
 

 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
CITY COUNCIL: 
Mayor Curtis W. Morris 
Mayor Pro Tem Denis Bertone        
Councilmember Jeff Templeman 
Councilmember  Emmett Badar 
Councilmember John Ebiner 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 
 
 
2. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (Members of the audience are invited to address the City Council on 

any item not on the agenda.  Under the provisions of the Brown Act, the legislative body is prohibited 
from taking or engaging in discussion on any item not appearing on the posted agenda.  However, 
your concerns may be referred to staff or set for discussion at a later date.  If you desire to address the 
City Council on an item on this agenda, other than a scheduled public hearing item you may do so at 
this time and ask to be heard when that agenda item is considered.  Comments on public hearing 
items will be considered when that item is scheduled for discussion.  The Public Comment period is 
limited to 30 minutes.  Each speaker shall be limited to three (3) minutes.) 

 
a. Members of the Audience 

 
 3. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 (All items on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion 
unless a member of the City Council requests separate discussion.) 
 
a. Resolutions read by title, further reading waived, passage and adoption recommended as follows: 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2014 - 01 , A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE 
MONTHS OF DECEMBER 2013 AND JANUARY 2014. 
 

b. Approval of minutes for the City Council Meeting of November 26, 2013 and City Council 
Meeting of December 10, 2013  

 
c. Approve a 5 year renewal of the Municipal Law Enforcement Services Agreement with the 

County of Los Angeles for Public Safety services provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department 

 
d.  San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments Update: Valley Voice Article – San Gabriel Valley 
        Energy Wise Partnership Recognition  

 
END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
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4. PUBLIC HEARING 
 

a. CONSIDERATION OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD CASE NO. 13-12, 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 13-01, AND PRECISE PLAN 13-01– A request to construct 
and operate an approximately 10,000 square foot single-story medical inpatient facility and 
approximately 2,400-square foot single-story outpatient facility for physical, speech, and 
occupational therapy on a vacant site of approximately 1.8 acres at 1136 and 1148 W. Puente 
Street, near the intersection of Puente Street and Via Verde in the Office/Professional Land Use 
Designation, Administrative Professional (A-P) Zone, and Scenic Highway Overlay (SHO) 
(APN’s 8448-020-069 and 8448-020-070). The Development Plan Review Board (DPRB) and 
Precise Plan (PP) applications are required for the architecture, design, and development of the 
site. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application is required for the use of the medical inpatient 
facility (congregate living health facility), elimination of walls and use of openwork fencing, and 
a reduction of the required parking by seven spaces 

 
  1) RESOLUTION NO. 2014-02, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL  

    OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS APPROVING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
   13- 01, A REQUEST TO OPERATE A MEDICAL INPATIENT FACILITY 
   (CONGREGATE LIVING HEALTH FACILITY) WITH A MAXIMUM OF 
   15 PATIENTS, TO ELIMINATE SOLID MASONRY WALLS AT A ZONE 
   BOUNDARY, AND TO WAIVE 7 PARKING SPACES AT 1136 & 1148  
   W. PUENTE STREET (APN’s 8448-020-069 and 8448-020-070) 
 

            2) RESOLUTION NO. 2014-03, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
               OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS APPROVING PRECISE PLAN 13-01,  
               A REQUEST FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE SCENIC HIGHWAY 
              OVERLAY AT 1136 & 1148 W. PUENTE STREET (APN’s 8448-020-069  
               and 8448-020-070)  
  

5.    ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 a. Members of the Audience (Speakers are limited to five (5) minutes or as may be determined by the 

Chair.) 
 

b. City Manager 
 
 c. City Attorney 
 

d. Members of the City Council 
 

1) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency. 
 
2)   Individual Members' comments and updates. 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT  
 
 The next meeting is January 28, 2014, 7:00 p.m.   
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AGENDA STAFF REPORTS:  COPIES OF STAFF REPORTS AND/OR OTHER WRITTEN 
DOCUMENTATION PERTAINING TO THE ITEMS ON THE AGENDA ARE ON FILE IN 
THE OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK AND ARE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 
DURING THE HOURS OF 8:00 A.M. TO 5:00 P.M. MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY.  
INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED BY CALLING (909) 394-6216.  CITY COUNCIL 
MINUTES AND AGENDAS ARE ALSO AVAILABLE ON THE CITY’S HOME PAGE ON 
THE INTERNET: http://www.cityofsandimas.com/minutes.cfm.  
 
SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTS:  AGENDA RELATED WRITINGS OR DOCUMENTS 
PROVIDED TO A MAJORITY OF THE SUBJECT BODY AFTER DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
AGENDA PACKET SHALL BE MADE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION AT THE 
CITY CLERK'S OFFICE DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS. [PRIVILEGED AND 
CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS EXEMPTED] 
 
POSTING STATEMENT:  ON JANUARY 10, 2014, A TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF 
THIS AGENDA WAS POSTED ON THE BULLETIN BOARDS AT 245 EAST BONITA 
AVENUE (SAN DIMAS CITY HALL) 145 NORTH WALNUT AVENUE (LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY, SAN DIMAS BRANCH); AND 300 EAST BONITA AVENUE 
(UNITED STATES POST OFFICE); VONS SHOPPING CENTER (Puente/Via Verde) AND 
THE CITY’S WEBSITE AT www.cityofsandimas.com/minutes.cfm. 
 



RESOLUTION NO 2014-01 
 

   A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
   CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING 

CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTHS OF  
DECEMBER 2013 AND JANUARY 2014 
 

                   
 
 WHEREAS, the following listed demands have been audited by the Director of Finance; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Director of Finance has certified as to the availability of funds for 
payment thereto; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the register of audited demands have been submitted to the City Council for 
approval. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of San Dimas 
does hereby approve Prepaid Warrant Register: 12/31/13; (24036 - 24091) in the amount of 
$450,395.78 and Warrant Register: 12/30/13; (146382 – 146513) in the amount of $830,036.48 
and Warrant Register: 01/15/2014; (14514 – 146653) in the amount of $386,668.49. 
 
  

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 14TH DAY OF JANUARY 2014. 
 
 
 
 
     _______________________________________________ 
     Curtis W. Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 
 
 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by vote of the City 
Council of the City of San Dimas at its regular meeting of January 14, 2014 by the following 
vote: 
 

AYES: Councilmembers Badar, Bertone, Ebiner, Templeman, Morris 
NOES:  None 
ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: Badar 

   
 
      ________________________________ 
      Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 
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MINUTES 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

                 TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 26, 2013, 7:00 P. M.                                                  
SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

245 E. BONITA AVENUE 
 

  
CITY COUNCIL: 
Mayor Curtis W. Morris 
Mayor Pro Tem Denis Bertone  
Councilmember Emmett Badar 
Councilmember John Ebiner  
Councilmember Jeff Templeman 
 
STAFF: 
Blaine Michaelis City Manager 
City Attorney Ken Brown 
Assistant City Manager of Community Development Larry Stevens 
Assistant City Manager of Administrative Services Ken Duran 
Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns 
Deputy City Clerk Debra Black  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 
 
Mayor Morris called the meeting to order at 6:58 p.m. and led the flag salute. 

 
2. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

 Holiday Extravaganza December 7, 2013 
 
Recreation Coordinator Erica Rodriguez announced the activities planned for the Holiday Extravaganza. 
 
Councilmember Bertone announced the Southern California Edison LED Light exchange program.  
 
3. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (Members of the audience are invited to address the City Council on 

any item not on the agenda.  Under the provisions of the Brown Act, the legislative body is prohibited 
from taking or engaging in discussion on any item not appearing on the posted agenda.  However, 
your concerns may be referred to staff or set for discussion at a later date.  If you desire to address the 
City Council on an item on this agenda, other than a scheduled public hearing item you may do so at 
this time or asked to be heard when that agenda item is considered.  Comments on public hearing 
items will be considered when that item is scheduled for discussion.  The Public Comment period is 
limited to 30 minutes.  Each speaker shall be limited to three (3) minutes.) 

 
a. Members of the Audience 

 
1) Gil Gonzalez - thanked Ken Brown for all the years of service to the city. 

Mr. Gonzalez expressed that he would like to see some different programming for Channel 3, 
maybe have the High School participate in some type of programming. He also asked about the 
lack of sidewalk area near the Scuba Store and thanked staff for meeting with him on his 
concerns.  
 

 Councilmember Bertone asked City Manager Michaelis for follow-up regarding the sidewalk. 
 
 City Manager Michaelis responded that the City does not have right away in that area to install a 
 sidewalk. 3b
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  1) Denis Phillips – 525 North Amelia Avenue requested that Council not approve the MCTA 13-05 

because of his pending code enforcement issue. 
2) Danielle Phillips – 525 North Amelia Avenue addressed Council asking them not to approve 

MCTA 13-05 and allow them to keep their pet goose. 
3) Nicol Phillips – 525 North Amelia Avenue addressed Council asking them not to approve MCTA 

13-05 and allow them to keep their pet goose. 
4) Ginny Phillips – 525 North Amelia Avenue shared her concerns on the proposed code changes. 
5) Amy Crow – Manager San Dimas Library announced the upcoming activities at the library. 
6) Sharon and David Hatch addressed Council regarding the parking issues their street is facing 

because of enforcement. 
 
4. CONSENT CALENDAR 

(All items on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion 
unless a member of the City Council requests separate discussion.) 
 
Request from Councilmember Ebiner to correct minutes from: November 12, 2013 Regular City 
Council Meeting to reflect “over six feet in height” on discussion of the chicken coops; October 22nd, 
2013 Special Meeting minutes, correct Fund 70 name to Equipment Replacement Fund and October 
28th, 2013 Council/Staff Retreat minutes, should reflect that Councilmember Ebiner left the room for 
discussion on the Bonita/Cataract property. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone seconded by Councilmember Ebiner and 
carried to accept and approve the correction to minutes. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone seconded by Councilmember Ebiner and 
carried to accept and approve the consent calendar as follows: 
 
Remove “Item C” MCTA 13-05 for further discussion. 
 

 a. Resolutions read by title, further reading waived, passage and adoption recommended as follows: 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013 - 57, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR 
THE MONTH OF NOVEMBER, 2013. 

 
b. Approval of minutes for regular City Council meeting of November 12, 2013, Study Session 

October 22, 2013 and City Council/Staff Retreat October 28, 2013. 
 
c. MUNICIPAL CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 13-05 - Consideration of a Municipal Code Text 

Amendment to allow a limited number of household chickens in conjunction with a single-family 
detached residence in all residential zones and specific plans that allow single-family detached 
residential uses, and other minor miscellaneous edits.  

 
ORDINANCE NO. 1226 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF SAN DIMAS ADOPTING MUNICIPAL CODE TEXT AMENDMENT  
13-05, AMENDING CHAPTERS 18.08, 18.16, AND 18.20 OF THE SAN DIMAS 
MUNICIPAL ZONING CODE - SECOND READING AND ADOPTION 
      

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Discussion of Item C – MCTA 13-05 
 
Councilmember Templeman explained that he felt further discussion was needed on this item to 
clean-up and clarify some of the language in the ordinance and make the purpose clearer. 
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Assistant City Manager Larry Steven explained that the purpose of the language used was to make 
clear that chickens are not included in the fifteen bird count outlined in the ordinance. 
 
Councilmember Templeman and Ebiner expressed concern that staff’s interpretation of the ordinance 
in an effort to make it clearer could confuse a lay person reading the ordinance. 
 
Discussion continued on the process of how the item needed to be presented again.  
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated that staff would present a report at the next meeting that may 
include options on language revision. 
 
Councilmember Badar wanted confirmation on whether the Phillips’ were in code enforcement and if 
that would be suspended while this item is under review. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens confirmed that staff would not be going forward with any code 
enforcement while this is under review. 

 
5. PLANNING 
 
 a. Introduction and first reading of Uniform Building Codes and set December 10, 2013 as date for 

public hearing and adoption. 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 1227, AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SAN DIMAS AMENDING SPECIFIED CHAPTERS OF TITLE 15 OF THE SAN 
DIMAS MUNICIPAL CODE AND ADOPTING BY REFERENCE THE 2013 
EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, VOLUMES 1 & 2, THE 2013 
EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF 
THE CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE 
CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE, TOGETHER WITH CERTAIN 
AMENDMENTS, ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, AND EXCEPTIONS, INCLUDING 
FEES AND PENALTIES - FIRST READING AND INTRODUCTION 
 

Assistant City Manager Larry Stevens presented staff’s report on this item and recommended introducing 
Ordinance 1227 and set the hearing date for December 10, 2013. 
 
MOTION: The motion to waive further reading and introduce Ordinance 1227 and set the hearing date 
for December 10, 2013 was made by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember 
Templeman. The motion carried unanimously. 
       
6. OTHER BUSINESS  
 
       a. Extension of the Agreement with the University of La Verne for the Management of the 

 City’s Government/Education Access Channel 
 

Assistant City Manager Ken Duran presented staff’s report on this item and recommended extending the 
agreement for one year with added language that if the City does terminate the agreement prior to the end 
of one year that the University return any payment of unearned amounts to the City. 
 
Councilmember Bertone stated that he would not be in favor of the extension because of the poor service. 
 
MOTION: The motion was made to approve the extension of the contract with ULV by Councilmember 
Templeman and seconded by Councilmember Badar. The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 with 
Councilmember Bertone voting against. 
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Councilmember Ebiner asked if a log was kept of the problems that could be given to ULV to be 
addressed. 
 
Assistant City Manager Duran answered staff does not keep a log, but does contact ULV when a problem 
occurs. 
 
 b. Request from Waste Management for Refuse Service Rate Increase 
 
Assistant City Manager Ken Duran presented staff’s report on this item and recommended approval. 
 
MOTION: The motion was made by Councilmember Templeman and seconded by Councilmember 
 Bertone to approve the proposed rate increase by Waste Management. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
7. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 a. Members of the Audience (Speakers are limited to five (5) minutes or as may be determined by 

the Chair.) 
 
 1)  Dennis Phillips asked that the policies and codes be written so that people can understand what 

the rules are. 
 
 2) Ginny Phillips shared comments in support of Dennis Phillips statement. 
 
 3) Emily Stillion spoke against the Marijuana Wellness Center and the Mode Vape Store. 
 

b. City Manager 
 
The “Asked the Mayor” for this week has been cancelled. 

 
c. City Attorney 
 

   Announcement of a Special Meeting after Council meeting. 
 

d. Members of the City Council 
 
  1)   Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency. 
 
   Nothing to report. 
 
  2)  Individual Members' comments and update 
 
Councilmember Ebiner asked the City Manager for a report at the next meeting on information regarding 
winter shelters and resources for the homeless. 
 
Councilmember Bertone asked the City Manager for a report on the sign off the 57 Fwy. next to the 
Lowe’s Shopping Center. 
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 8:22 p.m. to a Special Closed Session Meeting. The next 
meeting will be Tuesday, December 10, 2013 at 7:00 p.m.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_________________________ 
Debra Black Deputy City Clerk 
 



 

 
 
 

 
CITY COUNCIL: 
Mayor Curtis W. Morris 
Mayor Pro Tem Denis Bertone  
Councilmember Emmett Badar 
Councilmember John Ebiner 
Councilmember Jeff Templeman 
 
STAFF: 
City Manager Blaine Michaelis 
Assistant City Manager Larry Stevens 
Assistant City Manager Ken Duran 
Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns 
Senior Engineer Shari Garwick 
Building Superintendent Eric Beilstein 
Deputy City Clerk Debra Black 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 
 
Mayor Morris called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led the flag salute. 
 
Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns announced that the Holiday Extravaganza has been 
rescheduled to December 14, 2013. 
 
Margie Green announced the San Dimas Historical Society and Festival of Arts activities planned for the 
December 14, 2013 weekend. 
 
2. PRESENTATION 
 

 Mr. Bill Harford, Executive Director Inland Valley Humane Society – Report on Skunks and 
Feral Cats 

 
Bill Harford gave an update on the Spay and Neutering and Feral Cat Program run by the Humane 
Society and also shared some different ways for the Humane Society to look at and address the skunk 
issue in the city. 
 
3. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (Members of the audience are invited to address the City Council on 

any item not on the agenda.  Under the provisions of the Brown Act, the legislative body is prohibited 
from taking or engaging in discussion on any item not appearing on the posted agenda.  However, 
your concerns may be referred to staff or set for discussion at a later date.  If you desire to address the 
City Council on an item on this agenda, other than a scheduled public hearing item you may do so at 
this time or asked to be heard when that agenda item is considered.  Comments on public hearing 
items will be considered when that item is scheduled for discussion.  The Public Comment period is 
limited to 30 minutes.  Each speaker shall be limited to three (3) minutes.) 

 
 

a. Members of the Audience 

MINUTES 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL / SAN DIMAS PUBLIC 

FACILITIES FINANCING CORPORATION / SAN DIMAS 
HOUSING AUTHORITY MEETING 

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 10, 2013, 7:00 P. M. 
SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

245 E. BONITA AVENUE 
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1) Neal B. and Lyndsey Smith with the Pacific Railroad Society expressed their appreciation for the 

 City's assistance with the painting of the Train Depot and Karon De Leon for obtaining the LED 
lighting from Edison. 

 
2) Carolyn Anderson Corrao Chamber of Commerce announcements: 

 
 Shop San Dimas event continues through December 16, 2013.  
 Chamber Information Center for Gas Company’s new gas meters 
 Discover San Dimas Open House January 16, 2014 
  

  Waste Management announcement: 
 

 Christmas Tree pick-up for two weeks after Christmas 
 Reminder of (6) free bulky item pick-up annually 

 
3) Woodrow Gruber San Dimas High School Treasurer announced upcoming events at the school. 
 
4) Denis Phillips shared the difficulties he has had with Waste Management and the pick-up of the palm 

leaves in the area.  
 
5) Julie Draayom resident asked for Council support on US Postal Protect Act 2013 
 
6) Ben Wong with Southern California Edison introduced himself as the Interim Regional Manager for 

the city. 
 
7) Amy Crow Manager San Dimas Library announced planned activities for the library. 
 
8) Donna Acosta resident on Oakway Avenue addressed Council on the parking issues affecting their 

neighborhood. 
 
9) Leo Acosta resident on Oakway Avenue addressed Council on the parking issues affecting their 

neighborhood. 
 
10) Ginny Phillips resident addressed Council on how the city’s policies and regulations affect every 

neighborhood in the same manner without giving any consideration to the fact that the characteristics 
of some are different than others; which is the reason people bought their homes. 

 
4. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 (All items on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion 
unless a member of the City Council requests separate discussion.) 
 

MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember Badar, and 
carried to accept, approve and act upon the consent calendar as follows: 
 
a. Resolutions read by title, further reading waived, passage and adoption recommended as follows: 

 
  Approving Warrant Register for the months of November and December 2013. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-58, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE 
MONTHS OF NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER, 2013. 
 

b. Summary of San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments recent activities 
END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
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5. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 a. A request to amend Chapter 15 of the Municipal Code (Buildings and Construction) to adopt by 

reference the 1997 Uniform Administrative Code, the 2013 editions of: the California Building 
Code volumes 1 & 2, the California Residential Code, the California Plumbing Code, the 
California Electrical Code, the California Mechanical Code, the California Fire Code, the 
California Green Building Standards Code, together with certain amendments, additions, 
deletions, and exceptions including fees and penalties 

 
  ORDINANCE NO. 1227, AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

SAN DIMAS AMENDING SPECIFIED CHAPTERS OF TITLE 15 OF THE SAN DIMAS 
MUNICIPAL CODE AND ADOPTING BY REFERENCE THE 1997 UNIFORM 
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, 
VOLUMES 1 & 2, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE, THE 
2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
MECHANICAL CODE, THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE, AND 
THE 2013 EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE, 
TOGETHER WITH CERTAIN AMENDMENTS, ADDITIONS, DELETIONS, AND 
EXCEPTIONS, INCLUDING FEES AND PENALTIES - SECOND READING AND 
ADOPTION 

 
Building Superintendent Eric Beilstein presented staff’s report on this item and recommended adoption of 
Ordinance 1227. 
 
Councilmember Templeman clarified that staff is required to adopt these changes and updates. 
 
Superintendent Beilstein answered yes and the only thing staff has the ability to do is to make the code 
more stringent if warranted and the administrative changes of which we are doing now. 
 
Councilmember Ebiner asked if the administrative changes have time frames for demolition and 
legalizing unpermitted structures. 
 
Superintendent Beilstein’s response was the code uses 180 days between approved inspections. 
 
Mayor Morris opened the item for public comment. No one came forward the public hearing was closed. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone, seconded by Councilmember Ebiner to waive 
further reading and adopt Ordinance 1227. The motion carried unanimously. 

 
 b. General Plan Amendment 13 – 02 – San Dimas 2014 – 2021 Housing Element Final Adoption 
 
  RESOLUTION NO. 2013 – 59 – A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY  
  OF SAN DIMAS APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 13 - 2, ADOPTING THE  
  2014 – 2021 SAN DIMAS HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
 
Assistant City Manager of Community Development Larry Stevens presented staff’s report on this item 
and recommended adoption of Resolution 2013-59, 
 
Councilmember Templeman asked if there were any rezoning implications. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens responded there are not. 
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Councilmember Templeman asked if in the future there would be any zone changes, staff would notify 
the community. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens responded that staff would do what they have done in the past with 
Notices of Public Hearings and notices within a 300 foot radius of the subject property. 
 
Mayor Morris opened the public hearing. No one came forward and the public hearing was closed. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone seconded by Councilmember Ebiner to waive 
further reading, approve the Negative Declaration and adopt Resolution 2013-59. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
6. PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
 
 a. Discussion of potential revisions to Ordinance No. 1226 establishing Regulations for Chickens in 

single family residential zones 
 
  ORDINANCE NO. 1226 – AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

SAN DIMAS ADOPTING MUNICIPAL CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 13 – 05, AMENDING 
CHAPTERS 18.08, 18.16, AND 18.20 OF THE SAN DIMAS MUNIPAL ZONING -   
SECOND READING AND ADOPTION 
 

Assistant City Manager of Community Development presented staff’s report on this item asking Council 
for direction. 
 
There was discussion on how this issue came about and evolved, how confusing the language in the code 
is, as well as how most residents are not aware of the instances when they may be in violation of city 
codes. 
 
Councilmember Ebiner asked what would be the difference in staff’s processing time for option two and 
three. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens responded that option two could be introduced at this meeting and 
adopted in January; the difficulty with option three is that there is language which prohibits some types of 
bird and fowl that is a large point of concern. He went on to say that the better approach would be to do 
option three and the timeframe would be a discussion paper to the Planning Commission in January and 
back to Council with public hearing in February. He added that enforcement would be suspended on the 
animals involved in the discussions. 
 
The discussion continued with Councilmember suggestions on wording to be used and requesting that the 
code be written as clear and simple as possible.  
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens asked if Council wanted staff to as look at addressing the issues in the 
SF-A-Zone as well. 
 
Councilmember Ebiner stated that would complicate the process and is a separate issue. Staff should deal 
with the bird issue first and do more research and studies on what kind of animals on what size properties 
before bringing to Council the SF-A Zoning matter. 
 
Councilmember Templeman expected that because the two issues fall under the same code section they 
would addressed together and not fragmented. 
 
Councilmember Badar agreed with Councilmember Templeman that it should all be looked at and 
brought back to Council. 
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Mayor Morris stated that staff should include information about CC&R’s possible prohibitions on certain 
animals. 
 
Council invited Mr. Phillips to speak. 
 
Dennis Phillips resident expressed his view points on staff’s approach in defending their position on 
implementing and enforcing policy and code. He continued on by sharing his reasons in support of 
keeping chickens, duck and fowl. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember Badar to direct 
staff to refer the item back to Planning Commission and conduct public hearings. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
7. OTHER MATTERS 
 
 a. Report on overnight parking enforcement on Oakway Ave. and Ghent St. – resident petition to  
  not enforce 
 
Assistant City Manager Ken Duran presented staff’s report on this item. 
 
City Manager Michaelis left the dais at 9:05 p.m. and returned at 9:07 p.m. 
 
Council and staff discussed the unimproved area on the street, legal right of way and the unique 
characteristics of the neighborhood. 
 
Councilmember Badar left the dais at 9:15 p.m. and returned at 9:18 p.m. 
 
Mayor Morris invited residents in the audience to speak. 
 
 1) Steve Duncan feels that because of the age of the neighborhood and lack of enforcement in the 

past residents should be able to continue parking. 
  
Mayor Morris explained how selective enforcement is legally not an option for cities and not fair to the 
 rest of the community. He also suggested granting additional time for the residents to clear out their 
 garages and other areas to comply with requirements for parking permits. 
 
 2) Leo Acosta added that the reason they bought their home was because of the uniqueness of their 

neighborhood. 
 
 3) Ben asked why the city can’t issue an exemption for their street. 
 
Mayor Morris stated that could be considered, but would require a going through the legal process of 
 changing the code which may not be good policy.  
 
 4) Josalyn? described her household situation of inconvenience in having to move vehicles due to 

work and school schedules. 
 
Councilmember Templeman asked the City Attorney to look into the issue of unimproved right of way 
 and the parking. 
 
Mayor Morris responded that would be an area that city staff would have to research and answer. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember Badar to delay 
 the change of enforcement of overnight parking on Oakway and Ghent Streets until May 1, 2014.  
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The motion carried unanimously. 
  
 b. US Postal Service Protection Act of 2013 – request for city review/action 
 
City Manager Blaine Michaelis presented this item to Council with a recommendation to decline request 
for endorsement of US Postal Protection Act of 2013. 
 
Council agreed not to endorsement the US Postal Protection Act of 2013 in keeping with their position of 
endorsing items or issues when they directly relate to city matters. The request will be considered 
received and filed. 
 
Council invited Matt Kozlo up to be heard on this request. 
 
Matt Kozlo read some of the bullet points of what the consequences would be for the Postal Service and 
Employees if this is passed. 
 
Mayor Morris recessed the meeting of the City Council and convened the meeting of the San Dimas 
Public Facilities Financing Corporation at 10:03 p.m. 
  
8. MEETING OF SAN DIMAS PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING CORPORATION 
 

a. Public Comments (This is the time set aside for members of the audience to address the Board.  
Speakers are limited to three minutes. 

 
No one came forward.  
 

b. Approval of Minutes for meeting of December 11, 2012. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Templeman and seconded by Councilmember Ebiner to 
approve the minutes of December 11, 2012. The motion passed unanimously. 
 

c. Election of Officers 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Templeman and seconded by Councilmember Ebiner to 
appoint Mayor Curtis Morris as President, Mayor Pro Tem Denis Bertone as Vice President and City 
Manager Blaine Michaelis as Secretary Treasurer. 
 
 d. Members of the Corporation 
 
Nothing to report. 
 
Mayor Morris adjourned the meeting of the San Dimas Public Facilities Financing Corporation at 10:04 
p.m. and convened the meeting of the San Dimas Housing Authority Corporation. 
 
9. MEETING OF SAN DIMAS HOUSING AUTHORITY CORPORATION 
 

a. Public Comments (This is the time set aside for members of the audience to address the Board.  
Speakers are limited to three minutes.) 

 
No one came forward. 
 

b. Approval of Minutes for meeting of December 11, 2012, May 14, 2013 and May 28, 2013 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember Templeman 
to approve the minutes of December 11, 2012, May 14, 2013 and May 28, 2013. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
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 c. Update of authority activities for 2013 
 
City Manager Blaine Michaelis highlighted the activities for the year: 
 

 Purchased 10 homes to be sold to qualified affordable families 
 Authorize $45,000 from the proceeds of Charter Oak Mobile Home Community to be available 

for housing rehab 
 
 d. Members of the Authority 
 
Councilmember Bertone commented on the operations of these committees here and elsewhere and 
provided that our Councilmembers are not paid for sitting on these committees. 
 
Mayor Morris adjourned the meeting and reconvened the City Council meeting at 10:10 p.m. 
 
10. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 a. Members of the Audience (Speakers are limited to five (5) minutes or as may be determined by the 

Chair.) 
 
No one came forward. 
 

b. City Manager 
• East San Gabriel Valley Winter Shelter and Transportation Program  

 
Information has been posted on the city’s website. 
 
Mayor’s call in show will broadcast on December 12, 2013 
 
Assistant City Manager Larry Stevens announced that the city was awarded a grant of $850,000 from the 
Board of Supervisors 5th District for the Walnut Creek Project. 
 
 c. City Attorney 

• Report on Freeway Sign for Cask n Cleaver 
 
City Attorney Ken Brown reported that letters will be sent to the owners and users of the sign addressing 
the nuisance. He reported that he has met with some of the parties and is still gathering information. 

 
d. Members of the City Council 

 
1) Reappointment of John Sorcenelli to serve another term on the Development Plan Review 

Board 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Councilmember Bertone and seconded by Councilmember Badar to 
reappoint John Sorcenelli to serve another term on the Development Plan Review Board. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Councilmember Templeman indicated that he would like to have a discussion in the future regarding 
having other members of the community considered. 
 

2) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency. 
 
Nothing to report. 
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 3)   Individual members' comments and updates. 
 

 Councilmember Templeman wished everyone happy holidays. 
 Councilmember Ebiner thanked Blaine for the information on the Winter Shelters and wished 

everyone happy holidays. 
 Councilmember Badar wished everyone happy holidays and recognized the San Dimas High 

School Football Team win. 
 Councilmember Bertone reminded everyone of the Holiday Extravaganza on December 14, 2013. 

He also asked residents not to criticize staff for the decisions handed down from the 
Councilmembers. He also wished everyone happy holidays. 

 Mayor Morris announced his attendance at the 100th Birthday Party of San Dimas resident Elsie 
P.  

 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:34 p.m. The next meeting will be on January 14, 2014, 7:00 p.m. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
________________________________ 
Debra Black Deputy City Clerk 
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CITY OF SAN DIMAS 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
 

Regularly Scheduled Meeting 
Thursday, December 19, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. 
245 East Bonita Avenue, Council Chambers 

 
 
Present 
Chairman Jim Schoonover 
Commissioner David Bratt 
Commissioner John Davis 
Commissioner M. Yunus Rahi 
Assistant City Manager for Comm. Dev. Larry Stevens 
Senior Planner Marco Espinoza 
Associate Planner Jennifer Williams 
Planning Secretary Jan Sutton 
 
Absent 
Commissioner Stephen Ensberg 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 
 
Chairman Schoonover called the regular meeting of the Planning Commission to order at 7:00 
p.m. and Commissioner Bratt led the flag salute.  
 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
1. Approval of Minutes: November 21, 2013  
 
MOTION:  Moved by Davis, seconded by Bratt to approve the Consent Calendar.  Motion 
carried 4-0-1 (Ensberg absent). 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
2. CONSIDERATION OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD CASE NO. 13-12, 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 13-01, AND PRECISE PLAN 13-01– A request to construct 
and operate an approximately 10,000 square foot single-story medical inpatient facility and 
approximately 2,400-square foot single-story outpatient facility for physical, speech, and 
occupational therapy on a vacant site of approximately 1.8 acres at 1136 and 1148 W. 
Puente Street, near the intersection of Puente Street and Via Verde in the 
Office/Professional Land Use Designation, Administrative Professional (A-P) Zone, and 
Scenic Highway Overlay (SHO) (APN’s 8448-020-069 and 8448-020-070). The 
Development Plan Review Board (DPRB) and Precise Plan (PP) applications are required 
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for the architecture, design, and development of the site. A Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
application is required for the use of the medical inpatient facility (congregate living health 
facility), elimination of walls and use of openwork fencing, and a reduction of the required 
parking by seven spaces. 

 
Staff report presented by Associate Planner Jennifer Williams, who stated this is a 
proposal to operate two medical buildings on a 1.8 acre site near the intersection of Puente and 
Via Verde in the Administrative Professional (AP) zone, within a Scenic Highway Overlay 
(SHO).  The larger building (Building A) will be used for the congregate care facility, and the 
smaller building (Building B) will be the rehabilitation center.  There will be approximately 42 
parking spaces provided, with more than adequate landscaping on-site, including the 20-foot 
setback required in the SHO.  The buildings are a Spanish design incorporating smooth stucco, 
clay tile roof, and other architectural elements.   
 
The DPRB reviewed this item on November 21, 2013.  One item discussed was Staff’s 
recommendation for a different site plan that could improve the presentation of the buildings to 
the public realm and street by orienting Building A towards Puente, placing Building B in the 
rear, with the courtyards facing the hillside and parking towards the Fire Station.  However, the 
Applicant preferred their original site plan, and after lengthy discussion the Board concurred but 
made changes to the entry features and gave the Applicant a detailed list of recommendations 
that needed to be added to the plans.  They allowed the general project to move forward 
through the approval process with Planning Commission and City Council, but with direction that 
it come back to DPRB for final design review. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated there are three elements of the proposal that require a 
Conditional Use Permit.  While the outpatient use for physical and speech therapy is permitted 
by right, the inpatient use was classified to be conditionally permitted by the Planning 
Commission and upheld by the City Council on appeal.  The proposal is for a maximum 15-bed 
facility of single-occupancy rooms, licensed by the County as a congregate living facility with 
Type A (ventilator patients) and C (critical disability patients) licenses.  The facility will have 24-
hour nursing care provided in two shifts, as well as having a pharmacy, social activity, etc.  The 
maximum number of employees during the day is projected to be 15, and then 5-6 during the 
night. 
 
The second item requiring a CUP is a request for waiver of seven parking spaces.  The Code 
requires 42 spaces for both facilities.  The site plan meets that number, but the Applicant has 
requested a reduction by seven spaces based on actual use at their other facilities.  The Code 
allows up to a 50% waiver with a CUP, and the Applicant will be required to record a deed 
restriction that the area required for parking will be maintained in a manner that will allow the 
construction of parking if it is ever needed in the future.  She showed information on their other 
facilities and their parking ratios.  Staff is in favor of the reduction with the conditions in the CUP.   
 
The third item requiring a CUP is the elimination of the requirement for solid walls at a zone 
boundary.  During the DPRB meeting the Applicant expressed the desire to eliminate the solid 
wall along the southwest portion of the property where their zone abuts the residential zone 
because the hillside creates a natural separation between the two uses, with the nearest home 
over 200 feet away, which would comply with the Code requirements for the request.  The CUP 
has a condition that would defer this item back to the DPRB for architectural review and to make 
a determination on the appropriate type of fencing to be used. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated the approval process for the project began with 
architectural review by the DPRB on November 21, 2013.  The Planning Commission is 
reviewing the use itself, the request for parking waiver, and request for elimination of solid walls 
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along a zone boundary.  If these items are approved by the Commission and then the City 
Council, the design would still be going back to the DPRB for final review of the architectural 
changes and fence style.  The resolutions presented tonight are to recommend approval of the 
Precise Plan including recommendations made by the DPRB and the Conditional Use Permit.  
Staff is recommending approval of the CUP as presented, but is recommending the 
Commission approve the Precise Plan supporting Staff’s preferred site plan. 
 
She stated they received one letter in opposition to the project during this hearing process.  She 
also stated Item No. 17 in Resolution PC-1496 should be stricken as it was not applicable to this 
project.  The Applicant has also brought up to Staff that there are a number of conditions they 
would like changed, but they are standard conditions applied to CUP applications. 
 
Commissioner Bratt stated he did not feel they needed to eliminate Item No. 17 in its entirety 
because he did not see anything wrong with requiring lighting at night, and thought they could 
just eliminate the incorrect code reference. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if they approve the item tonight will it go any further. 
 
Associate Planner Williams clarified that the Commission is making a recommendation for 
approval to the City Council. 
 
Commissioner Rahi clarified that Staff’s recommendation is different than the one presented 
in the resolution for the Precise Plan.  He asked if a traffic generation study was conducted.  He 
stated the original site plan shows two driveways, and the alternate version only has one, and 
wanted to know if they were considering the two driveway plan. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated a traffic analysis was not required.  The City Engineer 
and Public Works reviewed the traffic on Puente and determined it was designed to handle 
more capacity than is being utilized and would not be impacted by this project.  She stated the 
Applicant’s proposal is the site plan with two driveways. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated they spent three hours at DPRB discussing the three site plans 
and it was a strong concensus of the Board to go with the Applicant’s site plan with two 
driveways for safety. 
 
Commissioner Rahi stated since they do not have the traffic count for Puente, it is hard to 
determine the impact of traffic generated from the project. 
 
Commissioner Bratt stated in regards to Condition No. 9, even though the State defines what 
type of service is provided at a congregate care facility, he would like to have additional 
language that states this will not ever be a drug or alcohol treatment facility.  In regards to 
Condition No. 10, he feels there does need to be some type of fencing of the site and would not 
be in support of eliminating fencing in its entirety, that there needs to be something that sets a 
boundary. 
 
Chairman Schoonover asked how high the berm in the front will be that is to screen the cars. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated approximately four feet high.  She stated Sheet 6 of the 
plans shows what it will look like with landscaping, and that it will have a detailed review during 
the plan check process. 
 
Chairman Schoonover opened the meeting for public hearing.  Addressing the Commission 
were: 
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Keith Underwood, Applicant, 2819 E. Sunnyside Drive, Phoenix, AZ, stated he is here to 
ask the Commission to proceed with Staff’s recommendation for the use of the inpatient facility 
and the removal of the solid wall along the southern portion of the project, as well as the waiver 
of seven parking spaces.  He asked that the Commission support the Precise Plan as 
recommended by the DPRB, and to move the whole project forward to the City Council for 
approval. 
 
He stated in the site plan was designed using the parking requirement for a hospital, but since 
their impact is much lower, they really don’t need to have that many spaces on site.  The 
reduction would allow for a larger landscaping area near the corner of Puente and Via 
Palomares.  In regards to the fence, they would still like to provide a solid 5-6 foot fence along 
the portion adjoining the fire station, vacant lot and childcare center, but would like an openwork 
fence along the hillside to maintain the natural feel and allow for better water run-off.  He asked 
if Commissioner Bratt’s suggestion was to define the property line. 
 
Commissioner Bratt stated a fence will help to define the property and feels for this type of 
facility it will define it for the people both inside and outside of it. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked what happens to the fence when it reaches Via Palomares. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated there will be no fencing along the corner.  The fence is to 
help delineate the property line, but they are not enclosing the property. 
 
Commissioner Bratt clarified that his intent was that a fence will help to delineate where it will 
be safe to be and where it is not.  He did not expect the property would be fenced in whole. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated there is a boundary point where their fence meets the 
daycare fence.  One issue they foresee with a solid wall along the continuous length is the 
undulating topography and the construction problems that would cause.  He requested the 
Commission approve the exception to a solid masonry wall but leave open the definition that 
would go back to DPRB for consideration to be either no fence or a view fence. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated the Board’s recommendation was to allow them to 
request the elimination of the solid wall during the CUP process but the Board wanted it to come 
back to them for final review. 
 
Commissioner Bratt stated he understands a solid wall would not work in that area but he 
likes things to be defined and was not in support of a statement that would allow for there being 
no fence at all. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated his preference would be to not limit the condition.  In 
regards to Condition No. 9 of the CUP, they would like to remove the words “floor layout” 
because even with the best planning, there are technological advancements that may change 
things internally in the future which would not impact the exterior of the facility. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated the difficulty he has is that he just sees a large building on the 
floor plan because a lot of areas are not labeled and are just left blank already. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, pointed out where the kitchen and dining area is, a large 
corridor, and a family area.  He understands their concern about changes, but if the corridor 
were to change location, does that affect how the building looks or how they are servicing 
patients, and felt internal operational changes should not concern the City. 
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Associate Planner Williams stated they can make sure the plans reviewed in plan check 
reflect what the Applicant has described tonight.  The condition deals with substantial changes.  
Staff feels it is appropriate because if they only make minor changes it will not trigger a review, 
but the City should have the opportunity to review how a substantial change may impact the use 
of the facility. 
 
Chairman Schoonover thought the word “substantial” is key and felt the condition should stay 
the way that it is. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if the Applicant were to combine two rooms into one, would that 
be considered a substantial change. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated he would consider that substantial and would want the ability to 
review the change. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated the maximum for the site is 15 beds, and if two rooms 
were combined, it would create a lesser impact and didn’t see why that would need Commission 
review.  He felt if they needed to increase the size of a room to accommodate a patient which 
then lowers their bed count by one, he felt they should be able to do that without having to come 
to the Commission.  He felt it was appropriate for the CUP to set a maximum use but that they 
should not have to come back for review if the use was made less. 
 
Chairman Schoonover asked if Staff had the authority to allow minor modifications without 
requiring a new public hearing. 
 
Senior Planner Marco Espinoza stated Staff can do that.  Any modification would require 
review by both Planning and Building and Safety, and Staff could determine if the change was 
substantial enough to require review by the Commission. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated he would be satisfied with that. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated in regards to Condition No. 15, he would like a definition 
of what quantifies sufficient complaints that would require a review of the CUP. 
 
Senior Planner Espinoza stated the intent is that Staff will try to correct whatever the concern 
is regarding with the Applicant before any type of hearing is scheduled with the Commission.  It 
will not be brought back for review with the first complaint. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated in regards to Condition No. 17 of the CUP, he 
understands lighting is important but felt it was addressed in other conditions in the CUP and 
Precise Plan and it would just be easier to strike the condition in whole.  He stated in regards to 
the Precise Plan, the Applicant’s site plan was recommended by the DPRB.  They looked at 
numerous alternatives, and even held a community meeting that reviewed the site and building 
design.  Puente is a Scenic Highway and to the north there is a large greenbelt transitioning 
from the single-family homes to their site.  They felt their plan which moves the building about 
85 feet back from Puente and will be landscaped helps to continue that greenbelt and will be the 
prominent feature instead of the building.  Staff was looking to mirror the setback of the office 
building and fire station by moving the building closer to the street. 
 
He stated there are other locations along Via Verde and Puente that have the parking in the 
front with the buildings in the rear.  He would like to have their building set further back from the 
street for the patients, and that it would be more aesthetically pleasing.  He then showed the 
landscaping plan for where they are proposing to remove the parking spaces.  He stated a lot of 
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effort has gone into designing the building and the site plan, and that the two entrance idea 
would help people navigate the site better and allow for a well-designed patient drop-off area, 
staff parking and delivery function.  They considered Staff’s recommended site plan but felt it did 
not flow properly for their functionality.  He is requesting the Commission approve the Precise 
Plan with the site plan submitted by the Applicant. 
 
Commissioner Rahi asked where the handicap parking spaces that are in the area proposed 
for elimination will be relocated to in the parking lot.  He stated they would need to take over 
more than two regular parking spaces because of the ramp. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated the four handicap parking spaces are more than the two 
that are necessary, but they will review the code requirement during plan check.  If they decide 
they need more, they would probably increase the number to three and locate them near the 
building so people would not have to cross the parking lot. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if they had any other locations that included an outpatient facility, 
and if he had an estimate of how many patients would be using it.  He clarified the outpatient 
use would be permitted by right, and added it would probably have more impact than the 
inpatient facility. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated this would be the first location they have included an 
outpatient physical therapy facility.  They are seeing an increased need for such a facility from 
the hospitals and they are able to provide such a facility due to the size of the property.  He 
stated it would probably accommodate a maximum of 20 patients per business day; this would 
be 3-4 patients at a time for an hour to 90 minute therapy sessions during operation from 7:00 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated the physical therapy facility is a permitted use by right 
within the zone but it would still have come to the Planning Commission for review of the 
Precise Plan. 
 
Stan Stringfellow, 2011 E. Financial Way #203, Glendora, representing the Bassett-
Kolling Trust and as a resident of Via Verde, stated once this project is developed, there will 
still be the vacant parcel fronting Via Verde.  He asked that they grant a waiver to have a solid 
masonry wall between these two parcels as there is a tubular steel fence at the rear of the 
KinderCare and he would like to see that continued instead.  He also felt open fencing would be 
more appropriate as there is a drop in elevation between Via Palomares and Via Verde.  He 
stated he is in support of the Applicant’s site plan as recommended by the DPRB which will 
allow for a continuation of the existing parkway and will minimize the visual impact of the facility.  
The elimination of parking at the corner will also enhance the appearance of the property so he 
was supportive of that.  In regards to the discussion about Condition No. 17 of the CUP, as a 
resident he would prefer they only have the minimum amount of lighting necessary for security 
to help maintain a “dark sky” appearance, and would even encourage they use dark sky lighting 
fixtures.  Since there are other conditions governing lighting, he felt that Condition No. 17 can be 
deleted. 
 
He stated in regards to the parking, he feels the Applicant has demonstrated that the parking 
area will be obscured from the public view when you go up Via Palomares and down Puente, 
and provides better circulation as you enter and exit the facility.  The office buildings that were 
approved for this site in 2006 were a more intense use of the site and had a greater impact than 
this facility will, which is one of the reasons he supports this proposal as opposed to an office 
development.  Regarding the comments about a traffic study, there are certain thresholds that 
have to be exceeded in order to require a study, and this project doesn’t even come close to 
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meeting those thresholds.  The office project in 2006 didn’t meet the requirements for a traffic 
study and it was a more intense use.  He encouraged the Commission to support the 
Applicant’s site plan. 
 
Gary Enderle, 2044 Via Esperanza, stated he supports the DPRB’s recommendation on the 
site plan.  He felt having the parking lot in front of the buildings would be better for safety 
reasons and have less of an impact on the residents above the project, by deterring vandalism 
and keeping the noise level down.  He felt there should be two driveways for better circulation.  
The parking for the building at the southwest corner of Via Verde and Puente is in the rear and it 
is very difficult to access and exit, and many people park across the street at the shopping 
center and walk over.  He felt they should have fencing even if it did not follow the property line, 
and that it should be open fencing to blend better with the surrounding neighborhood.  He felt 
the berm and landscaping will help to screen the buildings from the street, and would encourage 
them to plant some mature trees to aid in that.  He was in support of reducing the parking and 
adding more landscaping. 
 
Ken McCrimmon, 1254 Calle Cecilia, stated he liked the appearance of the building.  He 
concurred with Mr. Enderle that there should be an openwork fence to harmonize with the 
community instead of a solid masonry wall, and that there should be a fence.  He liked the site 
plan with the two entrances but was concerned the berm would block line of sight and increase 
accidents in that area.  He concurred that low-impact lighting should be used outside and would 
not want to see any light shining up the hill.  He also liked that the dumpsters were located close 
to the fire station.  He stated the outpatient facility was what this property was made for, and if 
the entire project was that, they wouldn’t be here.  It has been discussed that this is not a 
hospital, it is more like a residence, but if it is, that makes it multi-family which is not permitted in 
the zone.  He felt some patients would live out their lives in the facility.  Via Verde was not 
developed to be a multi-family area, and he didn’t want something in his neighborhood that will 
drive people away.  He was concerned it will have a negative impact on property values.  He 
just hoped that it gets developed properly and that we will be happy with a multi-family hospital. 
 
Diane Bonner, 1309 Paseo Nogales, stated she has lived here for 42 years and has worked in 
construction, real estate, and taught special education as well.  She felt the developer was 
vague in his description of the layout.  When she bought in Via Verde there were signs that 
described it as country living in the city.  She stated they fought a proposal for high-rise 
apartments, and there were enough hospitals and physical therapy facilities nearby and this was 
not needed, and that the use would change once the building was constructed.  She also felt 
people would have a hard time finding this location.  She thought the Applicant should provide a 
personnel plan because when you have special needs people, you have unique people to take 
care of them.  She felt this would be turned into a convalescent home in the future and didn’t 
understand with all the available land in the community why they chose this site for their facility. 
 
Jan Bartolo, 1275 Calle Cecilia, stated she has lived here 30 years and is strongly opposed to 
the project.  She felt the meeting date did not allow all of the interested parties to participate and 
that this should be continued to January.  She felt the Applicant did not give a professional 
presentation and was contradictory and asked this item be continued for clarification.  She felt 
the location of the public hearing board was inadequate, and since this is located in a Scenic 
Highway Overlay there should have been further review under CEQA.  If she were looking for a 
house today, she would not buy in Via Verde knowing this project was going to be built.  She 
stated there are 50 types of medical facilities within a five mile radius, so didn’t understand why 
this had to be located here.  There will be a variety of people coming into the area because of 
this that wouldn’t have otherwise which will increase crime in the area.  She felt the increased 
traffic will impact their roads and passive environment, and there will be noise from the 
mechanical equipment and vehicles.  She had concerns about the worker’s shifts and visiting 
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hours, and the compatibility with the KinderCare.  She concluded there are a lot of Via Verde 
residents opposed to this project. 
 
Dan Hargis, 1785 Calle Alto, stated he lives approximately 1,000 feet from this facility.  He 
stated he loves Via Verde and thinks it is a beautiful area.  He felt the description of the project 
was not consistent with the previous hearings.  He also felt the hearing should not have been 
held on this date due to the upcoming holiday.  He stated he visited the Garden Grove facility 
and read reviews on Yelp and the greatest concerns were regarding parking and being poorly 
rated in the nursing home site, with reports of nurses sleeping on shift.  Out of 34 residents he 
spoke to surrounding the Garden Grove site, 12 of them said they heard screams coming from 
the facility during the night.  He expressed concerns that the facility is too close to where the 
children from KinderCare play and that they will be impacted by the patients.  He asked the 
Commission to delay their decision until January.  He indicated the manager of KinderCare just 
found out about this project and is very concerned.  He felt HealthCap should indicate if they do 
background checks on their employees, and that they should not be allowed to reduce the 
number of parking spaces. 
 
Raymond Mansour, 1248 Calle Cecilia, stated he lives right above the project area only 200 
feet away, and that he moved to Via Verde two years ago because he loved the area.  He felt 
this was out of place with the neighborhood and if he had known a 24-hour operation was going 
to be built there, he would not have purchased his home.  He is concerned there will be an 
increase in crime and that he will not be able to enjoy the view from his backyard once this is 
constructed.  He also felt the hearing should have been held on a different date, and was 
opposed to the project. 
 
John Santoro, 1260 Calle Cecilia, stated he is opposed to the project and it should be located 
elsewhere.  He felt there will be impacts from noise, traffic and cooking smells.  He hears noise 
from the Von’s center and this will be closer to his home.  He felt the public hearing sign should 
be in a different location as parking is prohibited on Puente.  He is opposed to the project. 
 
Julie Santoro, 1260 Calle Cecilia, stated she felt this facility was too near residential and 
wanted to keep the country living ambiance of Via Verde and asked the Commission to stop the 
project.  She also felt the date of the hearing was too close to Christmas and prevented a lot of 
people from attending.  She was surprised that they were discussing landscaping as she 
thought they were still discussing if they even wanted this facility at all.  She did not understand 
why the Commission would agree to have this in Via Verde. 
 
Betty Jean Lamb, 1288 Paseo Alicia, stated she lives right behind the proposed development.  
She bought her house in 1986 and liked the area.  She is opposed to this facility in this location 
where people would be staying overnight and for long-term and asked the Commission to deny 
it. 
 
Katie Bartolo, 1275 Calle Cecilia, stated she was concerned with traffic and since Puente was 
a four-lane road, wanted to know if a turn lane would be added for the driveways.  She stated 
the plan did not appear to match Alternative 1 that was agreed on.  She was concerned about 
the spot adjacent to the KinderCare since that was the area where the children go to play and 
did not want to see a conflict in fencing style.  She stated they submitted petitions at the last 
meeting with names of hundreds of people in opposition to this project. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that Alternative 1 was a plan Staff had asked the 
Applicant to explore, but the recommended site plan was the Applicant’s proposal. 
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* * * * * * * * 
Chairman Schoonover called a recess at 9:35 p.m.  The meeting was called back to order at 
9:40 p.m.  
* * * * * * * * 
 
Keith Undewood, Applicant, stated the site is zoned Administrative Professional (AP) and that 
zoning designation has been in place long before their proposal.  This zone allows for 
businesses and uses from offices to a hospital.  They went through the public hearing process 
to classify their use as a conditionally permitted use based on it being similar to a hospital but 
with less impact.  This hearing is for the CUP to allow the facility with conditions that restrict it 
from changing.  The purpose of this hearing is so that the project doesn’t change.  It will be a 
congregate living facility licensed by the State of California to care for a certain type of person, 
such as a ventilator person, or someone who has experienced a traumatic brain or spinal injury, 
an injured veteran, someone who has been in a car or work place accident, etc.  Under their 
license they are not allowed to take any other type of patient.  They have opened 26 of these 
facilities statewide since 1989 and they all provide the same care on an inpatient basis.  He 
clarified that they have not deviated in the proposed use from what was initially discussed 
during the summer.  The only component of this project that is new for this company is the 
outpatient physical therapy.  He stated their use will have less of an impact than other uses that 
are allowed in the zone and would not require a CUP.  They do not generate a lot of noise and 
traffic.  At full capacity they have 12-15 employees who work their shift and then go home.  The 
people who come to the facility are nurses, professional people, family members and friends, 
clergy, and visiting veterans.   
 
He stated they locate their facilities in residential neighborhoods for a reason.  The buildings are 
single-story and are low use, and they fit better with a residential setting than in a commercial 
environment.  One thing he wanted to clarify is the incorrect comment that KinderCare was not 
notified.  He personally contacted Christine Navarette at KinderCare and sent her information 
regarding the project on November 25th and provided her with the dates of the public hearings.  
She said she would pass it along to Corporate.  They have spoken with the Fire Captain at the 
station next door and they do not have any issues.  They held a community meeting to try and 
explain exactly what will occur at the facility.  By definition of the California Health and Safety 
Code they are not a multi-family facility. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if there was a childcare facility near the Garden Grove site.  He 
asked if Mr. Underwood could address the comment about screaming coming from that facility. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated there is an elementary school across the street and two 
other schools located nearby, and they are surrounded by single-family homes.  He stated 
personally he has not been made aware of any issues with screaming, and stated Jim Ashby of 
CareMeridian would be best able to answer that question but he was unable to be here tonight 
as planned as his flight was cancelled due to weather conditions.  He stated he has been 
involved with CareMeridian for five years and has had numerous communications with nursing 
staff and heads of these facilities but has never been made aware of that type of behavior.  He 
stated he did not think the patients he has seen at the other facilities would be able to make the 
kind of noise that would travel through a building and then 200 feet into a neighborhood. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the plans for the air conditioning units, and if there would 
be issues with cooking smells. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated the plan is to have small pack units similar to those used 
in residential settings, but there would be more of them.  In regards to cooking smells there will 
be one kitchen to prepare food for the patients that can eat solids, and will not be used by staff 
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or visitors.  Only about 30% of the patients eat solid food, the rest are fed by tube, and felt the 
use of the kitchen would not be any more intense than that used in a normal residence.  They 
are not a commercial facility and they usually do not cook fried foods. 
 
Richard Denzer, Architect, added that the air conditioning units would be in a well on the roof 
top and would be shielded to block the view of them. 
 
Commissioner Davis felt they probably would not need a sign for the inpatient facility and 
asked if there will be a sign for the outpatient facility. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated they will have a small sign with the name and address 
near the entrance.  The people coming to the outpatient facility will be associated with 
CareMeridian or referred by a hospital or physician so they only really need a name on the 
building. 
 
There being no further comments, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated if the Commission continues the hearing, they will have to go 
through the whole presentation again.  The final decision on the project will be made by the City 
Council, so even if more residents came to express their opinion, it will still have to go to the 
City Council. 
 
Assistant City Manager Larry Stevens confirmed that the Commission was only making a 
recommendation and that the final decision would be after a hearing was held by the City 
Council.  However, if the Commission felt they did not have enough input to make a 
recommendation, they can continue the item to a specific date which would not require further 
noticing. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated if they continue this to January 16, 2014 he will be out of the 
country and unable to attend. 
 
Commissioner Bratt asked if the same notification process is used when the item goes to the 
City Council. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated the public hearing board will be updated, a new 
mailing will be sent out and it will be advertised in the newspaper and posted in three public 
places. 
 
Commissioner Rahi felt they have already considered that this use is compatible with the AP 
zone and that the major objections were already heard.  He did not see any new information 
coming forward and felt they did not need to postpone making a decision. 
 
Chairman Schoonover concurred that of the nine residents that spoke in opposition, they all 
had a consistent theme, and felt that even if they postponed the hearing to allow more people to 
come to speak, they would all express the same theme heard tonight. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated he is aware there are a number of people opposed to the project 
than were unable to attend tonight, and did not think they needed to postpone the hearing.  The 
City Council will be holding another hearing on this item which will allow people the opportunity 
to express their opinions. 
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Commissioner Rahi felt some of the comments were better directed towards the DPRB.  As 
far as the use, it was already approved.  Even if the City Council approves the project, the final 
design issues will have to go back to DPRB for approval.  He did not see any reason to extend 
the hearing. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Staff if they could explain the difference between permitted and 
conditionally permitted. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated each zoning codes lists uses that are permitted by right, 
permitted with conditions, or prohibited.  Permitted by right uses do not need discretionary 
approval for the use.  Conditionally permitted uses are subject to findings that consider the 
compatibility of the use to the proposed location. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated if a use is conditionally permitted, then the principal 
criteria they are evaluating is if the specific use is compatible with adjacent properties, and then 
Staff writes conditions that ensure that compatibility will continue if the project is approved.  Or if 
it is determined that the use is incompatible and can’t acceptably be conditioned, you can deny 
the project.   
 
Commissioner Bratt asked why, in reviewing Exhibit B, the first paragraph in Item 1, they are 
being asked to approve a 15 bed facility. 
 
Keith Underwood, Applicant, stated there are two different types of licenses for this facility; 
there will be 12 patients under a Type C license and 3 patients under a Type A license for a 
total of 15 beds.  There is nothing that prohibits the combining of the two license types and they 
have done this at four other facilities at the 15 bed level.  There is a precedent with the Health 
Department and it has been determined this is a viable situation. 
 
Commissioner Bratt felt there should be a stipulation in the conditions as to what they are not 
going to do at this facility. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that Condition No. 9 in Resolution PC-1496 sets a 
definition. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if the definition for a congregate care facility changed at the State 
level, would the operator be able to change their business model.  He wanted to know if the law 
changed to allow another type of patient, could they just bring them into this facility. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated the conditions limit them to a medical in-patient facility so 
if it deviates, then they need to apply for a new CUP. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated they could add language to the condition that would 
reference the Health and Safety Code to make it clearer.  If the definition is changed, the 
operator would have to be in substantial compliance with the definition at the time of approval.   
 
Commissioner Davis concurred with the residents for the removal of Condition No. 17 
because since this is a 24-hour facility, the outside lights would have to be on continuously.   
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated Condition No. 20 in the Precise Plan addresses 
lighting if they wanted to remove Condition No. 17 in the CUP.  Staff can also add language that 
makes it very clear that a drug or alcohol treatment center is not part of this approval. 
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Commissioner Bratt stated he concurs with the removal of Condition No. 17 in Resolution 
PC-1496 since Condition No. 20 covers lighting in Resolution No. 1497.  He stated he is 
opposed to the Applicant’s request to have the option for “no fence” because he felt if they were 
given that option, that is what they would want because it would save them time and money.   
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated he did not think that would occur because the DPRB 
has to approve the fencing plan and felt they would not support total elimination of fencing.  The 
Board wants some type of definite boundary so it is clear who maintains what part of the 
landscaped areas, even if it is some type of raised curb.  They could include language that 
states no fencing only where appropriate on a limited basis. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated that is an item the DPRB has on their list for further review and 
would be sensitive to that. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated he originally voted against the classification because he did not 
think this was similar to a hospital.  He stated after visiting the Garden Grove facility, he was 
impressed by how low impact it was, especially when compared to an office building during the 
day.  He did not like the outpatient facility because he felt as a more intense use it will cause 
more problems down the road, but it is a permitted use.   He stated he is still struggling with this 
being a 24-hour operation next to a residential neighborhood and whether or not it will be a 
nuisance to the residents. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated he understands his conflict over it being a 24-hour facility, but 
when you consider the traffic load, visiting hours will stop at 8:00 p.m.  There will be people in 
the facility but they won’t be making noise at that time.  He felt it was a better fit as a one-story 
project than if a permitted multi-story office building was constructed there. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated he concurred but still wondered what the impact during the night 
would be.  He asked if they were creating a traffic hazard for residents exiting Via Palomares 
and if the landscaping and berm should be set back further. 
 
Commissioner Rahi stated that will be addressed with the final site plan review. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated the berm will be behind the equestrian fence so it 
will be more than ten feet from the curb at its earliest starting point.  It will be evaluated at both 
driveways for line-of-sight as well.  They can also ask the Traffic Safety Committee to look at it 
in regards to impacts on traffic exiting Via Palomares. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated he does not have a problem with granting the parking waiver, 
and it was discussed at DPRB that if they were allowed to reduce the parking, more landscaping 
would be added, and they would have to comply with handicap requirements. 
 
Associate Planner Williams added that Condition No. 12 requires them to execute a deed 
restriction for future development of parking if it becomes necessary. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if there was a condition that limits the hours for outside 
maintenance such as parking lot sweeping in the middle of the night. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated they can add language to Condition No. 13 to limit 
the hours for maintenance between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. 
 
Commissioner Bratt stated he would rather have it from 8:00 p.m to 10:00 p.m. to avoid 
visiting hours. 
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After discussion, the Commission concurred to set outside maintenance between the hours of 
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
 
Chairman Schoonover stated he felt this project was a better fit for the area because they 
have some control over the operations, and was in support of recommending approval to the 
City Council. 
 

RESOLUTION PC-1496 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIMAS RECOMMENDING APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 13-01, A REQUEST TO OPERATE A 
MEDICAL INPATIENT FACILITY (CONGREGATE LIVING HEALTH 
FACILITY) WITH A MAXIMUM OF 15 PATIENTS, TO ELIMINATE SOLID 
MASONRY WALLS AT A ZONE BOUNDARY, AND TO WAIVE SEVEN 
PARKING SPACES AT 1136 AND 1148 W. PUENTE STREET  (APN’S 
8448-020-069 AND 8448-020-070)  
 

RESOLUTION PC-1497 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIMAS RECOMMENDING APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF PRECISE PLAN 13-01, A REQUEST FOR DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 
THE SCENIC HIGHWAY OVERLAY AT 1136 AND 1148 W. PUENTE 
STREET  (APN’S 8448-020-069 AND 8448-020-070)  

 
MOTION:  After reading of the title, it was moved by Schoonover, seconded by Rahi to 
adopt Resolution PC-1496 recommending approval of Conditional Use Permit 13-01, 
with Staff to revise Condition No. 10 to add a short explanation regarding “no fencing” as 
discussed; revise Condition No. 13 to set parking lot maintenance hours; replace 
Condition No. 17 with language prohibiting drug and alcohol rehabilitation facilities; and 
expand the definition of congregate care facility to refer to the Health and Safety Code 
Section as it stands today.  Motion carried 4-0-1 (Ensberg absent). 
 
MOTION:  After reading of the title, it was moved by Schoonover, seconded by Rahi to 
adopt Resolution PC-1497 recommending approval of Precise Plan 13-01.  Motion 
carried 4-0-1 (Ensberg absent). 
 
 
COMMISSION BUSINESS 
 
3. Assistant City Manager for Community Development 
Assistant City Manager Larry Stevens stated the City Council adopted the 2014 Housing 
Element Update.  The shops building at the Costco center was nearing completion, as is the 
Williams Homes project on Lone Hill.  He stated the Bel Vintage project was also close to 
receiving final approval.  Construction is moving forward at Bonita Canyon Gateway, and he has 
not had any indication that the Fresh and Easy will be changing at this time.  The Smart and 
Final Express is in its third plan check, but there has been no word on the second tenant.  A 
medical marijuana dispensary opened illegally in the City and they are in the process of getting 
an injunction from the court to force their closure.  The Olsen Company is close to submitting a 
complete application for the housing project on Foothill Boulevard at the equestrian center, and 
there is a pending proposal for 48 housing units on the L.A. Signal property.  Village Walk is 
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receiving their final approvals, and the City will be looking to sell their ten units early next year to 
moderate-income families.  The mixed use project at 301 S. San Dimas Avenue is continuing 
through plan check, but they have heard it might be sold to another developer.   
 
4. Members of the Audience 
Gary Enderle, 2044 Via Esperanza, commended the Commission on their decision tonight and 
for taking all things into consideration, and felt they did the right thing.   
 
5. Planning Commission 
Chairman Schoonover stated he understood they will be reconsidering the ordinance 
regarding household chickens. 
 
Assistant City Manager Stevens stated they are going to review the item again focusing on 
ducks and geese with some minor changes to the conditions regarding chickens, and it will 
come back to the Commission in the next few months. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated he would be out of the country and unable to attend the January 
16, 2014 meeting. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION:  Moved by Davis, seconded by Bratt to adjourn.  Motion carried unanimously 4-0-1 
(Ensberg absent).  The meeting adjourned at 10:55 p.m. to the regular Planning Commission 
meeting scheduled for Thursday, January 2, 2014, at 7:00 p.m. 
 

 
 
 
  _______________________________ 
  Jim Schoonover, Chairman 
  San Dimas Planning Commission 

 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jan Sutton 
Planning Commission Secretary 
 
 
 
 
Approved:  



S PE CI AL  M EET I NG  
D E VE L OPM E NT  PL AN  R E VI EW  BO AR D  

M I N U TE S 
November 21, 2013 at 8:30 A.M. 

245 EAST BONITA AVENUE 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 

 
 
                        PRESENT 
  

Emmett Badar, City Council 
Blaine Michaelis, City Manager 
Krishna Patel, Director of Public Works 
Jim Schoonover, Planning Commission 
John Sorcinelli, Public Member at Large 

                        Larry Stevens, Assistant City Manager of Community Development  
 
ABSENT 
 
Scott Dilley, Chamber of Commerce 
 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Jim Schoonover called the special meeting of the Development Plan Review Board to order at 8:35 
a.m. so as to conduct regular business in the Council Chambers. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
MOTION:  Larry Stevens moved, seconded by Jim Schoonover to approve the October 24, 2013 
minutes.  Motion carried 4-0-1-2 (Dilley Absent and Badar and Patel Abstained). 
 
DPRB Case No. 13-12 Conditional Use Permit No. 13-01 and Precise Plan No. 13-01 
 
A request to construct an approximately 10,000 – square foot single-story inpatient facility and 
approximately 2,400 – square foot single-story outpatient facility and associated site improvements 
on a vacant site of approximately 1.8 acres at 1136 and 1148 W. Puente Street, near the intersection 
of Puente Street and Via Verde in the Office/Professional Land Use Designation, Administrative 
Professional (A-P) Zone, and Scenic Highway Overlay (SHO). 
 
APN’s: 8448-020-069 & 8448-020-070 
 
Zone: Administrative Professional (A-P) 
 
Keith Underwood, applicant, was present. 
Richard Denzer, was present. 
Jim Ashby, CEO of Care Meridian, was present. 
Marvin Ersher, resident of 1312 Paseo Alamos, was present.  
Gary Enderle, resident of 2044 Via Esperanza, was present. 
Stan Stringfellow, F & S Land Development Corp. 2011 E Financial Way Suite 203, Glendora, was 
present. 
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Mr. Schoonover emphasized that the item being presented today will be in regards to the design and 
landscaping and not the use.   
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that there are two buildings being proposed: a larger size building 
that is 10,000 sq. ft. single-story inpatient facility (Building A) and a smaller building that is 2,400 sq. ft. 
single-story outpatient facility (Building B).  Building A is 22 ft. high and Building B is 18 ft. high.  The 
buildings will include Spanish architecture, materials were provided for review.  Building A features oriel 
windows to serve the patient rooms and will have two front facing gables and a Dutch gable at the rear.  
Building B has a side facing gable and a squared entry-way to accommodate roof-top equipment within 
a well.  Both Building A and B will have decorative rafter tails.  The site complies with the development 
standards for the Administrative Professional (A-P) Zone and the Scenic Highway Overlay Zone.  This 
project includes a Precise Plan and Conditional Use Permit that requires review by: Planning 
Commission and City Council.  As for fencing, when adjacent to a residential zone, the Code requires a 
solid masonry wall be provided and the applicant is requesting an open work fence be installed.  The 
issues Staff is facing is with the architectural design which includes: the elevations lacking detail, for 
example, on the north elevation, Building B shows a blank wall facing the street and does not have 
much variations.  The massing is not ideal and there are no decorative features such as recesses or 
pop outs for Spanish style architecture.  She noted that it is typical to see arcades, tile work or natural 
materials used.  She stated that she requested that the applicant and architect provide these elements.  
Staff does not feel that the current design integrates to the building and requests that they revise and 
modify the design to be more consistent with the architecture theme.   
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that the lack of details provided on the plans makes it difficult to 
understand how the windows and doors function.  For example, the door and window types are not 
specified; however, they have a major impact on the architecture and appearance.  She noted that the 
light fixtures and styles are also not shown on the elevations.  The skylights shown on the floor and roof 
plan depict inconsistency on the west elevation at the ridge and other portions there are separations 
and it is unknown how it will integrate with the tile roof.  She pointed out the aerial view of the site 
design provided in the staff report shows the adjacent building line and proposed building line.  Staff 
noted that the applicant has provided two alternative site plans that depict different parking lot locations 
and drive aisles.  She noted that there are some issues with the design of the parking circulation.  The 
west parking lot has an awkward turning area and in order to keep with the current design, the design 
would need to be rotated to be parallel with the parking at the frontage. The walls and fences with 
pilasters are at the southwest property line.  Staff is ok with open work fencing, due to a 200 sq. ft. 
separation and grade change, and because the design would facility keeping from the nearest 
residence the natural drainage of the slope.  However, Staff has issues with the wall proposed on the 
Southeast portion of the lot.  She noted that instead of having a 5-6 ft. wall, the applicant is proposing a 
step down from the vacant lot and subject site all meet which leaves an awkward open area between 
the place the wall daylights and the corner of the site and recommended that a continuous wall be used 
instead.  The pilasters for an open work fence would be for a stucco finish with decorative brick cap.  
The solid wall should keep with the architecture.  She recommended that Staff continue the item to a 
date uncertain and direct the applicant to address the site design, architectural, and perimeter wall 
issues to create a more favorable site design and building elevations prior to returning to the DPRB for 
review and recommendation. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked Associate Planner Williams to show on the proposed plans if there are any wall 
courtyard areas that are proposed as part of the project. 
 
Associate Planner Williams pointed out that the outdoor courtyard is west of the inpatient building 
where the vegetable garden and seat walls are which will be amenities to the residents. 
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Mr. Stevens stated that the same component is featured on the site plan on Alternative 1 and 
Alternative 2. 
 
Mr. Badar noted the area where the patient rooms are located in Alternative 1 and asked if there will be 
a view or just a view of the berm. 
 
Associate Planner Williams responded that it depends on the distance from the street because the 
berm would serve as a screen.  
 
Mr. Badar inquired about deliveries, and what types of trucks or vans would be making deliveries. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that the deliveries would be made by a van. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked what information Staff had in regards to the skylights.  He noted that his concern is 
that they seem to be a relatively prominent component of the roofline and emphasized he is not 
satisfied with it.  He asked if there is more detail to the skylights. 
 
Associate Planner Williams replied that there is some detail for the skylights; she referenced Sheets 25 
– 27.  
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the purpose of skylights is to provide natural light to the interior of the building.  
He asked what portion of the interior of the building is benefiting the exposure and natural light.  
 
Associate Planner Williams replied the center of the building from the entryway of the building from the 
back toward the patient’s rooms.  
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the skylights are in the middle of the peaks of the roofs.  The function is to 
provide natural light to the interior service aspects of the building opposed to the outskirts. 
 
Richard Denzer, architect, stated that the skylights will serve the rehabilitation rooms. 
 
Mr. Stevens referenced the floor plan and added he did not see the label for the rehabilitation area that 
would benefit from the skylights but the following areas appeared to benefit are: the corridor, storage 
area and offices. .  
 
Mr. Schoonover addressed the parking counts.  He stated that there are 42 parking spaces available 
and asked how many employees are they to have onsite and how many would be for visitors. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that the parking counts included the inpatient and outpatient facility.  
She indicated that they will have a maximum of 12 – 15 employees during the day which will be 
reduced at night.  She noted that the applicant has the potential to look at other ratios to reduce the 
parking ratio.  The applicant could have more landscaping; however, the applicant did not want to 
pursue.  The concern posed by the neighbors is vehicles parking on the street or in their neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the applicant can reduce their parking.  He noted that they are qualified for that 
reduction which can be added and reviewed as an additional Conditional Use Permit. 
 
Mr. Patel asked how many parking spaces could be reduced. 
 
Associate Planner Williams responded an analysis would need to be conducted. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked how much an analysis would yield and still provide the 90% of required parking.   
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Mr. Patel mentioned the proposed plans, to rotate the spaces on the north side 6 – 7 spaces and you 
could lose 2 – 3 spaces. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that another option is to allow some of it to be pervious pavement material versus 
standard asphalt to be more available for other functions if not in demand for parking.  Parking would 
be less desired and used for something else.  The option can employ as part of the site plan approval 
and count as required parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Schoonover asked how far the buildings are from residential.  He pointed out that Alternative 1 is 
closer to the residences than the original proposed site plan. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that without dimensions and a detailed plan, it does not seem that 
much further. 
 
Mr. Schoonover inquired about the mechanical equipment on top of the building. 
 
Associate Planner Williams referenced the screening.  She pointed out that they are called out as 
mechanical on the larger building but not called out the smaller building. 
 
Mr. Stevens commented that it is not shown on the elevations. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that it is depicted as a tower component. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked if the tower component needs to be taller.  He noted that it does not look like it will fit 
on the elevation.  Most of the pieces of equipment will be 40 inches.  He stated he does not see how 
that will be the right size to have mechanical equipment. 
 
Mr. Denzer stated that there is a mechanical wall on the delivery side. 
 
Keith Underwood, applicant, stated that originally when he approached the City, the plan was for an 
inpatient/outpatient facility and selected the Puente site.  At that time, a similar site plan was submitted 
with a Craftsman building theme to fit with Early California theme.  After discussion with Staff and 
neighbors, the Spanish theme seemed more preferred, thus the themes were switched. 
 
Mr. Denzer stated that the site plan has skylights over the center of the building.  The center of the 
building focuses on the rehabilitation where the natural light goes which is part of the healing process.  
He emphasized that the architecture is Spanish style and will include: clay tile, archways and recessed 
windows.  He addressed the referenced blank wall at Building B and stated that it has landscape in 
order to have the building be a more “park-like” setting. He stated that it is typical in large estates with 
Spanish Colonial features to have details such as exposed roof rafters.   
 
Mr. Stevens pointed out the outpatient room and noted that the physical therapy room appears larger 
and asked what types of equipment would be in there. 
 
Jim Ashby, CEO of Care Meridian, replied that the room will be equipped with parallel bars and 
bicycles. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked what was located on the other half of Building B that appears to have no windows.   
 
Mr. Denzer replied that there are restrooms and storage areas. 
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Mr. Underwood stated that the skylights within the building benefit the patient congregated area/social 
area for the interaction with family and serves as a dining area.  This will benefit patients outside of their 
room.  The light is designed to filter into the patient’s rooms and through the open doors.  The focus is 
on the larger area where the patients exit from. 
 
Mr. Michaelis asked that the applicant point out the exterior building lights and the material being used 
for the doors. 
 
Mr. Denzer responded that the doors are 8 ft. in height.  The doors are wood stained on the outside 
door which is the same as the window color.  He stated that the exterior lights on the columns have not 
been identified yet.   
 
Mr. Underwood added that the general locations of the lighting will be finalized with the electrical 
engineer.   
 
Mr. Denzer noted that the mechanical plan will also be reviewed for the wood trellis or fabric trellis so 
you cannot see the mechanical equipment.  He expressed they would be fine with adding the trellis. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked if Building B has smaller mechanical equipment. 
 
Mr. Denzer replied yes. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked who could see the courtyard from inside the building. 
 
Mr. Denzer replied it can be seen by the patients in the rooms of Building A. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked how long the patients are inpatients. 
 
Mr. Ashby responded months, especially those more medically involved. 
 
Mr. Denzer stated that some patients are wheelchair bound and can be brought outside onto the 
courtyard. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that if the building is more open to that side, there is more of a courtyard view.   He 
added that it does not seem that the building has a strong relationship to the courtyard. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that every room will not have a view of the patio area. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that there may be a way to arrange a better common area. 
 
Mr. Underwood commented that the current floor plan works with the clinical staff. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked if this site plan has been used for other sites. 
 
Mr. Underwood responded there are components that are similar but there are also modifications and 
enhancements. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli commented that this is a simple plan that has been submitted; however, it can be 
changed to benefit the area.  There are ways to enhance the building and relationship to the site. 
 
Mr. Schoonover asked how many outpatients are there at a time. 
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Mr. Underwood responded 20; throughout the day however, it is not at the same time.  He added there 
may be 3 – 5 patients at the same time.   
 
Mr. Schoonover asked if the patients are mobile and wheelchair bound. 
 
Mr. Ashby responded both. 
 
Mr. Schoonover asked if the patients drive themselves or does a van pick them up. 
 
Mr. Ashby responded that there are patients that are dropped off and others that are picked up by the 
van. 
 
Mr. Schoonover pointed out the handicap spaces on Page 4 and commented that they are not 
conducive to the building. 
 
Mr. Denzer commented that the patients are usually dropped off. 
 
Mr. Schoonover commented that the handicap spaces are not close to the door.  He asked if they were 
included to reduce parking and increase landscaping. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that the parking given was the highest level of parking with 15 beds which 
requires two per bed.  Currently there are 42 parking spaces proposed which is over parked for their 
use and not necessary.  He noted that the other option is to go through the Conditional Use Permit 
process to reduce the requirement.  He added that it does not seem like a great idea; however, they are 
happy to entertain removing the parking and the extra 7 spaces are not necessary. 
 
Mr. Schoonover stated that since they will be going through the Conditional Use Permit process, they 
should just include the parking reduction for review. 
 
Mr. Michaelis asked the applicant to describe in detail the site plan. 
 
Mr. Underwood replied that going down Puente St towards Via Verde, Staff has recommended 
Alternative 1 as the site plan preferred because it is on the street and features landscaping around 
versus the offset of the building.  He commented that Puente St is pretty diverse residential area and 
commented he does not feel that by bringing the building closer to the street is beneficial.  He noted 
that as you drive down Puente you see more landscaping and the parking lot is invisible. The 
landscaping is setback 20 ft. along Puente St. and the landscaping flows a lot better than seeing the 
back of the building.  Alternative Building 1 has the fire station adjacent and does not flow as a nice 
continue green belt as original proposed. 
 
Mr. Patel commented that the lot is 4 ft. higher than the street and if an additional 4 ft. will be added on 
top of that or will the grade remain. 
 
Mr. Denzer stated that it will remain and added there is a berm. 
 
Mr. Patel pointed out that the cross section shows 4 ft. of berm. 
 
Mr. Denzer stated that he could see that the parking is a lot higher than the street.  He noted that all the 
proposed changes were made due to the comments from the community meetings with the neighbors.  
They had indicated they wanted to continue with the “park like” setting.  
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Mr. Stevens stated that on the site plan, there is an intended connection to the remaining vacant parcel 
that fronts on Via Verde. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that it is not an intended connection; however, there was a discussion based on 
access.  In the end, it does not need to be that connectivity. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked if there is an intention to be a fence separation or grade. 
 
Mr. Underwood responded that it will be a solid wall with a step down near the hillside.  He noted that 
the reason for this is to maintain a view versus having a masonry wall visible.  He stated that they can 
do a pilaster with an iron fence and maintain the view but will still have 5 – 6 ft. of fencing separating 
the properties. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked if there is a Lot Line Adjustment occurring with the adjacent vacant properties.  
 
Mr. Underwood replied no.  He stated that the original fire access had the Lot Line Adjustment trimmed 
down so the fire access lane was not needed. 
 
Mr. Stevens confirmed that this is two of the three parcels. 
 
Mr. Badar asked if with the step down, it blocks view from the day care center.  The concern is if the 
day care center can view this type of facility. 
 
Mr. Denzer recommended turning the wall to block the children’s view from the facility. 
 
Associate Planner Williams commented that Kinder Care currently has a block wall.  Staff suggests a 
full length solid and to not have it step down and have an open section of pilaster anchoring. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that a solid wall works well. 
 
Mr. Stevens commented on the likelihood of the adjacent third parcel against this portion of the subject 
site being parking or landscaping. 
 
Mr. Underwood responded that the parking lot would be hidden and the raised berm would be visible.  
Alternative 1 has the homes looking down on the parking area versus the nice split parking area.  The 
split parking has the main visitor patient entry and exit for either facility.  
 
Mr. Patel asked for an explanation on the parking circulation for patient drop offs. 
 
Mr. Underwood replied that the patients can be dropped off or the driver can park and walk the patients 
to the door. 
 
Mr. Schoonover asked if there will be sitting available outside for patients being dropped off so that they 
are not waiting in front.   
 
Mr. Denzer replied that there is a waiting room in the building. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that there would be a benefit in having a covered area outside where the patients 
are dropped off. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that there is a patio overhanging at the right off the entrance and noted that 
there is minimal traffic. 
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Mr. Sorcinelli pointed out the entrance of the building and added that a covered outdoor area would be 
beneficial.  He added that as a visitor of this facility, the location of the entrance is not readily noticeable 
because there is a lack of architectural features.  He added that every building needs to have an 
entrance that is obvious. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that the reason for the entrance not being as noticeable is because the intention 
was to be like a home as possible.  The idea was to not be so institutional.  He stated that he is trying to 
get away from a hospital institutional feel.   
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that the entrance could be designed appropriately based on the residential scale.   
 
Mr. Underwood stated that numerous hours were spent on the site plan and Alternative 1 was 
gravitated towards.  Staff asked to explore different alternatives, thus Alternative 1 and 2 was created.  
Staff mentioned they liked the features of Alternative 1.  Aesthetically, there are issues with having the 
building on the street and a large parking lot.  
 
Mr. Stevens asked what type of deliveries and the general frequency of deliveries occur. 
 
Mr. Underwood responded medical supplies and oxygen are delivered. 
 
Mr. Ashby added that the deliveries occur about twice a month. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked about onsite cooking. 
 
Mr. Ashby added that some of the patients do not eat but are on formula meals.  The will be a cook 
onsite that goes out and buys the fresh food.   
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked if there is a kitchen. 
 
Associate Planner Williams responded yes.  She added that she visited another location and the 
kitchen functioned as a normal kitchen.  The only difference is a larger pantry but emphasized it is not 
like a commercial kitchen. 
 
Mr. Underwood stated that the proposed site design is the most functional and addresses Staff’s 
concerns.  He noted it is compatible with the surroundings and is an enhancement to Puente Street.  By 
having landscaping over the covered parking area, it will reduce the impact of residences view by going 
with the original site plan. 
 
Mr. Ashby agreed with the site plan proposed.  He noted that the site is ideal to take care of 
catastrophic patients since they are sensitive to light and noise.  He stated that noise can trigger 
episodes and it is best to get away from heavy noise.  He added that light also can have an effect and 
lead to seizures.  He emphasized that is why the rooms are as far off to the side as possible.  
 
Mr. Sorcinelli asked if the nearby fire station will present a noise issue. 
 
Mr. Ashby replied that the noise is infrequent.  He added that some of their facilities are near fire 
stations and posed no issues. 
 
Stan Stringfellow, F & S Land Development Corp. 2011 E Financial Way Suite 203, Glendora, stated 
that he is representing the trust, current owner of the adjacent vacant parcel.  He requested that there 
would be some type of retaining wall built in order to be as consistent as possible for future 
developments.  He added he would prefer the wall not be masonry but retaining with fencing on top.  
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Mr. Stringfellow stated that the drainage issues also need to be addressed including having a drainage 
agreement in order for the sewer and water can be accessed through the rear of the site for future 
developments.  He commented as a resident, he supports the elimination of the parking and additional 
landscaping.  He asked that the Board move the item forward to Planning Commission and City Council 
and not return to DPRB. 
 
Mr. Patel commented that the storm drain can only be projected and only existing conditions can be 
applied. 
 
Mr. Stringfellow explained that he is working with the applicant to add easements.  
 
Mr. Patel stated that there is no sewer connection in terms of the run off and it will need to be added to 
the plans.  
 
Mr. Stringfellow stated that to his understanding, the water will be treated onsite.  The MS4 permit 
requires any water be treated onsite.  He added that it is treated under the parking lot and directly into 
the storm drain system. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that there are currently no easements, sewer water or storm drain in place.  He 
added that the intention of today’s meeting is to not negotiate but to finalize the land transaction. 
 
Mr. Stringfellow stated that these points are part of the future purchase agreement. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that unless it is shown on the plans, he is unaware if it is intended to occur.  He 
stated that it is better to express correctly on the plans. 
 
Mr. Stringfellow stated that the conceptual plans do not show an easement. 
 
Mr. Stevens added that a note can be added on the plan that there is a clear intention of an easement. 
He noted that this information could have been provided earlier. 
 
Gary Enderle, resident of 2044 Via Esperanza, stated that he is the president of the Homeowners 
Association.  He mentioned that the Board looked at the original plans and had concerns for: parking 
at the front and noted it is preferred at the rear and the lighting for the residents located above and 
noise.  The reason why the parking is best at the front is the concern with vandalism.  He added that 
the discussion of A/C units on the roof is not visible to homeowners so it is not a big issue.  He 
stated that the architectural design is supposed to fit into the existing neighborhood and not stand 
out and added that some of the alternatives now make it stand out.  He noted that if the applicant 
eliminates one of the driveways, it will not be a good idea.  By having two driveways, you would not 
have a turnaround and enter and exit the same drive aisle.  He stated that the adjacent building, 
medical/office building, would not have been approved previously, and by having parking in front 
makes it more practical.  He noted that the applicant is willing to make the changes.   
 
Marvin Ersher, resident of 1312 Paseo Alamos, stated that Staff he agrees with the applicant that the 
proposed site plan is the best for many reasons: keeping the parking as far back as possible to 
reduce the view to the roofline with the berm which is why City Council adopted the Precise Plan and 
Scenic Highway.  He noted that this is the first development proposed at this location.  He noted that 
he supports the present site plan.  He stated his concern is with the view shed and the amount of 
berm needed to create maximum coverage.  He does not understand why 6 ft. is preferred versus 4 
ft.  He is in agreement with the Board that there is too much parking and does not understand why a 
Conditional Use Permit is not filed to reduce it.  He pointed out the traffic circulation, the 
ingress/egress at Via Palomares.  He suggested reviewing traffic information in house.  He stated 
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that there is signage that makes people aware that they need to slow down.  He stated that he 
agrees with Mr. Sorcinelli that the entrance is confusing to locate.  He agreed that there should be 
some type of coverage located at the outside of the building especially when transferring patient 
from ambulance to the facility.  He recommended using a light overhang or canopy to provide 
coverage. He stated that by having areas to wait outdoors, it is conducive to the environment.  He 
encouraged more architectural features be added.  He stated he hopes that the zone does not 
become a hospital zone if this project is approved.  He asked that the applicant explore why there is 
no easement for the driveway going through the parcel.  He agrees that if all the issues are resolved 
today, it should go to Planning Commission. 
Mr. Stevens recommended breaking the discussion into two categories: preference on the site plan and 
figuring out adjustments for the building architecture. 
 
Mr. Badar stated that he has reviewed all three site plans and the original site plan works best.  He 
commented he is happy with the parking lot and recommended eliminating the seven parking spaces.  
 
Mr. Patel stated that the current site plan provides better circulation, two exits and two entrances.  The 
setback for the building is 85 ft. from the street.  He noted that Alternative 1 and 2 are too close to the 
fire station and concluded that the current site plan works better. 
 
Mr. Stevens noted that the advantage of Alternative 1 versus Alternative 2 is that it pushes the driveway 
further from the Fire Department and minimizes conflict.  He stated that there is not a substantial 
difference on circulation between Alternative 1 and original site plan.  He stated that he is looking at the 
parking lots in proximity to the building, the northeast corner has a parking lot in front of the building 
and one at the northwest corner has a building at the street and parking at the rear.  He noted that Staff 
has looked at how to get the building to the street.  With that, you run into the functionality issue either 
force back of the building to be at street or entrance to store front on the street. The pros and cons are 
to either use neither and the question presented is what provides a better streetscape and viewable 
parking lot/building.  Staff prefers the building and do not see why the parking is hidden behind the 
berm.  There is no advantage to have a 3 ft. high berm if the original plan is chosen.  Either portions of 
Alternative 1 and 2 have paved parking and need to be replaced by permeable pavement or have other 
enhancements.  Working on either of the two plans will have some impact to reduce parking.  The 
parking lot at the northerly end of the property could be completely improved.  He stated he is leaning 
towards Alternative 1 versus the original site plan because it provides a better street presentation than 
a view of a parking lot. 
 
Mr. Badar commented that he respect’s Mr. Steven’s opinion; however, every day he drives down the 
street and views the back of a building.  He added that he prefers to see landscaping. 
 
Mr. Schoonover stated that he prefers the original site plan.  The issue is the view of a parking lot 
versus a building.  He noted that at first he was hesitant on the rehab center on Gladstone St. because 
there is no design to the building and right now there is the opportunity to put more landscaping and 
obtain a better design.  The parking lot works better and the parking reduction would work best.  He 
stated his preference has changed from Alternative 1 to the original site plan. 
 
Mr. Michaelis stated that by looking at the site plan there are pros and cons.  The presentation by the 
applicant was very helpful and added he understands the applicant’s original plan. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that he was first drawn to the street side of the building.  Alternative 1 reinforces 
the street frontage.  The building’s current design does not add to the streetscape and there are no 
architectural qualities.  He stated that it is not designed to work on the street.  He added that he does 
not want to see the building on the street and the original plan puts everything in its best context.  He 
stated that he is leaning towards the original site plan. 
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Mr. Schoonover stated that, overall; the original site plan is favored by the majority. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the discussion is about the building’s architectural consideration.  He stated his 
concern is with the skylights, entry elements and the simplicity of the architecture.  He noted that the 
mechanical equipment should be on the ground and not on the roof. 
 
Mr. Badar stated that the mechanical equipment on the larger building would work on the ground. 
 
Mr. Denzer commented that it does not work on the ground equipment because the cost increases of 
the different system.  He stated that the equipment is contained and cannot see them from the adjacent 
surroundings. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the architecture can take two approaches.  Changes can be tweaked and more 
detail is needed on the windows.  The screening for the equipment needs to be verified and those 
details need to be resolved today.  The benefit of moving the item forward is that comments can be 
heard from the Planning Commission and City Council and then return back to the DPRB.  He noted 
that it is unfortunate that all the details are not included because now there is an additional review 
process that has to occur.  He noted that the approval of the use should not be held up, thus, he 
recommended separating the site plan and architectural discussion.   
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that changes will be made eventually.  He noted that the issue is the scale and the 
realization and desire for a building to have residential character.  He noted that everything seems a 
little small and does not have a presence.  There needs to be a greater scale.   He stated that the roof 
tile adds to the texture.  He added that there are the light and shade elements and how it plays against 
one another. He noted that the roof overhangs and asked how that will create shelter along the edge of 
the building.  He recommended adding a tower feature to create a shelter area which will announce an 
entrance area.  The canopy element can connect both buildings assists during weather conditions. 
 
Mr. Schoonover agrees with Mr. Sorcinelli about the items that need to be addressed to brighten up the 
building.  He noted that the parking at front is not a bad idea. 
 
Mr. Sorcinelli stated that once you add texture to a building, you then have a place to put higher lighting 
around the building. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked Staff if they made a determination on separating the conditions of approval. 
 
Associate Planner Williams replied the conditions of approval will be the same for both. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that there may be an overlap and the conditions of approval for the use and set for 
the Precise Plan and are part of the design but is not a full design. 
 
Associate Planner Williams stated that the perimeter walls and fencing area a portion of the Precise 
Plan Review.  She asked that Staff provide opinions and direction.  She added that it does not require a 
Conditional Use Permit if it is a solid wall. 
 
Mr. Stevens asked if there is a requirement for a wall at the property line. 
 
Associate Planner Williams replied only if it is abutting residential. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that he does not see benefit for a solid wall but added maybe a seat wall. 
 
Mr. Patel stated that there needs to be something there to take care of the slope drainage. 
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Mr. Stevens commented that you run into issues of landscape maintenance.  He stated that it does not 
need to be continuous but segmented.  He stated that Staff is working on a use permit in a way that 
refers to the Board’s final decision on the design.  He stated that some property delineation of open 
fencing with pilasters is best.  He stated that the reduction of parking would need some basis by Code.    
In theory, a reduction would require an analysis. 
 
Mr. Schoonover asked if a study would be needed. 
 
Mr. Stevens replied there are options available such as waivers in the parking requirements of SDMC 
18.156.150.  He stated that parking may be waived up to 50% per the Conditional Use Permit subject to 
approval process outlined.  When parking requirements are waived, findings need to be made 
relatively.  It can be added as part of the Conditional Use Permit and can waive up to 20 of the parking 
spaces and must demonstrate enough land.   
 
MOTION:  John Sorcinelli moved, second by Jim Schoonover to move forward with the Precise Plan 
and Conditional Use Permit to the Planning Commission and City Council.  Advised that the project be 
revised and return to DPRB for review at the conclusion of those two meetings after addressing the 
following concerns:  
 
1. Provide full architectural details on all items. 
2. Final property line fencing. 
3. Modification of the pavement in the parking areas to permeable materials to reduce the appearance 
of paved parking (up to 15 parking spaces). 
4. Consideration of comments made in regards to the use of wainscot and/or other alternative 
materials. 
5. Inclusion of an entry component in some form either between the buildings, from the parking lot or 
some combination thereof. 
6. Consideration of a parking waiver to be reviewed by the Planning Commission. 
7. Revision of the scale of the building and appropriate adjustments such as: roof overhang and light 
and shadow. 
8. Incorporation of decorative paving. 
9. Provision of pedestrian amenities/site furniture. 
 
Motion carried 5-1-1-0 (Badar, Michaelis, Patel, Schoonover and Sorcinelli Yes, Stevens No and Dilley 
Absent) 
 
Mr. Patel stated that he would rather see the details worked out earlier than later. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the applicant’s main concern is the property transaction needs to be approved 
before entitlements.  If the item reaches City Council in early January, it can return to DPRB 
January/February. 
 
Mr. Badar commented that he is disappointed these items were not addressed earlier. He 
recommended Staff and the applicant be on the same page and have better cooperation. 
 
Mr. Stevens stated that the next step is to be heard at Planning Commission in December. 
 
Mr. Ersher recommended having the Planning Commission meet in January versus in December. 
 
Mr. Underwood suggested meeting on the normal Planning Commission, December 19.  He added it 
will be a detriment to push back to January. 
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Mr. Stevens stated that notices can be sent out early, prior to the staff report.  From Staff’s point of 
view, the December meeting can be met. 
 
Mr. Ersher asked if the Conditional Use Permit is appealable.   
 
Mr. Stevens responded both the Conditional Use Permit and Precise Plan are appealable. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 11:51 a.m. to the meeting of 
December 12, 2013 at 8:30 a.m.  

  
 
 
 
 
 
          _______________________________  
          Jim Schoonover, Chairman 
          San Dimas Development Plan Review Board 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
Jessica Mejia 
Development Plan Review Board 
Departmental Assistant 
 
 
Approved:  December 12, 2013 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-02 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 
DIMAS APPROVING CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 13-01, A 
REQUEST TO OPERATE A MEDICAL INPATIENT FACILITY 
(CONGREGATE LIVING HEALTH FACILITY) WITH A MAXIMUM 
OF 15 PATIENTS, TO ELIMINATE SOLID MASONRY WALLS AT 
A ZONE BOUNDARY, AND TO WAIVE 7 PARKING SPACES AT 
1136 & 1148 W. PUENTE STREET (APN’s 8448-020-069 and 
8448-020-070)  

 
 WHEREAS, an application was filed for a Conditional Use Permit by: 
 
   Keith Underwood, HealthCap Partners 
   16042 N. 32nd Street Suite B9 
   Phoenix, AZ 85032 
  
 WHEREAS, the Conditional Use Permit is described as: 
 
A request to operate a medical inpatient facility (congregate living health facility) 
with a maximum of 15 patients, to eliminate solid masonry walls at a zone 
boundary, and to waive 7 required parking spaces to accommodate the 
development of the supporting site. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Conditional Use Permit applies to the following described 
real property: 
 

  1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street (APN’s 8448-020-069 and -070) 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received the report and recommendation 
of the Development Plan Review Board, the Planning Commission, and Staff; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, notice was duly given of the public hearing on the matter and 
that public hearing was held on January 14, 2014 at the hour of 7:00 p.m., with 
all testimony received being made a part of the public record; and 
 
 WHEREAS, all requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
and the City’s Environmental Guidelines have been met for the consideration of 
whether the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the evidence received at the 
hearing, and for the reasons discussed by the City Councilmembers at the 
hearing, and subject to the Conditions attached as “Exhibit A”, the City Council 
now finds as follows: 
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A. The site and proposed use is adequate in size and shape to accommodate 

the use and all yards, spaces, walls and fences, parking and loading, 
landscaping and other features required by this ordinance to adapt the use 
with land and uses in the neighborhood. 
 
