we put a copy in the mailbox of your
neighbors, Sierra and Tamayo. 
Thanks,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 31, 2020, at 4:56 PM, Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> wrote:

﻿
Meredith,
 
Resending letter.

Joe
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Mr. Julio Sierra & Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
59 Eastfield Drive.
Rolling Hills, Ca. 90274
Re: View Impairment (61 Eastfield Dr.)                               March 20, 2020
 
 
Dear Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo,
 
Once again I am contacting you for the purpose of restoring our view. I started 
contacting you in 2016 requesting discussion and resolution of the issue. You have 
refused to take part any meaningful discussion. Spring is here again with all its
beauty, 
but your overgrown trees and unsightly Oleander hedges continue to block our once 
unfettered beautiful view. 
Please refer to photo #3, taken about 10 years ago and photo #1 taken in 1988.  As
you 
can see there is no Calif. pepper tree in the photos.  
Photo #4 is a photo taken March of 2020.  This pepper tree is one of the main 
obstructions to our pre-existing view.
 
 
I am requesting that the hedges along the South side of your property be lowered by 
means of “Topping” and that the height of the hedge not exceed the height of the
lower 
roof ridge of your house.
I am requesting that the height of trees obstructing our view be reduced by “Crown 
reduction”.  Both “Topping” and “Crown reduction” are definitions identified in
17.26.020 
of the RHMC.   
 
Please refer to: RHMC 17.26 (i.e., https://library.municode.com/ca/rollinghills/
codes/code of ordinances?no deld=TIT172O CH17.26VIPR)
 
“Failure of the vegetation owner to respond to the written request for initial 
reconciliation within sixty (60) days from the date on the notification shall be
deemed 
formal refusal by the vegetation owner to participate in the initial reconciliation”. 
 
17.26050- Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance.
 
A.  The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can provably 
preponderance of the evidence, are to be considered in determining whether a pre-
existing view has been obstructed: 
 
1. VIEWING POINTS: Primary living areas and areas of active use on the north 
side of 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the maximum 
height……. The obstruction is considerable. As can bee seen in photo #4 the Calif. 
pepper tree is about 20’ tall and can grow to a height of about 40’.  The Oleander is 
about 10’ tall and can grow to about 20’.  The vegetation is currently blocking in
excess 
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of 60% of the view we enjoyed in the past. 
 
        3. View Quality: Distant mountains, downtown L.A., Queen’s Necklace. Night
lights 
of the various cities.
 
4. Extent of vegetation growth: When I acquired 61 Eastfield Dr. The vegetation 
of concern did not exist, or was at a height that was of no consequence.
 
5. N/A
 
6. N/A
 
7. Attempts to protect and maintain view: The Heaters (previous owners of 59 
Eastfield) and I had an informal and neighborly way of dealing with vegetation
issues. 
There was not a problem of obstruction with previous owners. 
On multiple occasions I have attempted to discuss and resolve the view obstructions 
with you. You have, for the most part, refused to participate in any reasonable 
discussions. 
 I request that you contact me to discuss and resolve this issue in a neighborly
manner.
 
          Joe Juge 
          310 713-6510
 
Joe@jugecompany.com
 
         
Cc. Elaine Jeng P.E., City Manager
 
 
         Attachments:  
                     Photo #1.  This photo shows no trees, to the West end of the South side
of 
59 Eastfield. Photo taken 1988.
                     Photo #2.  Shows the South side of 59 Eastfield.  The Oleander hedges 
are nearly at the line of the house eves. Photo taken 1988
                     Photo #3. Photo shows no Calif. pepper tree to the West end of the
South 
side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken December 2010.
                     Photo #4.  This photo shows large Calif. pepper tree, to the West end 
of the South side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken March 2020.
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
Juge Company Inc. 
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com
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On Mar 31, 2020, at 3:26 PM, Meredith Elguira
<melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Hi Joe, I hope you’re doing well. I only received copies of photos. Could you
please resend the letter? Thank you.
 
Meredith T. Elguira
Director

 
        Planning and Community Services
        2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills CA 90274
        O: 310.377.1521 | F: 310.377.7288
        E: Melguira@CityofRH.net

 

From: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> 
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2020 6:08 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
Meredith, 
 
Here is the letter I sent to Mr. Julio Sierra and Dr. Beatriz Tamayo.
 
After reading the letter again I have noticed a few typos.
 
Please let me know if this is sufficient.
 
Thank you,
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
Juge Company Inc. 
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com
 
 
 
Mr. Julio Sierra & Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
59 Eastfield Drive.
Rolling Hills, Ca. 90274
Re: View Impairment (61 Eastfield Dr.)                               March 20,
2020
 
 
Dear Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo,
 

<image003.jpg>
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Once again I am contacting you for the purpose of restoring our view. I
started 
contacting you in 2016 requesting discussion and resolution of the issue.
You have 
refused to take part any meaningful discussion. Spring is here again with
all its beauty, 
but your overgrown trees and unsightly Oleander hedges continue to
block our once 
unfettered beautiful view. 
Please refer to photo #3, taken about 10 years ago and photo #1 taken in
1988.  As you 
can see there is no Calif. pepper tree in the photos.  
Photo #4 is a photo taken March of 2020.  This pepper tree is one of the
main 
obstructions to our pre-existing view.
 
 
I am requesting that the hedges along the South side of your property be
lowered by 
means of “Topping” and that the height of the hedge not exceed the
height of the lower 
roof ridge of your house.
I am requesting that the height of trees obstructing our view be reduced
by “Crown 
reduction”.  Both “Topping” and “Crown reduction” are definitions
identified in 17.26.020 
of the RHMC.   
 
Please refer to: RHMC 17.26
(i.e., https://library.municode.com/ca/rollinghills/
codes/code of ordinances?no deld=TIT172O CH17.26VIPR)
 
“Failure of the vegetation owner to respond to the written request for
initial 
reconciliation within sixty (60) days from the date on the notification
shall be deemed 
formal refusal by the vegetation owner to participate in the initial
reconciliation”. 
 
17.26050- Considerations for applying the view preservation ordinance.
 
A.  The following nonexclusive factors, for which the parties can
provably 
preponderance of the evidence, are to be considered in determining
whether a pre-
existing view has been obstructed: 
 
1. VIEWING POINTS: Primary living areas and areas of active use on
the north 
side of 61 Eastfield Dr.
 
2. The extent of the view obstruction, both currently and at the
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maximum 
height……. The obstruction is considerable. As can bee seen in photo #4
the Calif. 
pepper tree is about 20’ tall and can grow to a height of about 40’.  The
Oleander is 
about 10’ tall and can grow to about 20’.  The vegetation is currently
blocking in excess 
of 60% of the view we enjoyed in the past. 
 
        3. View Quality: Distant mountains, downtown L.A., Queen’s
Necklace. Night lights 
of the various cities.
 
4. Extent of vegetation growth: When I acquired 61 Eastfield Dr. The
vegetation 
of concern did not exist, or was at a height that was of no consequence.
 
5. N/A
 
6. N/A
 
7. Attempts to protect and maintain view: The Heaters (previous owners
of 59 
Eastfield) and I had an informal and neighborly way of dealing with
vegetation issues. 
There was not a problem of obstruction with previous owners. 
On multiple occasions I have attempted to discuss and resolve the view
obstructions 
with you. You have, for the most part, refused to participate in any
reasonable 
discussions. 
 I request that you contact me to discuss and resolve this issue in a
neighborly manner.
 
          Joe Juge 
          310 713-6510
 
Joe@jugecompany.com
 
         
Cc. Elaine Jeng P.E., City Manager
 
 
         Attachments:  
                     Photo #1.  This photo shows no trees, to the West end of the
South side of 
59 Eastfield. Photo taken 1988.
                     Photo #2.  Shows the South side of 59 Eastfield.  The
Oleander hedges 
are nearly at the line of the house eves. Photo taken 1988
                     Photo #3. Photo shows no Calif. pepper tree to the West end
of the South 
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side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken December 2010.
                     Photo #4.  This photo shows large Calif. pepper tree, to the
West end 
of the South side of 59 Eastfield. Photo taken March 2020.
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Tamayo & Sierra letter 05-19-2020.rtf
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 8:16:05 AM
Attachments: Tamayo & Sierra letter 05-19-2020.rtf

Meredith,
I am forwarding to you the letter that I sent to Beatriz and Julio, regarding our view restoration. 
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone
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JOSEPH H. JUGE
61 EASTDFIELD DR.
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274


 Dr. Beatriz Tamayo & Mr. Julio Sierra 
59 Eastfield Drive
Rolling Hills, CA 90274						May 19, 2020

Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo
. 
Thank you for your response to my letter of 03/20/20.

In my letter of 03/20/20 I did provide you with the “…Remediation Action...” we are seeking to restore our view.

