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REGULAR CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

S;ﬁfﬁ TUESDAY, OCTOBER 11, 2016, 7:00 P. M.
DIMAS SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Caatiffines 245 E. BONITA AVE.
1960

CITY COUNCIL:

Mayor Curtis W. Morris

Mayor Pro Tem Emmett Badar
Councilmember Denis Bertone
Councilmember John Ebiner
Councilmember Jeff Templeman

1. CALL TO ORDER AND FLAG SALUTE

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

a. Members of the Audience

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

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

RESOLUTION 2016-49, A Resolution of the City Council of the City of San
Dimas approving certain demands for the months of September and October 2016

b. Approval of minutes for September 27, 2016 regular City Council meeting.
END OF CONSENT CALENDAR
4. PLANNING MATTERS

Update on Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D;

Continued from the September 13, 2016, City Council Meeting

An appeal to City Council of the Development Plan Review Board’s (DPRB) decision,
which was an appeal of a Director’s approval of a 119-square foot expansion to an
existing 196-square foot second-story deck attached to the rear elevation of a single-
family residence located at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024).
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RESOLUTION 2016-50, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, DENYING THE
APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW
BOARD’S DECISION TO DENY THE REQUEST TO EXPAND THE
EXISTING 196-SQUARE FOOT SECOND STORY DECK TO THE SOUTH BY
119 SQUARE FEET AT THE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE LOCATED AT
1315 PASEO PLACITA (APN: 8395-004-024).

5. OTHER BUSINESS

Nomination of Councilmember Margaret Clark to the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority

6. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

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

b. City Manager

c. City Attorney

d. Members of the City Council
1) Reappoint Youth Member to Parks & Recreation Commission
2) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency.
3) Individual Members' comments and updates.

7. ADJOURNMENT
The next meeting is on October 17", 2016 at 5:00 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 I1].

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 October 7, 2016 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

RESOLUTION 2016-49

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING
CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTHS SEPTEMBER
AND OCTOBER 2016

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 09/30/16 in the amount of $524,111.60
checks (25856-25895)and Warrant Register 10/14/16 in the amount of $376,795.33
checks(156521-156617).

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 11", day of October 2016.

Curtis W. Morris, Mayor City of San Dimas
ATTEST:

Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk

I, DEBRA BLACK, ASSISTANT CITY CLERK, HEREBY CERTIFY that
Resolution 2016-49 was approved by vote of the City Council of the City of San Dimas at its
regular meeting of October 11th, 2016 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk

3a



09/30/2016
PREPAID

WARRANT REGISTER

Ck

’s 25856 - 25895

Total: $524,111.60
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CITY OF_SAN DIMAS

GL540R-V07.27 PAGE
F 9 S ACCOUNT

Disbursement Journal

DESCRIPTION

PO#

CLAIM INVOICE

AMOUNT

VENDOR

WARRANT DATE

BANK OF AMERICA
25872 09/30/16 TEMPLEMAN/JEFF

N M 001.4110.021.000
N M 001.4309.016.000
N M 034.4802.865.513

N M 001.110.004

86 .44
75.00

.00003 TRANS FEE-168 COMMERC 225.00

10568 MILEGAGE REIMB 10/5-7

10540 POSTING FEE TTM 14-01

CLERK/REGIS

25874 09/30/16 BALBOA MANAGEMENT GR

co.
25875 09/30/16 SAN DIMAS PAYROLL/CI

25873 09/30/16 L.A.

164,867.24

16050 P/E 9/24/16
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N M 001.212.001

15140 CITY POR SEPT FOR OCT 807.14

25878 09/30/16 DELTA DENTAL INSURAN

*CHECK TOTAL

N M 001.210.004

8,537.28

12343 SIT P/E 9/24/16

25880 09/30/16 EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPME

*CHECK TOTAL
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N M 001.210.004