The subject site is approximately 1.8 acres and would accommodate a 10,000 
square foot medical inpatient facility, 2,353 square foot outpatient facility for 
physical, speech, and occupational therapy and necessary site 
improvements. The site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the 
use and all development requirements will be met, including setbacks, height, 
parking, and landscaping requirements. Walls and fences will be 
appropriately utilized or eliminated where topography and distance 
separations exist and will be subject to final design review by the 
Development Plan Review Board. A waiver of the requested 7 parking spaces 
can be made in accordance with Section 18.156.150 of the SDMC. Prior to 
the issuance of building permits, the property owner and the business owner 
of the development in question will provide the City with a deed restriction or 
other appropriate agreement that provides for the future development of the 
waived parking, if in the future the use of the property becomes more intense 
so that additional parking is necessary. Enough undeveloped land will be 
retained to provide at least ninety percent of the number of parking spaces 
required for the use if future development of those spaces is required.  

 
B. The site for the proposed use relates to street and highways adequate in 

width and pavement type to carry the quantity and kind of traffic generated by 
the proposed use. 

 
The site is just west of the intersection of Via Verde and Puente and would 
take access from Puente Street. The City Engineer and Public Works Director 
have evaluated the proposed use and determined that the existing improved 
streets will be able to accommodate the quantity and type of traffic that will be 
generated by the proposed use without compromising acceptable levels of 
service on Puente Street, a secondary roadway, or Via Verde, a major 
roadway. Conditions are included in the related development application 
(Precise Plan 13-01) to require street striping to allow left-turns into the 
development and to reconstruct the adjacent half of Puente Street within the 
limits of the development to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Public 
Works Director.  

 
C. The proposed use will be arranged, designed, constructed, operated and 

maintained so as to be compatible with the intended character of the area and 
shall not change the essential character of the area from that intended by the 
general plan and the applicable zoning ordinances. 

  
The proposed use is compatible with the Office/Professional Land Use 
Designation, Administrative Professional (A-P) Zone, and Scenic Highway 
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Overlay (SHO). The use of a medical inpatient facility (congregate living 
health facility) is a conditionally permitted use in the Administrative 
Professional (A-P) zone. The size and scale of the use are limited by a 15 
patient maximum capacity, the provision of only one central kitchen for food 
preparation, and licensing provisions of the Department of Public Health. The 
use will not change the essential character of the area from the applicable 
general plan and zoning ordinances.  

 
D. The proposed use provides for the continued growth and orderly development 

of the community and is consistent with the various elements and objectives 
of the general plan.  

 
The proposed use provides for the continued growth and orderly development 
of the community in accordance with the general plan. The use will provide 
needed rehabilitation services to the community and region and allow for 
continued growth of medical uses in the City.     

 
E. The proposed use, including any Conditions attached thereto, will be 

established in compliance with the applicable provisions of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

 
The proposed use is compatible with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
The project is classified under Article 19 Categorical Exemptions, Section 
15332, In-Fill Development Projects. 

 
 

 PURSUANT TO THE ABOVE FINDINGS, IT IS RESOLVED that the City 
Council hereby approves Conditional Use Permit 13-01 subject to the applicant’s 
compliance with Conditions in “Exhibit A”, attached hereto and incorporated 
herein.  A copy of this Resolution shall be mailed to the applicant. 
 

The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 14th DAY OF JANUARY 
2014. 

 
 

     
 Curt Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 

 
 
 
   
Debra Black, Deputy City ClerK 



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-02  Page 4 
1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street 
January 14, 2014 
 
I, DEBRA BLACK, DEPUTY CITY CLERK of the City of San Dimas, do hereby 
certify that Resolution No. 2014-02 was passed and adopted at the regular 
meeting of the City Council held on the 14th day of January 2014, by the following 
vote: 

  

 AYES:   

 NOES:   

 ABSENT: 
 

       ABSTAIN:        
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EXHIBIT A 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

Conditional Use Permit No. 13-01 
 

A request to operate a medical inpatient facility (congregate living health 
facility), to eliminate solid masonry walls at a zone boundary, and to waive 
7 required parking spaces to accommodate the development of the 
supporting site at 1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street (APN: 8448-020-069 and 
8448-020-070). 
 
1. The applicant shall agree to defend at his sole expense any action brought 

against the City, its agents, officers or employees because of the issuance 
of such approval, or in the alternative, to relinquish such approval.  The 
applicant shall reimburse the City, its agents, officers or employees for any 
Court costs and attorney’s fees which the City, its agents, officers or 
employees may be required by a court to pay as a result of such action.  
The City may, at its sole discretion, participate at its own expense in the 
defense of any such action but such participation shall not relieve applicant 
of his obligations under this condition. 

 
2. The Developer/Applicant shall be responsible for any City Attorney costs 

incurred by the City for the project, including, but not limited to, 
consultations, and the preparation and/or review of legal documents. The 
applicant shall deposit with the City to cover these costs in an amount to be 
determined by the City. 

3. Copies of the signed City Council Resolution of Approval and Conditions 
shall be included on the plans (full size).  The sheet(s) are for information 
only to all parties involved in the construction/grading activities and are not 
required to be wet sealed/stamped by a licensed Engineer/Architect. 

4. The applicant shall comply with all requirements of the Administrative 
Professional (A-P) Zone and Scenic Highway Overlay (SHO). 

 
5. All parking provided shall meet the requirements of Section 18.156 (et. seq.) 

of the San Dimas Municipal Code. 

6. The applicant shall sign an affidavit accepting all conditions prior to the 
issuance of building permits. 

 
7. This Conditional Use Permit approval shall expire if approved use has not 

commenced within one (1) year from the date of approval, unless a time 
extension is granted pursuant to San Dimas Municipal Code § 
18.200.100.C. 
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8. Building permits for this project must be issued within one year from the 

date of the final approval or the application shall become null and void 
unless a time extension is granted pursuant to San Dimas Municipal Code § 
18.200.100.C. 

 
9. Approval is granted for the operation of a medical inpatient facility 

(congregate living health facility) with Type A and Type C licenses as 
described in the California Public Health and Safety Code Section 1250i as 
of the date of this approval. There shall be a maximum of 15 single-
occupancy rooms and one central kitchen facility. Any increase of floor area, 
increase in patient capacity, or other substantial change in operation relating 
to the use, floor layout and/or square footage of the building and site shall 
require review and approval of a new Conditional Use Permit and 
associated material and fees.  

10. Approval is granted for the waiver of solid masonry walls at a zone 
boundary subject to final design approval of an openwork fence, no fencing 
(only where appropriate on a limited basis), or other alternative to be 
determined by the Development Plan Review Board in the associated 
DPRB Case No. 13-12 review.  

11. Final building architecture and site plan shall be subject to consideration by 
the Development Plan Review Board, provided that the Director of 
Development Services is authorized to make revisions consistent with the 
San Dimas Municipal Code and to facilitate improved parking lot circulation.  

12. Approval is granted for the waiver of up to 7 parking spaces in accordance 
with Section 18.156.150 of the SDMC. Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the property owner and the business owner of the development in 
question shall provide the City with a deed restriction or other appropriate 
agreement that provides for the future development of the waived parking, if 
in the future the use of the property becomes more intense so that 
additional parking is necessary. Enough undeveloped land shall be retained 
to provide at least ninety percent of the number of parking spaces required 
for the use in question, if future development of those spaces is required.  

13. The applicant has been approved for the following hours of operation:  
 

  Inpatient Use    24 hours, 7 days/week;  
  Outpatient Use   7am to 7pm, Monday - Saturday   
  Visiting Hours   8am to 8pm, 7 days/week; 
  Delivery Hours   7am to 5pm, Monday – Saturday 
  Parking Lot Maintenance  8am-10pm, Monday- Saturday 
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 The approved hours of operation allow for future reduction of hours without 

requiring review of the Conditional Use Permit. Expansion of the hours of 
operation for visiting or deliveries would require review of the new 
Conditional Use Permit Application.  

 
14. The Director of Development Services will have the ability to further limit the 

hours of operation and or require other mitigation measure to reduce any 
noise concerns that affect the surrounding properties related to any uses on 
the property.     

 
15. This Conditional Use Permit shall also be reviewed by the Planning 

Commission when, in the opinion of the Director of Development Services, 
sufficient complaints are received and/or health and safety issues have 
arisen regarding the proposed use to warrant Planning Commission review. 
Failure to comply with any of the conditions contained herein shall result in 
the matter being set for Revocation of Use hearing in accordance with 
Chapter 18.200 of the San Dimas Municipal Code. 

16. Businesses and public entities that dispose of 4 cubic yards/week of solid 
waste, and residential projects of five or more units shall comply with the 
state Model Ordinance adopted pursuant to the California Solid Waste 
Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991. This shall include adequate, 
accessible, and convenient areas for collecting and loading recyclable 
materials. Recycling programs shall be implemented in coordination with the 
trash company. Program shall include weekly collection of recyclable 
material using any combination of bins or 96-gallon waste containers 
(residential) in sufficient numbers to contain recyclables generated each 
week. 

17. This conditional use permit approval shall not allow for the use of alcohol or 
drug rehabilitation. Any requests to modify the use to include drug or alcohol 
rehabilitation shall require a modification to the Conditional Use Permit 
subject to a public hearing by the Planning Commission. 

18. All signage, including window signs, shall be in conformance with the Sign 
Ordinance of the City of San Dimas, and any applicable Sign Program for 
the building, and shall require review and approval by the Planning Division. 

19. Graffiti shall be removed within 72 hours. 

20. The entire site shall be kept free from trash and debris at all times and in no 
event shall trash and debris remain for more than 24 hours. 

End of Conditions. 



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-03 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 
DIMAS APPROVING PRECISE PLAN 13-01, A REQUEST FOR 
DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE SCENIC HIGHWAY OVERLAY AT 
1136 & 1148 W. PUENTE STREET (APN’s 8448-020-069 and 
8448-020-070)  

 
 WHEREAS, an application was filed for a Precise Plan by: 
 
   Keith Underwood, HealthCap Partners 
   16042 N. 32nd Street Suite B9 
   Phoenix, AZ 85032 
  
 WHEREAS, the Precise Plan is described as: 
 
A request to construct two buildings and associated site improvements within the 
Scenic Highway Overlay. 
 
 WHEREAS, the Precise Plan applies to the following described real 
property: 
 

  1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street (APN’s 8448-020-069 and -070) 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council has received the report and recommendation 
of the Development Plan Review Board, Planning Commission, and Staff; and 
 
 WHEREAS, notice was duly given of the public hearing on the matter and 
that public hearing was held on January 14, 2014 at the hour of 7:00 p.m., with 
all testimony received being made a part of the public record; and 
 
 WHEREAS, all requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
and the City’s Environmental Guidelines have been met for the consideration of 
whether the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the evidence received at the 
hearing, and for the reasons discussed by the Commissioners at the hearing, 
and subject to the Conditions attached as “Exhibit A”, the City Council now finds 
as follows: 
 
A. The development of the site in accordance with the development plan is 

suitable for the use or development intended. 
 
The development of the site in accordance with the plan is suitable for the use 
and development intended. The development consists of two single-story 
buildings that will serve a low-intensity congregate living health facility for 
medical inpatient use and an outpatient facility to provide physical, speech, 
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and occupational therapy. The site is planned with a zero-curb drop-off area 
to accommodate the anticipated users, an outdoor patio area for the 
inpatients, and a generous amount of landscaping to buffer the development 
from the Scenic Highway. 

B. The total development is so arranged as to avoid traffic congestion, ensure 
the public health, safety and general welfare, and prevent adverse effects on 
neighboring property.  

The development utilizes two drive entrances and a drop-off area to facilitate 
vehicular flow. Adequate back-up and turn-around space is provided. The 
development will not have negative impacts on the public health, safety, or 
general welfare, and will accommodate a use intended to improve public 
health and welfare. The development is arranged in order to minimize impacts 
on neighboring property with adequate landscape buffers and locates the 
outdoor use (patio area) adjacent to the natural hillside. The adjacent use is a 
Fire Station, and the nearest residence is over 200’ away from the proposed 
buildings. 

C. The development is consistent with all elements of the general plan and is in 
compliance with all applicable provisions of the zoning code and other 
ordinances and regulations of the city. 
 
The development is compatible with the General Plan Land Use Designation 
of Office/Professional, will accommodate uses that are permitted and 
conditionally permitted in the Administrative Professional Zone (A-P), and 
complies with the development standards for the Administrative Professional 
(A-P) Zone and Scenic Highway Overlay (SHO). 

 
PURSUANT TO THE ABOVE FINDINGS, IT IS RESOLVED that the City 

Council hereby approves Precise Plan 13-01 subject to the applicant’s 
compliance with Conditions in “Exhibit A”, attached hereto and incorporated 
herein.  A copy of this Resolution shall be mailed to the applicant. 
 

The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 14th DAY OF JANUARY 
2014. 

 
 

     
 Curt Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 
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Debra Black, Deputy City ClerK 

I, DEBRA BLACK, DEPUTY CITY CLERK of the City of San Dimas, do hereby 
certify that Resolution No. 2014-02 was passed and adopted at the regular 
meeting of the City Council held on the 14th day of January 2014, by the following 
vote: 

  

 AYES:   

 NOES:   

 ABSENT: 
 

       ABSTAIN:        
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EXHIBIT A 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

Precise Plan No. 13-01 
 

A request to construct two buildings and associated site improvements 
within the Scenic Highway Overlay at 1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street (APN’s 
8448-020-069 and 8448-020-070). 

 
PLANNING DIVISION - (909) 394-6250 
 
GENERAL 
 
1. The Developer/Applicant shall agree to defend at his sole expense any 

action brought against the City, its agents, officers or employees because of 
the issuance of such approval, or in the alternative, to relinquish such 
approval.  The applicant shall reimburse the City, its agents, officers or 
employees for any Court costs and attorney’s fees which the City, its 
agents, officers or employees may be required by a court to pay as a result 
of such action.  The City may, at its sole discretion, participate at its own 
expense in the defense of any such action but such participation shall not 
relieve applicant of his obligations under this condition. 

2. The Developer/Applicant shall be responsible for any City Attorney costs 
incurred by the City for the project, including, but not limited to, 
consultations, and the preparation and/or review of legal documents. The 
applicant shall deposit with the City to cover these costs in an amount to be 
determined by the City. 

3. Copies of the signed City Council Resolution of Approval and Conditions 
shall be included on the plans (full size).  The sheet(s) are for information 
only to all parties involved in the construction/grading activities and are not 
required to be wet sealed/stamped by a licensed Engineer/Architect. 

4. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with all requirements of the 
Administrative Professional Zone and Scenic Highway Overlay. 

5. The building permits for this project must be issued within one year from the 
date of approval or the approval will become invalid.  A time extension may 
be granted under the provisions set forth in Chapter 18.12.070 F. 

6. The Developer/Applicant shall sign an affidavit accepting all Conditions and 
all Standard Conditions before issuance of building permits. 

7. All parking provided shall meet the requirements of Section 18.156 (et. seq.) 
of the San Dimas Municipal Code. 



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-03  Page 5 
1136 & 1148 W. Puente Street 
January 14, 2014 
 
8. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with all City of San Dimas Business 

License requirements and shall provide a list of all contractors and 
subcontractors that are subject to business license requirements. 

9. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with all Conditions of Approval as 
approved by the Development Plan Review Board, Planning Commission or 
City Council. 

10. Graffiti shall be removed within 72 hours. 

11. The entire site shall be kept free from trash and debris at all times and in no 
event shall trash and debris remain for more than 24 hours. 

12. The Developer/Applicant shall submit a construction access plan and 
schedule for the development of all lots for Directors of Development 
Services and Public Works approval; including, but not limited to, public 
notice requirements, special street posting, phone listing for community 
concerns, hours of construction activity, dust control measures, and security 
fencing. 

13. Approval of a waiver of solid masonry walls at a zone boundary may affect 
the Plan, as will be determined by the City Council in the associated 
Conditional Use Permit 13-01 application. Final design approval of an 
openwork fence, no fencing, or other alternative shall be determined by the 
Development Plan Review Board in the associated DPRB Case No. 13-12 
review. If a double wall condition would result, the developer shall make a 
good faith effort to work with the adjoining property owners to provide a 
single wall. The Developer/Applicant shall notify, by mail, all contiguous 
property owners at least 30 days prior to the removal of any existing walls/ 
fences along the project's perimeter. 

14. During grading and construction phases, the construction manager shall 
serve as the contact person in the event that dust or noise levels become 
disruptive to local residents. A sign shall be posted at the project site with 
the contact phone number. 

15. Businesses and public entities that dispose of 4 cubic yards/week of solid 
waste, and residential projects of five or more units shall comply with the 
state Model Ordinance adopted pursuant to the California Solid Waste 
Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991. This shall include adequate, 
accessible, and convenient areas for collecting and loading recyclable 
materials. Recycling programs shall be implemented in coordination with the 
trash company. Program shall include weekly collection of recyclable 
material using any combination of bins or 96-gallon waste containers 
(residential) in sufficient numbers to contain recyclables generated each 
week. 
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DESIGN 
 
16. Final building architecture and site plan shall be subject to consideration by 

the Development Plan Review Board, provided that the Director of 
Development Services is authorized to make revisions consistent with the 
San Dimas Municipal Code and to facilitate improved parking lot circulation.  

17. A uniform hardscape and street furniture design including seating benches, 
trash receptacles, free-standing potted plants, bike racks, lights, bollards, 
etc., shall be utilized and be compatible with the architectural style.  Detailed 
designs shall be submitted for Planning Division review and approval prior 
to the issuance of building permits. 

18. Plans for all exterior design features, including, but not limited to, doors, 
windows, mailboxes and architectural treatments, shall be submitted to the 
Planning Division for review and approval before issuance of building 
permits. 

19. The lighting fixture design shall compliment the architectural program. 
Location and type of exterior lighting fixtures shall be submitted by the 
developer to the Planning Division for review and approval prior to 
installation. 

20. The Developer/Applicant shall install the parking lot lighting in accordance 
with a lighting plan showing illumination levels and lighting distribution, as 
approved by the Planning Division. Shielding shall be implemented where 
appropriate to reduce light emissions onto adjoining properties. A lighting 
plan shall be submitted for review and approval, in addition to a $1,500 
deposit for review of the plans.  

21. All roof-mounted equipment and appurtenances shall be totally screened 
from public view and shall be located below the building parapet. The 
applicant shall supply a section drawing indicating the parapet height and all 
proposed roof equipment.  In the event additional screening is necessary, it 
shall be approved by the Planning Division and installed prior to final 
inspection and occupancy. 

22. Trash/Recycling enclosure(s) shall be constructed by the 
Developer/Applicant per City of San Dimas standards plan and shall be 
shown on the construction plans. The exact location of the trash/recycling 
enclosure(s) shall be approved by the Planning Division and the Trash 
Company. 

23. Gas meters, backflow prevention devices and other ground-mounted 
mechanical or electrical equipment installed by the Developer/Applicant 
shall be inconspicuously Iocated and screened, as approved by the Director 
of Development Services. Location of this equipment shall be clearly noted 
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on building plans, grading plans, as well as landscape construction 
documents. 

24. The Developer/Applicant shall submit a detailed wall and fence plan for 
review and approval by the Development Plan Review Board. All required 
fencing and walls shall be installed before a Certificate of Occupancy will be 
issued.  

25. Downspout pipes shall be placed on the inside of the buildings or concealed 
within architectural features of the building.  When downspout pipes exit the 
building within the landscaped area, a splash pad shall be provided subject 
to review and approval by the Planning Division. 

26. All exterior building colors shall match the color and material board on file 
with the Planning Division and as approved by the Development Plan 
Review Board. Any revision to the approved building colors shall be 
submitted to the Planning Division for review and approval. 

27. All outdoor storage areas shall be oriented away from the public right-of-way 
and screened with fencing and/or landscaping, as approved by the Planning 
Division. 

28. Electrical and other service facilities shall be located within an interior 
electrical room or approved comparable location.  All electrical service 
facilities shall be totally screened from public view, as approved by the 
Planning Division.  

29. The Developer/Applicant shall underground all new utilities, and utility 
drops, and shall underground all existing overhead utilities to the closest 
power pole off-site. 

LANDSCAPE  
 
30. The Developer/Applicant shall submit to the Planning Division, prior to the 

issuance of building permits, detailed landscaping and automatic irrigation 
plan prepared by a State registered Landscape Architect.  All landscaping 
and automatic irrigation shall be installed and functional prior to occupancy 
of the building(s), in accordance with the plans approved by the Planning 
Division. 

31. The Developer/Applicant shall show all proposed transformers on the 
landscape plan.  All transformers shall be screened with landscape 
treatment such as trellis work or block walls with climbing vines or City 
approved substitute. 

32. All slopes over three- (3) feet in vertical height shall be irrigated and 
landscaped as approved by the Planning Division. 
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33. Water efficient landscapes shall be implemented in all new and rehabilitated 

landscaping in single-family and multi-family projects, and in private 
development projects that require a grading permit, building permit or use 
permit, as required by Chapter 18.14 of the San Dimas Municipal Code. 

34. The developer shall submit to the Planning Division, prior to the issuance of 
building permits, detailed landscaping and automatic irrigation plan 
prepared by a State registered Landscape Architect, in addition to a $2,500 
deposit for review of the plans.  All landscaping and automatic irrigation 
shall be installed and functional prior to occupancy of the building(s), in 
accordance with the plans approved by the Planning Division. 

BUILDING DIVISION – (909) 394-6260 
 
35. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with the 2010 edition of the codes as 

adopted by reference by the City of San Dimas: California Green Building 
Standards Code, California Mechanical Code, California Plumbing Code, 
and California Electrical Code. Please note that projects that submit for first 
plan check on or after January 1st 2014 will need to be designed to the 2013 
CA Codes. 

36. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with the latest California Title 24 
Energy requirements for all new lighting, insulation, and mechanical 
equipment and submit calculations at time of initial plan review.  

37. The Developer/Applicant shall submit to the Building Division of the City of 
San Dimas plans to be forwarded for review by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department.  Plans may include access, fire sprinklers, mechanical 
ventilation, and any other applicable items regulated under the Fire Code. 

38. The Developer shall submit an Edison site electrical plan as soon as 
available for City review. Said plan shall be coordinated will all other plans 
including the site plan, grading plan, and landscape plans 

39. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with the latest disabled access 
regulations as found in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Accessible items shall include, but not 
be limited to: parking, accessible pedestrian routes, restrooms, counters, 
and tables, etc.  

40. Phased occupancy shall not be granted until all improvements required as 
part of the approval have been completed in full for each phase, and 
approved or finalized by the appropriate department. A phasing plan shall 
be submitted for approval by the Director of Development Services prior to 
issuance of building permits. 

41. The Developer/Applicant shall submit a Grading/Precise Paving and 
Drainage Plan for the proposed development to be reviewed and approved 
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by the City Engineer and the Director of Development Services. The 
Grading Plan shall include a parking lot striping plan, planter curb details, 
slope of accessible way, and all utility locations and runs 

42. Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permits, the 
Developer/Applicant shall submit an updated Engineering Geology/Soils 
Report that includes an accurate description of the geology of the site and 
conclusions and recommendations regarding the effect of the geologic 
conditions on the proposed development and include a discussion of the 
expansiveness of the soils and recommended measures for foundations 
and slabs on grade to resist volumetric changes of the soil.  This report shall 
also include recommendations for surcharge setback requirements in the 
area of ungraded slopes steeper than five horizontal to one vertical. 

43. Building foundation inspections shall not be performed until a rough grading 
certification, survey stakes in place, and a final soils report have been filed 
with the City and approved.  All drainage facilities must be operable. 

44. Construction calculations, including lateral analysis, shall be required at the 
time plans are submitted for plan check.  Electrical schematic and load list 
and plumbing (drainage, water, gas) schematics will be required before 
issuance of electrical or plumbing permits. 

45. Fees shall be paid to Bonita Unified School District in compliance with 
Government Code Section 65995. 

46. The Developer/Applicant shall Contact the Los Angeles County Public 
Works Department, Environmental Program Division for any required plans 
or permit or clearance of industrial and hazardous waste disposal 
associated with this occupancy. 

47. Construction hours shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., and 
shall be prohibited at any time on Sundays or public holiday, per San Dimas 
Municipal Code Section 8.36.100.  

ENGINEERING DIVISION – (909) 394-6240 
 

48. The Developer/Applicant shall provide a signed copy of the City’s 
certification statement declaring that the contractor will comply with 
Minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the MS4 permit 
for Los Angeles County as mandated by the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES). 

49. The Developer/Applicant shall install sanitary sewers to serve the entire 
development to the specifications of the City Engineer.  

50. The Developer/Applicant shall Contact the Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District for any required annexation, extension, or sewer trunk fee. Proof of 
payment/clearance is required before the City will issue any sewer permit. 
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51. The Developer/Applicant shall provide drainage improvements to carry 

runoff of storm waters in the area proposed to be developed, and for 
contributory drainage from adjoining properties to be reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer.  The proposed drainage improvements shall 
be based on a detailed Hydrology Study conforming to the current Los 
Angeles County methodology. The developed flows outletting into the 
existing downstream system(s) from this project cannot exceed the pre-
existing storm flows and the proposed storm drain shall connect to the 
existing downstream system. 

52. For all non-exempt projects which disturb less than one (1) acre of soil and 
are not part of a larger common plan of development which in total disturbs 
one acre or more, Developer/Applicant must submit a signed certification 
statement declaring that the contractor will comply with Minimum Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) required by the MS4 permit for Los Angeles 
County as mandated by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  Additionally, all projects within this category will require 
the preparation and submittal by the Developer/Applicant a local Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan/Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan. The project 
proponent is ultimately responsible to comply with all requirements of the 
MS4 permit, which the City of San Dimas enforces.  The City of San Dimas 
has the authority to enter the project site, review the local SWPPP/WWECP 
and require modifications and subsequent implementation to the local 
SWPPP/WWECP in order to prevent polluted runoff from leaving the project 
site onto private or public property.  In order to manage storm water 
drainage during construction, one or more of the following measures shall 
be implemented to prevent flooding of adjacent property, prevent erosion 
and retain soil runoff on the site: 

a. Retention basins of sufficient size shall be utilized to retain storm 
water on the site. (BMP SE-2, Sedimentation Basin) 

b. Where storm water is conveyed to a public drainage system, 
collection point, gutter, or similar disposal method, water shall be 
filtered by use of a barrier system, wattle, or other method 
approved by the enforcing agency. (BMPs SE-1, Silt Fence; SE-5, 
Fiber Rolls; SE-6, Gravel Bag Berm) 

53. The Developer/Applicant shall provide street lights, street name signs and 
stop signs in accordance with the standards of the City. 

54. The Developer/Applicant shall provide full street improvements on all streets 
within the limits of the development according to City standards and to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and Public Works Director, as shown in the 
following table:  
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Puente Street    X X  X   X  
           

Notes: Modify street striping; Reconstruct adjacent half of 
Puente Street within limits of development (new 
pavement shall be determined through R-value test); 
Construct ADA compliant ramp at Puente and Via 
Palomares; Provide 3’ wide DG path adjacent to 
existing sidewalk. 

  
 

55. The Developer/Applicant shall submit water plans to be reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer and the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department. 

56. The Developer/Applicant shall be responsible for any repairs within the 
limits of the development, including streets and paving, curbs and gutters, 
sidewalks, and street lights as determined by the City Engineer and Public 
Works Director.  

57. All work adjacent to or within the public right-of-way shall be subject to 
review and approval of the Public Works Director and the work shall be in 
accordance with applicable standards of the City of San Dimas; i.e. 
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Green Book) and 
the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), and further that 
the construction equipment ingress and egress be controlled by a plan 
approved by Public Works. 

58. For projects that disturb one (1) acre or greater of soil, or projects that 
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of 
development that in total disturbs one or more acres, the project must obtain 
coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated with Construction Activity, Construction General Permit Order 
2012-0006-DWQ (as amended by all future adopted Construction General 
Permits).  The Construction General Permit requires the development and 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  
Developer must submit a Notice of Intent and Waste Discharger’s 
Identification (WDID) number as evidence of having applied with the 
Construction General Permit before the City will issue a grading permit.  The 
project proponent is ultimately responsible to comply with the requirements 
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of Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ, however, the City shall have the authority to 
enter the project site, review the project SWPPP, and require modifications 
and subsequent implementations to the SWPPP in order to prevent polluted 
runoff from leaving the project site onto public or private property.   

59. For all projects subject to Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
(SUSMP) regulations, Developer/Applicant must submit a site-specific 
drainage concept and stormwater quality plan to mitigate post-development 
stormwater.  

60. A fully executed “Maintenance Covenant for SUSMP Requirements” shall 
be recorded with the L.A. County Registrar/Recorder and submitted to the 
Public Works Department prior to the Certificate of Occupancy.  Covenant 
documents shall be required to include an exhibit that details the installed 
treatment control devices as well as any site design or source control Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for post construction.  The information to be 
provided on this exhibit shall include, but not be limited to: 

i. 8 ½” x 11” exhibits with record property owner information. 
ii. Types of BMPs (i.e., site design, source control and/or 

treatment control) to ensure modifications to the site are not 
conducted without the property owner being aware of the 
ramifications to BMP implementation. 

iii. Clear depiction of location of BMPs, especially those located 
below ground. 

iv. A matrix depicting the types of BMPs, frequency of inspection, 
type of maintenance required, and if proprietary BMPs, the 
company information to perform the necessary maintenance. 

v. Calculations to support the sizing of the BMPs employed on the 
project shall be included in the report.  These calculations shall 
correlate directly with the minimum treatment requirements of 
the current MS4 permit.  In the case of implementing infiltration 
BMPs, a percolation test of the affected soil shall be performed 
and submitted for review by the City Engineer. 

vi. This document shall be reviewed by and concurred with Public 
Works to ensure the covenant complies with the MS4 Permit.   

 
61. All site, grading, landscape & irrigation, and street improvement plans shall 

be coordinated for consistency prior to the issuance of any permits. 

62. The Developer/Applicant shall record a lot merger to combine the two (2) 
existing parcels prior the issuance of any permits.  

PARKS & RECREATION – (909) 394-6230 
 
63. The Developer/Applicant shall comply with City regulations regarding 

payment of Property Development Tax, and Park, Recreation and Open 
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Space Development Fee per SDMC Chapters 3.24 and 3.26.  Fees shall be 
paid prior to issuance of building permits. 

End of Conditions. 


	Agenda January 14, 2014
	3a. Resolution 2014-01 Warrant Registers
	December 30, 2013 Warrant
	December 31, 2013 Prepaid Warrant
	January 15, 2014 Warrant
	3b. November 25, 2013 Minutes and December 10, 2013 Minutes
	3c. Renew Municipal Law Enforcement Services Agreement
	3d. SGVCOG Update
	4a. DPRB Case No. 13-12, CUP 13-01 and PP 13-01
	CC Staff Report 1.14.14
	PC Staff Report
	Draft PC Minutes
	DPRB Minutes
	Letter Rec'd
	Project Plans
	01 - Cover Sheet
	02 - Alta Survey
	03 - Proposed Site Plan
	04 - Fence Plan
	05 - Conceptual Grading Plan
	06 - Conceptual Landscape Plan
	07 - Plant Images
	08 - Site Section
	09 - Schematic Utility Plan
	10 - Proposed Floor Plan
	11 - Proposed Roof Plan
	12 - Elevations
	13 - Elevations
	14 - Elevations
	15 - Elevations
	16 - Elevations
	17 - Elevations
	18 - Enlarged Elevations
	19 - Enlarged Sections
	20 - Material Board
	21 - Conceptual Design Features
	22 - Site Photos
	23 - Aerial Site Photos
	24 - Aerial Site Photo
	25 - Skylight Details
	26 - Skylight Details
	27 - Skylight Details

	PC-1496 CUP 13-01 Rehab Facility
	PC-1497 PP 13-01 Rehab Facility
	CC Resolution No. 2014-02, CUP 13-01, 1136 & 1148 Puente Street
	CC Resolution No. 2014-03, PP 13-01, 1136 & 1148 Puente Street