I am willing to bear the cost of the initial trimming and cutting. 

The subsequent maintenance should be yours to bear.

As I understand, there is no requirement to consult an arborist. If you desire or insist, please do so.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss any of the issues relating to RHMC Chapter 17.26 and the restoration of our view.

If I do not receive communication from you within 5 days, I will proceed with a request for mediation, as identified in 17.26.030; knowing we do not have resolution of the issue.  

Thank you,



Joe Juge
(310) 713-6510
Joe@jugecompany.com

Cc: City of Rolling Hills



JOSEPH H. JUGE 
61 EASTDFIELD DR. 

ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274 
 
 

 Dr. Beatriz Tamayo & Mr. Julio Sierra  
59 Eastfield Drive 
Rolling Hills, CA 90274      May 19, 2020 
 
Mr. Sierra & Dr. Tamayo 
.  
Thank you for your response to my letter of 03/20/20. 
 
In my letter of 03/20/20 I did provide you with the “…Remediation Action...” we 
are seeking to restore our view. 
 
I am willing to bear the cost of the initial trimming and cutting.  
 
The subsequent maintenance should be yours to bear. 
 
As I understand, there is no requirement to consult an arborist. If you desire or 
insist, please do so. 
 
Please let me know if you would like to discuss any of the issues relating to 
RHMC Chapter 17.26 and the restoration of our view. 
 
If I do not receive communication from you within 5 days, I will proceed with a 
request for mediation, as identified in 17.26.030; knowing we do not have 
resolution of the issue.   
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Joe Juge 
(310) 713-6510 
Joe@jugecompany.com 
 
Cc: City of Rolling Hills 
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Request for mediation (Juge/Tamayo)
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 6:22:37 PM

Meredith,
I am forwarding to the letter requesting mediation. We have no resolution.
Thank you,
Joe

JOSEPH H. JUGE
61 EASTFIELD DRIVE
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274

May 26, 2020

Dr. Tamayo & Mr. Sierra,

Pursuant to RHMC 17.26.040 B Mediation and because we do not have any resolution to the View Complaint filed
to restore our view, I am requesting that we enter into mediation to help solve this issue.

Joe Juge
Cc: City of Rolling Hills

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: 61 Eastfield
Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 2:38:20 PM

Meredith,
I would appreciate it if you will call me when you have the time.
I would like to get a better understanding regarding what is needed for the “Administrative Approval”
Thanks,
Joe
_____________________
Joseph Juge
President
Juge Company Inc.
General Contractors
Phone: (310) 713-6510
Email: joe@jugecompany.com

98

mailto:joe@jugecompany.com
mailto:melguira@cityofrh.net


From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case
Date: Friday, July 30, 2021 6:14:21 PM

No, nothing yet. 
Dr. Tamayo has not responded to my letter asking if she has chosen a mediator yet. 
As you know, she rejected the mediators we submitted. 
Thank,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 30, 2021, at 6:05 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge, I wanted to get an update on whether or not the
mediation is taking place. Is there anything staff can do to help facilitate the process?
Please advise.
 
Best regards,
Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 7:32:18 PM

Meredith,
I did not see the email from Dr. Tamayo. 
Will you please provide it?
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 2, 2021, at 5:05 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Dr. Tamayo,
 
This is to confirm receipt of your email. Thank you.
 
Meredith  T. Elguira
 

From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 2, 2021 4:41 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Re: View Case
 
Ms. Elguira,
 
We're still waiting for Ms. Bonapart from Mill Valley, CA, to reply to to our message left at
her office mailbox.  As per Mr. Hildreth from Sonora, CA, he did reply already but he said
that he wouldn't be available for the next few days due to a personal trip.
 
Thank you.
 
 
B. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C Sierra
 
 

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It
contains information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure
under law.  If you are not the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that
you should not review the contents of the e-mail, and that any review, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and permanently delete
this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
 
 
On Monday, August 2, 2021, 08:55:39 AM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
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wrote:
 
 

Good Morning,

 

I hope you both had a good weekend.

 

The sixty days of mediation period has ended, please provide an update. If no progress
was made, we will schedule this case to be heard by the Committee on Trees and Views.
The tentative meeting date is August 16, 2021. Please advise on the status.

 

Thank you,

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Meredith Elguira 
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 6:05 PM
To: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>; Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com>
Subject: View Case

 

Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge, I wanted to get an update on whether or not the mediation
is taking place. Is there anything staff can do to help facilitate the process? Please advise.

 

Best regards,

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

101

mailto:joe@jugecompany.com
mailto:b.tamayomd@yahoo.com


From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Beatriz Tamayo
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 9:36:05 AM

Meredith,
  I am not interested in using mediation services in Northern California using Zoom. 
  I would like to have a local mediator. Someone that will actually view the conditions as part
of the mediation. 
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 18, 2021, at 10:37 AM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
wrote:

﻿
Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,
 
I’m reaching to check if you would like additional mediators to contact. Please let me
know how the City can help expedite the process and facilitate mediation.
 
Best,
Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Brian Byun; Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 11:24:19 AM

Meredith,

I have contacted Coleen Berg, Gayle Eskridge and Susan Feder. 

Coleen Berg:
She is available for mediation with about a weeks notice. Her fee is $175/hr. 

Gayle Eskridge:
No information on her available yet. Her fee is $500/hr. 

Susan Feder:
May be available after October for in person mediation. Her fee is $4,900/day. 
She may consider actually viewing the condition outside and conducting the mediation
outside.  

Thank you,
Joe
Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 20, 2021, at 2:55 PM, Brian Byun <Brian.Byun@bbklaw.com> wrote:

﻿
Dear Mr. Juge and Dr. Tamayo:
 
The City has identified the following additional mediators who could potentially
mediate your dispute:
 

1. Coleen Berg with Choice Mediation (Website). Based on this 2016 LA Times
article, we reached out to the City of Laguna Beach, which recommended Ms.
Berg for view impairment disputes. She specializes in neighbor-to-neighbor
disputes, including view impairment, and has assisted residents in Rancho Palos
Verdes, Beverly Hills, Laguna Beach, and Malibu. She can be contacted at 310-
512-6078, and/or ChoiceMediation@yahoo.com. She indicated that she is willing
to conduct the mediation in person. NB: This was one of Mr. Juge’s two mediator
suggestions in his letter dated August 13, 2020.

 
2. Gayle L. Eskridge (Website). She is based in Torrance, and indicated that she is

willing to conduct in-person mediations. Her website indicates she has
experience mediating tree/view disputes, and that she is a licensed real estate
broker.
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3. Susan Feder (Website). While it appears she is based in San Francisco, she
indicates that she mediates disputes in Sacramento and Los Angeles as well. She
has experience with neighbor-to-neighbor tree and view disputes under local
ordinances that require dispute resolution for view impairment issues.

 
We highly encourage you to select a mediator and schedule a mediation session as
soon as possible.
 
Thank you,
 

 

Brian Byun
Of Counsel
brian.byun@bbklaw.com
T: (619) 525-1360  C: (619) 204-3220   
www.BBKlaw.com    

 

From: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 9:54 AM
To: Joseph Juge
Cc: Beatriz Tamayo
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
 
Thank you, Mr. Juge. I will reach out to our City Attorney for more
names for consideration. 
 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 9:35:56 AM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Cc: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
 
Meredith,
  I am not interested in using mediation services in Northern
California using Zoom. 
  I would like to have a local mediator. Someone that will actually
view the conditions as part of the mediation. 
Thank you,
Joe

 

Brian Byun
Of Counsel
brian.byun@bbklaw.com
T: (619) 525-1360  C: (619) 204-3220   
www.BBKlaw.com    
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On Aug 18, 2021, at 10:37 AM, Meredith Elguira
<melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,
 
I’m reaching to check if you would like additional mediators
to contact. Please let me know how the City can help
expedite the process and facilitate mediation.
 
Best,
Meredith  T. Elguira
 

This email and any files or attachments transmitted with it may
contain privileged or otherwise confidential information. If you are
not the intended recipient, or believe that you may have received this
communication in error, please advise the sender via reply email and
immediately delete the email you received.
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Beatriz Tamayo
Cc: Brian Byun; Meredith Elguira
Subject: Trees/view
Date: Monday, August 23, 2021 4:37:30 PM

Dr. Tamayo,

I am forwarding to you the information I gathered on the three mediators identified by Brian
Byun, from the
 city attorneys office. 

Please review and provide me with your thoughts on the mediators and how you might like to
proceed with this process. 

Thank you,
Joe

 
I have contacted Coleen Berg, Gayle Eskridge and Susan Feder. 
 
Coleen Berg:
She is available for mediation with about a weeks notice. Her fee is $175/hr. 
 
Gayle Eskridge:
No information on her available yet. Her fee is $500/hr. 

Susan Feder:
May be available after October for in person mediation. Her fee is $4,900/day. 
She may consider actually viewing the condition outside and conducting the mediation
outside.  
 
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Beatriz Tamayo
Cc: Meredith Elguira; Brian Byun; Denise Jacobs
Subject: Mediation
Date: Sunday, August 29, 2021 4:45:25 PM

Dr. Tamayo,

Thank you for the information regarding your travel plans and that you will wait until after October 5th to start
them. I think that will allow more than enough time to mediate the issues at hand.

Have you determined which mediator you would prefer to use from the list provided by the City Attorney?

We have all of September and four days in October to resolve the issue in mediation before your travels begin. I
understand the mediation should take one to two days at most. 

Based on your email, I gather that you intend to be present at the October 5th hearing before the CTV. I am very
pleased to hear that.

Both Denise and I agree with your statement: “We’d be very affected by any postponement or delay of that date.” 
We have been waiting since 12/20/2016 to resolve this issue.

I see no reason for your lack of desire “…..to initiate any mediation at this time.”  I have no doubt it can be done
with in the 35 days from September 1st. - October 4th. unless it is to again prolong the process.

Please, let’s just get this done.

Joe Juge/Denise Jacobs Sent from my iPhone

107

mailto:joe@jugecompany.com
mailto:b.tamayomd@yahoo.com
mailto:melguira@cityofrh.net
mailto:Brian.Byun@bbklaw.com
mailto:48denisela@gmail.com


From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case Hearing Date and Time
Date: Monday, September 13, 2021 4:54:19 PM

Good most anytime. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 13, 2021, at 12:34 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hello Mr. Juge,
 
Please provide your availability for an earlier hearing date. I have also asked Dr. Tamayo
for her availability. As soon as I have the dates that coincide, I will inform both parties
and I will notice the hearing. Thank you.
 
Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case Hearing Date and Time
Date: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 3:53:50 PM

Meredith, 
I am very surprised about that. 
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 15, 2021, at 1:28 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hello Mr. Juge,
I have not received a response from Dr. Tamayo and due to the noticing
requirements, we won’t be able to move it up any sooner. We will keep the 5th of
October date for the hearing as stated at the previous meeting.

Best, 
Meredith

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 4:54:13 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Re: View Case Hearing Date and Time
 
Good most anytime. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 13, 2021, at 12:34 PM, Meredith Elguira
<melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

﻿
Hello Mr. Juge,
 
Please provide your availability for an earlier hearing date. I have also
asked Dr. Tamayo for her availability. As soon as I have the dates that
coincide, I will inform both parties and I will notice the hearing. Thank
you.
 
Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Certified Mail
Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 4:56:56 PM

Meredith,
We received the notice.
Thanks,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Joseph Juge
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 1:05:14 PM

We had a good weekend, thank you. 
There has been no medication. 
Joe

Sent from my iPhone

On Aug 2, 2021, at 8:55 AM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:
There

﻿
Good Morning,
 
I hope you both had a good weekend.
 
The sixty days of mediation period has ended, please provide an update. If no progress
was made, we will schedule this case to be heard by the Committee on Trees and
Views. The tentative meeting date is August 16, 2021. Please advise on the status.
 
Thank you,
Meredith  T. Elguira
 

From: Meredith Elguira 
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 6:05 PM
To: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>; Beatriz Tamayo
<b.tamayomd@yahoo.com>
Subject: View Case
 
Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge, I wanted to get an update on whether or not the
mediation is taking place. Is there anything staff can do to help facilitate the process?
Please advise.
 
Best regards,
Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng
Subject: View Preservation 61 Eastfield Drive
Date: Sunday, April 26, 2020 1:19:16 PM
Attachments: Letter to Meredith.PDF

Hi Ms. Elguira,

Please see attached letters in response to your recent email.

Thank You.

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng
Subject: 61 Eastfield Dr.
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 8:30:27 PM
Attachments: Mr. Juge"s letter.PDF

City of RH letter.PDF

Ms. Elguira,

Attached please find a copy of the letter we mailed to Mr. Juge in response to his March 20, 2020 one.

A hard copy was also mailed to you last 5/16/2020.

Thank you.

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng
Subject: Notice of public hearing June 1, 20201
Date: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 7:07:46 PM
Attachments: July 252020.pdf

October 92020.pdf
Court case.pdf
Court case 2.pdf

Dear Ms. Elguira,

We received yesterday a notice of public hearing and field trip of the CTV  scheduled for June 1, 2021 at
61 Eastfield Drive, in relation to mr. Juge's alleged view impairment complaint.  According to the chapter
17.26 of the municipal code, view preservation, a public hearing before the CTV shall take place only
after the mediation has been unsuccessful. We have not tried mediation yet although it was proposed by
Mr.Juge and we agreed to it in writing (see attachments).

As per our telephonic conversation this morning, Mr. Juge claims he didn't receive our last letter we sent
him via certified mail. I wonder why you didn't provide him with a copy of such letter that you have in file
as the City receives copies of each letter we mail to Mr. Juge also via certified mail (see attachments).

After we mailed him our last letter of October 9, 2020, we didn't hear from Mr. Juge any longer regarding
his alleged view complaint.  We assumed he was busy enough taking us to court in a case that he
ultimately lost (see attachments).

In addition, that public hearing must be postponed as my husband is currently out of the country and
won't be back until the end of June and I want him to attend that meeting.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng; Jim Black
Subject: 61 Eastfield View Impairment Complaint
Date: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 5:11:19 PM
Attachments: Letter to City of RH.pdf

Dear Ms. Elguira,

Attached please find a letter regarding Mr. Joe Juge's View Complaint.

Thank You.

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Jana Cooley; Sean Cardenas; Gregg Kirkpatrick
Cc: Michael Jenkins; Brian Byun; Bea Dieringer; Jim Black; Elaine Jeng; Meredith Elguira
Subject: 61 Eastfield Drive
Date: Thursday, July 8, 2021 8:14:54 PM
Attachments: Letter to CTV.PDF

Dear Ms. Jana Cooley, Mr. Sean Cardenas and Mr. Gregg Kirkpatrick,

Enclosed please find our letter in response to 61 Eastfield View impairment Complaint and also a link with
supporting photos for your review.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.
Julio C. Sierra

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1sCJMalzv8TFviA1t7-2muU-A7mbHIaCU?usp=sharing

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng
Subject: 61 Eastfied Dr
Date: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 1:23:50 PM
Attachments: mediation.pdf

Dear Ms. Elguira,

Attached please find our letter to Mr. Juge  in response to sharing mediation costs.

We're also asking the City to please select a mediator for us.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng; Michael Jenkins
Subject: Re: Committee on Trees and Views (CTV) Hearing Procedures
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 6:10:49 PM
Attachments: scheduled summer activities.pdf

Ms. Elguira,

Thank you for the Memorandum written by the City Attorney's office on July 16, 2021 regarding The CTV
Hearing Procedures.

We received only 3 pages, please let us know if we missed any page(s).

We want to ask you if the hearing was already scheduled for August 9.  

In accordance with the chapter 17.26.040 of the RHMC, section 4. a. Notice required. "The City shall
provide notice of the hearing a minimum of fifteen days prior to the hearing. The hearing shall not proceed
unless proof is shown that the vegetation owner received notice of the hearing as provided herein:

i. Notice  shall be given by certified mail, return receipt requested, to the owner of the vegetation and to
the complainant"

Because it's summer time, we had activities scheduled months in advance and,  we'd kindly ask you to
please take them into consideration when choosing the Hearing's date. Activities such as pre-paid
reservations for short vacation trips and also for a medical procedure:

August 5-10 trip to Westwood, CA

August 17-18 Medical procedure (Julio)

September 5-9 Trip to Las Vegas. NV.

September 12-14, Trip to San Francisco.

I also need to reschedule my patients shall you choose an office day and Julio needs to request time/day
off at his work in order for us to be able to attend the meeting.

We're attaching our lodging confirmations.

We thank you in advance for the consideration you give to our request. 

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
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prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Monday, July 19, 2021, 05:55:13 PM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Good Afternoon Dr. Tamayo,

 

The City’s City Attorney’s Office put together the hearing procedures for CTV, per the requirements of the
City’s Municipal Code. This will be the procedures we will comply with when conducting CTV hearings.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Best regards,

Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Letter to neighbors at 59 Eastfield Dr.
Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 2:01:39 PM

Thank you Meredith.

Sincerely,

B. Tamayo, M.D.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Monday, July 26, 2021, 12:52 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Dr. Tamayo,

 

I was asked to forward this email to you and Mr. Sierra. I do not have Mr.
Sierra’s email address. Please share with him. Thank you.