270.00

17060 EMP DED SEPT/L16
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[@No Xe]
O

OO
00O

*CHECK TOTAL

ETIREMNT
ETIREMNT

EEEEEE
Ezazaz4=4

mMUNOMmMU
YOO

NNURINNN
s s e s Ae e
[eajeaisalealealca]
[allaMa¥akalla¥

LO\OLO\O\O\D
A e o L

LOWNLOLOLN
AN




O0TO " %C0 " TIPECy " T00 W W
000°0Z20°0TE? 100 W N
000°"8T0 06T¥ "T00 W N
CO00"TPE"T00 W N
000°0C0°0Z%%"T00 W W
O0T0 " $CO0°TPEY "T00 W N
0007020 0ICy I00 W N
000°0C0 0Ty "T00 W N
000°020°0C%% "TO0 W KW
Z200:00C.06T%.T00 W N
2007002 °06T% T00 W N
Y00 0TC T00 W N
Y00°0TCT T00 W N
Z200°00C 06T%.I00 W N
I00:CIZ2.TI00 W N
Y00°"0TIZ"TO00 W N
T00:CIZ.I00 W N
700°0TC T00 W N
$00°0TZ°T00 W N
PI0°CIC.I00 W N
T0°0TC I00 W N
8T0°00C 06T% I00 W N
P00°0TC T00 W N
Z200°00C°06I% . I00 W N
¥00°0TZ°T00 W N

LNNODDY S 6

o IDVd LT LOA-FO0PSTID
SYWIQJ N¥S5 40 ALID

#0d

€8CT9
IYLOL

TYLOL

TYLOL

TY.LOL

IY.LOL

TYLOL

TYLOL

IOIOANT

MDEHD +

ADHHD *

ADHHD x

AOHHD +

ADHHBD »

ADHHO +

ADHEHD +

WIYID

09°"TTT’'%ZS

o007 0CF
dOST Eev8 ' IT
do0o¥ " s9
dD00°00T
¥o00°08
00-0¢

a O i
-~ ~ W0 -~
O o O
—

~

HOO NS oo oW oo > o O oM

-

o

¢ W W PO O NNO O > O o OmH

[Tp}
WO N oMo M OO0 ONWY © COO0O0 O NNt
W NN OHH O MO

O OO HOM + 000 WO W COOO0 O oWl

—

LINNONWY

TYILOL

AIOA 69€E9STH#H ¥M
dIOA PLTISTH UM
dIOA ZTP8SSTHAM
AIOA TZSSSTHUM
AIOA TIEPSTH UM
69€9STH# UM SHOVIJHAT

AD SEONTdHA
SHOVIdHY
M SHEOYIdHEA

dHS IHWAL dWH
dd8_LI0d ALID
d dHES dHd dWA

H/d 1304 ALID
6 H/d d3d diA
6 3/4d QEA dWH

NOI.LAT3DSHA

TeuInopy AUSWISIAINGSTJ

¥86ST
TTIOTT
T99ST
T0000
STLOT
€6CTT
TIOTT
TTIO0TT
SZLOT
LL90T
LL90OT
LL9OT
LLOOT
C8TLT
C8TLT
C8ILT
060LT
060LT
060LT
06601
06S0T
T€CIT
TeCtT
6£9G1
6£9ST

YOIJIANY A0 XNVdH

MEN AIINOKWOD T¥D OS
D0a-Y - LMEANOD

NI¥d INVISNI ALITYO0
ANIOYNYW ANV OVHEOL
Z0¥/TYSYd

MEN AIINOWAOD T¥D OS
300-¥-1EANS3
AO¥/TYSYE
Sudon v
SYE0OM HEOHYM
SYMOM HOUYM
NYTId EDIANES NOISIA

NY'Id ZDIAIEIS NOISIA
NY'Id HOIA¥EHS NOISIA

HASNVEL ILNIOdHDVILNVA
HASNYEL LNIOJdHDVINVA

HISNVIL INIOdHDVINYA

ANVd

gin
ANVE T

s n

LNOD LNH
LNOD LINH

=
Mg
o
(!
[£alsd]
24
0
2 q
sl
Ay

91/0€/60
91/0€/60
91/0€/60
91/0€/60
9T/0€/60
91/0€/60
31788768
9T/0€/60

YOIYINWY A0 MNVdE
JIVT LNYIIYM

JOANHA

06:5%:¢1

9102

69€94T
YLTOST
Z¥88ST
TCSSST
CTEPST
§68S¢
v68S¢C
7685C
£68S5Z
2685C
c6859C
26854¢C
T68SC
068G¢C
06852
0685¢C
6885¢
6885¢C
888GZ
L88GC
L88SC
98859¢C
298849¢
9885C
5885¢C

£0/01

WHLSAS TYIONYNIL 50V



980000 - CHLNI¥d SOI0DHEA

09 ITT'¥CS SIVLOL I¥0dHd
INNODDVY 5 6 4 #0d HOIOANTI RIVID LNOOWY NOIL4ATI¥DSHU JOANHA HI¥d INVIIYM

4 ADVd LT LOA-E0PSTID Teuanor juswssangstda 06:G%:€T 9102/€0/0T
m@SHDZ<mmONHHU EMBmNmA4H024ZmU<



09 "TTIT'¥%CS SANVH TIV TYLOL
09°TTIT’'¥2S VOIHHENWY A0 MNVE MHHD

SINHWHASINGSIA HNYN MNVdE
*dYDHE MNVd

09 TTIT ¥ZS SANAE TTY TYIOL
007 5L NOTIVINOdSNVEL TYD0T ¥ _dONd  2LO
00:8¢%z, Z1-T-2 ALINOHIOY ONISNOH  $£0
£5-0LS'z XUl ESEYE HAVOSANYT 800
73152 Tzs ANnA TYHANED 100
siNgWgsEngsia 0 TTTTTmemTmmTTTT NOIIAT¥OSH aNNd
(ayDEY aNOd
FOPSTO
HOVAAVOHY L2 LOA-S0301ID TEUIANOL JUswesINgsTd 0S:8¥%:€T _9T0Z/€0/0T
SYNIG N¥S £6 ZITD WELEXS TYIDNUNIE 60V



10/14/2016
WARRANT REGISTER
Ck#'s 156521-156617

Total: $376,795.33
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PO#
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AMOUNT

VENDOR

WARRANT DATE

BANK OF AMERICA

<Fitt

*CHECK TOTAL
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.00006 REFUND ADULT EXCURSION 34.00

156522 10/14/16 ADCOX/NANCY

156523 10/14/16 ALBERTSON'S
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M D 001.4210.411.001
N D 070.4314.041.015
N D 001.4190.033.000

12585 PARKING HEARING 9/21/ 140.00

156527 10/14/16 ANDREU/CHARLES F

156528 10/14/16 ANIXTER INC.

5,093.06 3298644-00
1398913

11265 CAPSTAN HOIST
10288 COFFEE SUPPLIES

220.51

10797 REIMB.MILEAGE SEPT,OCT 46.76

10671 BRATT MTG 9/1 & 9/15

156529 10/14/16 ARAMARK REFRESHMENT

156530 10/14/16 BLACK/DERRA
156531 10/14/16 BRATT/DAVID

N D 001.4110.021.000
M D 001.4309.021.001
M D 001.4430.020.000
N D 001.4120.021.000
N D 001.4420.020.000
N D 001.4411.023.000

100.00

11169 WATER AEROBICS INST 1,176.40

156532 10/14/16 BROWN/LOROUS C

1915

11385 REIMB.MEAL B.MICHAELIS 31.65

156533 10/14/16 CALIF CONTRACT CITIE
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11519 INSTR.SKATING 9/10-10 163.20

11288 RMV,CLEAN-UP BROK'N G 190.00 4380

156535 10/14/16 CHERRY GLASS INC.
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REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MINUTES

[

= TUESDAY SEPTEMBER 27, 2016, 7:00 P. M.
SAN SAN DIMAS COUNCIL CHAMBERS
DIMAS 245 E. BONITA AVE.

1960

CITY COUNCIL:

Mayor Curtis W. Morris

Mayor Pro Tem Emmett Badar
Councilmember Jeff Templeman
Councilmember Denis Bertone
Councilmember John Ebiner

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.)

a. