
 

 
 

 

 

CITY COUNCIL: 

Mayor Curtis W. Morris       

Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Templeman  

Councilmember Emmett Badar 

Councilmember Denis Bertone 
Councilmember John Ebiner 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 
 

2. RECOGNITIONS/PRESENTATIONS 
 

 Waste Management Newsletter Updates 
 

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 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 
 

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.) 
 

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

follows: 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-33, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF SAN DIMAS APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTHS OF MAY 

AND JUNE, 2015. 
 

b. Approval of minutes for the regular meeting of May 26, 2015 and special meetings of April 

28 and May 12, 2015. 
 

c. Agency Coordination and Financial Agreement to Comply with the Dominguez Channel 

and Greater Harbors Toxics Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

 

d. Authorize Mayor to Sign Letter of Opposition to AB 57 (Quirk) regarding Wireless Siting 
 

 

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

 
 

 

 

AGENDA 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL 

TUESDAY, JUNE 9, 2015, 7:00 P. M.                                                        

SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

245 EAST BONITA AVENUE 
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5. OTHER MATTERS 
 

 a. 2015-2016 Annual City Budget  
 

     1) Adoption of 2015-2016 Annual Capital and Operating Budget  
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt 2015-2016 Annual Capital and Operating Budget 
 

              2)    Adoption of Appropriation Limit for FY 2015-2016 
 

         RESOLUTION NO. 2015-34, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
ADOPTING APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 AND 

APPROPRIATE EXCESS REVENUES. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-34, Appropriation Limit for  

FY 2015-2016 
 

           3)   Adoption of Salary Resolution 2015-35  
 

               RESOLUTION NO. 2015-35, RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

             CITY OF SAN DIMAS ADOPTING AND EXTENDING THE PAY PLAN AND 

                         REIMBURSEMENT SCHEDULE FOR CITY EMPLOYEES 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-35,  
 

    4)   Approve a Cooperative Agreement with the Gold Line Authority to specify the roles 

     and responsibilities of the City and the Authority associated with the construction of 

     Phase 2B of the Gold Line 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve agreement with Gold Line Authority. 
 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Consideration of Municipal Code Text Amendment 15-02 , A request to amend the uses in 

     Specific Plan No. 18, Areas I & III, by allowing expanded Retail and service business uses 

     currently not allowed and other minor text changes, within the San Dimas Plaza and the Fitness 
     Plaza Shopping Centers, located at the northeast and southeast corners of Arrow Highway and 

     Lone Hill Avenue. APNs: 8383-010-024 thru -034, -037, -040, -045, -064, -069, -078 and  

     8383-020-067 thru -069, -056).  Planning Commission recommended approval 4-0 on  

     May 21, 2015 
 

         ORDINANCE 1232, AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 

          DIMAS ADOPTING MUNICIPAL CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 15-02 TO AMEND THE 

          USES IN CHAPTER 18.530. SPECIFIC PLAN NO. 18, AREAS I & III, BY ALLOWING 

          EXPANDED RETAIL AND SERVICE BUSINESS USES CURRENTLY NOT ALLOWED, 
          AND OTHER MINOR TEXT CHANGES 

         (FIRST READING AND INTRODUCTION) 
 

 

7. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a. Members of the Audience (Speakers are limited to five-minutes or as may be determined by the 

Chair.) 
 

b. City Manager  
 

c. City Attorney 
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d. Members of the City Council 
 

1) Possible appointment of Planning Commissioner 
 

2) Designation of Voting Delegates and Alternate for League of California Cities Meeting 

September 30, 2015 

 
3) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency. 
 

4) Individual Members' comments and updates. 
  
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The next meeting is a study session on June 23, 2015, 5:00 p.m. followed by regular meeting at 7:00 
p.m. 

 

 

Notice Regarding American with Disabilities Act:  In compliance with the ADA, if 

you need assistance to participate in a city meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 

(909) 394-6216.  Early notification before the meeting you wish to attend will make it possible 

for the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting [28 CFR 

35.102-35.104 ADA Title II]. 

 

Copies of documents distributed for the meeting are available in alternative formats upon 

request. Any writings or documents provided to the City Council regarding any item on this 

agenda will be made available for public inspection at the Administration Counter at City Hall 

and at the San Dimas Library during normal business hours. In addition most documents are 

posted on the City’s website at cityofsandimas.com.  

 

Posting Statement: On June 5 2015, a true and correct copy of this agenda was posted on the 

bulletin board at 245 East Bonita Avenue (San Dimas City Hall), 145 North Walnut Avenue 

(Los Angeles County Library), 300 East Bonita Avenue (United States Post Office), Von’s 

Shopping Center (Puente/Via Verde Avenue) and the City’s website 

www.cityofsandimas.com/minutes.cfm  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

http://www.cityofsandimas.com/minutes.cfm


City of San Dimas 
Quarterly Newsletter From  
Your Waste Management Team 

 

Waste Management of San Gabriel Valley  
For more information contact: Teri Muse tmuse@wm.com  

Metals 
9.58 Tons 

 

 

 

 
E-waste 

2.33 Tons 

Glass 
8.61 Tons 

Paper 
149.69 Tons Plastics 

15.51 Tons 

White Goods (appliances) 3.64 tons 

 In the 1st  
quarter of 2015 

we handled 
2,162 

 

Oil 
43.5 gal. 

Green 
Waste 

1,362 tons 

Message from your District Manager  

It’s hard to believe that three months just went by and it’s time for 

our quarterly newsletter once again!  I have great news to share with 

everyone, our residential driver Leonard Leanos was one of three 

hundred nominees for Waste Management’s Driver of the Year award 

and you guessed it – HE WON!   

We couldn’t be more proud.  Leonard is a 27 year veteran of the company with no 

preventable accidents or injuries, an astonishing feat in and of itself but it’s 

Leonard’s kindness and generosity that set him apart from the rest. Leonard and his 

wife Cindy spent four days at our Corporate Headquarters in Houston, TX with CEO 

David Steiner and our Executive Team celebrating his success.    

So if you see Waste Management truck 104407, give Leonard a shout!  Heck, if you 

feel like it, give all our drivers a quick wave. Until next quarter (I’m not sure how I’ll 

top this news)…. 

Thank you, 

Cheryl Lautman (clautman@wm.com) 

Tons of Recyclables 

Driver of the Year Leonard Leanos and 
Waste Management CEO David Steiner in 

Houston, TX.  

C&D Diverted 
67.25 Tons 

Q1 2015 



Azusa Material Recovery  

Facility (MRF) &  

Transfer Station (TS)  

Monthly Tours 

 
Join Waste Management on 
a tour of our state-of-the-

art facility, where we  
recycle over 20,000 tons of 

recyclables a month! 

 

When: Fourth Thursday of 

every month 

Time:10:30 a.m. -11:30 a.m. 

Where:  1211 W. Gladstone 

Azusa, CA 91702 

 

Notes: Tours are by  

Reservation Only, must be 

18 years old or older and 

must be able to climb stairs. 

All attendees must wear 

closed toe shoes (no high 

heels).  

Please RSVP to Teri Muse 

tmuse@wm.com 

 

Recycling Myth Busters 

During the 1st quarter of 2015, Waste 
Management sponsored the San Dimas 
Chamber of Commerce’s Toast of the 
Town.  

Community Connections 

 
 

Your Public Sector Solutions Team: 

Teri Muse 
tmuse@wm.com 

Kenneth furlough 
kfurloug@wm.com 

Anthony Fernandez 
aferna15@wm.com 

 

Clean pizza boxes (without food or paper liners/doilies) are ac-
ceptable recyclables. At one point, pizza boxes were made with a 
wax coating that made them not acceptable. The new pizza boxes 
(often with a paper doily serving as a moisture barrier) are high 
potential recyclables and should be included in curbside recycling 

The plastic “to go” containers or containers holding berries, ap-
ples, bakery items, etc., are not consistently made of high value 
plastic, are difficult to recycle and are usually contaminated with 
food when disposed.  

Find out what you CAN recycle with these easy tips 

YES 

NO 

Waste Management donated $250 to the 
San Dimas Rotary Strike 4 Success.  
 
 
Also in the 1st quarter, we provided an  
in-kind donation to the Christ Church of 
the Valley Food Bank of a 3 yard disposal 
bin.  

Waste Management Donated $1,000 to 
the La Verne/San Dimas Educational 
Foundation.  



RESOLUTION NO. 2015-33 

 

   A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

   CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING 

CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTHS OF  

MAY AND JUNE 2015  

                   

 

 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 05/31/2015 (25027-25071) in the amount 

of $2,203,722.30 and Warrant Register 06/15/2015 (151726-151843) in the amount of 

$636,474.79. 

 

  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 9
th

 day of June 2015. 

 

 

 

 

     ___________________________________________ 

       Curtis W. Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 

ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________ 

Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 

 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution was approved by vote of the City 

Council of the City of San Dimas at its regular meeting of June 9
th

, 2015 by the following vote: 

 
AYES:  
NOES:   
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:  

   

 

      ________________________________ 

      Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 
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PRESENT: 

Mayor Curtis W. Morris 

Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Templeman 

Councilmember Emmett Badar 
Councilmember Denis Bertone 

Councilmember John Ebiner  

 
City Manager Blaine Michaelis 

Assistant City Manager Ken Duran 

City Attorney Mark Steres 
Assistant City Manager for Community Development Larry Stevens 

Director of Public Works Krishna Patel 

Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns 

City Engineer Dominic Milano 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
Mayor Morris called the Special City Council Meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 

 

2. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS  

 
a. Members of the Audience 

  

None. 
 

3. GOLD LINE – Update regarding the project; review and discussion of issues – primarily 

parking and station location and impacts at the Bonita/Cataract intersection 
 

City Manager Michaelis reported that staff is looking for direction from the City Council on some key 

design issues regarding the Gold Line project, in particular the location of the parking structure and 

redesign of the Bonita/Cataract intersection.  He introduced Habib Balian, Executive Director of the Gold 
Line Authority who in turn introduced Chris Burner and Denis Cournoyer. 

 

Mr. Michaelis reviewed Mr. Patel’s staff reported which provided a background on the prior discussions 
and decisions regarding the location of the parking structure.  Mayor Morris clarified that the Council did 

not agree to identify the city yard as the location for the parking structure; in fact they objected to the 

location but allowed the Authority to go forward with that location for the purpose of the EIR.  There was 
further review of the history of the location discussions.  Mr. Michaelis stated that the previous City 

Council decision was that the station and structure would be located east of San Dimas Ave. 

 

There was discussion on the locations and distances between the stations in adjacent cities.   
 

Mr. Patel identified some of the issues and impacts with the city yard location for the parking structure.  

Councilman Templeman commented that he would prefer looking at options for the structure off of 
Arrow Hwy.  He also questioned the need for the amount of parking being considered.  Mr. Balian 

MINUTES 
SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 2015 5:00 P. M.                                                        

SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

CONFERENCE ROOM 

245 E. BONITA AVENUE 

 

4b



Special City Council Minutes 

April 28, 2015                                                                                                                                           Page 2 

 

 

responded that beginning with Phase 2 the Authority assured that all stations would have structures and 
were included in the EIR based upon ridership models. 

 

There was discussion about how pedestrian access would occur from a parking structure off Arrow Hwy 
to the platform. 

 

Councilman Badar asked if any discussions have occurred with the property owners off of Arrow Hwy.  

Mr. Stevens responded that the Authority is responsible for the property acquisition and construction of 
the structure and station not the City.  He added that the Authority hasn’t secured the funding for the 

project so they can’t have discussions with any property owners yet. 

 
There was some discussion on the location of the station platform.  There were questions from a resident 

of the Village Walk on the platform location and noise.  Mr. Stevens responded that the Village Walk 

units facing the platform were designed and built with the platform in mind and that information was 

disclosed to buyers of the units. 
 

In response to a question from a member of the public Mr. Michaelis responded that the existing park and 

ride lot was discussed at one point as a possible location for the parking structure but was rejected by 
Council for various reasons. 

 

The Council discussed whether or not other locations for the structure should be considered.  
Councilmember Bertone commented that he felt that the Council made a previous commitment to the 

neighborhoods off of Bonita that they would not consider a location in that area and the Council should 

honor that commitment.  Mayor Morris expressed that he is opposed to any use or impact of the city yard 

for the structure. 
 

Councilmember Bertone made a motion that the location of the parking structure should take access off of 

Arrow Hwy and not use any of the city maintenance yard.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Pro Tem 
Templeman.  In response to a question Mr. Balian commented that he understood the motion for the 

Authority to look at property south of the city yard and off Arrow Hwy for the location of the structure.  

He added that at this point location of the station is for planning purposes only.  After further discussion 
the motion passed by a vote of 5-0. 

 

Councilmember Ebiner commented that he owned property adjacent to the Bonita/Cataract intersection 

and after consultation with the City Attorney he may have a conflict of interest but it is ultimately up to 
the Councilmember to make that determination.  He added that at this time he feels he may have a conflict 

and will recues himself from this discussion.  (Councilmember Ebiner left the room) 

 
Mr. Patel reviewed the existing conditions of the Bonita/Cataract intersection.  He added that the EIR has 

proposed a signalized intersection and the Authority have provided three redesigns.   He reviewed the 

three alternatives included computer simulated models of each.  He commented on the pros and cons of 

each.  Mr. Stevens added that staff does not think that any of the three designs work and staff asked the 
Authority to provide a concept for a fly over or bridge.   

 

Mr. Patel reviewed the Authority provided bridge concept.  He added that the City Engineer has provided 
some alternative ideas on the bridge.  He also reviewed some architectural designs of other bridges.  In 

response to a question he stated that the design would require the closure of Monte Vista into a dead-end 

street.   
 

In response to questions Mr. Burner and Kenoyer described the potential height of the bridge and train 

apparatus. 
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There was some discussion on bridge designs.  Mr. Stevens commented that a bridge would have the least 
traffic impacts but would have visual impacts and asked if it is worth further exploration to see if visual 

impacts can be overcome.  After further discussion Councilmember Bertone made a motion to explore 

and obtain more information on the bridge option especially the visual impacts.  Mayor Pro Tem 
Templeman seconded the motion.  Councilmember Badar expressed concern that he doesn’t want to limit 

development options on the Bonita/Cataract site because of future impacts of a bridge.  A member of the 

audience made a comment that he does not see pedestrian access addressed with the concept plans and 

that a bridge could create a barrier to pedestrian access to the downtown.  A member of the audience 
commented that he sees the remnant land that would be created by the intersection redesigns as big 

concern.  After further discussion the Council approved the motion on a 3-1-1 vote, with Mayor Morris 

voting no and Councilmember Ebiner abstaining. 
 

4.  ADJOURNMENT 

 

The Study Session adjourned at 6:50 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

_________________________ 

Ken Duran City Clerk 
 

 

 

 
 

 



 

 
 

PRESENT: 

Mayor Curtis W. Morris 

Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Templeman 
Councilmember Emmett Badar 

Councilmember Denis Bertone 

Councilmember John Ebiner  
 

City Manager Blaine Michaelis 
Assistant City Manager Ken Duran 

Assistant City Attorney Mark Steres 

Assistant City Manager for Community Development Larry Stevens 

Director of Public Works Krishna Patel 
Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns 

Captain Duane Harris 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
 

Mayor Morris called the Special City Council Meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 
 

2.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 

None. 
 

3. Staff Presentation of 2015-16 Budget 
 

Mr. Duran explained that the format of the meeting will be that he will provide a general 

overview of the proposed budget and then each department will provide a few highlights from 

their department budgets.  He referenced the line item budget and detailed narrative notes that 

were provided in the agenda packet. 
 

Mr. Duran went over the schedule which breaks down the beginning fund balance, overall 

revenue and expenditures and ending fund balance for the general fund and each of the special 

funds. 
 

Mr. Duran presented some of the significant items from the Administrative Services budget.  In 

response to a question he commented that the funds for additional security features at the Civic 

Center are included in the current year’s budget.  He also commented that the budget includes a 

replacement vehicle for the Volunteers on Patrol and the Captain in working on identifying the 

vehicle for the LET, which is included in the contract with the Sheriff’s Department. 
 

Mr. Stevens presented some of the significant items within the Community Development and 

Development Services budget as described in the Budget Notes.  He noted that the City has 

obtained a SCAG grant for an update of the downtown specific plan but due to an expanded 

scope of work the City may need to allocate some funds to the project that are not yet included in 

the budget. 
 

Mr. Stevens also commented that not included in the proposed budget are funds for the initiation 

of a General Plan amendment.  He added that though there is not a statutory requirement for an 

update at a specific interval the last update was in 1992 and suggested the City should begin to 

MINUTES 
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budget for a phased project.  The Council discussed the potential process for a phased project.  

There was some discussion and concern on having a tight scope of work for the project.  There 

was some discussion on allocating some money to have a consultant develop a scope of work for 

an RFQ process.  Mr. Stevens commented that if staff was going to invest time to develop and 

RFQ the Council should be committed to going forward with a project.  There was some support 

to include $15,000 - $20,000 to develop a scope of work for an RFQ process. 
 

Mr. Patel presented some of the significant projects included in the Public Works budget.  In 

response to a question Mr. Michaelis explained the process for bidding a contract for street 

sweeping.  There was some discussion on the bid process and Mr. Michaelis commented that 

staff will bring to the Council a further discussion on the bid specifications and bid process. 
 

Mr. Patel discussed the program to begin to implement the requirements of the MS4 storm water 

permit this year and the significant costs associated with it. 
 

Mr. Patel commented that the on-going project to replace the street lights in the town core has 

been moved from this year to next year because staff is still investigating with Edison the 

opportunities to change the lamps to increase the lumens. 
 

Ms. Bruns reviewed the revenue projections for recreation and Swim and Racquet Club for next 

year noting that facility rental income has increased due to greater demand for rental of the 

community building. 
 

Ms. Bruns provided the highlights of the Parks and Recreation budget and projects for next year.  

She highlighted the significant number of park improvement projects next year.  She also 

described some of the landscape projects. 
 

Mr. Stevens explained that the Council previously approved the annual program budget for the 

CDBG funds and that the Housing Authority budget includes the continuation of the mobile 

home rehab assistance program. 
 

In response to a question Mr. Michaelis explained the expense in the Successor Agency fund for 

the Costco parking lot lease as being an obligation of the former Redevelopment Agency and 

paid for as an enforceable obligation. 
 

In response to a question Mr. Michaelis explained that the bond payment for the city hall 

renovation is paid for from the General Fund and that there is a 10 year call provision on the 

bonds. 
 

Councilmember Ebiner suggested that he has heard that there may be a need for an extra bench 

at the dog park. 
 

Councilmember Templeman commented that there may be a need for additional rattlesnake 

warning signs at Horsethief Canyon Park. 
 

4.  Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m. 

 

____________________ 

Ken Duran City Clerk 
 

 



 

 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

        

COUNCIL: 

Mayor Curtis W. Morris 

Mayor Pro Tem Jeff Templeman      

Councilmember Emmett Badar 

Councilmember Denis Bertone 

Councilmember John Ebiner 

 

STAFF: 

City Manager Blaine Michaelis 

Assistant City Manager Development Services Larry Stevens 

Assistant City Manager Administrative Services Ken Duran 

City Attorney Mark Steres 

Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns 

Director of Public Works Krishna Patel 

Deputy City Clerk Debra Black 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE 

 

Mayor Morris called the meeting to order and led the flag salute at 7:00 p.m. 
 

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 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.) 

 

Mayor Morris read the above statement before opening the floor for members of the audience. 
 

a. Members of the Audience 

 

1) Nora Chen Librarian San Dimas Library – activities and events 

 

2) Margie Green McKinley Children’s Center 18
th
 Annual Duck Race at Raging Waters 

 

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 or member of the audience requests separate discussion.) 
 

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

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-26, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

SAN DIMAS APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTH OF MAY 2015. 
 

b. Approval of minutes for regular meeting of May 12, 2015. 
 

       c.   Approval of City’s Statement of Investment Policy:  This investment statement outlines the 
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             policies for maximizing the efficiency of the City’s cash management system. 
      
d. Award Cash Contract 2015-03 Pavement Preservation: Sierra View Drive et al Project 
 

1. Award Construction Contract to low bidder, Gentry Brothers, Inc. for the amount of 

$166,075 

2. Approval of Change Order 1 not to exceed $75,000 

3. Approval of total project budget of $266,075 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Ebiner/ seconded Councilmember Badar approve consent calendar as 

                  presented. 

     YES:  Bertone, Templeman, Morris (5-0) 
 

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

 (The following item has been advertised and/or posted.  The meeting will be opened to receive public 

testimony.) 
 

 a. A request to change the name of the public street north of Foothill Boulevard, and any extension 

thereof, from Cataract Avenue to Brasada Lane – Request Has Been Withdrawn 
 

        RECOMMENDED ACTION: None 

 

  b.   Recommending the Assessment Rate be confirmed for District 1 (Boulevard, Tract 32818) and 

        District 1, Annexation No. 3 (Northwoods, Tract 32841), pursuant to the Landscape and Lighting 

             Act of 1972 and subject to the procedures and approval process of Section 4 of Article XIID of 

        the California Constitution.  
 

        RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-27 and 2015-28 confirming the diagram 

        assessment rate for Open Space Maintenance District 1 (Boulevard 32818) and Annexation No. 3 

        (Northwoods, Tract 32841). 
 

1) RESOLUTION NO. 2015-27, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-

2016 FOR OPEN SPACE DISTRICT NO. 1 (TRACT 32818, BOULEVARD 

DEVELOPMENT.)  

 

Theresa Bruns Director Parks and Recreation presented staff’s report. 

 

Mayor Morris opened public hearing at 7:13 p.m. Seeing no one come forward Mayor Morris 

closed the public hearing and brought the item back to council. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Bertone/seconded Councilmember Badar waive further reading and adopt 

       Resolution 2015-27 

                  YES: Ebiner, Templeman, Morris (5-0) 
  

2) RESOLUTION NO. 2015-28,  RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA, CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAM AND ASSESSMENT FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 FOR OPEN SPACE DISTRICT NO. 1, 

ANNEXATION NO. 3 (TRACT 32841, NORTHWOODS.) 

 

Director of Parks and Recreation Theresa Bruns presented staff’s report recommending 

adoption of Resolution 2015-28. 
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Mayor Morris opened public hearing at 7:16 p.m. Seeing no one come forward Mayor Morris closed the 

public hearing and brought the item back to council. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Badar/ seconded Councilmember Ebiner waive further reading and 

                    adopt Resolution 2015-28 

       YES: Bertone, Templeman, Morris (5-0) 
 

c. Setting the Special City-wide parcel tax for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-29 setting the City-Wide Landscape Parcel 

Tax for Fiscal Year 2015-16 including the 0.5% Cost of living increase (Option 2) 
 

 RESOLUTION NO. 2015-29, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SETTING 

THE SPECIAL CITYWIDE PARCEL TAX FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 TO BE USED 

FOR LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE PURPOSES 

 

Theresa Bruns presented staff’s report for this item recommending adoption of Resolution 2015-29. 

 

Mayor Morris opened the public hearing at 7:23 p.m.  Seeing no one come forward Mayor Morris closed 

the public hearing and brought the item back to council. 

 

MOTION: Councilmember Ebiner/seconded Councilmember Templeman waive further reading and 

 adopt Resolution 2015-29 option 2.  

 YES:  Badar, Bertone, Morris (5-0) 

 

Councilmember Templeman added that staff has taken many things into consideration when reaching 

decisions on how best to handle city landscape maintenance while in drought conditions. He also added 

the increase will not pay for everything even with the reduction in water costs. 
 

5. OTHER MATTERS 
 

 a. Inland Valley Humane Society Getting 2 Zero Presentation 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-30 Getting 2 Zero and supporting the IVHS 

implementation program on the city’s behalf. 

 

       RESOLUTION NO. 2015-30 A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 

     THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS ESTABLISHING THE CITY’S COMMITMENT 

     TO THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES TO ELIMINATE THE EUTHANASIA OF 

     ADOPTABLE DOGS AND FINDING THIS ACTION IS EXEMPT FROM REVIEW 

     UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

 

Assistant City Manager Ken Duran introduced Bill Harford with Inland Valley Humans Society who 

presented a PowerPoint presentation on the program. 

 

Councilmember Bertone asked if the Shelter VET Clinic and Community VET Clinic are the same; and 

if the dog with no health problems is kept until it is adopted. 

 

Mr. Harford explained currently the shelters are the same and of the process for the healthy dog they do 

everything they can to make sure that the dog that has been at the shelter for 37 days is adopted by using 

community shelters. 

 

Councilmember Badar asked about cats sent to Bend, Oregon with the coyote problem. 

 

Mr. Harford answered that they will be indoor cats and are guaranteed adoptions. 
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Councilmember Bertone would like the opportunity to vote on the other programs as they are 

developed. 
 

Councilmember Ebiner stated that things are headed in the right direction and thanked IVHS for 

bringing the issue to the city’s attention. 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Badar/seconded Councilmember Bertone waive further reading and adopt 

       Resolution 2015-30. 

          YES: Ebiner, Templeman, Morris (5-0) 
  

b. Consider increase to Business License Fees. 
 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-31setting business license fees rates for Fiscal 

 Year 2015-16 
 

       RESOLUTION NO. 2015-31, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, SETTING THE BUSINESS LICENSE 

FEES RATES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 
 

Ken Duran explained the revision to the staff report and presented the report. 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Ebiner/seconded Councilmember Bertone waive further reading and adopt 

                    Resolution 2015-31.  

  YES:  Badar, Templeman, Morris (5-0) 
 

Councilmember Badar asked for explanation of gross receipts and if the amount for recreational vehicle 

park was per space per year. 
 

Ken Duran explained there are categories that are based on gross receipts of a business rather than a flat 

fee; and the recreational vehicle amounts are per year.  
 

c. Consider continuation of the 1% Public, Educational and Government (PEG) fee for public access 

       support. 
 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: Adopt Resolution 2015-32 setting the Public Access Fee for Fiscal 

 Year 2015-16 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-32, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, SETTING THE PUBLIC 

ACCESS FEE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-2016 TO BE USED FOR PEG PURPOSES. 
 

Ken Duran presented staff’s report on this item. 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Bertone/seconded Councilmember Templeman. 

                   YES:  Badar, Ebiner, Morris (5-0) 
 

6. PLANNING MATTERS 
 

a. Request for Study Session – Walbern Development 
 

Assistant City Manager Development Services Larry Stevens presented staff’s report in this item. 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Grant request for joint study session with Planning Commission and set 

date.  

 

Council selected dates of June 23
rd

 or July 14
th
, 2015 with precedent of the 23

rd
 if the sidewalk project 

isn’t ready. 
 



City Council Minutes 

May 26, 2015                                                                                                                                            Page 5 

 

 

Council and staff discussed the process and dates for the Planning Commission interviews and selected 

Saturday, June 9, 2015 at 8:30 a.m. for the interview date. 
 

7.   ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 
 

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

the Chair.) 
 

1) Raymond Foster Masonic Lodge representative announcements  and activities. 
 

b. City Manager 
 

Mayor’s call in show 
 

c. City Attorney 
 

Nothing to report 
 

d. Members of the City Council 
 

1) Appointments and Re-appointment Commissions: Equestrian and Parks and Recreation 
 

MOTION: Councilmember Templeman/seconded Councilmember Badar reappoint Sonya Sevier to third 

                    term on the Equestrian Commission. 

  YES: Bertone,  Ebiner, Morris (5-0) 
 

2) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency. 
 

Councilmembers Badar, Ebiner Templeman and Morris all reported attending the California Contract 

Cities Annual Conference in May. 
 

3) Individual Members' comments and updates. 

 

Councilmember Ebiner announced he would not be at the June 9
th
 meeting. 

 

Denis and Curt participated in the awards ceremony at Lone Hill Middle School and the Older American 

Recognition Program at Los Angeles County. 
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. The next meeting is 7:00 p.m. on June 9, 2015. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

___________________________ 

Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 
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AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE LOS ANGELES GATEWAY REGION INTEGRATED REGIONAL 

WATER MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 
AND THE 

CITY OF SAN DIMAS 

FOR COST SHARING FOR THE INSTALLATION OF MONITORING EQUIPMENT 
AND MONITORING PURSUANT TO THE HARBOR TOXIC POLLUTANTS TMDL  

This Agreement is made and entered into as of June 3, 2015, by and between 
the Los Angeles Gateway Region Integrated Regional Water Management Joint Powers 
Authority (“GWMA”), a California Joint Powers Authority, and the City of San Dimas, 
(the “Permittee”). 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the mission of the GWMA includes the equitable protection and 
management of water resources within its area; 

WHEREAS, for the purposes of this Agreement, the term “MS4 Permittees” shall 
mean those public agencies that are co-permittees to a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit Order (“MS4 
Permit”) issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board;  

WHEREAS, the United States Environmental Protection Agency established the 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (“TMDL”) for Toxic Pollutants on March 23, 2012, with the 
intent of protecting and improving water quality in the Dominguez Channel and the 
Greater Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor Waters (“Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL”);  

WHEREAS, the Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL regulates certain discharges from 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit holders, requiring 
organization and cooperation among the Permittees;  

WHEREAS, the Permittee manages, drains or conveys storm water into at least 
a portion of the Los Angeles River including the estuary or Coyote Creek or the San 
Gabriel River including the estuary;  

WHEREAS, various MS4 Permittees desire to facilitate the achievement of the 
objectives of the Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL by installing one monitoring station in 
the Los Angeles River at Wardlow Road, one monitoring station in the San Gabriel 
River near Spring Street, and one monitoring station in the Coyote Creek, also near 
Spring Street and conducting monitoring at said monitoring stations (collectively 
“Monitoring Stations”) to ensure consistency with other regional monitoring programs 
and usability with other TMDL related studies;  

WHEREAS, installation of the Monitoring Stations and future monitoring requires 
administrative coordination for the various MS4 Permittees that the GWMA can provide; 
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WHEREAS, individual MS4 permittees that are not GWMA members have 
indicated a desire to participate in the cost sharing for the installation of the Monitoring 
Stations and the costs of monitoring conducted at the Monitoring Stations (collectively 
“Monitoring Costs”);  

WHEREAS, the GWMA Board of Directors authorized the GWMA to enter into 
individual separate agreements with such individual MS4 Permittees (which shall not 
have voting rights in any group relating to the GWMA Members) for purposes of only 
cost sharing in the Monitoring Costs;  

WHEREAS, the members of the GWMA are the Cities of Artesia, Bell, Bell 
Gardens, Bellflower, Cerritos, Commerce, Cudahy, Downey, Hawaiian Gardens, 
Huntington Park, La Mirada, Lakewood, Long Beach, Lynwood, Maywood, Montebello, 
Norwalk, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, Signal Hill, South Gate, Vernon, 
Whittier, Central Basin Municipal Water District and the Long Beach Water Department 
(“GWMA Members”);  

WHEREAS, because GWMA Members already currently pay annual membership 
fees that pay for GWMA administrative costs, GWMA Members that participate in the 
cost share for the Monitoring Costs shall pay a three percent (3%) administrative fee on 
each payment to cover various administrative costs;  

WHEREAS, MS4 Permittees that are not GWMA Members that participate in the 
cost share for the Monitoring Costs shall pay a five percent (5%) administrative fee on 
each payment to cover various administrative costs;  

WHEREAS, currently a majority of MS4 Permittees tributary to the Los Angeles 
and San Gabriel River systems have committed to cost share for the Monitoring Costs;  

WHEREAS, because of the financial savings and benefits resulting from this 
cost-sharing arrangement, other MS4 Permittees may request to participate in the cost 
sharing of the Monitoring Costs;  

WHEREAS, the cost-share formula, set forth in Exhibit “A” of this Agreement, 
currently assumes the participation of the maximum number of MS4 Permittees required 
to comply with the monitoring requirements of the Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL;  

WHEREAS, it is currently unknown how many MS4 Permittees will ultimately 
participate in the cost sharing of the Monitoring Costs;  

WHEREAS, because some definite maximum cost share amount per 
participating Permittee is required for planning purposes, this Agreement requires each 
participating Permittee to submit an initial payment that includes the first year payment 
plus a deposit that is 25% of the first year payment cost identified in Exhibit “A” of this 
Agreement, to account for possible non-participation of some MS4 Permittees in the 
cost share for the Monitoring Costs;  
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WHEREAS, depending on how many MS4 Permittees ultimately participate in 
the cost sharing for the Monitoring Costs, each participating Permittee’s annual cost 
share amount will be adjusted and the GWMA will notify each participating Permittee of 
its adjusted annual cost share amount in writing;  

WHEREAS, the “Initial Payment Amount” and the “Annual Payment Amount” 
identified in Section 8 (“Financial Terms”) of this Agreement represent the maximum 
dollar amounts that the Permittee is required to submit to the GWMA, but may be 
reduced based on the final number of MS4 Permittees that participate in the cost 
sharing for the Monitoring Costs;  

WHEREAS, if the actual cost share amount is less than the Initial Payment 
Amount paid by the Permittee, the GWMA will notify the Permittee and shall credit any 
balance in excess of the actual cost share amount towards the Permittee’s “Annual 
Payment Amount” in subsequent years;  

WHEREAS, the Permittee desires to share in the Monitoring Costs; 

WHEREAS, the Permittee and the GWMA are collectively referred to as the 
“Parties”;  

WHEREAS, the Parties have determined that authorizing GWMA to hire 
additional consultant as necessary to install the Monitoring Stations and conduct the 
monitoring required by the Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL will be beneficial to the 
Parties; 

WHEREAS, the Permittee agrees to pay: (a) its proportional share of the 
Monitoring Costs to be incurred by the GWMA in accordance with the Cost Sharing 
Formula reflected in Exhibit “A”, (b) a deposit of 25% of the initial cost share amount 
and a deposit of 25% of the annual cost share amount; and (c) applicable administrative 
fees to cover administrative costs; and  

WHEREAS, the role of the GWMA is to: (1) invoice and collect funds from the 
Permittee to cover its portion of the Monitoring Costs; and (2) hire and retain 
consultants to install Monitoring Stations and conduct monitoring at the Monitoring 
Stations.  

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions set 
forth herein, the Parties do hereby agree as follows: 

Section 1. Recitals. The recitals set forth above are fully incorporated as part 
of this Agreement. 

Section 2. Purpose. The purpose of this Agreement is for the Permittee to cost 
share in the Monitoring Costs.  

Section 3. Cooperation. The Parties shall fully cooperate with one another to 
achieve the purposes of this Agreement. 
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Section 4. Voluntary Nature. The Parties voluntarily enter into this Agreement. 

Section 5. Binding Effect. This Agreement shall become binding on GWMA 
and the Permittee. 

Section 6. Term.  This Agreement shall commence on July 1, 2015 and shall 
expire on June 30, 2018, unless terminated earlier pursuant to this Agreement.   

Section 7. Role of the GWMA.  

(a) The GWMA shall invoice and collect funds from the Permittee to 
cover the Monitoring Costs; and 

(b) The GWMA shall administer the consultants’ contracts for the 
Monitoring Costs.  

Section 8. Financial Terms. 

(a) Initial Payment Amount.  The Permittee shall pay no more than Six 
Thousand Nine Hundred Thirty-Two Dollars and Ninety Cents ($6,932.90) for the initial 
payment (“Initial Payment Amount”) , for the 2015-2016 fiscal year to the GWMA for 
managing the installation of the Monitoring Stations and the monitoring data collected at 
the Monitoring Stations for the 2015-2016 fiscal year.  This Initial Payment Amount 
includes: (1) the Permittee’s cost share amount (“Cost Share Amount”) identified in 
Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and incorporated herein; (2) the administrative fee 
identified in subsection (c) of this Section 8; and (3) a deposit in the amount of 25% of 
the Permittee’s Cost Share Amount identified in Exhibit “A”.  

(b) Annual Payment Amount.  For each subsequent fiscal year, 
commencing with the 2016-2017 fiscal year, the Permittee shall pay no more than 
Three Thousand Seven Hundred Eight-One Dollars and Seventy Cents ($3,781.70) 
(“Annual Payment Amount”) annually on a fiscal year (July 1st to June 30th) basis to the 
GWMA in exchange for the monitoring data collected from the Monitoring Stations.  This 
price assumes the participation of the maximum number of MS4 Permittees subject to 
the Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL.  This Annual Payment Amount includes: (1) the 
Permittee’s Cost Share Amount identified in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto and 
incorporated herein; (2) the administrative fee identified in subsection (c) of this Section 
8; and (3) a deposit in the amount of 25% of the Permittee’s Cost Share Amount 
identified in Exhibit “A”. 

(c) Adjustment of Cost Share Based on Number of Participants.  The 
“Initial Payment Amount” and the “Annual Payment Amount” identified in Section 8 
(“Financial Terms”) of this Agreement represent the maximum dollar amounts that the 
Permittee is required to submit to the GWMA, but may be reduced based on the final 
number of MS4 Permittees that participate in the cost sharing for the Monitoring Costs.  
In the event that fewer than the maximum number of MS4 Permittees participate, the 
GWMA will notify the Permittee in writing that the Permittee’s cost share amount will be 
adjusted accordingly.  If the Permittee’s actual cost share amount plus administrative 
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costs are less than the Initial Payment Amount paid by the Permittee, the GWMA will 
notify the Permittee in writing and shall credit any balance in excess of the actual cost 
share amount towards the Permittee’s “Annual Payment Amount” in subsequent years; 

(d) Administrative Costs.  As part of the Initial Payment Amount and 
the Annual Payment Amount, the Permittee shall also pay its proportional share of the 
GWMA’s staff time for hiring the consultants and invoicing the Permittee, audit 
expenses and other overhead costs, including reasonable legal fees incurred by the 
GWMA in the performance of its duties under this Agreement (“Administrative Costs”).  
The GWMA shall charge five percent (5%) of each Permittee’s Cost Share Amount 
identified in Exhibit “A” to the Permittee’s annual invoice to cover the Permittee’s share 
of the Administrative Costs.   

(e) The Permittee’s Initial Payment Amount shall cover the 2015-2016 
fiscal year and is due upon execution of this Agreement, but in no event later than June 
30, 2015.  For each subsequent fiscal year, commencing with the 2016-2017 fiscal year, 
the GWMA shall submit annual invoices to the Permittee for the Annual Payment 
Amount no later than the April 1st prior to the new fiscal year.  

(f) Upon receiving an invoice from the GWMA, the Permittee shall pay 
the invoiced amount to the GWMA within thirty (30) days of the invoice’s date. 

(g) The Permittee shall be delinquent if its invoiced payment is not 
received by the GWMA within forty-five (45) days after the invoice’s date.  If the 
Permittee is delinquent, the GWMA will: 1) verbally contact the representative of the 
Permittee; and 2) submit a formal letter from the GWMA Executive Officer to the 
Permittee at the address listed in Section 12 of this Agreement.  If payment is not 
received within sixty (60) days of the original invoice date, the GWMA may terminate 
this Agreement.  However, no such termination may be ordered unless the GWMA first 
provides the Permittee with thirty (30) days written notice of its intent to terminate the 
Agreement.  The terminated Permittee shall remain obligated to GWMA for its 
delinquent payments and any other obligations incurred prior to the date of termination.  
If the GWMA terminates this Agreement because the Permittee is delinquent in its 
payment, the Permittee shall no longer be entitled to the monitoring data collected from 
the Monitoring Stations.   

(h) Any delinquent payments by the Permittee shall accrue compound 
interest at the average rate of interest paid by the Local Agency Investment Fund during 
the time that the payment is delinquent. 

Section 9. Independent Contractor. 

(a) The GWMA is, and shall at all times remain, a wholly independent 
contractor for performance of the obligations described in this Agreement. The GWMA’s 
officers, officials, employees and agents shall at all times during the term of this 
Agreement be under the exclusive control of the GWMA.  The Permittee cannot control 
the conduct of the GWMA or any of its officers, officials, employees or agents. The 

Page 5 of 10 
 

12664/0001/1816452-2 



04/06/15 

GWMA and its officers, officials, employees, and agents shall not be deemed to be 
employees of the Permittee. 

(b) The GWMA is solely responsible for the payment of salaries, 
wages, other compensation, employment taxes, workers’ compensation, or similar taxes 
for its employees and consultants performing services hereunder. 

Section 10. Indemnification and Insurance. 

(a) The Permittee shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
GWMA and its officers, employees, and other representatives and agents from and 
against any and all liabilities, actions, suits proceedings, claims, demands, losses, 
costs, and expenses, including legal costs and attorney’s fees, for injury to or death of 
person(s), for damage to property (including property owned by the GWMA) for 
negligent or intentional acts, errors and omissions committed by the Permittee or its 
officers, employees, and agents, arising out of or related to that Permittee’s 
performance under this Agreement, except for such loss as may be caused by GWMA’s 
negligence or that of its officers, employees, or other representatives and agents, 
excluding the consultant.   

(b) GWMA makes no guarantee or warranty that any monitoring data 
prepared by the consultants shall be approved by the relevant governmental authorities.  
GWMA shall have no liability to the Permittee for the negligent or intentional acts or 
omissions of GWMA’s consultants.  The Permittee’s sole recourse for any negligent or 
intentional act or omission of GWMA’s consultants shall be against consultants and their 
insurance. 

Section 11. Termination. 

(a) The Permittee may terminate this Agreement for any reason, or no 
reason, by giving the GWMA prior written notice thereof, but the Permittee shall remain 
responsible for its entire Annual Payment Amount through the end of the current fiscal 
year during which Permittee terminates the Agreement and shall not be entitled any 
refund of any portion of said Annual Payment Amount.  Moreover, unless the Permittee 
provides written notice of termination to the GWMA by February 15th immediately prior 
to the new fiscal year, the Permittee shall also be responsible for its Annual Payment 
Amount through the end of the new fiscal year (e.g., If the Permittee terminates on 
March 1st, 2016, the Permittee is responsible for the Annual Payment Amounts for both 
FY 2015-2016 and FY 2016-2017.  If the Permittee terminates on February 10, 2016, 
the Permittee is responsible for its Annual Payment Amount only for FY 2015-2016, not 
for FY 2016-2017).  If the Permittee terminates the Agreement, the Permittee shall 
remain liable for any loss, debt, or liability otherwise incurred through the end of the new 
fiscal year.   

(b) The GWMA may, with a vote of the GWMA Board, terminate this 
Agreement upon not less than thirty (30) days written notice to the Permittee.  Any 
remaining funds not due and payable or otherwise legally committed to Consultant shall 
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be returned to the Permittee.  

Section 12. Miscellaneous. 

(a) The Permittee has been accepted as a participant in the cost 
sharing for the Monitoring Costs and shall not be entitled to appoint a representative or 
to vote or participate in any way in decisions assigned to GWMA Members.  Participant 
status entitles the Permittee only to the monitoring data collected from the Monitoring 
Stations for any fiscal year in which the participant has paid its Annual Payment 
Amount. 

(b) Notices. All Notices which the Parties require or desire to give 
hereunder shall be in writing and shall be deemed given when delivered personally or 
three (3) days after mailing by registered or certified mail (return receipt requested) to 
the following address or as such other addresses as the Parties may from time to time 
designate by written notice in the aforesaid manner: 

To GWMA:  
 

 Ms. Toni Penn 
GWMA Administrative/Accounting Assistant 
GWMA 
16401 Paramount Boulevard 
Paramount, CA 90723 

 
To the Permittee: 
  

 Latoya Cyrus 
 Environmental Services Coordinator 
 City of San Dimas 
 245 E. Bonita Avenue 
 San Dimas, CA 91773 
 lcyrus@ci.san-dimas.ca.us  
 

(c) Amendment. The terms and provisions of this Agreement may not 
be amended, modified or waived, except by a written instrument signed by all Parties. 

(d) Waiver. Waiver by either the GWMA or the Permittee of any term, 
condition, or covenant of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other term, 
condition, or covenant. Waiver, by the GWMA or the Permittee, to any breach of the 
provisions of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other provision or a 
waiver of any subsequent breach of any provision of this Agreement. 

(e) Law to Govern: Venue. This Agreement shall be interpreted, 
construed, and governed according to the laws of the State of California. In the event of 
litigation between the Parties, venue shall lie exclusively in the County of Los Angeles. 
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(f) No Presumption in Drafting. The Parties to this Agreement agree 
that the general rule than an agreement is to be interpreted against the Party drafting it, 
or causing it to be prepared, shall not apply. 

(g) Severability. If any term, provision, condition or covenant of this 
Agreement is declared or determined by any court of competent jurisdiction to be 
invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this Agreement shall not be 
affected thereby and this Agreement shall be read and construed without the invalid, 
void, or unenforceable provisions(s). 

(h) Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement 
of the Parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior or 
contemporaneous agreements, whether written or oral, with respect thereto. 

(i) Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number of 
counterparts, each of which shall be an original, but all of which taken together shall 
constitute but one and the same instrument, provided, however, that such counterparts 
shall have been delivered to all Parties to this Agreement. 

(j) Legal Representation. All Parties have been represented by 
counsel in the preparation and negotiation of this Agreement. Accordingly, this 
Agreement shall be construed according to its fair language. 

(k) Authority to Execute this Agreement. The person or persons 
executing this Agreement on behalf of Permittee warrants and represents that he or she 
has the authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of the Permittee and has the 
authority to bind Permittee.  
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be 
executed on their behalf, respectively, as follows: 
 
DATE:________________ LOS ANGELES GATEWAY REGION 

INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER 
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS 
AUTHORITY 

 
 

________________________________ 
Christopher S. Cash 
GWMA Chair 

 
 
DATE: _______________  PERMITTEE 
     City of San Dimas 
 
            
            
     Signature 
 
 
            
     Print Name 
 
 
            
     Print Title 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

COST SHARE MATRIX  
ATTACHED 
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Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
Los Angeles River Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Group Name Cities/ Permittees Involved Area (acres) Area Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost
Alhambra 4,884 1.3% $653 $687 $1,340 $356 $375 $731
Burbank 11,095 3.0% $653 $1,561 $2,214 $356 $852 $1,208
Calabasas 4,006 1.1% $653 $564 $1,217 $356 $307 $664
Glendale 19,588 5.3% $653 $2,756 $3,409 $356 $1,503 $1,860
Hidden Hills 961 0.3% $653 $135 $788 $356 $74 $430
La Canada Flintridge 5,534 1.5% $653 $779 $1,432 $356 $425 $781
Los Angeles 181,288 48.8% $653 $25,511 $26,164 $356 $13,915 $14,271
Montebello 5,356 1.4% $653 $754 $1,407 $356 $411 $767
Monterey Park 4,952 1.3% $653 $697 $1,350 $356 $380 $736
Pasadena 14,805 4.0% $653 $2,083 $2,737 $356 $1,136 $1,493
Rosemead 3,311 0.9% $653 $466 $1,119 $356 $254 $610
San Gabriel 2,645 0.7% $653 $372 $1,025 $356 $203 $559
San Marino 2,410 0.6% $653 $339 $992 $356 $185 $541
South Pasadena 2,186 0.6% $653 $308 $961 $356 $168 $524
Temple City 2,577 0.7% $653 $363 $1,016 $356 $198 $554
Unincorporated 40,553 10.9% $653 $5,707 $6,360 $356 $3,113 $3,469
Downey 3,546 1.0% $1,306 $499 $1,805 $713 $272 $985
Lakewood 51 0.0% $1,306 $7 $1,313 $713 $4 $716
Long Beach 12,301 3.3% $1,306 $1,731 $3,037 $713 $944 $1,657
Lynwood 3,098 0.8% $1,306 $436 $1,742 $713 $238 $950
Paramount 1,997 0.5% $1,306 $281 $1,587 $713 $153 $866
Pico Rivera 1,510 0.4% $1,306 $212 $1,519 $713 $116 $828
Signal Hill 774 0.2% $1,306 $109 $1,415 $713 $59 $772
South Gate 4,704 1.3% $1,306 $662 $1,968 $713 $361 $1,074
Arcadia 6,912 1.9% $1,493 $973 $2,466 $814 $531 $1,345
Azusa 0 0.0% $1,493 $0 $1,493 $814 $0 $814
Bradbury 512 0.1% $1,493 $72 $1,565 $814 $39 $854
Duarte 832 0.2% $1,493 $117 $1,610 $814 $64 $878
Monrovia 5,056 1.4% $1,493 $711 $2,204 $814 $388 $1,202
Sierra Madre 1,792 0.5% $1,493 $252 $1,745 $814 $138 $952
Unincorporated 1,792 0.5% $1,493 $252 $1,745 $814 $138 $952
Bell 1,676 0.5% $1,493 $236 $1,729 $814 $129 $943
Bell Gardens 1,577 0.4% $1,493 $222 $1,715 $814 $121 $935
Commerce 4,195 1.1% $1,493 $590 $2,083 $814 $322 $1,136
Cudahy 786 0.2% $1,493 $111 $1,603 $814 $60 $875
Huntington Park 1,930 0.5% $1,493 $272 $1,764 $814 $148 $962
Maywood 754 0.2% $1,493 $106 $1,599 $814 $58 $872
Vernon 3,298 0.9% $1,493 $464 $1,957 $814 $253 $1,067
El Monte 4,482 1.2% $5,225 $631 $5,856 $2,850 $344 $3,194
South El Monte 1,577 0.4% $5,225 $222 $5,447 $2,850 $121 $2,971

LACFCD (5%) - - - - - - - - - - $5,500 - - - - $3,000
Totals 371,303 100.0% $52,250 $52,250 $104,500 $28,500 $28,500 $57,000

- GWMA members will pay an additional 3% in administrative costs - GWMA will collect a 25% deposit on each cost share amount listed in case a city decides to drop out
- Non-GWMA members will an additional 5% in administrative costs

Should the following cities elect to participate, their fees will be as shown below.
Carson 54 $5,225 $8 $5,233 $2,850 $4 $2,854
Compton 6,060 $5,225 $848 $6,073 $2,850 $485 $3,335
San Fernando 1,518 $653 $213 $866 $356 $116 $472

Rio Hondo/San Gabriel 
River Water Quality Group

Upper Reach 2 Group

Other

 (50% equal share, 50% by area)  (50% equal share, 50% by area)

Installation and 1st Year's operations                          
$110,000

2nd Year and subsequent years                                       
$60,000

Upper Los Angeles River 
Watershed Group

Lower Los Angeles River 
Watershed



Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
Los Angeles River Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Cost Share Breakdown
Base Cost

Area Cost
LACFCD Contribution
Total

Additional Monitoring
Gateway Cities
Non-Gateway Cities

Participating
Agencies

Cost
1st Year 110,000$      
2nd Year 60,000$        



Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
San Gabriel River Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Group Name Cities/ Permittees Involved Area (acres) Area Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost
Arcadia 128 0.1% $1,493 $41 $1,534 $814 $22 $837
Azusa 5,952 3.6% $1,493 $1,897 $3,389 $814 $1,035 $1,849
Bradbury 704 0.4% $1,493 $224 $1,717 $814 $122 $937
Duarte 64 0.0% $1,493 $20 $1,513 $814 $11 $825
Monrovia 64 0.0% $1,493 $20 $1,513 $814 $11 $825
Sierra Madre 0 0.0% $1,493 $0 $1,493 $814 $0 $814
Unincorporated 1,344 0.8% $1,493 $428 $1,921 $814 $234 $1,048
Baldwin Park 4,335 2.6% $1,742 $1,381 $3,123 $950 $753 $1,703
Covina 4,481 2.7% $1,742 $1,428 $3,170 $950 $779 $1,729
Glendora 9,307 5.7% $1,742 $2,966 $4,707 $950 $1,618 $2,568
Industry 7,647 4.7% $1,742 $2,437 $4,178 $950 $1,329 $2,279
La Puente 2,207 1.3% $1,742 $703 $2,445 $950 $384 $1,334
Unincorporated 40,812 24.9% $1,742 $13,005 $14,746 $950 $7,093 $8,043
Claremont 5,790 3.5% $2,613 $1,845 $4,457 $1,425 $1,006 $2,431
La Verne 5,030 3.1% $2,613 $1,603 $4,215 $1,425 $874 $2,299
Pomona 7,929 4.8% $2,613 $2,527 $5,139 $1,425 $1,378 $2,803
San Dimas 8,539 5.2% $2,613 $2,721 $5,333 $1,425 $1,484 $2,909
Bellflower 1,216 0.7% $1,045 $387 $1,432 $570 $211 $781
Cerritos 5,645 3.4% $1,045 $1,799 $2,844 $570 $981 $1,551
Diamond Bar 4,563 2.8% $1,045 $1,454 $2,499 $570 $793 $1,363
Downey 4,237 2.6% $1,045 $1,350 $2,395 $570 $736 $1,306
Lakewood 1,293 0.8% $1,045 $412 $1,457 $570 $225 $795
Long Beach 2,138 1.3% $1,045 $681 $1,726 $570 $372 $942
Norwalk 6,246 3.8% $1,045 $1,990 $3,035 $570 $1,086 $1,656
Pico Rivera 3,929 2.4% $1,045 $1,252 $2,297 $570 $683 $1,253
Santa Fe Springs 5,683 3.5% $1,045 $1,811 $2,856 $570 $988 $1,558
Whittier 9,382 5.7% $1,045 $2,990 $4,035 $570 $1,631 $2,201

Other El Monte 1,577 1.0% $2,613 $503 $3,115 $1,425 $274 $1,699
Irwindale 6,152 3.8% $2,613 $1,960 $4,573 $1,425 $1,069 $2,494
South El Monte 1,823 1.1% $2,613 $581 $3,193 $1,425 $317 $1,742
Walnut 5,757 3.5% $2,613 $1,834 $4,447 $1,425 $1,001 $2,426

LACFCD (5%) - - - - - - - - - - $5,500 - - - - $3,000
Totals 163,974 100.0% $52,250 $52,250 $104,500 $28,500 $28,500 $57,000

- GWMA members will pay an additional 3% in administrative costs
- Non-GWMA members will an additional 5% in administrative costs
- GWMA will collect a 25% deposit on each cost share amount listed in case a city decides to drop out

Should the following cities elect to participate, their fees will be as shown below.
La Habra Heights 700 $2,613 $224 $2,837 $1,425 $119 $1,544
West Covina 10,283 $1,742 $3,291 $5,033 $950 $1,748 $2,698

East San Gabriel Valley 
Watershed Management 
Area

Lower San Gabriel River

 (50% equal share, 50% by area)  (50% equal share, 50% by area)

Installation and 1st Year's operations                          
$110,000

2nd Year and subsequent years                                       
$60,000

Rio Hondo/San Gabriel 
River Water Quality Group

Upper San Gabriel River



Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
San Gabriel River Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Cost Share Breakdown
Base Cost

Area Cost
LACFCD Contribution
Total

Additional Monitoring
Gateway Cities
Non-Gateway Cities

Participating
Agencies

Cost
1st Year 110,000$     
2nd Year 60,000$        



Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
Coyote Creek Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Group Name Cities/ Permittees Involved Area (acres) Area Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost Base Cost Area Cost Total Cost
Artesia 1,037 2.0% $2,613 $1,062 $3,675 $1,425 $579 $2,004
Cerritos 5,645 11.1% $2,613 $5,781 $8,394 $1,425 $3,153 $4,578
Diamond Bar 4,563 8.9% $2,613 $4,673 $7,286 $1,425 $2,549 $3,974
Hawaiian Gardens 614 1.2% $2,613 $629 $3,241 $1,425 $343 $1,768
La Mirada 5,018 9.8% $2,613 $5,139 $7,752 $1,425 $2,803 $4,228
Lakewood 1,293 2.5% $2,613 $1,324 $3,937 $1,425 $722 $2,147
Long Beach 2,138 4.2% $2,613 $2,190 $4,802 $1,425 $1,194 $2,619
Norwalk 6,246 12.2% $2,613 $6,397 $9,009 $1,425 $3,489 $4,914
Santa Fe Springs 5,683 11.1% $2,613 $5,820 $8,433 $1,425 $3,175 $4,600
Whittier 9,382 18.4% $2,613 $9,608 $12,221 $1,425 $5,241 $6,666

Other Unincorporated 9,400 18.4% $26,125 $9,627 $35,752 $14,250 $5,251 $19,501
LACFCD (5%) - - - - - - - - - - $5,500 - - - - $3,000

Totals 51,019 100.0% $52,250 $52,250 $104,500 $28,500 $28,500 $57,000

- GWMA members will pay an additional 3% in administrative costs
- Non-GWMA members will an additional 5% in administrative costs
- GWMA will collect a 25% deposit on each cost share amount listed in case a city decides to drop out

Should La Habra Heights choose to participate, the fee will be as below and the fee for Unincoporated will change as shown below.
La Habra Heights 3,242 $13,063 $3,307 $16,369 $7,125 $1,816 $8,941
Unincorporated 9,400 $13,063 $9,588 $22,651 $7,125 $5,264 $12,389

Lower San Gabriel River

 (50% equal share, 50% by area)  (50% equal share, 50% by area)

Installation and 1st Year's operations                          
$110,000

2nd Year and subsequent years                                       
$60,000



Harbor Toxics TMDL Monitoring
Coyote Creek Watersheds

Last update 5/28/2015 Area is preliminary and subject to revisions.

Cost Share Breakdown
Base Cost

Area Cost
LACFCD Contribution
Total

Additional Monitoring
Gateway Cities
Non-Gateway Cities

Participating
Agencies

Cost
1st Year 110,000$     
2nd Year 60,000$        



 

 
 
 

Agenda Item Staff Report 
 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
   For the Meeting of June 9, 2015 

 
FROM:  Blaine Michaelis, City Manager 

 
INITIATED BY: Community Development Department 

 
SUBJECT: Authorize Mayor to Sign Letter of Opposition to AB 57 (Quirk) 

regarding Wireless Siting 
 

 

 
 

SUMMARY 
AB 57 (Quirk) proposes to revise State law regarding the siting of 
wireless telecommunication facilities. In part the legislation would 

attempt, but in a confusing manner, to implement certain FCC rulings; 
but, in reality opposes additional restrictions on local zoning authority 
over wireless facilities, including a possible preemption by declaring 

that such facilities are not a municipal affair. 
 

The League of California Cities and the American Planning Association 
oppose AB 57. 

 

 
 
BACKGROUND 

The League of California Cities, among others, oppose AB 57 as currently 
written. While the bill proposes to implement certain FCC rulings, it broadens 
these rulings in a manner which adds additional confusion and complexity to 
these discretionary reviews. These FCC rulings are also the subject of ongoing 
litigation.  The bill also declares wireless facilities are not a municipal affair 
leaving oppose the opportunity for additional intrusion into the City’s zoning 
purview over these local land use matters. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

Authorize Letter of Opposition. 
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 

4d
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Larry Stevens 
Assistant City Manager for Community Development 
 
Attachments:  
1. Draft Letter 
2. League Opposition Letter 
3. Bill text AB 57 (Quirk) 
4. Bill Analysis 
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ATTACHMENT # 1 
 

(ON CITY LETTERHEAD) 
 
June 9, 2015 
 
Area Legislators  
Assigned Committee Chairman 
Assemblymember Quirk  
 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE:      AB 57 (Quirk). Wireless Telecommunications Facilities. (as amended 
April 6, 2015) 
Notice of OPPOSITION 
 
Dear ___________________: 
 
The City of San Dimas opposes AB 57 (Quirk), which would unnecessarily and 
significantly impact a cities’ authority to regulate the placement of certain wireless 
telecommunications facilities.  AB 57 goes beyond the requirements of federal 
law and regulations by deeming approved any application for colocation or siting 
of new wireless facilities if a jurisdiction does not approve or disapprove the 
application within the timelines required by the Federal Communications 
Commission. 
 
In 2009, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) adopted rules that 
require local governments to review and act on applications for the establishment 
of wireless communications structures. Under that ruling, cities have 90 days to 
review collocation applications, and 150 days for other siting applications.  If 
cities do not act in this timeframe, an applicant can bring action in court.  During 
the rulemaking, wireless carriers requested that the FCC adopt the deemed 
approved requirements included in AB 57.  However, the FCC rightly refused. 
 
The issue was raised again in 2014 when the FCC reviewed requirements under 
a new federal rule, known as the 6409 rule, regarding what is considered a 
“substantial modification”.  Again, the FCC refused to issue a deemed approved 
rule. The League is unaware of any evidence that special circumstances exist in 
California that would require a special deemed approved rule. 
 
In addition to the policy concerns above, the League notes that the federal law 
continues to have court challenges.  Regardless of their outcome, we encourage 
the legislature to refrain from locking California into a law based on regulations 
that could soon be changed by the courts. 
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AB 57 declares that a single “wireless telecommunications facility . . . is not a 
municipal affair . . . but is a matter of statewide concern.” California courts 
consistently hold that zoning and land-use decisions constitute municipal affairs.  
Does the legislature intend to preempt all local police powers over each 
individual wireless site? Loose language such as this will engender confusion, 
conflict and wasteful litigation. Localities are in the best position to determine 
whether and how to mitigate potential impacts to local environmental, aesthetic 
historic and cultural resources. The Senate should preserve local authority to 
handle what are clearly local matters. 
 
The League recognizes the author’s willingness to discuss this issue, and 
commends him on his desire to better wireless telecommunications services.  
However, AB 57 is not the answer. If you have any questions regarding the 
League’s position on this bill, please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 658-
8249. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Curt Morris, Mayor 
 
Cc: League of California Cities 
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ATTACHMENT # 2 
 

 

 
 
May 11, 2015 
 
The Honorable Brian Maienschein 
Chair, Assembly Local Government Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 157 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
1400 K Street, Suite 400 • Sacramento, California 95814 
Phone: 916.658.8200 Fax: 916.658.8240 www.cacities.org 
 
RE:      AB 57 (Quirk). Wireless Telecommunications Facilities. (as amended 

April 6, 2015) 
Notice of OPPOSITION 

 
Dear Assembly Member Maienschein: 
 
The League of California Cities opposes AB 57 (Quirk), which would 
unnecessarily and significantly impact a cities’ authority to regulate the 
placement of certain wireless telecommunications facilities.  AB 57 goes beyond 
the requirements of federal law and regulations by deeming approved any 
application for colocation or siting of new wireless facilities if a jurisdiction does 
not approve or disapprove the application within the timelines required by the 
Federal Communications Commission. 
 
In 2009, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) adopted rules that 
require local governments to review and act on applications for the establishment 
of wireless communications structures. Under that ruling, cities have 90 days to 
review collocation applications, and 150 days for other siting applications.  If 
cities do not act in this timeframe, an applicant can bring action in court.  During 
the rulemaking, wireless carriers requested that the FCC adopt the deemed 
approved requirements included in AB 57.  However, the FCC rightly refused. 
 
The issue was raised again in 2014 when the FCC reviewed requirements under 
a new federal rule, known as the 6409 rule, regarding what is considered a 
“substantial modification”.  Again, the FCC refused to issue a deemed approved 
rule. The League is unaware of any evidence that special circumstances exist in 
California that would require a special deemed approved rule. 
 

http://www.cacities.org/
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In addition to the policy concerns above, the League notes that the federal law 
continues to have court challenges.  Regardless of their outcome, we encourage 
the legislature to refrain from locking California into a law based on regulations 
that could soon be changed by the courts. 
 
The League recognizes the author’s willingness to discuss this issue, and 
commends him on his desire to better wireless telecommunications services.  
However, AB 57 is not the answer. If you have any questions regarding the 
League’s position on this bill, please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 658-
8249. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Jennifer Whiting 
Legislative Representative 
 
cc:        Assembly Member Bill Quirk 
Members, Assembly Local Government Committee Debbie Michel, Assembly 
Local Government Committee William Weber, Assembly Republican Caucus 
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  ATTACHMENT # 3 
 

 

 

BILL NUMBER: AB 57 AMENDED 

 BILL TEXT 

 

 AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY  APRIL 6, 2015 

 AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY  MARCH 26, 2015 

 

INTRODUCED BY   Assembly Member Quirk 

 

                        DECEMBER 2, 2014 

 

    An act to amend Section 8886 of the Government Code, 

relating to communications.   An act to add Section 

65964.1 to the Government Code, relating to telecommunications.  

 

 

 LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

 

 

   AB 57, as amended, Quirk.  Broadband communications 

infrastructure.   Telecommunications: wireless 

telecommunication facilities.   

   Existing law requires a city, including a charter city, or county 

to administratively approve an application for a collocation facility 

on or immediately adjacent to a wireless telecommunications 

collocation facility, as defined, through the issuance of a building 

permit or a nondiscretionary permit, as specified. Existing law 

prohibits a city or county from taking certain actions as a condition 

of approval of an application for a permit for construction or 

reconstruction for a development project for a wireless 

telecommunications facility.   

   Under existing federal law, the Federal Communications Commission 

issued a ruling establishing reasonable time periods within which a 

local government is required to act on a colocation or siting 

application for a wireless telecommunications facility.   

   This bill would provide that a colocation or siting application 

for a wireless telecommunications facility is deemed approved, if the 

city or county fails to approve or disapprove the application within 

the time periods established by the commission and all required 

public notices have been provided regarding the application.  

 

   The existing federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 preempts any 

state or local statute or regulation that may prohibit or have the 

effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any 

interstate or intrastate telecommunications service. However, this 

provision does not prohibit a state from imposing, on a competitively 

neutral basis, requirements necessary to preserve and advance 

universal service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the 

continued quality of telecommunications services, and safeguard the 

rights of consumers, nor does it prevent a state or local government 

from managing the public rights-of-way or requiring fair and 

reasonable compensation from telecommunications providers, on a 

competitively neutral and nondiscriminatory basis, for use of public 
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rights-of-way on a nondiscriminatory basis.   

   Under existing law, telegraph or telephone corporations may 

construct lines of telegraph or telephone lines along and upon any 

public road or highway, along or across any of the waters or lands 

within the state, and may erect related poles, posts, piers, 

abutments, and other necessary fixtures of their lines, but may not 

incommode the public use of the road or highway or interrupt the 

navigation of the waters. Existing law declares the intent of the 

Legislature that, consistent with this authorization, municipalities 

have the right to exercise reasonable control as to the time, place, 

and manner in which roads, highways, and waterways are accessed, but 

that for the control to be reasonable it must, at a minimum, be 

applied to all entities in an equivalent manner.   

   Existing law establishes the California Broadband Council in state 

government for the purpose of promoting broadband deployment in 

unserved and underserved areas of the state and broadband adoption 

throughout the state, imposes specified duties on the council 

relating to that purpose, and specifies the membership of the 

council.   

   This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact 

legislation to promote the deployment of communications 

infrastructure by removing barriers to investment. The bill would add 

the President of the Board of Directors of the League of California 

Cities and the President of the Executive Committee of the California 

State Association of Counties, or their respective designees, to the 

membership of the council.  

   Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee:  yes 

  no  . State-mandated local program: no. 

 

 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS: 

 

   SECTION 1.    Section 65964.1 is added to the  

 Government Code  , to read:   

   65964.1.  (a) A colocation or siting application for a wireless 

telecommunications facility, as defined in Section 65850.6, shall be 

deemed approved if both of the following occur: 

   (1) The city or county fails to approve or disapprove the 

application within the time periods established by the Federal 

Communications Commission in In re Petition for Declaratory Ruling, 

24 FCC Rcd. 13994 (2009). 

   (2) All public notices regarding the application have been 

provided consistent with the public notice requirements for the 

application. 

   (b) The Legislature finds and declares that a wireless 

telecommunications facility has a significant economic impact in 

California and is not a municipal affair as that term is used in 

Section 5 of Article XI of the California Constitution, but is a 

matter of statewide concern.   

  SECTION 1.    The Legislature finds and declares 

all of the following: 

   (a) California consumers and businesses have adopted new, 

Internet-based technologies and mobile connections at an 

unprecedented rate. Internet-based products and devices, including 

smartphones and tablets, are providing consumers everywhere with new 

choices to connect, to communicate, and to access information and 

entertainment. 
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   (b) The deployment of faster, more robust, and advanced wireless 

and wireline broadband infrastructure is essential to ensuring there 

is sufficient capacity and coverage to support the increasing 

reliance of California residents on broadband services. 

   (c) State and local review of broadband infrastructure deployment 

serves important interests, but at the same time, California must 

take steps to ensure that requirements do not hinder investment. 

State and local permitting processes should be designed to eliminate 

unnecessary barriers and spur deployment of infrastructure. This 

includes streamlining permitting requirements to reduce delay and 

cost, and the creation of uniform processes. 

   (d) New and upgraded infrastructure delivers a vast array of 

consumer and community benefits, including important improvements to 

public safety, education, and healthcare. The power of mobile 

communications is a critical tool for first responders in emergency 

situations. According to the Federal Communications Commission, 

nearly 70 percent of 911 calls are made from mobile telephones, and 

that percentage is growing. 

   (e) As we continue the transition to a knowledge-based, 

technology-driven economy, California must invest in students and 

provide them with the proper tools and technologies to bolster 

academic achievement, starting with expanding access to high-speed 

broadband Internet and next-generation Internet Protocol-based 

networks. 

   (f) Facilitating broadband deployment additionally plays a key 

role in advancing telemedicine and mobile health applications, which 

can help Californians remotely monitor their health while reducing 

medical costs. 

   (g) Wireless broadband is also key to economic development and a 

driver for new business and jobs. Businesses increasingly depend on 

strong wireless broadband service to carry their employees through 

the work day. An estimated 94 percent of small businesses surveyed 

use smartphones to conduct business and mobile technologies are 

saving the country's small businesses more than sixty-five billion 

dollars ($65,000,000,000) a year. 

   (h) Broadband infrastructure deployment creates jobs. A 2013 study 

conducted by the research firm Information Age Economics projects 

that wireless infrastructure investment will generate as much as one 

trillion two-hundred billion dollars ($1,200,000,000,000) in economic 

growth while creating over 1.2 million new jobs, nationally, over 

the next five years. 

   (i) It is the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation to 

promote the deployment of communications infrastructure by removing 

barriers to investment. Removing investment barriers is critical to 

meeting the surging demand by California residents for advanced 

wireless and wireline broadband technologies and services, supporting 

and enhancing critical public safety needs, and bridging the digital 

divide by increasing access for more Californians to improved 

education, health care, and economic development opportunities. 

  

  SEC. 2.    Section 8886 of the Government Code is 

amended to read: 

   8886.  (a) The membership of the California Broadband Council 

shall include all of the following: 

   (1) The Director of Technology, or his or her designee. 

   (2) The President of the Public Utilities Commission, or his or 

her designee. 
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   (3) The Director of Emergency Services, or his or her designee. 

   (4) The Superintendent of Public Instruction, or his or her 

designee. 

   (5) The Director of General Services, or his or her designee. 

   (6) The Secretary of Transportation, or his or her designee. 

   (7) The President of the California Emerging Technology Fund, or 

his or her designee. 

   (8) A member of the Senate, appointed by the Senate Committee on 

Rules. 

   (9) A member of the Assembly, appointed by the Speaker of the 

Assembly. 

   (10) The President of the Board of Directors of the League of 

California Cities, or his or her designee. 

   (11) The President of the Executive Committee of the California 

State Association of Counties, or his or her designee. 

   (b) Members of the Legislature appointed to the council shall 

participate in the activities of the council to the extent that their 

participation is not incompatible with their positions as Members of 

the Legislature.  
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ATTACHMENT # 4 
 

 

 

BILL ANALYSIS                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 

 

 

                                                                        

AB 57 

 

 

                                                                       

       ASSEMBLY THIRD READING 

 

 

       AB   

       57 (Quirk) 

 

 

       As Amended  April 6, 2015 

 

 

       Majority vote 

 

 

        ---------------------------------------------------------------

----  

       |Committee       |Votes |Ayes                |                      

| 

       |                |      |                    |                      

| 

       |                |      |                    |                      

| 

       |----------------+------+--------------------+------------------

----| 

       |Local           |7-0   |Maienschein,        |                      

| 

       |Government      |      |Gonzalez, Alejo,    |                      

| 

       |                |      |Cooley, Holden,     |                      

| 

       |                |      |Linder, Waldron     |                      

| 

       |                |      |                    |                      

| 

       |                |      |                    |                      

| 

        ---------------------------------------------------------------

----  

 

 

       SUMMARY:  Requires a colocation or siting application for a 

wireless telecommunications facility to be deemed approved, if 

specified conditions are met, and applies these provisions to all 
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counties and cities, including charter cities.  Specifically, this 

bill:   

       1)Requires a colocation or siting application for a wireless   

telecommunications facility to be deemed approved, if both of the   

      following occur: 

 

 

          a)   The city or county fails to approve or disapprove the   

  application within the time periods established by the Federal   

          Communications Commission in In re Petition for Declaratory   

          Ruling, 24 FCC Rcd. 13994 (2009); and, 

   b)   All public notices regarding the application have been   

  provided consistent with the public notice requirements for        

the application. 

 

       2)States that the Legislature finds and declares that a wireless   

       telecommunications facility has a significant economic impact in   

       California and is not a municipal affair as that term is used in   

       California Constitution Article XI, Section 5, but is a matte of   

         statewide concern. 

 

 

       EXISTING LAW:   

 

 

       1)Defines the following terms: 

a)   "Collocation facility" to mean the placement or      

installation of wireless facilities, including antennas, 

and related equipment, on, or immediately adjacent to, a 

wireless telecommunications collocation facility. 

b)   "Wireless telecommunications facility" to mean 

equipment and network components, such as towers, utility 

poles, transmitters, ase stations, and emergency power 

systems that are integral to providing wireless 

telecommunications services. 

c)   "Wireless telecommunications collocation facility" to       

mean a wireless telecommunications facility that includes 

collocation  facilities. 

 

 2)Provides that a collocation facility shall be a permitted use 

not subject to a city or county discretionary permit, if it 

satisfies the following requirements: 

a)   The collocation of facility is consistent with       

requirements for the wireless telecommunications 

collocation facility pursuant to 3) below, on which the 

collocation facility is proposed; 

b)   The wireless telecommunications collocation facility 

on which he collocation facility is proposed was subject to 

a  discretionary permit by the city or county and an 

environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, or a 

negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration was 

adopted for the wireless telecommunications collocation 

facility in compliance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA), the requirements of Section 21166 do 

not apply, and the collocation facility incorporates 

required mitigation measures specified in that EIR,   

negative declaration, or mitigated negative declaration. 
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3)Provides that a wireless telecommunications collocation 

facility, where a subsequent collocation facility is a permitted 

use not subject to a city or county discretionary permit pursuant 

to 2) above, shall be subject to a city or county discretionary 

permit issued on or after January 1, 2007, and shall comply with 

all of the following: 

 

 

a)   City or county requirements for a wireless 

telecommunications collocation facility that specifies 

types of wireless telecommunications facilities that are 

allowed to include a collocation facility, or types of 

wireless telecommunications facilities that are allowed to 

include certain types of  collocation facilities; height, 

location, bulk, and size of the wireless telecommunications 

collocation facility; percentage of the wireless 

telecommunications collocation facility that may be   

occupied by collocation facilities; and, aesthetic or 

design requirements for the wireless telecommunications 

collocation facility; 

     b)   City or county requirements for a proposed collocation   

facility, including any types of collocation facilities 

that may be allowed on a wireless telecommunications 

collocation facility; height, location, bulk, and size of 

allowed collocation facilities; and, aesthetic or design 

requirements for a collocation facility; 

c)   State and local requirements, including the general      

plan, any applicable community plan or specific plan, and 

zoning ordinance; and, 

      d)   CEQA through certification of an EIR, or adoption of a   

      negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration. 

 

4)Requires the city or county to hold at least one public hearing 

on the discretionary permit required pursuant to 3) above, and   

requires notice to be given as specified, unless otherwise   

required. 

 

5)States that the Legislature finds and declares that a 

collocation facility has a significant economic impact in 

California and is not a municipal affair, but is a matter of 

statewide concern. 

 

6)Limits the consideration of the environmental effects of radio   

frequency emissions by the city or county to that authorized by 

47 United States Code Section 332(c)(7), as specified. 

 

 

 

       FISCAL EFFECT:  None 

 

 

       COMMENTS:   

 

 

1)Bill Summary.  This bill requires a colocation or siting   
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application for a wireless telecommunications facility to be 

deemed approve, if both of the following occur:  1) the city or 

county fails to approve or disapprove the application within the 

time periods established by the FCC 2009 Declaratory Ruling; and, 

2) all public notices regarding the application have been 

provided consistent with the public notice requirements for the 

application.  This bill declares that a wireless 

telecommunications facility has a significant economic impact in 

California and is not a municipal  affair, but is a matter of 

statewide concern, thus applying the requirements of this bill to 

all cities, including charter cities.    

 

 

 

         This bill is sponsored by the author. 

 

 

2)Author's Statement.  According to the author, "In order to   

encourage the expansion of wireless networks, Congress passed the   

Telecommunications Act of 1996, which requires a local 

jurisdiction to act on a wireless facility colocation or siting 

application within a 'reasonable period of time.'  As the entity 

charged with implementing the Act, the Federal Communications 

Commission (FCC), issued a declaratory ruling that a 'reasonable 

period of time' is  presumptively 90 days to process collocation 

applications and 150 days to process all other applications. 

 

"While the FCC's regulations were promulgated pursuant to the   

agency's rulemaking and adjudicatory authority, thus carrying the   

force of law, local jurisdictions charged with acting on these   

wireless facility applications often ignore the FCC's timeline.  

If the FCC deadlines are not met, the only remedy currently 

available to the provider seeking the permit is to sue the local 

jurisdiction in court. 

 

"Instead of requiring the provider to seek a judicial remedy to   

enforce the FCC's timeline, AB 57 would provide that a wireless   

facility colocation or siting application that is not acted on by   

the local jurisdiction within the timeline shall be 'deemed   

approved.'  Consistent with the FCC's finding that 'wireless   

service providers have faced lengthy and unreasonable delays in 

the consideration of their facility siting applications, and that 

the persistence of such delays is impeding the deployment of 

advanced and emergency services,' this bill would close a 

loophole that allows a local jurisdiction to effectively extend 

the timeline beyond that established by the FCC. 

 

"Nothing in AB 57 limits or affects the authority of a local   

jurisdiction over siting decisions, as they still retain all   

existing rights to deny applications that do not meet the   

jurisdiction's lawful siting requirements.  AB 57 simply provides 

a  workable remedy for a local jurisdiction's failure to abide by   

existing federal deadlines." 

 

 

3)Background on Siting of Wireless Facilities.  In the   

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Congress imposed specific   
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limitations on the traditional authority of state and local   

governments to regulate the location, construction, and   

modification of [towers and antennas], and incorporated those   

limitations into the federal Communications Act of 1934.  Federal   

Communications Act, Section 201(b) empowers the FCC to "prescribe   

such rules and regulations as may be necessary in the public   

interest to carry out [its] provisions."  The Act imposed five   

substantive limitations codified in 47 United States Code Section   

332(c)(7)(B).  One of those limitations, Section 332 

(c)(7)(B)(ii), required state or local governments to act on 

wireless siting applications "within a reasonable period of time 

after the request is duly filed." 

 

On November 18, 2009, the FCC released a Declaratory Ruling (In 

re Petition for Declaratory Ruling, 24 FCC Rcd. 13994 (2009)) in   

response to a July 11, 2008, petition filed by CTIA - The 

Wireless Association, asking the FCC to clarify provisions in 

Communications Act of 1934 Section 253 and Section 332 (c)(7), as 

amended, regarding state and local review of wireless facility 

siting  applications.  That Declaratory Ruling found that a 

"reasonable period of time" for a state or local government to 

act on a personal wireless service facility siting application is   

presumptively 90 days for collocation applications and   

presumptively 150 days for siting applications other than   

collocations, and that the lack of a decision within this   

timeframes constitutes a "failure to act" based on which a 

service provider may commence an action in court under Section   

332(c)(7)(B)(v). The 2009 Declaratory Ruling noted that "by   

clarifying the statute in this manner, we recognize Congress' 

dual  interests in promoting the rapid and ubiquitous deployment 

of advanced, innovative, and competitive services, and in 

preserving the substantial area of authority that Congress 

reserved to State and local governments to ensure that personal 

wireless service facility siting occurs in a manner consistent 

with each community's  values." 

 

The Cities of Arlington and San Antonio, Texas, sought review of   

the 2009 Declaratory Ruling in the Fifth Circuit.  They argued 

that the FCC lacked authority to interpret Section 332(c)(7)(B)'s   

limitations.  Relying on Circuit precedent, the Court upheld the   

presumptive 90- and 150- deadlines and entitled to Chevron   

deference.  The Supreme Court of the United States granted   

certiorari to look at whether a court should apply Chevron to an   

agency's determination of its own jurisdiction. On May 20, 2013,   

the judgment of the Court of Appeals was affirmed by the Supreme   

Court, thus confirming that Congress has vested the FCC with   

general authority to administer the Communications Act through   

rulemaking and adjudication. 

 

 

The Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 

(Spectrum Act) was signed into law by President Barack Obama on 

February 22, 2012, and included provisions regarding wireless 

facilities deployment.  Section 6409(a) of the Spectrum Act 

states that "a state or local government may not deny, and shall 

approve, any eligible facilities request for a modification of an 

existing wireless tower or base station that does not 
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substantially change he physical dimensions of such a tower or 

base station." 

 

In a report released by the FCC on October 21, 2014, the FCC   

interpreted and implemented the "collocation" provisions of 

Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, Section 

6409(a). The report noted that Section 6409(a) included a number 

of undefined terms, and the FCC adopted rules to clarify many of 

the terms and enforce their requirements.  Among other measures, 

the FCC: 

  a)   Clarified that Section 6409(a) applies to support 

structures and to transmission equipment used in connection with 

any Commission-licensed or authorized wireless transmission; 

        b)   Clarified that a modification "substantially 

changes" the physical dimensions of a tower or base station, as 

measured from the dimensions of the tower or base station 

inclusive of any modifications approved prior to the passage of 

the Spectrum Act, if it meets specified criteria; 

          c)   Provided that states and localities may continue 

to enforce and condition approval on compliance with generally 

applicable building, structural, electrical, and safety codes and 

with other laws codifying objective standards reasonable related 

to health and safety; 

        d)   Provided that a state or local government may only 

require applicants to provide documentation that is reasonably 

related to determining whether the eligible facilities request 

meets the  requirements of 6409 (a); 

        e)   Required, within 60 days from the date of filing,  

accounting for tolling, a state or local government to approve an   

application covered by Section 6409 (a); 

        f)   Provided that an application filed under Section 

6409 (a) is deemed granted, if a state or local government fails 

to act on  it within the requisite time period. The 2014 FCC 

report also clarified Communications Act Section 3329(c)(7) and 

the FCC's 2009 Declaratory Ruling, as follows: 

        g)   Clarified, with regard to the FCC's determination in 

the 2009 Declaratory Ruling that a state or municipality may toll 

the running of the shot clock, if it notifies the applicant 

within 30 days of submission that its application is incomplete, 

that: 

i)     The timeframe begins to run when an application 

is first submitted, not when it is deemed complete by 

the reviewing  government; 

ii)    A determination of incompleteness tolls the shot 

clock only, if the state or local government provides 

notice to the applicant in writing within 30 days of the 

application's submission, specifically delineating all 

mission information, and specifying the code provision, 

ordinance, application  nstruction, or otherwise 

publically-stated procedures that require the 

information to be submitted; 

iii)   Following an applicant's submission in response 

to a determination of incompleteness, the state or local  

government may reach a subsequent determination of 

incompleteness based solely on the applicant's failure 

to supply the specific information that was requested 

within the first 30 days; 
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iv)    The shot clock begins running again when the  

applicant makes its supplemental submission; however, 

the shot clock may again be tolled if the state or local 

government notifies the applicant within 10 days that 

the supplemental submission did not provide the specific 

information identified in the original notice 

delineating missing information. 

 

h)   Clarified that the presumptively reasonable timeframes 

run regardless of any applicable moratoria; 

i)   FCC declined to adopt an additional remedy for state 

or local government failures to act within the 

presumptively reasonable  time limits. 

 

 

On March 6, 2015, Montgomery County, Maryland filed a lawsuit in 

the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, 

petitioning for review of the 2014 FCC Report that made federal 

rules implementing Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act 

of 2012, Section 6409(a), stating that the Report is inconsistent 

with the United States Constitution; an unlawful interpretation 

of Section 6409(a) and other statutory  provisions; arbitrary and 

capricious and an abuse of discretion; and otherwise contrary to 

law. 

 

4)Previous Legislation.  AB 162 (Holden) of 2013, would have   

prohibited a local government from denying an eligible facilities   

request, as defined, for a modification of an existing wireless   

telecommunications facility or structure that does not   

substantially change the physical dimensions of the wireless   

telecommunications facility or structure, and would have required 

a ocal government to act on eligible facilities request within 90   

days of receipt.  The measure was referred to the Assembly Local   

Government Committee but was never heard. 

 

5)Policy Considerations.  The Legislature may wish to consider 

the following: 

 

 

          a)   Specific Examples.  The author notes that local 

jurisdictions charged with acting on these wireless facility 

applications often ignore the FCC's timeline.  The Legislature 

may wish to ask the author for specific examples in which this 

has happened in California, and to determine whether this is a 

widespread practice that warrants a legislative fix. 

  b)   "Deemed Approved."  According to the American 

Planning Association, California Chapter (APA), the California 

State Association of Counties (CSAC), and the Urban Counties 

Caucus (UCC), in opposition, "In 2014, the FCC determined that 

under a new federal law (47 U. S. C. 1455 (a)), applications for   

modifications to wireless facilities would be "deemed approved"   

in 60 days provided those modifications not substantially   

"change the physical dimensions" of the existing wireless   

facility.  The FCC's 'deemed approved' requirement doesn't apply   

to new wireless siting applications, which require more time for   

important environmental and esthetical review and permit   

processing, nor does it apply to colocations that involve   
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substantial increases in the size of the permitted facility.  In   

AB 57, however, the state would apply this remedy to both new   

applications and all colocation applications." 

 

 

The Legislature may wish to ask the author why it is necessary   

to go beyond the requirements and regulations promulgated by the   

FCC. 

  c)   Incentivizing Denial?  APA, CSAC, and UCC note that 

"adding a 'deemed approved' rule to state law where none 

presently exists,  as proposed under AB 57, could incentivize 

local jurisdictions to deny new siting or colocation applications 

in order to avoid allowing the shot-clock to run out before the 

local agency has been able to effectively negotiate on 

environmental and aesthetic matters that are at the heart of 

community concerns.  In this way, AB 57 could promote litigation 

rather than successful deployment of new or improved wireless   

 infrastructure." 

 

 

6)Arguments in Support.  Supporters argue that the current remedy 

in which the wireless provider may sue the locality for 

unreasonable delay in any 'court of competent jurisdiction,' is 

not a meaningful remedy and that California's courts are already 

overburdened.  Supporters note that the inherent delay in 

bringing a lawsuit over a single application, when a wireless 

provider may have hundreds of applications, make the FCC rule all 

but meaningless in this state,  and that as a result, local 

governments can, and often do, get away with violating federal 

law. 

 

 

7)Arguments in Opposition.  Opposition argues that this bill goes   

beyond the requirements of federal law and regulations, and that   

this bill effectively eliminates the ability of local agencies to   

meet the needs and best interests of local communities and   

determining the siting and collocation of wireless facilities.    

Opposition notes that federal law and regulations are sufficient 

on the matter and moreover that the state should not enact 

statute that expands the rights of wireless carriers beyond what 

is  provided by federal law. 

 

 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

 

          Support 

          AT & T 

          CalChamber 

          CALWA - The California Wireless Association 

                                           

 

          CTIA - The Wireless Association 

          California Manufacturers & Technology Association 

          PCIA - The Wireless Infrastructure Association 

          Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

          Sprint 
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          Tech America 

          TechNet 

          T-Mobile 

          Valley Industry & Commerce Association 

          Verizon 

 

          Opposition 

          American Planning Association, California Chapter 

          California State Association of Counties 

          City of Burbank 

          Rural County Representatives of California 

          Urban Counties Caucus 

 

 

 

 

       Analysis Prepared by:                                                

       Debbie Michel / L. GOV. / (916) 319-3958  FN: 0000417 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                               

 

 



 

 
 
 
 

 

Agenda Item Staff Report 
 

 
TO:   Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
   For the Meeting of June 9, 2015   
 
FROM:  Blaine Michaelis, City Manager 
 
INITIATED BY: Ken Duran, Assistant City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Fiscal Year 2015 - 2016 Budget Adoption  

 

 
 

 
SUMMARY 

 
 

Adoption of the FY 2015 - 2016 Annual Capital and Operating Budget.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

Attached is the FY 2015 - 2016 budget along with the narrative budget notes 
which describes the significant elements of the budget.  The budget notes follow 
chronologically with the budget.  Schedule 1 provides a summary of each of the 
Funds.  The Schedule shows the estimated beginning fund balance, estimated 
revenues for the fund, any transfers in or out, the estimated expenditures for the 
fund, use of reserves and lastly the ending fund balance.   

The City began this year’s budget process in February with a City Council and 
Staff Study Session to establish preliminary budget priorities. City staff then 
developed departmental budgets including revising current year budget 
projections and making recommendations for the FY 2015 - 2016 budget which 
were then compiled into a draft budget.  On May 12th the City Council held a 
study session to review the draft budget, as well as conducted a public hearing to 
receive public input on the budget.  The budget that is presented to you this 
evening is essentially the same as the draft budget reviewed at your May 12th 
meeting with a few noted exceptions which are highlighted as follows: 

 

5a(1)



 

GENERAL FUND 

 

 Residual Tax Distribution – 311-001 revenue was reduced by $34,000 in 
the FY 2014-15 revised estimate and $20,000 in FY 2015-16 to reflect 
actual distributions this year. 

 Per direction from the City Council the budget includes salary and benefit 
adjustments for all employees and several reclassifications of existing 
positions and the addition of a few new positions. 

 The City’s practice has been to maintain salaries by adjusting to 
inflation using the March Consumer Price Index.  The index this 
year was 0.5%.  The budget includes an adjustment of 0.5% to all 
salaries. 

 The City provides a cafeteria program with a monthly allocation for 
employees to use to purchase various insurances.  The budget 
includes a $100 increase for full-time employees and $50 increase 
for regular part-time employees to the monthly amount of the 
cafeteria allocation. 

 The budget includes an increase in hours for the Planning and 
Administration part-time interns, the addition of a part-time 
Recreation Intern and Housing Intern; the addition of a full-time 
Public Works Inspector and Planning Manager; the reclassification 
of a part-time Recreation Coordinator to full-time; the 
reclassification of the salary range for the Landscape Manager 
position; the creation of several new position classifications – 
Permit Technician II, Building Inspector/Plans Examiner, 
Maintenance Worker II, to provide reclassifications of some 
existing employees. 

 Public Access Equipment – 4190-038 was increased by $8,900.  We 
worked with ULV to refine the equipment needs for the Access Channel.  
One of the upgrades will be to the system that provides the streaming 
and on-demand features of the channel which will enhance those 
experiences. 

 Administration Professional Services – 4150-020 was increased by $4,300 
to contract for a service to provide on-line employment application filing. 

 

 General Plan Update – At the budget study session there was discussion 
on budgeting funds to define a scope of work for an RFQ for a General 
Plan update.  There is not a specific line item in the budget for this 
because there is already $250,000 in designated reserves set aside for 



 

this project.  If funds are needed for definition of the scope of work the 
designated reserve funds can be allocated. 
 

SPECIAL FUNDS 

 There are a few projects or portions of projects that were carried over from 
this year to next year.  The funding amount of those projects did not 
change. 

 City-Wide Lighting District Fund 07 – Revised Estimates for FY 2014-15 
increased for Traffic Signal Maintenance - $15,000, Accident Repair - 
$20,000 and Traffic Signal Upgrades - $15,000 due to replacement of 
some rusting poles at several intersections and increase in damage from 
traffic accidents 

 Infrastructure Fund 12 – Horse Trail Fence – increased by $6,000. 

 Equipment Replacement Fund 70 – Telephones/ Equipment - $190,000.  
The preliminary budget included $80,000 as place holder pending the 
results of a telephone system assessment which is now complete.   

 
SUMMARY 
 
The budgeted revenue estimates were developed very cautiously and 
conservatively again this year.  The total General Fund revenues, including 
Transfers In, as shown on Schedule 1, are $21,423,959, a $1,500,702 or 7.5% 
increase over last year.  This includes $787,950 in one time revenue.  In any 
given year there may be one-time revenue sources and it is important to 
recognize these and consider this when comparing year to year revenues.  The 
following chart shows the one-time revenue for the past two years and the 
proposed budget. 
 

SOURCE FY 13-14  FY 14-15 FY 15-16 

Insurance Refund $398,930 $104,813 $402,950 

Unanticipated Permit 
Fees 

$481,335 $0 $0 

Admin Fee Settlement $16,890 $0 $0 

Sales Tax Triple Flip 
Accrual 

  $385,000 

Total $897,155 $104,813 $787,950 

 
 
The budgeted General Fund expenditures are $20,618,843 a $1,298,516 or 
6.7% increase over last year.  This includes $514,000 in one-time expenses.  
The one-time expenses included in next year’s budget include: 
 



 

SOURCE AMOUNT 

Accela Automation Implementation $434,000 

Zoning Code Update   $40,000 

Special Project Contract Engineering   $40,000 

Total $514,000 

 
The budget reflects $805,116 in General Fund revenue over expenditures.   
The ending Fund Balance or reserves is projected at $16,290,289 or 79% of 
general fund operating expenses.  This is after the directed transfer of reserve 
funds for specific projects totaling $1,335,900.  Those transfers include: 
 

 Fund 12 - Downtown Boardwalk Renovation Project - $1,000,000 

 Fund 20 – Park Development - $291,471 

 Fund 21 – District #1 Park Development - $44,429 
 
The City’s total budget including the General Fund and all City and Entity Funds 
includes $35,234,820 in revenue and $38,752,990 in expense.  The projected 
ending cash fund balance of all Funds is $25,444,846. 
 
The budget includes a significant number of capital improvement and major 
projects next year.  Some of those projects include: 
 

 Completion of the Foothill Wash project 

 Golden Hills Road realignment 

 Downtown Streetscape/Bonita Ave. reconstruction 

 Transition to partial contract street sweeping 

 Via Verde median island reconstruction 

 Meyer Tract median reconstruction 

 Marchant Park renovation 

 Via Verde Park playground equipment replacement 

 Loma Vista Park playground equipment replacement 

 Pioneer Park playground equipment replacement (pending grant award) 

 Walnut Creek Park Development 

 Accela Automation implementation 

 Telephone system upgrade 

 Zoning Code update 

 Water conservation adjustments – irrigation modifications, turf removals 

 MS4 Permit implementation 

 Downtown Specific Plan update 

 Sycamore Equestrian Center restroom project 

 ADA Transition Plan update 
 
 
   
RECOMMENDATION 



 

1. Receive a summary presentation from staff on the budget. 

2. Adopt the FY 2015 - 2016 Annual Capital and Operating Budget. 

3. Adoption of Appropriation Limit for FY 2015 - 2016 - RESOLUTION NO. 
2015 - 34 , A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
ADOPTING APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015 - 2016 
AND APPROPRIATE EXCESS REVENUES. 

4. Adoption of Salary Resolution - RESOLUTION NO 2015 - 35, 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS 
ADOPTING AND EXTENDING THE PAY PLAN AND REIMBURSEMENT 
SCHEDULE FOR CITY EMPLOYEES, adopting the 0.5% cost of living 
adjustment, increase to the Cafeteria Plan contribution and adjusting and 
adding position classifications as described in the staff report. 
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FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 
 BUDGET NOTES 

 
 

GENERAL FUND REVENUES 
 
Total revenues including Transfers In are budgeted at $21,423,959.  Major 
revenue categories include: 
 
PROPERTY TAX – 311 
 

 Base Property Tax - $2,728,000 - $258,000 or 10% increase over this 
year’s budget. 

 Residual Tax Distribution - $271,000 - This is the City’s share of the 
residual tax increment that is redistributed to taxing entities.  This amount 
is an estimate since the actual amount is based on the amount left over 
after ROPS obligations are paid.  As the ROPS review process is still in 
flux it is difficult to accurately project. 

 Motor Vehicle In Lieu Triple Flip - $3,191,000, a 3% increase over last 
year.   

 
SALES TAX – 312 
 
Sales Tax - $6,590,000 –   Base sales tax is projected up $402,000, or 6% over 
last year.  This is also the transition year of the “triple-flip” backfill formula.  
Starting in 2016-17 sales tax remittance will be back to normal.  Because of the 
accrual of payments in this year we will also be experiencing a one-time 
additional remittance of $385,000. 
 
FRANCHISE TAX – 314 
 
Total of all Franchise Fees - $2,259,000 – A slight increase of $33,000.  
 
OTHER TAXES – 315-317 
 

 Transit Occupancy Tax - $1,400,000 – A $136,000 or 10% increase which 
is due to an overall increase in occupancy from all hotels. 

 Business License - $412,000 – This represents $11,000 or 2.6% decrease 
over last year 

 Documentary Stamp Tax - $139,000 - $26,000 decrease over last year.  
Tax is collected by the County on real estate transactions in the City. 

 
BUILDING AND OTHER PERMITS – 321-322 
 
Total Permits - $617,000 – Budgeted at a $72,000 decrease over last year’s 
budget.  However, the revised estimate for the current year is $808,000, 
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$119,000 more than budget.  This increase is due to increase in building and 
street permits.  We are considering this as one time revenue because we can’t 
anticipate if this increased activity will continue and have budgeting 
conservatively for next year. 
 
FINES/PENALTIES & CITATIONS – 331-332 
 
Total Citations - $467,700 – Decrease by $6,300, mostly in local ordinance and 
motor vehicle violations.  This is still below levels from a few years ago. 
 
USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY – 341/397 
 
Interest – $171,964 – Decrease by $42,000, though we continue to diversify our 
investments interest rates still remain very low. 
 
Building Rentals - $135,000.  Increase of $20,000 over the last year’s budget, 
based on increased facility rental for the Community Building and Senior 
Citizen/Community Center. 
 
CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES 
 
Planning Fees - $40,200 – About the same as last year. 
 
CHARGES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES – 360 
 
Administration of Propositions A & C, Measure R, Walker House and Charter 
Oak Park remain roughly at the same amounts of reimbursement as last year. 
 
RECREATION FEES – 367 
 
Total Fees - $530,550 – Total amount is roughly the same as last year.  
 
SWIM & RACQUET CLUB FEES – 368 
 
Total Fees - $265,668 – Total amount is roughly the same as last year.   
 
REFUNDS/REIMBURSEMENTS – 369-391-393-395 
 
Administration Costs from Successor Agency - $150,000 – This is the amount of 
reimbursement for Successor Agency staff costs.  There is a cap on the amount 
of total administrative costs, including staff costs of $250,000 per year.  The 
$150,000 does not cover all of the Successor Agency staff costs but is the 
amount available after other administrative costs. 
 
Administration Costs from Housing Authority - $68,000 – Reimbursement to the 
City for staffing costs associated for operations of the Housing Authority 
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programs.  Prior to the dissolution of the redevelopment agency the Housing Set-
aside Fund would reimburse the City for staff costs associated with the housing 
programs.  This was eliminated with the elimination of the set-aside fund.  The 
Housing Authority has assumed the housing assets, liabilities and programs of 
the former agency.   
 
TRANSFERS IN FROM SPECIAL FUNDS – 500 
 
Lighting District Fund 7, Gas Tax Fund 2 and AQMD Fund 71 – The transfer 
reimburses the General Fund from these funds for personnel costs associated 
with eligible Fund expenditures.  This year the amount of the transfers remains 
the same. 
 
TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE - $21,423,959 – This represents an 
increase of $1,500,702 from last year’s adopted budget. 
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GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES 
 
The expenditures are carefully planned and General Fund expenditures for 2015-
16 are budgeted to be $20,618,843 approximately a $1,298,516 increase over 
last year’s budgeted expenditures.  However, as described in the staff report 
there are some significant one-time expenses.   
 
PERSONNEL COSTS 
 
The budget includes an across the board cost of living salary increase of 0.5%, 
increase in cafeteria allotment of $100 for full-time and $50,000 for part-time 
employees and several adjustment to some part-time hours, addition of part-time 
and full-time positions and reclassifications of some position classes. 
 
 
CITY COUNCIL - 4110 
 
The City Council budget includes stipends and expenses pertaining to the City 
Council.  The budget reflects no changes. 
   
 
CITY MANAGER/CITY CLERK - 4120 
 
The City Manager/City Clerk budget includes salaries and expenses for the City 
Manager and Deputy City Clerk. Most expenses reflect no significant deviations 
except:  
 

 Election Services - $0 – This line item is for the expense for the general 
municipal elections.  Since there is no election next year there are no 
expenses. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES – 4150 
 
The Administrative Services budget includes salaries and expenses for 
Administration, Finance, Parking Enforcement, Information Services and 
Personnel.  Line item expenses include items such as department personnel, 
professional services (auditors) and employee enhancement programs. Most of 
the expense items had no significant deviation with the exception of the following: 
   

 Finance Staff Reorganization – In February 2015 the Council approved some 
staff reorganization in the Finance Division due to retirements.  This budget 
reflects a full year of the adjustments from that reorganization. 

 Travel and Meeting - $7,500 – Increase due to additional staff development 
for new staff. 

 Annual Awards Dinner - $5,200 – The budget does not include the recognition 
dinner again this year.  This past year, employee awards were again 
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presented at a luncheon that has been well received by employees. 

 Admin Intern – Includes an increase in the number of hours for the Admin 
Intern. 

 
 
CITY ATTORNEY - 4170 
 
The City contracts for City Attorney and City Prosecutor services. 
 

 City Attorney - $110,000 – The new contract for City Attorney services has 
resulted in an annual cost savings.  Legal services pertaining to the 
Successor Agency and Housing Authority are budgeted in those respective 
Special Funds. 

 City Prosecutor - $36,000 – Increase due to an approved increase in contract 
rates is year and greater case load. 

 
GENERAL SERVICES - 4190 
 
The General Services account provides for non-departmental general expenses 
such as insurance, office and computer supplies and maintenance, as well as, 
employee benefits.  Budget highlights include: 
 
 
 

 Chamber of Commerce - $45,000 – The City has an Agreement with the San 
Dimas Chamber of Commerce to provide certain services to the City and 
business community.  The City contributes funds to the Chamber for those 
services.  The budget proposes a continued funding at the same level. 

 Insurance – The City is self-insured as a member of a self-insurance risk 
pool, the California Joint Powers Insurance Authority.  General Liability - 
$261,826 – The annual contribution amount is $19,793 less than last year.  
Property Insurance - $92,411 – The amount is close to the same as last year.  
Workers Compensation - $158,757 – This is a $29,763 decrease over last 
year.  Environmental Liability Insurance - $0 – This is a three year policy so 
there is no expense this year. 

 Health Insurance and Optional Benefits – Budget amount $1,193,520 – This 
is the budget for the City’s cafeteria contribution for employee health, dental 
and vision insurance for full-time and regular part time employees.  The 
amount per employee was increased by $100 for full-time and $50 for regular 
part-time employees.   

 Retiree Health Coverage - $29,208 - The City provides $122 per month per 
retiree for health insurance benefits for retirees that chose to continue to 
enroll in the City offered health plan.  The amount is up slightly due to 
retirements this past year.  The City applies a “pay as you go” for this 
expense and budgets the annual cost as opposed to pre-funding the liability. 

 PERS Retirement Contribution – Budget amount $999,105 – This year’s 
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budget amount reflects the employer paid amount, a $126,893 increase over 
last year. Beginning last year the employees contribute the entire 7% of the 
employee contribution. 

 Deferred Comp Match - $91,200 – Three years ago the City match to 
employee deferred comp was suspended.  Last year the City began to 
contribute a portion of the prior match amount.  This budget continues with 
the same match contribution. 

 Public Access Contract Assistance and Equipment – Total $103,200. These 
expenses are for the operation of the City Government Access channel. The 
budgeted expenses are for the continued contract with the University of La 
Verne for the management of the channel and equipment purchases.  A 
portion of these expenses are funded by a 1% PEG fee that was implemented 
in January 2009 and is projected to generate $86,000 this year. 

 Transition Plan Consultant - $50,000 – Carried over from last year’s funds for 
a consultant to assist the City in performing facilities assessments and 
updating the ADA Transition Plan 

 Accela Software Migration - $434,000 – Last year the Council approved a 
budget for the upgrade of the City’s land management software.  This current 
year expense is $86,300 with the majority of the work, and expense 
$434,000, next year. 

 Staff Retirement Vacation/Sick - $85,000 – With the possibility of several 
employee retirements over the next few years, last year the budget reflected 
a separate budget line item for compensable leave upon retirement.     

 Process Fees Credit Card Payments - $36,000 – Fees for credit card 
payments made to the city.  The amount continues to increase as we 
experience higher dollar transactions, however, a recent change in vendor will 
decrease fees. 

 
 
PUBLIC SAFETY - 4210 
 
The Public Safety budget includes expenditures for contract law enforcement 
services provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and animal 
control services provided by contract with the Inland Valley Humane Society.  
Budget highlights include: 
 

 The Sheriff’s contract budget includes an overall contract rate increase of 
2.5% and an increase in the Liability Trust Fund contribution from 4% in July 
2014 that increased to 5% in January 2015 to 6% next year.  Staff is a bit 
nervous of the potential of additional rate increases so the budget includes a 
line item Contract Increase Contingency - $145,000 to cover up to an 
additional 2.5% contract rate increase.   

 The Bonita Unified School District contributes a portion of the funds 
necessary for the School Resource Officer (1/2) and the Probation Officer 
(GAAP) contract (1/4).  In addition a portion of these positions are funded by 
the COPS grant (Fund 41).  The budget does not reflect any changes to the 
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contracted level of service. 

 Electronic Ticket Writers - $4,900 – Annual expense for the new electronic 
ticket writers for overnight parking enforcement. 

 Animal Control Services – Budget amount $131,484 – The contract with the 
Inland Valley Humane Society for animal control services allows for a one 
year extension.  The extension is proposed with a 1.01% CPI adjustment 
bringing the annual contract amount to $131,484.   

 
RISK MANAGEMENT - 4211 
 

The Risk Management budget sets aside minimal funds to cover claims or 
liabilities not covered under the City’s self-insurance pool.  In addition a portion of 
reserve funds are set-aside for this purpose. 
 
EMERGENCY SERVICES - 4212 
 
The Emergency Services budget provides for emergency preparedness 
expenses and a contingency fund for expenses as a result of a disaster or 
emergency.  Like the Risk Management budget a portion of reserve funds are 
also set aside for emergency or disaster purposes. 
 

 Williams Fire Mitigation Measures – $3,000 – The 5 Year permit to 
eradicate Arrundo is expiring.  There are costs associated with closing out 
or renewing the permit. 

 Golden Hills Road - $0 – The City received a FEMA reimbursement for 
storm damage in the amount of $122,000 for repairs to Golden Hills Road.  
$80,000 will be expended in FY 14-15 on design, which exhausts all of the 
FEMA funds.  Construction costs are budgeted in Fund 12. 

 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - 4308 
 
The Community Development Department oversees the Development Services 
and Public Works Departments. Budget Highlights include: 
 

 Engineering Services – City Engineer – Budget amount - $50,000 – 
Contract engineering services to assist with development and to provide 
City engineer services. 

 Staffing Assistance Accela – The Department with the greatest time 
commitment in the Accela project will be Community Development.  
$15,000 is budgeted for temporary staffing assistance to back-fill for staff 
working on the project, if needed. 

 Zoning Code Update - $40,000.  There a various necessary code updates 
that have been discussed.  The budget includes funds for a consultant to 
assist a comprehensive update of various land use codes. 

 SCAG has awarded the City a grant of $150,000 (increased from $85,000) 
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to complete the Downtown Specific Plan. Consultants have been 
interviewed and a final selection is imminent. The proposal costs slightly 
exceed the approved grant amount. Depending on the final scope of work 
it may be appropriate for the City to contribute $10,000-20,000 to best 
facilitate the project.  This expenditure has not been included in this draft 
of the budget but will be added prior to the final draft once the costs are 
known. 

 The City last updated the General Plan in 1992. Many aspects are out of 
date. There is no requirement to update the General Plan (except for the 
Housing Element) but there is a letter that the State Attorney General 
 sends out every year suggesting, based on a Northern California court 
case, that a General Plan may be out of date after eight years. The cost of 
a General Plan for a City of our size (based on recent ListServ surveys) is 
$600,000-800,000. General Plan updates typically require 2-3 years to 
complete. Planning Staff believes it is critical to start a General Plan 
Update in this FY. The more critical required elements are Land Use and 
Circulation. Planning Staff is suggesting a minimum of $250,000-300,000 
be budgeted this year to begin the update.  Several years ago the Council 
assigned $250,000 in reserves for the General Plan update.  This draft of 
the budget does not include this expense pending further discussion with 
the Council. 

 Housing Intern – Includes the addition of a part-time Housing Intern to 
assist with administration of housing programs. 

 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES – 4309 
 
Development Services includes planning and code enforcement. The Planning 
Division is responsible for current and long-term planning of the community, 
development review, subdivision review, environmental review, and providing 
staff support for Development Plan Review Board and Planning 
Commission. The goal of the City's Code Compliance program is to promote and 
maintain a quality living environment for residents.  The budget includes salaries 
and administrative expenses. Most of the expenditures in this account are 
budgeted at similar levels as prior years. 
 

 Planning Intern – Includes increase in the amount of hours for the part-
time Intern. 

 Planning Manager – Includes the addition of Planning Manager position. 
 

 
 BUILDING & SAFETY – 4311 
 
The Building and Safety Division is responsible for administering and enforcing 
the California Building Codes and the construction section of the San Dimas 
Municipal Code to ensure minimum standards to protect life and property. The 
budget includes salaries and administrative expenses.  Most of the expenditures 
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in this account are budgeted at similar levels as prior years with the exception of 
the following: 
 

 Contract Plan Check – $55,000 – Contract plan checker to supplement 
staff plan checks.  The budget is increased by 10% from last year. 

 Special Project Plan Check and Inspections - $40,000. It is anticipated 
that a special project, such as the Brasada project would require additional 
specialized contract plan checks and inspections.  This budget is added to 
accommodate that.  Costs would be off-set by plan check and permit fees. 

 Permit Technician II and Building Inspector/Plans Examiner – Includes the 
creation of new classifications for these positions to reclassify some 
existing employees.  
  

PUBLIC WORKS   
 
The Public Works Department is comprised of two divisions: 
Administration/Engineering and Street Maintenance.  The department is 
responsible for engineering design, capital improvements, construction and 
maintenance of public works infrastructure: streets, traffic signals, sewers, storm 
drains, sidewalks, and other public works areas like utilities and managing the 
city’s storm water pollution prevention program.  The maintenance division also 
maintains City equipment and vehicles.  Budget highlights include: 
 
Administration/Engineering – 4310 
 

 Engineering Plan Check Services – Budget amount $5,000 - Continue with 
some contract plan check services to assist staff in time of peak work load.    

 Project Management Services – Budget amount $65,000 – Continue with the 
practice to contract for consultant services for small special projects, 
management and inspection services for staffing relief and support. 

 Administrative Aide – Due to a vacancy in the part-time Office Assistant 
position in February 2015 staff recommended, and Council approved, 
reorganizing positions by adding a full-time Administrative Aide and 
eliminating the Office Assistant and 2 Interns through attrition.   

 GIS Development - $15,000 – This current year the City upgraded its GIS 
software to accommodate the Accela project.  There is a need for funds to 
assist with existing file conversion and training. 

 Public Works Inspector – Includes the addition of a Public Works Inspector 
position.    
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Street Maintenance – 4341 
 

 Contract Street Sweeping – $75,000.  As was discussed with Council last 
year staff is proposing to transition street sweeper to a contractor.  The plan is 
to phase the transition by contracting out 65% of sweeping beginning January 
1, 2016.  The budget reflects the estimated cost of the contract. 

 NPDES (MS4 Permit) Programs – Collective Budget Amount - $720,500 (total 
of all sub-categories) – The total expense in FY 12-13 was $65,035 and FY 
13-14 was $184,029.  The revised estimate for FY 14-15 is $101,500. Much 
of the cost in the past three years has been for planning.  Next year the cost 
of implementation begins.  The greatest expense, $600,000 will be for 
monitoring. 

 Downtown Boardwalk Maintenance Budget – Budget amount $10,000 – The 
amount of annual maintenance is decreased due to the anticipated renovation 
project beginning next year. 

 Street Maintenance II – Includes the addition of Street Maintenance II 
classification to reclassify some existing employees.  

 
 
Vehicle/Yard Maintenance - 4342 
 

 Fuel & Oil – Budget amount - $90,000 – This account is difficult to budget for 
due the volatility of fuel prices.  With the contracting out for a portion of street 
sweeping mid-year there will be a fuel cost savings but the dollar amount is 
difficult to anticipate. 

 Sweeper Parts & Supplies - $20,000 – It is anticipated a $15,000 reduction 
due to contract street sweeping. 

 
Traffic Control - 4345 
 
Most expenses are the same as last year except: 
 

 Traffic Engineering Services - $50,000 – The City’s long term contract 
engineer retired this past year and the new contract rates are a bit more 
expensive. 

 General Professional Services - $50,000 – Contract street striping and 
markers.  $8,000 increase due to more streets planned for next year. 

 Traffic Sign Evaluation Program - $4,000 – Software and equipment to 
allow for GPS sign inventory. 

 
 
PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
The Parks and Recreation Department is comprised of three divisions: Facilities, 
Landscape Maintenance and Recreation.  The Facilities division is responsible 
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for the maintenance, repair and equipment replacement of all public buildings.   
The Landscape Maintenance division is responsible for the maintenance of and 
landscaping in parks, parkways and medians.  The installation and maintenance 
of all playground and athletic field equipment is also the responsibility of this 
division.  The Recreation division is responsible for planning, organizing and 
conducting a comprehensive community recreation program for residents of all 
ages. The Parks and Recreation department is also responsible for the design 
and construction of City parks and recreation facilities.  Improvements to 
Facilities, Civic Center, Senior Center, Parks and Swim and Racquet Club are 
appropriated in Fund 20, 21and 22.   Budget highlights include: 
 
Facilities - 4410 
 
The Facilities budget includes facilities maintenance personnel salaries and the 
maintenance and operations budgets for the following park and City facilities: 
Marchant, Ladera Serra, Pioneer, Via Verde, Horsethief, Lone Hill, the 
SportsPlex and Sycamore Ranch.  There are no significant deviations in this 
budget except: 
 

 Sycamore Canyon Restroom Construction – The city agreed to fund the 
construction of new restrooms at the equestrian center with the lease 
operator to pay back the city for the cost, with interest through a 20 year 
loan.  The project was originally budgeted in the General Fund in FY 14-
15 but has been transferred to Fund 12. 

 Contract and General Maintenance - $30,000.  A $9,000 increase over 
last year due to painting of the interior of Ladera Serra Park Recreation 
Building. 

 Facilities Maintenance Worker II – Includes the addition of a new 
classification to reclassify some existing employees. 

 
Civic Center - 4411 
 
The Civic Center budget includes the maintenance and operations budgets for 
City Hall, the Community Building and the Martin House. There are no significant 
deviations in this budget. 
 
 
Senior Center - 4412 
 
The Senior Center maintenance budget includes the maintenance and 
operations budgets for the Senior Citizen/Community Center.  There are no 
significant deviations in this account except: 
 

 Contract and General Maintenance - $48,100 – A $27,100 increase for 
exterior painting of the Senior Center. 
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Park Maintenance - 4414 
 
The Park Maintenance budget includes landscape maintenance personnel 
salaries and maintenance and operations budgets for parks.  In addition, the 
majority of park maintenance expense is reflected in Fund 8 funded by the 
landscape parcel assessment.  There are no significant deviations in this 
account. 
 

 Landscape Maintenance II – Includes the addition of new position 
classification to reclassify some existing employees. 

 
Median & Parkway Maintenance - 4415 
 
The Median and Parkway Maintenance budget includes landscape maintenance 
personnel salaries and maintenance and operations budgets for median and 
parkway maintenance. As with park maintenance, the majority of median and 
parkway maintenance expense is reflected in Fund 8. 
 

 Water – It is extremely difficult to budget for water costs for landscape 
because of the uncertainty of the exact extent of water restrictions and 
costs.  At this point we budgeted for a slight increase based upon historic 
usage and rates. 

  
Recreation - 4420 
 
The Recreation budget includes recreation personnel salaries and maintenance 
and operations budgets for recreation and senior citizen programs.  There are no 
significant deviations in this account. 
 

 Recreation Intern – Includes the addition of a part-time Recreation Intern 
to assist with the administration duties within the Department. 
 

Swim & Racquet Club – 4430 
 
The Swim and Racquet Club budget includes personnel salaries and 
maintenance and operations budgets for the Swim and Racquet Club facility and 
programs.  There are no significant deviations in this account with the following 
exception: 

 

 Maintenance of Equipment – $13,000 – Decrease of $12,000 due to last 
year had some extraordinary expenses. 

 Capital Outlay - $17,400 – Includes $15,400 for replacing pool gutter 
grates and ladder steps. 

 Fitness Instructors – Fitness instructors at the Club have historically been 
contract instructors and not part-time employees.  Staff has evaluated 
that arrangement and feels that converting those individuals to part-time 
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staff is appropriate.  The budget reflects a shift of $42,700 from the 
Professional Services line item to Instructors Personnel P/T line item. 

 
TRANSFERS OUT/LOANS 
 
The budget includes transfers out from the General Fund to other Special Funds 
for specific projects as described below.  There is a need to make additional 
transfers to those funds; however, as we have done the past few years we will 
make recommendations on transfer after the close of the fiscal year. 
 

 Transfer to Fund 04 City Hall/Comm Bldg - $742,270 – Transfer for debt 
payment on the Civic Center COP. 

 Transfer to Landscape Maintenance Fund 08 - $49,605. Funds necessary 
to fully fund the maintenance expenses this year. 

 
USE OF RESERVES 
 
Accounts for the use of reserve funds for specific projects.  The reserve funds 
are transferred to the Special Funds for that project. 
 

 Transfer to Infrastructure Fund 12 - Downtown Boardwalk Project – 
$1,000,000. Funds for the downtown boardwalk project from reserves. 

 Transfer to Park Development Fund 20 - $292,471 – Funds necessary to 
balance Fund 20, primarily towards the Via Verde playground equipment 
project. 

 Transfer to Open Space District #1 - $44,429 – Funds necessary to 
balance Fund 21, primarily towards Swim and Racquet Club assessment. 

 
TOTAL GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES - $20,618,843 – This represents 
an increase of $1,298,516 from last years adopted budget. 
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SPECIAL FUNDS 
 
Special Funds are established to provide expenditures for a specific purpose.  
Revenue obtained for these funds comes from a variety of sources and in most 
cases, by statute or policy, restricts the use of the money. 
 
 
FUND 02 - STATE GAS TAX 
 
Public Works capital improvement projects are primarily budgeted in Funds, 2, 
12, 73 and 74.  There are a number of significant projects that are carry-over 
from this year or had been planned for next year, therefore, staff has intentionally 
not scheduled other major projects due to the need to manage these major 
projects but also in keeping with the concept shared with the Council last year to 
save up funds and schedule “super” projects. 
 
The revenue for this fund comes from State Gas Tax which is subject to a “triple-
flip formula” and relies on State estimates.  Because of this formula process and 
the fluctuating gas prices, revenues for this current year and estimates for next 
year are significantly down.  It is estimated that revenues for next year will be 
$368,000 lower than FY 13-14.   
 
State Gas Tax revenue is statutorily restricted and can only be used for street 
maintenance, repair and construction. Budget highlights include: 
 

 Annual Pavement Preservation Program – Budget amount $350,000 – Annual 
street program of slurry seal, pavement repairs and other pavement 
preservation techniques.  Total project amount is $750,000 with amounts also 
budgeted in Funds 12, 73 and 74. 

 Hazardous Sidewalk Repair – Budget amount $65,000 – Continuation of the 
annual repair of hazardous sidewalk throughout the City as needed. 

 Transfer to General Fund – Budget amount $225,000 – The transfer 
reimburses the General Fund for personnel costs associated with eligible 
street improvement projects. 

 
 
 
FUND 03 – WALKER HOUSE LLC 
 
This Fund was set up for the Walker House LLC that was established for the tax 
credit program.  This fund received revenue from the tax credit distribution.  
Annually it receives revenue generated from uses of the house and repayment of 
the loan from the Redevelopment Agency.  With the new Concessionaire 
Agreement the budget projects some rent revenue and utility expense off sets.    
Expenses include insurance, maintenance and utilities for the house. 
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FUND 4 – CIVIC CENTER RENNOVATION 
 
This Fund was created to show the expenses for the Civic Center renovation 
project.  The fund received the $5.5 million general fund reserves that were 
committed to the project and the $7.5 million proceeds from the COP.  Beginning 
in FY 11-12 the only ongoing expense is the annual COP debt service which is 
funded by a General Fund transfer. 
 
FUND 06 - SEWER EXPANSION  
 
The Sewer Expansion fund receives revenue from private property connections 
to the public sewer fees, sewer maintenance and industrial waste reimbursement 
from the County.  
 

 Sewer Master Plan – Budget amount $75,000 – This project is to complete 
Master Plan Study and is a carry-over project. 

 
 
FUND 07 - CITY WIDE LIGHTING DISTRICT 
 
The City Wide Lighting District receives revenue from a property tax assessment 
to be used exclusively for public lighting purposes.  The money is used to 
maintain traffic signals and street lights, electricity, and special street light 
projects.  Most of the expenditures are for ongoing maintenance and operations.  
Budget highlights include: 
 

 Residual Tax Distribution – The Lighting District is a taxing entity that began 
to receive its share of the redistributed tax increment from the dissolved 
Redevelopment Agency last year.  It is estimated that it will receive $126,000 
next year.   

 Downtown Decorative Lighting – Budget amount $145,000.  This is a 
carryover project.  Budget also includes funds to commence surveying of 
existing facilities to aide in the planning to replace the street lights in the town 
core with nostalgic lights at the rate of six blocks every three years.  

 Street Light Electricity – Budget amount $560,000 – This is the largest 
expenditure in this fund. 

 Bonita Streetscape Street Lights – Budget amount $100,000 for design and 
upgrade of additional street lighting as part of Boardwalk Replacement 
Project. 

 Street Lights Maintenance – This item is $25,000 including replacing light 
poles on Edinburgh. 

 Traffic Signal Upgrades - $50,000 –  

 Cienega/Lone Hill Signal Phasing - $125,000.  Project to add turn phasing for 
the signal at Cienega and Lone Hill.  The street improvement project is being 
moved to FY 16-17 but the signal project will remain next year. 
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FUND 08 - LANDSCAPE PARCEL TAX 
 
This fund receives revenue from a voter approved property tax assessment.  Per 
voter approval the money is used exclusively to maintain parks, parkways, 
medians, and trees. Annually the City Council has the authority to raise the 
amount of the assessment by the CPI.  The revenue in the budget reflects a 
proposed 0.5% CPI increase.  The revenue generated by the assessment does 
not fully cover the entire cost of the landscape maintenance.  The expenses for 
the City personnel performing landscape maintenance functions are now fully 
borne by the General Fund.  The reserves in this account have been drawn down 
over the past few years with on-going maintenance expenses.  This year the 
General Fund is required to transfer $49,605 to the Fund to balance expenses.  
Budget highlights include: 
 

 Horsethief Canyon Park Maintenance – Budget amount $65,000 – Contract 
maintenance for Horsethief Canyon Park.  Additional maintenance 
expenditures are included in Fund 20 which is paid for from a County Grant.  
The grant funding expires this year so the entire cost will be borne by Fund 8 
next year. 

 Tree Replacement - Budget amount - $10,000 - Continue to fund ongoing tree 
replacements throughout the City.   

 Sportsplex Maintenance – Budget amount $36,200 – The School District 
reimburses the City for 50% of this expense. 

 Contract Tree Maintenance – Budget amount $200,000 – Continues with our 
ongoing tree trimming schedule. 

 Water - $255,000 – As mentioned previously water expense is difficult to 
budget not knowing the final water restrictions and rate structure.  The budget 
estimate is based upon historic usage and rates.  

 
 
FUND 12 - INFRASTRUCTURE  
 
This fund provides for capital improvement projects for the City’s varied 
infrastructure.  Revenue sources for the Fund are General Fund transfers, grants 
for specific projects and private development requirements.  In November 2014 
the Council authorized a General Fund transfer of $1,020,000.  Budget highlights 
include: 

 

 Foothill Blvd./SD Wash - $2,410,295 – Foothill Blvd. bridge widening at San 
Dimas wash.  The majority funding for the project is from a project specific 
grant.  The project will be completed this year. 

 Annual Pavement Preservation - $380,000 – Total amount of the project is 
$750,000 with additional funds budgeted in Funds 2, 73 and 74. 

 Meyer Tract Median - $85,000 – Project to replace the oleanders in the 
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median at the Meyer tract is a carry-over from last year. 

 Via Verde Ave. Median - $300,000 – Complete renovation of the median 
island on Via Verde Ave. including eliminating all of the turf. 

 Foothill/San Dimas Canyon Rd. Left Turn Phasing - $60,000 – Cooperative 
project with the County.  Total cost is $241,000 with additional funds 
budgeted in Fund 73.  This is a carry-over project. 

 Golden Hills Road - $841,000. Re-direct of Golden Hills Road.  Cooperative 
project with the City of La Verne contributing $750,000. 

 Downtown Boardwalk Project - $1,000,000 has been transferred from 
General Fund reserves for the project. 

 
FUND 20 - COMMUNITY PARKS AND FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Community Parks and Facilities Development fund will receive the last of the 
funds from the County Prop A maintenance entitlement grant, which can only be 
used for maintenance at Horsethief Canyon Park.  At this point the Fund requires 
a transfer of $291,471 to fully fund all of the proposed projects. 
 

 Park Signage - $10,000 – A carry over project to replace aged park signs 
in various parks. 

 Via Verde Park Playground Equip and Park Rehab - $400,000 – Relocate 
and replace playground equipment and additional improvements 
associated with the relocation.  

 Horsethief Canyon Park Maintenance - $68,000.  Expense offset with 
Prop A Maintenance Entitlement Revenue. This will exhaust the entire 
remaining Prop A funds eligible for Horsethief Canyon Park maintenance.  
Next year all maintenance costs will be from Fund 8. 

 Walnut Creek Park Development - $850,000 – Development of Phase 1 of 
Walnut Creek Open Space.  The funds for the project are from a County 
project specific grant. 

 Loma Vista Park Rehab – 90,000. Replace playground equipment and 
other upgrades to Loma Vista Park in conjunction with the Walnut Creek 
Development project. 

 
 
FUNDS 21, 22 AND 23 – OPEN SPACE DISTRICTS 
 
The City is divided into three geographic areas for the purpose of the Open 
Space Districts.  District #1, Fund 21, is the north and west area, District #2, 
Fund 22, is the east, and District # 3, Fund 23, is the south.  Each District 
receives revenue from the development of property within their respective 
Districts in the form of Quimby fees. As it is uncertain when residential sub-
divisions may occur, no new revenue is projected.  Each District has a fund 
balance with the exception of Fund 23.   
 

 Fund 21 - Swim & Racquet Club Assessment - $50,000 – There is a need 
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for a significant rehab of the exterior and interior of the Club.  Funds 
allocated this year are for an assessment of the scope of work.  The 
beginning fund balance in this fund is only $16,571 at this time there 
would be a need of fund transfer of $44,429 to fully fund all the projects. 

 Fund 22 – Marchant Park Improvement Project - $1,025,000.  Major 
renovation of Marchant Park including new restroom building, 
refurbishment or replacement of the recreation building, new playground 
equipment and other amenities and improvements.  The sources of 
funding include $722,000 in Quimby fees from the Avalon apartment 
project, $250,000 in a County grant and transfers from the general fund.  
A final cost estimate for the project is pending but should be available prior 
to the presentation of the final budget. 

 Pioneer Park Playground Equipment Replacement - $160,000.  The City 
has applied for a HCD grant for the replacement of the playground 
equipment at Pioneer Park.  The amount of the grant would be $100,000 
and the city’s matching portion would be $60,000.  If we are unsuccessful 
in being awarded the grant we will postpone the project to another fiscal 
year.  

 
 
FUND 27, 28 AND 29 - CIVIC CENTER PARKING DISTRICT 
 
The Civic Center Parking District was formed in 1997.  The District encompasses 
the common space of the Puddingstone Shopping Center.  This group of funds is 
set up to cover the maintenance and operations and bond payments associated 
with the parking district.  Revenue for this fund is derived from property 
assessments of property owners of the center. 
 

 Fund 27 - Maintenance and operations of common areas, i.e. parking lot and 
landscape areas, of the parking district.   

 Fund 28 - Bond principal and interest payments due annually.   

 Fund 29 - A reserve fund for the bonds associated with the parking district.   
 
 
FUND 34 – HOUSING AUTHORITY FUND 
 
With the passage of ABx1 26, the Housing Set-Aside fund was also dissolved as 
of January 31, 2012.  The City adopted a Resolution declaring the San Dimas 
Housing Authority as the successor agency to the Housing programs.  The 
Housing Authority assumed all of the housing assets, liabilities and 
responsibilities of the former Redevelopment Agency.  The Authority continues to 
administer management and operations of the Authority owned housing 
developments.  The Authority also administers two previous approved 
development agreements providing financial assistance for low and moderate 
income housing.  The Fund includes encumbered and unencumbered assets 
from the previous Set-Aside fund. 



 19 

 

 SERAF Loan Repayment - $235,048 – This budget year the Authority 
begins to become eligible for reinstatement of the repayment of the 
outstanding $1.2 SERAF loan. 

 Admin Costs Staff Reimbursement - $50,000 - This is a reimbursement to 
the General Fund to reimburse the City for costs associated for operations 
of the Housing Authority programs.   

 Mobile Home Rehab – During FY 13-14, the Authority Board approved an 
allocation of $45,000 for rehab grants specific for rehabilitation of mobile 
homes. The budget includes $60,000 in funds for the continuation of that 
program. 
 

FUND 38 – SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
FUND 39 – REDEVELOPMENT OBLIGATION RETIREMENT FUND 
 
Two new Funds have been set up to account for the enforceable obligations of 
the former Redevelopment Agency.  Fund 39 is the Redevelopment Obligation 
Retirement Fund.  Every six months the Successor Agency submits a 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS), listing all of the enforceable 
obligations during that period.  Once approved by the Oversight Board and 
Department of Finance, the County Auditor/Controller remits the requested 
amount to the Agency.  The remittance from the County is deposited and held in 
Fund 39 until the obligation payment becomes due.  The funds are transferred to 
Fund 38 to pay the expenditures. 
 
Fund 38 contains the expenditures for the enforceable obligations of the 
Successor Agency as identified on the ROPS.  Funds are received from Fund 39 
to make the payment obligations. 
 
 
FUND 40 - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) 
 
This fund administers the City’s CDBG programs.  Revenue for this Fund is from 
Federal Block Grants administered through the County to fund the programs 
listed.  Entitlement revenue is down again this year. The program budget is 
approved by the City Council in January of each year. 
  
FUND 41 - CITIZEN’S OPTION FOR PUBLIC SAFETY (COPS) 
 
This fund is for the administration of the State COPS grant.  The program 
provides for supplemental money for law enforcement.  The past several years 
the City has used the funds to fund a portion of the School Resource Office and 
the Probation Officer, directed patrol and miscellaneous equipment. The budget 
proposes continuing with those expense items again this year.  
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FUND 53 - GOLF COURSE 
 
The Golf Course fund receives revenue from the San Dimas Canyon Golf Course 
and club house leases.  The ongoing expenditures are for utilities, audit services 
and incidental maintenance.  The largest expense is for interest on prior loan 
payments to the City for the original acquisition of the golf course.  In 2013 the 
City refinanced the loan changing the terms of the loan. The revenues and 
expenditures are consistent with last year with the exception of water.  The City’s 
contribution towards water expense is capped at $95,000 per year.  The lease 
operator contributes $160,000 per year towards the expense.  If the actual 
annual expense is less than those two contributions the excess will be carried 
over in a reserve to be used for future water expenses. The beginning fund 
balance in water reserves $309,504.  Actual water expense in the current year is 
estimated at $300,000 requiring the use of $45,000 from the reserve.  The 
estimated water expense next year is budgeted at $300,000 which would require 
an additional reserve expense.  However, because of the uncertainty of water 
restrictions and costs there is great uncertainty of the actual costs.  
 
FUND 70 - EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT  
 
The primary source of ongoing revenue for this fund has been in the form of an 
annual transfer from the General Fund.  The budget does not reflect a General 
Fund transfer at this time.  Significant capital equipment purchases and budget 
changes include: 
 

 Pick-up truck Replacements (1) - $42,000 – Scheduled replacement of 1 
maintenance truck. 

 Computer Equipment – $12,000 – Miscellaneous computer equipment 
including replacing hard drives on the back-up servers and equipment 
racks for the yard. 

 Telephone Equipment - $190,000 – The telephone system that serves City 
Hall, Senior Center and Maintenance Yard is aging.  We have been put on 
notice that major components may no longer be available.  This year we 
have retained a consultant to evaluate of telephone system needs and 
provide a cost estimate for a new system.  The preliminary estimate is in 
the $190,000.  The budget may need to be adjusted once refined 
information is available. 

 Trailers - $4,500.  Replacement of 2 equipment trailers. 
 

 
FUND 71 - AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT (AQMD) 
 
The revenue for this fund comes from a portion of the vehicle license fees 
allocated to air quality programs.  The funds are governed by guidelines 
established by the Southern California Air Quality Management District and can 
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only be used on expenditures that have a direct effect on improving air quality.  
Many of the proposed expenditures are consistent with last year.   
 
FUND 72 - PROP A TRANSIT 
 
Revenue received in this fund is from a portion of sales tax within L.A. County.  
The money can only be used for mass transit and Paratransit projects and 
services.  Since Prop A taxes are a portion of the countywide sales tax, the 
amount of revenue had declined significantly but in the past two years has 
experienced growth.   
 

 Dial-A-Cab – Budget amount $273,000 – Expenditures for the City subsidized 
San Dimas Dial-A-Cab service.  Last year the Council approved a fare 
increase which went into effect July.  Since there is a time lag between an 
increase and ridership patterns there is still an increase in cost.  

 Get About Services – Budget amount $174,000 – This service experienced 
some significant ridership growth as well as an increase in contract service 
cost that went into effect this year.  The costs are proposed to increase by 
$24,000 or 16%. 

 Recreational Transit – $85,000 – Transit services for adult, family and teen 
Recreation excursions. 

 
FUND 73 - PROP C TRANSIT 
 
This fund receives revenue from a portion of sales tax within L.A. County.  The 
use of the funds are similar to Prop A guidelines with the exception that Prop C 
funds can be used for street improvements to streets that support mass transit.  
Similar to Prop A revenues are increased slightly.  Budget highlights include: 
 

 Pavement Preservation - $10,000 – Annual street program of slurry seal, 
pavement repairs and other pavement preservation.  Total project amount is 
$750,000 with amounts budgeted in Fund 2, 12 and 74. 

 Gold Line Consultant Services - $15,000.  Funds for engineering consultants 
to assist with evaluating Bonita/Cataract intersection designs for the Gold 
Line. 

 Bonita Ave. Pavement Reconstruction - $350,000.  Reconstruction of Bonita 
Ave. from San Dimas Ave. to Cataract in conjunction with the downtown 
hardscape project. 

 
FUND 74 – MEASURE R TRANSIT 
 
In November 2008 voters passed Measure R, a ½ cent sales tax increase in Los 
Angeles County to finance new transportation projects and programs and 
accelerate many of those already in the pipeline.  The increase in sales tax 
became effective July 1, 2009.  Similar to Prop A and C funds the city receives 
and annual local share.  The funds are restricted to use on transportation related 



 22 

programs and projects including street improvements. 
 

 Cienega Repair - $55,000.  Removal of an abandoned large diameter storm/ 
irrigation line on Cienega Ave.  in preparation of the street reconstruction 
project next year. 

 Bonita Ave. Pavement Reconstruction - $150,000.  Reconstruction of side 
streets in conjunction with Bonita Ave and the downtown hardscape project. 

 
 
 
FUND 75 - LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS 
 
The revenue in this fund comes from assessments of homeowners in the 
Boulevard and Northwoods tracts to fund for the maintenance and operations of 
common landscape areas.   
 















































































RESOLUTION NO. 2015-34 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS 

ADOPTING AN APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

AND APPROPRIATE EXCESS REVENUES 
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of San Dimas is authorized under the 

provisions of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution to adopt an Appropriation Limit for 

fiscal year 2015-16; and 
 

 WHEREAS, implementation of Proposition 111 and SB88 (Chapter 60/90) 

modified the annual adjustment factors to be either the growth in California per capita personal 

income or the growth in nonresidential assessed valuation due to construction in the City; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the growth of the California’s per capita personal income applicable 

to the fiscal year 2015-16 Limit  is 3.82% or a factor of 1.0382 and is less than the growth of 

non-residential assessed valuation due to new construction in the City; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the population factor under Proposition 111 is the change in 

population in the City or in the County; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the City’s change in population provided by the State Department of 

Finance applicable to the fiscal year 2015-16 Limit is 1.84% or a factor of 1.0184 and is more 

than the County growth which is 0.82% or a factor of 1.0082; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the fiscal year 2014-15 Appropriations Limit of $63,387,791 shall 

be used as the base toward calculating the Limit for fiscal year 2015-16; and 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council does resolve to use the change in 

California per capita personal income and the City’s population change to compute the 

Appropriations Limit for fiscal year 2015-16; and 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of San Dimas does resolve 

that the Appropriations Limit for fiscal year 2015-16 shall be $67,020,102; and there is hereby 

appropriated assigned fund balances of all revenues subsequently received by City funds in 

excess of the 2015-16 appropriations up to the Appropriations Limit in the following funds: 1, 2, 

4, 6-8, 12, 20-23, 27-29, 40-42, 53, 70-75.  
 

Per Capita Personal Income Change: 3.82% = 1.0382  ratio 
 

City Population Change   1.84% = 1.0184 ratio 

Ratio of Change           1.0382  x    1.0184 = 1.057303 
 

Appropriations Limit 2014-15  = $63,387,791 

Ratio of Change   x   1.057303 

 

Appropriations Limit 2015-16  = $67,020,102 
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2015-2016 Appropriations Limit   

 

 

 

  

 PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 9
th

 day of June, 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 _________________________________________ 

 Curtis W. Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 

ATTEST: 

 

 

_________________________ 

Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 

 

 I, Debra Black, hereby certify that Resolution No. 2015-34 was adopted by the 

City Council of the City of San Dimas at its regular meeting of June 9
th

, 2015 by the following 

vote: 

 

AYES:    

NOES:  

ABSENT:  

ABSTAIN:  

   

 

   

  

 ____________________________ 

   Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 

 

 

Appropriations subject to Limit 2015-16 $8,394,674 



 

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-35 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS 

ADOPTING AND EXTENDING THE PAY PLAN AND REIMBURSEMENT 

SCHEDULE  FOR CITY EMPLOYEES 

 

The Mayor and City Council of the City of San Dimas, California, DO  HEREBY RESOLVE: 

  

 SECTION 1.  Resolution No. 2014-32 is hereby amended, and the following 

salary plan supersedes all previous plans, effective June 26, 2015  to read as follows: 

                   MONTHLY 

FULL TIME CLASSIFICATIONS RANGE SALARY  

   

Executive Staff   

City Manager 110             17,977 

Assistant C. M. for Community Development 104             14,591 

Assistant C. M. /Director of Admin. Serv./Treasurer 100    10,912-13,265 

Director of Parks & Recreation 97    10,133-12,317 

Director of Public Works 97 10,133-12,317 

   

Administrative Services   

Administrative Services Manager 89   8,256-10,035 

IS Administrator 73        5,631-6,844 

Accounting Supervisor 71     5,358-6,484 

Human Resource Specialist 63     4,437-5,358 

Accounting Technician 57     3,845-4,649 

Assistant City Clerk 61     4,239-5,152 

   

Development Services   

Planning Manager 

Building & Safety Superintendent 

89 

89 

  8,256-10,035 

  8,256-10,035 

Senior Planner 80     6,650-8,054 

Associate Planner 73     5,631-6,844 

Building Inspector/Plans Examiner  

Building Inspector I 

75 

71 

    5,916-7,191 

    5,358-6,484 

Assistant Planner 67     4,886-5,940 

Code Compliance Officer 63     4,437-5,358 

Building Permit Technician II 63     4,437-5,358 

 

Public Works   

Senior Engineer 89   8,256-10,035 

Public Works Maintenance Superintendent 83     7,153-8,695 

Associate Engineer 80     6,650-8,054 

Public Works Inspector 

Public Works Maintenance Supervisor 

71 

71 

       5,358-6,484       

       5,358-6,484 

Environmental Services Coordinator 64        4,548-5,528 

Public Works Lead Worker 61    4,238-5,152 

Equipment Mechanic 58    3,942-4,767 

Equipment Operator 59    4,036-4,878 

Street Maintenance Worker II 

Street Maintenance Worker I 

59 

55 

   4,036-4,878 

   3,670-4,436 
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Parks and Recreation   

Recreation Manager 85 7,515-9,135 

Facilities Manager 85 7,515-9,135 

Landscape Maintenance Manager 83 7,153-8,695 

Municipal Arborist 71      5,358-6,484 

Facilities Maintenance Supervisor  71      5,358-6,484 

Landscape Maintenance Supervisor 71      5,358-6,484 

Recreation Coordinator 63 4,437-5,358 

Facilities Maintenance Worker II 

Facilities Maintenance Worker I 

59 

55 

4,036-4,878 

3,670-4,436 

Landscape Maintenance Worker II 

Landscape Maintenance Worker I 

 

59 

55 

 

4,036-4,878 

3,670-4,436 

                                  Interdepartmental   

Administrative Aide 63 4,437-5,358 

Administrative Secretary 57 3,845-4,649 

Departmental Assistant 52 3,445-4,188 

Senior Office Assistant 46 2,971-3,586 

Office Assistant 44 2,843-3,423 

 

HOURLY 

                     HOURLY CLASSIFICATIONS                                                               RANGE     RATE 

   

Administration Services   

Parking Enforcement Officer 173 18.99-23.10 

Senior Office Assistant 153 15.56-18.91 

Administrative Intern 149 14.94-18.19 

Office Assistant 148 14.81-17.99 

Receptionist 116 10.77-13.12 

   

Parks and Recreation   

Recreation Coordinator 182 20.76-25.27 

Aquatics Coordinator 182 20.76-25.27 

Maintenance Worker 173 18.99-23.10 

Pool Maintenance Operator 173 18.99-23.10 

Recreation Intern 149 14.94-18.19 

Shooting Stars Director 148 14.81-17.99 

Senior Lifeguard/Instructor 141 13.81-16.78 

Program Specialist 131 12.50-15.22 

Swim Instructor 131 12.50-15.22 

Lifeguard 126 11.88-14.48 

Senior Recreation Leader 126 11.88-14.48 

Cashier 122 11.44-13.90 

Recreation Leader 116 10.77-13.12 

Building Maintenance Aide 115 10.67-12.97 

Locker Room Attendant 103   9.48-11.50 

Building Maintenance Intern 103   9.48-11.50 
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Development Services   

Planning Intern 

Housing Intern 

149 

149 

14.94-18.19 

14.94-18.19 

   

Public Works   

Engineering Intern 149 14.94-18.19 

   

   

   

 SECTION 2.  LONGEVITY PAY  

Upon the recommendation of the appropriate department head and approval by the City Manager, 

a merit longevity pay increase may be granted.  In the case of an eligible Department Head the 

City Manager will recommend and approve.  Upon implementation, an employee may receive 

less than the plan specifies.   

 

The increase is not automatic upon the completion of 5, 10, 15, 20 years of full time service, but 

is awarded on merit as listed in the table below. 

 

5 years continuous full time service =  2 ½% Of “E” Step 

10 years continuous full time service = 5% Of “E” Step 

15 years continuous full time service = 7 ½% Of “E” Step 

20 years continuous full time service = 10% Of “E” Step 

 

If an employee is eligible for longevity increase and due to a promotion is on a step other than E 

step, the longevity pay shall be calculated on the employee’s present salary.   

 

 

  

 SECTION 3.  HEALTH INSURANCE AND OPTIONAL  

      BENEFITS PLAN 

Every eligible full-time or regular part time employee who receives City benefits must be 

covered by a health insurance plan approved by the City.  The City will contribute $100 per 

month, as of July 1, 1996, per eligible employee for the approved health care plan of the 

employee’s choice.  The City shall contribute an additional $1,210 per month per eligible full-

time employee and $555 per month per eligible regular part time employee, to an Optional 

Benefit Plan which the employee may receive as cash or may elect to use for medical, dental, 

vision insurance, or other such benefits as may be approved by the City Manager, as of June 26, 

2015.  Full time and regular part time employees who are covered by a health plan not sponsored 

by the City and who; therefore, do not use the City’s $100 contribution for health care coverage 

shall have that $100 added to their Optional Benefits Plan.  This plan is maintained for the 

exclusive benefit of employees and their dependents and is established with the intention of 

being maintained for an indefinite period of time. 
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SECTION 4.  LIFE INSURANCE AND LONG-TERM  

                     DISABILITY INSURANCE 

The City shall provide, at no cost to the employee, term life insurance in the amount of $25,000 

to all full-time employees and eligible regular part-time employees. 

 

Additionally, in lieu of the employees participating in the State Disability Insurance Program, the 

City shall provide long-term disability insurance for all full-time and eligible regular part-time 

employees, which benefits are equal to or exceed those provided under State Disability 

Insurance. 

 

These insurance plans are maintained for the exclusive benefit of full-time and eligible regular 

part-time employees, and are established with the intention of being maintained for an indefinite 

period of time.  The specific terms and conditions of said insurance plans should be determined 

and approved by the City Manager. 

 

 

 SECTION 5.  DEFERRED COMPENSATION 

To encourage employees to participate in the optional deferred compensation program offered by 

the City, the City shall provide a matching contribution up to a maximum amount.  For full time 

employees the City shall match the employee’s contribution on a dollar for dollar basis to a 

maximum of $100.00 (one hundred and dollars) per month.  For regular part time employees the 

City shall match the employee’s contribution on a dollar for dollar basis to a maximum of $50.00 

(fifty dollars) per month.  The deferred compensation matching program is maintained for the 

exclusive benefit of full time and regular part time employees and is established with the 

intention of being maintained for an indefinite period of time.  The specific terms and conditions 

of the program shall be determined and approved by the City Manager.  Effective June 22, 2014 

the City Council took action to re-instate the deferred compensation match program which had 

previously been suspended since August 14, 2012. 

 

 SECTION 6.   ADMINISTRATIVE LEAVE  

Administrative Leave shall be granted to certain management personnel that are exempt from 

overtime compensation under Fair Labor Standards Act guidelines.  The specific terms and 

conditions of the program shall be determined and approved by the City Manager. 

  

 SECTION 7.  CAR ALLOWANCES 

  The following positions shall receive a monthly allowance for car expenses: 

 

Title Monthly Allowance 

City Manager $400.00 

Assistant City Manager for Community Dev. $250.00 

Assistant City Manager/Dir Administrative Services $250.00 

Director of Parks & Recreation $250.00 

Director of Public Works $250.00 

Building & Safety Superintendent $250.00 

Recreation Manager $200.00 

Senior Engineer $200.00 

Associate Engineer $200.00 

Facilities Manager $200.00 

Planning Manager $200.00 
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Senior Planner $200.00 

Associate Planner $200.00 

Assistant Planner $200.00 

  

 

 SECTION 8.  CELL PHONE/DATA ALLOWANCES 

The following positions shall be eligible to receive a monthly allowance for personal cell phone 

expenses and data charges as listed pursuant to the provisions of the City Cell Phone Policy:  

 Title Cell Phone – Data Charges 

City Manager    $40.00           $45.00 

Assistant City Manager for Community Dev.    $40.00           $45.00 

Assistant City Manager/Dir Administrative Services    $40.00           $45.00 

Director of Parks & Recreation    $40.00           $45.00 

Director of Public Works    $40.00           $45.00 

Information Systems Applications Analyst    $40.00           $45.00 

Building & Safety Superintendent    $30.00              N/A 

Recreation Manager    $30.00              N/A 

Senior Engineer    $30.00              N/A 

Facilities Manager    $30.00              N/A 

Senior Planner    $30.00              N/A 

Recreation Coordinator 

Planning Manager 

   $30.00              N/A 

   $30.00              N/A 

 

 SECTION 9.  NOTARY PUBLIC PAY 

The City has needs of the service of a certified Notary Public to notarize City documents.  An 

employee who has been designated by the City Manager to utilize their Notary Public 

Commission for this purpose shall receive a monthly stipend of $75.00 per month.   

 

 SECTION 10.   PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM 

In August 1999 the City amended the PERS contract to the 2% @ 55 formula with the provision 

that if the Employer’s rate is re-instated at some future time the employees would contribute a 

portion of their gross salary towards the cost of the enhanced retirement plan.  On July 24, 2012, 

the City Council took action to further increase the employee’s contribution over three 

consecutive years, beginning August 14, 2012.  On June 11, 2013 the City Council adopted 

Resolution No. 2013-38 deferring further increases in employee contributions to June 22, 2014.  

Therefore, employee contributions rates shall be as follows:  

 

 As of June 22, 2014 employees contribute the full 7% employee portion for PERS 

contribution.   

 

In September 2012 the Governor signed into law AB340 which among other things created a new 

PERS pension formula for all new employees hired after January 1, 2013.  New employees are 

enrolled in the 2% at 62 formula.  New employees are all responsible for paying 50% of the 

“normal cost” of the plan as annually calculated by PERS.   
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of June 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 ________________________________________ 

 Curtis W. Morris, Mayor of the City of San Dimas 

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

   ___________________________ 

   Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 

 

  

 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-35 

 was adopted by vote of the City Council of the City of San Dimas at its regular meeting of June 

9, 2015, by the following vote: 

 

AYES:  

NOES:  

ABSENT:  

ABSTAIN:  

   

 

 

  __________________________ 

  Debra Black, Deputy City Clerk 
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