 

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Denise Nettleton Jacobs <48denisela@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 1:57 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Cc: Joe Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>
Subject: Letter to neighbors at 59 Eastfield Dr.

 

Meredith, we sent a certified hard copy of this letter to the neighbors today. Please
forward this email on to Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Sierra.

 

Thank you,

 

Joe Juge & Denise Jacobs
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Joe Juge

61 Eastfield Drive

Rolling Hills, CA 90274

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, MD

Julio C. Sierra

59 Eastfield Drive

Rolling Hills, CA 90274

 

RE: July 12, 2021 Letter

 

                                                                                                           

                                                                                                            July 16th, 2021

 

Dr. Tamayo & Mr. Sierra,

 

You have rejected the mediators we suggested.

 

I believe the time for the mediation process is closing quickly. 

 

Have you selected any mediators you think would be acceptable?

 

Thank you.
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Sincerely,

 

 

 

 

 

Joe Juge

 

Cc: City of Rolling Hills
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: View Case
Date: Monday, August 2, 2021 4:41:10 PM

Ms. Elguira,

We're still waiting for Ms. Bonapart from Mill Valley, CA, to reply to to our message left at her office
mailbox.  As per Mr. Hildreth from Sonora, CA, he did reply already but he said that he wouldn't be
available for the next few days due to a personal trip.

Thank you.

B. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Monday, August 2, 2021, 08:55:39 AM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Good Morning,

 

I hope you both had a good weekend.

 

The sixty days of mediation period has ended, please provide an update. If no progress was made, we
will schedule this case to be heard by the Committee on Trees and Views. The tentative meeting date is
August 16, 2021. Please advise on the status.

 

Thank you,

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Meredith Elguira 
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2021 6:05 PM
To: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>; Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com>
Subject: View Case
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Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge, I wanted to get an update on whether or not the mediation is taking
place. Is there anything staff can do to help facilitate the process? Please advise.

 

Best regards,

Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Jana Cooley; Sean Cardenas; Gregg Kirkpatrick
Cc: Michael Jenkins; Brian Byun; Bea Dieringer; Jim Black; Elaine Jeng; Meredith Elguira
Subject: 61 Eastfield Drive (2)
Date: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 10:53:51 PM
Attachments: Letter to CTV (2).PDF

Dear CTV members,

We're enclosing a second letter and additional pictures in response to the 61 Eastfield Drive View
impairment complaint for your review.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.
Julio C. Sierra

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1SYXGIBGfp7APdpFkLIdyLsmxHkxRXtG-?usp=sharing

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Michael Jenkins; Elaine Jeng; Jim Black; Bea Dieringer
Subject: Notice Required
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 1:30:12 PM
Attachments: City of RH Letter of Public Hearing.pdf

Dear Ms. Elguira,

Every single resident of Rolling Hills must abide by the rules of the RHMC. But the City and the City staff
as well.

This is the third attempt by the City of Rolling Hills to schedule a CTV Public Hearing regarding 61
Eastfield view impairment complaint, scheduled for August 17, 2021.  In none of the three, the City has
complied with the requirements of the provisions of Chapter 17.26 section 17.26.040. C.4.a .i, of the
Rolling Hills Municipal Code:

"Notice Required. The City shall provide notice of the hearing a minimum of fifteen days prior to the
hearing." 

"Notice shall be given by certified mail, return receipt requested to the owner of the tree.."

Please explain why the City staff is not acting in compliance with the laws in RH.

Please also confirm that ALL meetings of the CTV are open to the public and that the City will not hold
secret meetings.

Thank you.

Sincerely, 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.
Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Brian Byun
Cc: Elaine Jeng; Michael Jenkins; Jim Black; Bea Dieringer; Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Committee on Trees and Views Meeting (CTV)
Date: Sunday, August 15, 2021 3:50:47 PM
Attachments: Committee on Trees and Views Agenda Packet 08.17.21-c1.pdf

Dear Mr. Byun,

Thank you for your prompt response.  We'll be discussing the status of the case with the CTV members
Next Tuesday.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Sunday, August 15, 2021, 01:33:24 PM PDT, Brian Byun <brian.byun@bbklaw.com> wrote:

Dear Dr. Tamayo,

 

Thank you for your email. As I believe Ms. Elguira relayed to you over the phone, the public
hearing notice was sent in error. As you can see from the attached agenda, which was
posted on Friday, there will be no public hearing – just an update to the Committee,
scheduled at the request of the Chair, on the status of your mediation with Mr. Juge.

 

Having not heard otherwise, I assume you and Mr. Juge are still in the process of selecting
a mediator and scheduling a mediation. The ordinance contemplates that the parties will
complete mediation before a hearing is conducted by the Committee and we are deferring
scheduling a hearing until that happens.  I suggest that you and Mr. Juge direct your
attention to completing mediation at which you may consider addressing all of the issues in
dispute between you.

 

If you’d like to discuss any of this further, please feel free to call me at either of the numbers
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1. CALL TO ORDER


2. ROLL CALL


3. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MINUTES AND ANY ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA


4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES


5. NEW BUSINESS
None.


6. OLD BUSINESS
Mediation status update on Juge - Tamayo View Case.


6.A. JUGE - TAMAYO VIEW CASE MEDIATION STATUS UPDATE.


  NO. 2 PORTUGUESE BEND ROAD
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274


(310) 377-1521
FAX (310) 377-7288


   
AGENDA
Trees and Views Committee
Meeting


TREES AND VIEWS
COMMITTEE


Tuesday, August 17, 2021


CITY OF ROLLING HILLS
4:00 PM


 
Executive Order N-29-20


This meeting is held pursuant to Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Newsom on March 17,
2020. All Trees and Views Committee members will participate by teleconference. Public
Participation: 


A live audio of the Committee on Trees and Views meeting will be available on the City's website
(https://www.rolling-hills.org/government/agenda/index.php)


The meeting agenda is also available on the City's website (https://www.rolling-
hills.org/government/agenda/index.php).


 
Join Zoom Meeting via https://us02web.zoom.us/j/99343882035?


pwd=MWZXaG9ISWdud3NpajYwY3dF bllFZz09
Meeting ID: 993 4388 2035     Passcode: 647943


 
Members of the public may submit comments in real time by emailing the City Clerk's office at


cityclerk@cityofrh.net. Your comments will become a part of the official meeting record. You must
provide your full name but do not provide any other personal information (i.e., phone numbers,


addresses, etc) that you do not want to be published.
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RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file.


7. ITEMS FROM STAFF
None.


8. ITEMS FROM THE TREES & VIEWS COMMITTEE


9. ADJOURNMENT
Next meeting: DAY, MONTH DATE, YEAR at TIME p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Rolling
Hills City Hall, 2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills, California, 90274.


10. Notice:


Documents pertaining to an agenda item received after the posting of the agenda are available for review in the City
Clerk's office or at the meeting at which the item will be considered.


In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting due to your disability, please contact the City Clerk at (310) 377-1521 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting
to enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility and accommodation for your review of
this agenda and attendance at this meeting.


 08.09.21.pdf
08.05.21.pdf
07.19.21.pdf
07.15.21.pdf
07.12.21.pdf
07.09.21.pdf
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Agenda Item No.: 6.A 
Mtg. Date: 08/17/2021


TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL


FROM: MEREDITH ELGUIRA, PLANNING DIRECTOR


THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER


SUBJECT: JUGE - TAMAYO VIEW CASE MEDIATION STATUS UPDATE.


DATE: August 17, 2021


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 
BACKGROUND:
On June 1, 2021, the Committee on Trees and Views advised the complainant, Mr. Juge, and vegetation
owners, Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Sierra, to mediate their dispute and continue the hearing for 60 days from
June 1, 2021. Staff recommended that the Committee impose the following conditions:
1.  City staff will assist the parties, upon joint request, in selecting a mediator – either by suggesting
potential mediators or selecting a mediator for them.
2.  Neither party may request a CTV hearing before they have had one full day of mediation. If, after
the first day of mediation and before the 60 days has expired, one or both of the parties believe that
further mediation will be fruitless, one or both parties may submit a request in writing and must, under
penalty of perjury, state that they attempted mediation in good faith but that efforts have been and will
be fruitless.
3.  If only one party requests a hearing, but the other wishes to continue mediation, the party requesting
hearing shall so notify the other party. The hearing will move forward on the pre-assigned date or at an
earlier date if feasible; however, the non-requesting party may present evidence at the hearing to rebut
the requesting party’s assertion that mediation was attempted in good faith, and such evidence may go
towards determining whether a pre-existing view exists and whether it has been obstructed. See RHMC
sec. 17.26.050(A) (evaluation factors are non-exclusive).
 
DISCUSSION:
Both parties have not settled on a mediator. Mr. Juge sent names of mediators to Dr. Tamayo. Dr.
Tamayo did not agree to Mr. Juge's recommendations. Dr. Tamayo reached out to the City for
recommendations. The City Attorney's office provided names that were provided to Dr. Tamayo and
Mr. Juge. for consideration. As of August 2, 2021, Dr. Tamayo reached out to the mediators and has yet
to receive a response from one and the other was out of town for a few days. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
 
RECOMMENDATION:


3







Receive and file.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
08.09.21.pdf
08.05.21.pdf
07.19.21.pdf
07.15.21.pdf
07.12.21.pdf
07.09.21.pdf
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below.

 

Thank you,

 

Brian

 

Brian Byun
Of Counsel
brian.byun@bbklaw.com
T: (619) 525-1360  C: (619) 204-3220   
www.BBKlaw.com    

 

From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Saturday, August 14, 2021 10:08 AM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Cc: Elaine Jeng <ejeng@cityofrh.net>; Michael Jenkins <Michael.Jenkins@bbklaw.com>;
Brian Byun <Brian.Byun@bbklaw.com>; Jim Black <jblack@cityofrh.net>; Bea Dieringer
<bdieringer@cityofrh.net>

Subject: Re: Committee on Trees and Views Meeting (CTV)

 

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER.

 

Dear Ms. Elguira,

 

The information in your email is in conflict with previous information provided to us  by the City staff and
recent discussions we had with you via email:

 

1- You now say that the August 17 meeting is not a public hearing but the paper we received by mail
clearly states NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING ( see copy of paper attached).

 

2- You also say that the purpose of the meeting is to provide an update to the CTV members and to
discuss further mediation efforts, however, we had already provided you with an update which you were
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expected to communicate to the CTV members (see attached August 2 emails).  Besides, The City
Attorney's office in its June 23 Memorandum clearly set August 4, 2021 as the deadline for mediation and
none of the parties requested any additional time for mediation (see attached Memorandum).

 

3- You say that we won't be able to litigate our dispute with the CTV member on August 17.

 

4- In accordance with the RHMC chapter 17.26.040.C, the next step after mediation failure is the Public
Hearing before the Committee on Threes and views.

 

5- Besides, we had previously requested no meeting to be held on August 17-18 due to a medical
procedure scheduled for Julio months in advance, our request was evidently ignored (see attached July
20 emails)

 

In summary, the purpose of the August 17 meeting remains unclear and unjustified.

 

Please clarify.

 

 

Thank you.

 

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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On Thursday, August 12, 2021, 06:50:52 PM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

 

 

Good Evening Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,
 
I have been advised by our legal counsel to provide both parties with the information below and to inform
you that the meeting on Tuesday, August 17, 2021 at 4 PM via Zoom is not a public hearing.
 
It will only be an update item before the CTV to let them know the status of mediation efforts; and there
will be no site visit / field trip prior to the meeting. The public can make public comment as they do for any
other open meeting agendized item, and you can provide an update on your mediation efforts, but you
should not anticipate that you will have an opportunity to litigate your dispute on August 17 or that the
CTV will take action and render a decision in any way.
 
The expectation is for both parties to mediate before the matter comes back to the CTV, and that time
should be devoted to working on selecting a mediator and scheduling a mediation. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Best,
Meredith T. Elguira
Director

 

        Planning and Community Services
        2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills CA 90274
        O: 310.377.1521 | F: 310.377.7288
        E: Melguira@CityofRH.net

 
This is a transmission from the City of Rolling Hills. The information contained in this email pertains to City
business and is intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  If the reader of this
message is not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient and you have received this message in error, please advise the sender by reply email and delete
the message.
 
WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted by e-mail. The recipient should check this e-mail and
any attachments for the presence of viruses. The CITY OF ROLLING HILLS accepts no liability for any
damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.

This email and any files or attachments transmitted with it may contain privileged or otherwise confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient, or believe that you may have received this
communication in error, please advise the sender via reply email and immediately delete the email you
received.

159

mailto:melguira@cityofrh.net
mailto:Melguira@CityofRH.net


1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MINUTES AND ANY ITEM NOT ON THE AGENDA

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

5. NEW BUSINESS
None.

6. OLD BUSINESS
Mediation status update on Juge - Tamayo View Case.

6.A. JUGE - TAMAYO VIEW CASE MEDIATION STATUS UPDATE.

  NO. 2 PORTUGUESE BEND ROAD
ROLLING HILLS, CA 90274

(310) 377-1521
FAX (310) 377-7288

   
AGENDA
Trees and Views Committee
Meeting

TREES AND VIEWS
COMMITTEE

Tuesday, August 17, 2021

CITY OF ROLLING HILLS
4:00 PM

 
Executive Order N-29-20

This meeting is held pursuant to Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Newsom on March 17,
2020. All Trees and Views Committee members will participate by teleconference. Public
Participation: 

A live audio of the Committee on Trees and Views meeting will be available on the City's website
(https://www.rolling-hills.org/government/agenda/index.php)

The meeting agenda is also available on the City's website (https://www.rolling-
hills.org/government/agenda/index.php).

 
Join Zoom Meeting via https://us02web.zoom.us/j/99343882035?

pwd=MWZXaG9ISWdud3NpajYwY3dF bllFZz09
Meeting ID: 993 4388 2035     Passcode: 647943

 
Members of the public may submit comments in real time by emailing the City Clerk's office at

cityclerk@cityofrh.net. Your comments will become a part of the official meeting record. You must
provide your full name but do not provide any other personal information (i.e., phone numbers,

addresses, etc) that you do not want to be published.
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RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file.

7. ITEMS FROM STAFF
None.

8. ITEMS FROM THE TREES & VIEWS COMMITTEE

9. ADJOURNMENT
Next meeting: DAY, MONTH DATE, YEAR at TIME p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Rolling
Hills City Hall, 2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills, California, 90274.

10. Notice:

Documents pertaining to an agenda item received after the posting of the agenda are available for review in the City
Clerk's office or at the meeting at which the item will be considered.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting due to your disability, please contact the City Clerk at (310) 377-1521 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting
to enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility and accommodation for your review of
this agenda and attendance at this meeting.

 08.09.21.pdf
08.05.21.pdf
07.19.21.pdf
07.15.21.pdf
07.12.21.pdf
07.09.21.pdf
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Agenda Item No.: 6.A 
Mtg. Date: 08/17/2021

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: MEREDITH ELGUIRA, PLANNING DIRECTOR

THRU: ELAINE JENG P.E., CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT: JUGE - TAMAYO VIEW CASE MEDIATION STATUS UPDATE.

DATE: August 17, 2021

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
BACKGROUND:
On June 1, 2021, the Committee on Trees and Views advised the complainant, Mr. Juge, and vegetation
owners, Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Sierra, to mediate their dispute and continue the hearing for 60 days from
June 1, 2021. Staff recommended that the Committee impose the following conditions:
1.  City staff will assist the parties, upon joint request, in selecting a mediator – either by suggesting
potential mediators or selecting a mediator for them.
2.  Neither party may request a CTV hearing before they have had one full day of mediation. If, after
the first day of mediation and before the 60 days has expired, one or both of the parties believe that
further mediation will be fruitless, one or both parties may submit a request in writing and must, under
penalty of perjury, state that they attempted mediation in good faith but that efforts have been and will
be fruitless.
3.  If only one party requests a hearing, but the other wishes to continue mediation, the party requesting
hearing shall so notify the other party. The hearing will move forward on the pre-assigned date or at an
earlier date if feasible; however, the non-requesting party may present evidence at the hearing to rebut
the requesting party’s assertion that mediation was attempted in good faith, and such evidence may go
towards determining whether a pre-existing view exists and whether it has been obstructed. See RHMC
sec. 17.26.050(A) (evaluation factors are non-exclusive).
 
DISCUSSION:
Both parties have not settled on a mediator. Mr. Juge sent names of mediators to Dr. Tamayo. Dr.
Tamayo did not agree to Mr. Juge's recommendations. Dr. Tamayo reached out to the City for
recommendations. The City Attorney's office provided names that were provided to Dr. Tamayo and
Mr. Juge. for consideration. As of August 2, 2021, Dr. Tamayo reached out to the mediators and has yet
to receive a response from one and the other was out of town for a few days. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
 
RECOMMENDATION:
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Receive and file.
 
ATTACHMENTS:
08.09.21.pdf
08.05.21.pdf
07.19.21.pdf
07.15.21.pdf
07.12.21.pdf
07.09.21.pdf
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng; Michael Jenkins; Brian Byun; Jim Black; Bea Dieringer
Subject: Re: Committee on Trees and Views Meeting (CTV)
Date: Saturday, August 14, 2021 10:08:56 AM
Attachments: NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 8-17.PDF

EMAILS AUGUST 2.PDF
JUNE 23,21 MEMORANDUM.PDF
EMAILS JULY 20.PDF

Dear Ms. Elguira,

The information in your email is in conflict with previous information provided to us  by the City staff and
recent discussions we had with you via email:

1- You now say that the August 17 meeting is not a public hearing but the paper we received by mail
clearly states NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING ( see copy of paper attached).

2- You also say that the purpose of the meeting is to provide an update to the CTV members and to
discuss further mediation efforts, however, we had already provided you with an update which you were
expected to communicate to the CTV members (see attached August 2 emails).  Besides, The City
Attorney's office in its June 23 Memorandum clearly set August 4, 2021 as the deadline for mediation and
none of the parties requested any additional time for mediation (see attached Memorandum).

3- You say that we won't be able to litigate our dispute with the CTV member on August 17.

4- In accordance with the RHMC chapter 17.26.040.C, the next step after mediation failure is the Public
Hearing before the Committee on Threes and views.

5- Besides, we had previously requested no meeting to be held on August 17-18 due to a medical
procedure scheduled for Julio months in advance, our request was evidently ignored (see attached July
20 emails)

In summary, the purpose of the August 17 meeting remains unclear and unjustified.

Please clarify.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Thursday, August 12, 2021, 06:50:52 PM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:
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Good Evening Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,

 

I have been advised by our legal counsel to provide both parties with the information below and to inform
you that the meeting on Tuesday, August 17, 2021 at 4 PM via Zoom is not a public hearing.

 

It will only be an update item before the CTV to let them know the status of mediation efforts; and there
will be no site visit / field trip prior to the meeting. The public can make public comment as they do for any
other open meeting agendized item, and you can provide an update on your mediation efforts, but you
should not anticipate that you will have an opportunity to litigate your dispute on August 17 or that the
CTV will take action and render a decision in any way.

 

The expectation is for both parties to mediate before the matter comes back to the CTV, and that time
should be devoted to working on selecting a mediator and scheduling a mediation. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions.

 

Best,

Meredith T. Elguira

Director

 

        Planning and Community Services

        2 Portuguese Bend Road, Rolling Hills CA 90274

        O: 310.377.1521 | F: 310.377.7288

        E: Melguira@CityofRH.net

 

This is a transmission from the City of Rolling Hills. The information contained in this email pertains to City
business and is intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  If the reader of this
message is not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient and you have received this message in error, please advise the sender by reply email and delete
the message.

 

WARNING: Computer viruses can be transmitted by e-mail. The recipient should check this e-mail and any
attachments for the presence of viruses. The CITY OF ROLLING HILLS accepts no liability for any damage caused
by any virus transmitted by this e-mail.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Joseph Juge
Cc: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Trees/view
Date: Thursday, August 26, 2021 8:14:01 PM

Mr. Juge,

My husband needs to travel outside the country ASAP for an estimated time of 1-3 months due to an
unanticipated personal matter, it's likely that I join him on part of his trip.  Since we also need to attend the
October 5th Hearing before the CTV, we'll wait until the Hearing takes place before traveling abroad. 
We'd be very affected by any postponement or delay of that date.

Once a mediation process is started, it's uncertain how long it may last for, particularly, if any specialist is
consulted (e.g. arborist, etc.)

Due to all these reasons, we do not want to initiate any mediation at this time.

Thank you.

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Monday, August 23, 2021, 04:37:28 PM PDT, Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> wrote:

Dr. Tamayo,

I am forwarding to you the information I gathered on the three mediators identified by Brian Byun, from
the
 city attorneys office. 

Please review and provide me with your thoughts on the mediators and how you might like to proceed
with this process. 

Thank you,
Joe

 
I have contacted Coleen Berg, Gayle Eskridge and Susan Feder. 
 
Coleen Berg:
She is available for mediation with about a weeks notice. Her fee is $175/hr. 
 
Gayle Eskridge:
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No information on her available yet. Her fee is $500/hr. 

Susan Feder:
May be available after October for in person mediation. Her fee is $4,900/day. 
She may consider actually viewing the condition outside and conducting the mediation
outside.  
 
Thank you,
Joe

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Joseph Juge
Cc: Brian Byun; Meredith Elguira
Subject: Mediation.
Date: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:05:08 PM

Mr. Juge,

In accordance with the Rolling Hills Municipal Code, mediation is a voluntary process.  We have decided
to withdraw our intention to mediate.

Thank you.

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Cc: Elaine Jeng; Michael Jenkins
Subject: Public Hearing August 17, 2021 4:00 PM
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 11:35:11 AM

Good Morning Ms. Elguira,

We'd like to know if prior to the scheduled Hearing there will be a site visit/ field trip, or if the Hearing will
start with a site visit.

Please advise.

Thank you.

Best,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.
Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: 61 Eastfied Dr
Date: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 2:57:49 PM

Thank you Ms. Elguira

B.Tamayo,M.D.
J.Sierra

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Tuesday, July 13, 2021, 2:35 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Dr. Tamayo,

 

Per your request, below are two mediators to choose from. Please note that
this will be forwarded to Mr. Juge as well.

 

Barri Kaplan Bonapart

http://www.treelaw.com/about/bio.html

 

Jim Hildreth

http://www.realestatemediation.org/

He wrote this article: https://www.mediate.com/articles/HildrethJ6.cfm

 

Please conduct your own due diligence on these proposed mediators, contact
them directly (perhaps via a conference call), and retain them directly. The City
offers these two as suggested mediators but does not specifically endorse
either. If neither are selected, let us know, and we can suggest more. If you do
end up retaining one, please let us know.

 

Best regards,

Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 1:22 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Cc: Elaine Jeng <ejeng@cityofrh.net>
Subject: 61 Eastfied Dr

 

Dear Ms. Elguira,

 

Attached please find our letter to Mr. Juge  in response to sharing mediation costs.

 

We're also asking the City to please select a mediator for us.

 

Thank you.

 

Sincerely,

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It
contains information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure
under law.  If you are not the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that
you should not review the contents of the e-mail, and that any review, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and permanently delete
this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 8:20:39 AM

Good morning Ms. Elguira,

At this point, we wouldn't like any additional mediator.

Thank you.

Best,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D. / Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Wednesday, August 18, 2021, 10:37:35 AM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,

 

I’m reaching to check if you would like additional mediators to contact. Please let me know how the City
can help expedite the process and facilitate mediation.

 

Best,

Meredith  T. Elguira
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase
Date: Thursday, August 19, 2021 11:41:28 AM

Thank you Ms.Elguira
  

B.Tamayo, M.D.
J. Sierra

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Thursday, August 19, 2021, 8:26 AM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Thank you for your response, Dr. Tamayo. City staff is available for additional
information.

 

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2021 8:21 AM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Re: Case View - Mediation Phase

 

Good morning Ms. Elguira,

 

At this point, we wouldn't like any additional mediator.

 

Thank you.

 

Best,

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D. / Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It
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contains information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure
under law.  If you are not the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that
you should not review the contents of the e-mail, and that any review, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and permanently delete
this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

 

 

On Wednesday, August 18, 2021, 10:37:35 AM PDT, Meredith Elguira
<melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

 

 

Hello Dr. Tamayo and Mr. Juge,
 
I’m reaching to check if you would like additional mediators to contact. Please let me know
how the City can help expedite the process and facilitate mediation.
 
Best,
Meredith  T. Elguira
 

224

mailto:melguira@cityofrh.net


From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Committee on Trees and Views
Date: Monday, June 21, 2021 7:29:36 PM

Thank you Meredith

Btmd

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Monday, June 21, 2021, 7:12 PM, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Hello Dr. Tamayo,

 

Per your request:

Jana Cooley jcooley@cityofrh.net

Sean Cardenas scardenas@cityofrh.net

Gregg Kirkpatrick gkirkpatrick@cityofrh.net

 

Best,

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2021 1:49 PM
To: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Committee on Trees and Views

 

Good afternoon Meredith,

 

Could you please provide me with the names and email addresses of all
current/active CTV members.
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Thank you so much.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D.

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone
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From: Beatriz Tamayo
To: Meredith Elguira
Subject: Re: Trees/view
Date: Wednesday, September 15, 2021 2:52:42 PM

Dear Ms. Elguira,

October 5 is fine with us.

Thank you.

Best,

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./ Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

On Tuesday, September 14, 2021, 06:38:56 PM PDT, Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net> wrote:

Dr. Tamayo, I’m just following up on the email below. Please advise on your availability if
you would like to have the meeting at an earlier date to accommodate your travel plans. If
not, we will keep the Oct. 5, 2021 schedule. Thank you.

 

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Meredith Elguira 
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 12:26 PM
To: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com>
Subject: RE: Trees/view

 

Hello Dr. Tamayo,

 

Based on your email below and your subsequent email sent on Sept. 1, 2021, we would
like to go ahead and schedule the hearing prior to your travel abroad. We would like to
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schedule it as soon as possible to prevent you from waiting for the hearing in order to travel
abroad. Please advise on time and dates you will be available and I will forward to Mr.
Juge. Thank you.

 

Meredith  T. Elguira

 

From: Beatriz Tamayo <b.tamayomd@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2021 8:12 PM
To: Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com>
Cc: Meredith Elguira <melguira@cityofrh.net>
Subject: Re: Trees/view

 

 

 

Mr. Juge,

 

My husband needs to travel outside the country ASAP for an estimated time of 1-3 months due to an
unanticipated personal matter, it's likely that I join him on part of his trip.  Since we also need to attend the
October 5th Hearing before the CTV, we'll wait until the Hearing takes place before traveling abroad. 
We'd be very affected by any postponement or delay of that date.

 

Once a mediation process is started, it's uncertain how long it may last for, particularly, if any specialist is
consulted (e.g. arborist, etc.)

 

Due to all these reasons, we do not want to initiate any mediation at this time.

 

Thank you.

 

Beatriz E. Tamayo, M.D./Julio C. Sierra

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is intended only for the person(s) identified above.  It contains
information which may be privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under law.  If you are not
the intended recipient of the e-mail, you are hereby notified that you should not review the contents of the
e-mail, and that any review, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
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prohibited.  If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  Thank you.

 

 

On Monday, August 23, 2021, 04:37:28 PM PDT, Joseph Juge <joe@jugecompany.com> wrote:

 

 

Dr. Tamayo,
 
I am forwarding to you the information I gathered on the three mediators identified by Brian Byun, from
the
 city attorneys office. 
 
Please review and provide me with your thoughts on the mediators and how you might like to proceed
with this process. 
 
Thank you,
Joe
 
 
I have contacted Coleen Berg, Gayle Eskridge and Susan Feder. 
 
Coleen Berg:
She is available for mediation with about a weeks notice. Her fee is $175/hr. 
 
Gayle Eskridge:
No information on her available yet. Her fee is $500/hr. 

Susan Feder:
May be available after October for in person mediation. Her fee is $4,900/day. 
She may consider actually viewing the condition outside and conducting the mediation
outside.  
 
Thank you,
Joe
 
Sent from my iPhone
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Memorandum

To: Mr. Joe Juge
Dr. Beatriz Tamayo
Mr. Julio Serra

From: Rolling Hills City Attorney’s Office 

Date: June 23, 2021

Re: Juge v. Tamayo

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with the guidance and direction of the 
Committee on Views and Trees (“CTV”) regarding the above-referenced dispute (the “Dispute”), 
which was articulated at the public hearing held on June 1, 2021 (the “Hearing”).     

I. BACKGROUND

On or about October 25, 2020, Joe Juge at 61 Eastfield Drive (“Juge”) filed a “Request 
for Review by Committee on Trees and Views,” pursuant to Chapter 17.26 of the Rolling Hills 
Municipal Code (“RHMC”), complaining of view impairment by his neighbors at 59 Eastfield 
Drive, Dr. Beatriz Tamayo and Mr. Julio Sierra (together, “Tamayo”), and seeking a hearing 
before the CTV to resolve their Dispute (the “View Impairment Complaint”).

According to the View Impairment Complaint, the following is the relevant sequence of 
events leading up to the filing of the View Impairment Complaint:

 December 2016 – May 2020: Juge and Tamayo exchange multiple 
correspondences in an attempt to informally resolve the Dispute.

 May 26, 2020: Juge requests mediation.

 July 25, 2020: Tamayo agrees to mediation.

 August 13, 2020: Juge suggests two potential mediators.

 October 9, 2020: Tamayo asks how the mediator will be paid.

 October 25, 2020: Juge files the View Impairment Complaint with the City.

II. CTV GUIDANCE & DIRECTION

At the Hearing, the CTV acknowledged receipt of the View Impairment Complaint and 
the procedural deficiency in the parties’ failure to mediate prior to coming before the CTV. See 
Rolling Hills Municipal Code (“RHMC”) § 17.26.040(B) and (C). Rather than dismiss the View 
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Impairment Complaint and return the $2,000 deposit submitted by Juge,1 in the interests of 
administrative convenience, the CTV opted to play a more affirmative and constructive role that 
promotes and facilitates private resolution of the Dispute. 

The CTV advised as follows:

1. Based on the sequence of events set forth in the View Impairment Complaint, and 
pursuant to RHMC section 17.26.040(C), the CTV does not have jurisdiction to hear 
the Dispute.

2. Rather than dismiss the View Impairment Complaint and refund Juge’s $2,000 
application fee, for purposes of administrative convenience, the CTV continued the 
Hearing to on or about August 9, 2021 (i.e., approximately sixty (60) days), 
depending on the parties’ and the CTV’s availability (the “Continued Hearing”) to 
allow the parties time to mediate their Dispute.2

3. City staff will assist the parties, upon joint request, in selecting a mediator – either by 
suggesting potential mediators or selecting a mediator for them. The mediator’s fee 
will be shared equally by the parties, unless the parties agree to a different split.

4. If either party believes the other party is acting in bad faith to delay, hinder or 
obstruct the mediation, the other party may notify the CTV in writing, and the CTV 
will decide the appropriate remedy at the Continued Hearing. 

5. If the parties require more time to mediate or otherwise privately resolve the Dispute, 
they may, by no later than five (5) days before the Continued Hearing, jointly request 
in writing a postponement of the Continued Hearing to a mutually agreeable date not 
to exceed sixty (60) days from August 9, 2021.

6. If the parties resolve the Dispute at any time prior to 24 hours before the time of the 
Continued Hearing, they shall so jointly notify the City in writing, and the Continued 
Hearing shall be taken off-calendar. If they reach agreement within 24 hours of the 
Continued Hearing, the Continued Hearing shall move forward, and the parties shall 
orally present their agreement to the CTV.

7. If, after the first day of mediation and before the 60 days has expired, the parties have 
not come to any agreement, and one or both of the parties believe that further 
mediation will be fruitless, one or both parties may submit a request in writing to the 
CTV and must, under penalty of perjury, state that they attempted mediation in good 

                                                
1 A copy of Juge’s check is on p. 2 of 51 of the View Impairment Complaint.
2 Continuance of the Hearing was also necessary in order to avoid compromising Tamayo’s procedural due process 
rights.

231



17236.00000\33982255.2
- 3 -

faith but that efforts have been and will be fruitless. The Continued Hearing date will 
not change.

8. If only one party requests hearing, but the other wishes to continue mediation, the 
party requesting hearing shall so notify the other party. The Continued Hearing will 
move forward on the pre-assigned date; however, the non-requesting party may 
present evidence at the hearing to rebut the requesting party’s assertion that mediation 
was attempted in good faith, and such evidence may go towards determining whether 
a pre-existing view exists and whether it has been obstructed. See RHMC sec. 
17.26.050(A) (evaluation factors are non-exclusive).

In the event that mediation has failed, the parties will appear at the Continued Hearing. 
The purpose of the Continued Hearing will be to explain the procedure of the Hearing3 and to 
allow the parties to make oral argument in support of their respective positions. The CTV may 
ask questions of each of the parties during the Hearing. If necessary, the CTV may further 
continue the Hearing to allow one or both of the parties to submit supplemental information and 
argument. If the Hearing concludes and the CTV needs no further information from the parties, 
the CTV will adjourn the Hearing, deliberate in closed session, and issue an advisory opinion 
and resolution within two (2) weeks of the Hearing, pursuant to RHMC § 17.26.040(C)(4)(d) and 
(e).

MICHAEL JENKINS, City Attorney
BRIAN BYUN, Deputy City Attorney

                                                
3 Detailed procedures will be prepared by the City Attorney’s Office and City staff and presented to the CTV and the 
parties in due course.
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Memorandum 

To: Committee on Trees and Views for the City of Rolling Hills 

From: Rolling Hills City Attorney’s Office  

Date: July 16, 2021 

Re: Hearing Procedures for August 9, 2021 (RHMC section 17.26.040(C)(4)(c) 

 
Matters  which  are  required  to  be  heard  by the Committee on Trees and Views 

(“Committee”) in  a  noticed  hearing  according to Rolling Hills Municipal Code Section 
17.26.040(C) shall be conducted in the following manner: 
 

1.1 Time for consideration.  Matters noticed as hearings shall commence no earlier 
than the time specified in the notice of hearing, or as soon thereafter  as  is  reasonably  possible,  
and  shall  continue  until  the  same  has  been completed or until other disposition of the matter 
has been made. 

 
1.2 Committee Authority. The Chair of the Committee shall have the authority to 

impose fair and equitable time constraints on any speaker at any time, to call for recesses at any 
time during the hearing, and to adjourn the hearing to a later date.  

 
1.3 Committee Directed Amendments or Supplements. Pursuant to Rolling Hills 

Municipal Code Section 17.26.040(C)(4)(c), the Committee may direct the Complainant to 
amend the complaint or submit supplemental information if during the course of the proceedings 
it is discovered that information submitted in a complaint is inaccurate or incomplete such that it 
could be misleading, or a significant change has occurred impacting either the alleged pre-
existing view or the obstruction. 

 
1.4 Expert Advice. If the Committee determines expert advice is needed pursuant to 

Rolling Hills Municipal Code Section 17.26.040(C)(4)(c), the cost of obtaining expert advice 
shall be borne by the Complainant, pursuant to written agreement with the City of Rolling Hills. 
The City shall select such expert and enter into an agreement only upon receipt of a payment for 
the selected service from the Complainant. If the City determines that an arborist’s testimony is 
required, said arborist shall either be a consulting or certified arborist.  

 
1.5 Conduct of Hearings.  When a matter for hearing comes before the Committee,  

 
a. The Presiding Officer of the Committee shall call for a report from staff on 

noticing and on any written  communications received by the City pertaining to the item being 
heard; and 

b. Each Committee member shall report on any ex parte communications, as 
defined in Section 1.9. 
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c. Staff shall present the staff report and any other relevant evidence. 
Presentation of the staff report prior to the formal opening of the Public Hearing shall not prevent 
its consideration as evidence.  Any such evidence shall be made a part of the record of the public 
hearing. 

d. The Presiding Officer shall then recognize the Complainant in the case, who 
shall be permitted 10 minutes to present evidence related to the matter under consideration. 

e. The Presiding Officer shall then recognize the Respondents in the case, who 
shall be permitted 10 minutes to present evidence related to the matter under consideration. 

f. The Presiding Officer shall then recognize members of the public. No person 
may speak without first being recognized by the Presiding Officer. Members of the City Council 
who wish to ask questions of the speakers or each other during the public hearing may do so.  
Members should be mindful that the purpose of the public hearing is to obtain testimony, and not 
to debate the merits of the item under consideration. Members should avoid debate and 
expressions of personal opinion until after the close of the public testimony portion of the public 
hearing. The Presiding Officer shall conduct the hearing in such a manner as to afford due 
process to all affected persons. Comments from the public shall be limited to three (3) minutes  
per  speaker  for  public  hearings,  unless  the  Committee  affirmatively decides otherwise. 

g. Following public comments, the Complainant may present a wrap-up or 
rebuttal statement, not to exceed five (5) minutes in length. Thereafter, the Respondents may 
present a wrap-up or rebuttal statement, not to exceed five (5) minutes in length. 

h. Once both Complainant and Respondent have given their wrap-up or rebuttal 
arguments, the Presiding Officer shall then close the public testimony portion of the public 
hearing. Committee members may still, however, ask questions of staff or members of the 
public. Upon conclusion of Committee deliberations and immediately prior to a motion, the 
Presiding Officer shall formally close the public hearing. Upon formally closing the public 
hearing, no additional public testimony shall be solicited or received without reopening the 
hearing. The hearing may not be reopened unless it is determined that no one in the audience has 
left the room since closure of the hearing. In the event the Presiding Officer is unable to make 
that finding, the hearing may not be reopened unless it is re-noticed for a future meeting. 

i. The City Council shall then take action and determine (1) whether a pre-
existing view exists and, if so, whether such view has been impaired, based on the non-exclusive 
criteria set forth in Rolling Hills Municipal Code Section 17.26.050(a) or on any other factor not 
listed therein that the Committee deems appropriate; (2) appropriate restorative actions (as 
applicable), based on the non-exclusive criteria set forth in Rolling Hills Municipal Code Section 
17.26.050(b) or on any other factor not listed therein that the Committee deems appropriate; and 
(3) the hierarchy of restorative actions (as applicable), pursuant to Rolling Hills Municipal Code 
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Section 17.26.060. The Committee may recommend conditions as are necessary to prevent future 
view impairments. 

j. The Committee may make any of the following findings in its advisory 
resolution: (1) that no view exists within the meaning of this chapter; (2) that a view exists 
within the meaning of this chapter, but that the view is not significantly impaired; or (3) that a 
view exists within the meaning of this chapter and that it is significantly impaired. The 
Committee shall make specific written findings, as articulated orally at the Adjourned Hearing, 
in support of the foregoing determinations. 

k. The Complainant may bear the cost of the initial restorative action, if any, 
unless the Parties agree to share the costs in some other manner. The City shall not be 
responsible for enforcement of the Committee’s advisory resolution. 

l. Within sixty (60) days of the date of the Committee’s issuance of its advisory 
resolution, if either or both Parties disagree with the advisory resolution and wish to pursue a 
review hearing before the City Council, the disagreeing party must notify the City in writing that 
they wish to proceed with a review hearing before the City Council..  

1.6 Written Evidence.  All written evidence of any kind submitted by Complainant or 
Respondent shall be retained by the Committee, as part of the Committee’s record.  

 
1.7 Definition of  “Ex Parte” Communication.  “Ex parte communication” shall mean 

any oral or written communication between a member of the Committee and any person, which 
meets all of the following requirements: (i) it is directed toward the merits or outcome of a quasi-
judicial matter within the Committee’s jurisdiction; (ii) an application, recommendation or 
appeal on the matter has been submitted to the Committee; (iii) the communication imparts 
substantive factual information which informs the basis of or otherwise influences the 
Committee member’s deliberation or decision on the matter; (iv) the information is not included 
in the staff report or other written materials contained in the agenda of the meeting at which the 
matter is to be heard or otherwise on the official record of the proceeding on the matter; and (v) 
the communication does not occur in a public meeting as defined in the Ralph M. Brown Act 
(California Government Code Section 54950, et seq.).  

 
1.8 Committee Authority to Change Procedures. The Committee may alter or adjust 

these hearing procedures at any time to promote fairness, the interests of justice, and the due 
process rights of the Parties. However, procedures may not be altered or adjusted if they conflict 
with the provisions of Chapter 17.26 of the Rolling Hills Municipal Code. In the case of any 
conflict, the provisions of the Municipal Code shall control over the provisions herein. 
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17.26.020 Definitions. 

[The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the meanings ascribed to 
them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning:]  

"Crown" means the upper part of a tree, measured from the lowest branch, including all the branches and 
foliage.  

"Crown raising" means the selective removal of lower limbs from a tree crown to provide clearance.  

 
"Crown reduction" means the method of reducing the height and/or spread of a tree crown by making 

appropriate pruning cuts. This definition also includes reducing the top, sides or individual limbs of a tree by means 
of removal of the longest portion of limbs to a lateral limb large enough to assume the tree's growth.  

 
"Heading back" means cutting a shoot back to a bud or cutting branches back to buds, stubs, or lateral 

branches not large enough to assume apical dominance.  
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"Lacing" means the selective removal of live branches to provide light or air penetration through the tree or 

to lighten the weight of the remaining branches.  

 
"Maintenance" means pruning a tree with the primary objective of preserving or improving tree health and 

structure and enhancing aesthetics.  

"Pruning" removing branches (or occasionally roots) from a tree or other plant using approved practices, to 
achieve a specified objective.  

"Topping" means cutting back a tree to a predetermined crown by cutting back large diameter branches to 
stubs and/or truncating the main stem/trunk in order to limit or reduce tree size.  
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The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

The photos were taken by Staff from Mr. Juge’s residence (61 Eastfield Drive) at the Field 
Trip Meeting on October 5, 2021. 

239



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

240



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

241



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

242



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

243



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

244



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

245



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

246



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

247



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

248



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

249



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

250



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

251



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

252



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

253



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

254



The photos taken by Staff from Mr. Joe Juge’s residence located at 61 Eastfield Drive on 10.05.21

255


	TREES AND VIEWS COMMITTEE Agenda
	Item 4.A - Cover Page
	Item 4.A - Trees and Views Minutes 10.05.21.docx
	Item 6.A - Cover Page
	Item 6.A - Sample Resolution CTV_11.02.21.docx
	Item 6.A - Staff Report CTV Meeting October 5, 2021.pdf
	Item 6.A - Juge_s_Application.pdf
	Item 6.A - Juge_Emails.pdf
	Item 6.A - Tamayo_Sierra_Emails.pdf
	Item 6.A - Rolling_Hills_-_6.23.21_Memo_re_Juge_v_Tamayo-c1 (1).doc
	Item 6.A - Rolling_Hills_Committee_on_Trees___Views_Hearing_Procedure-c1-c1.pdf
	Item 6.A - 17.26.020___Definitions..pdf
	Item 6.A - Photos's from Mr. Juge residence 10.5.21.docx

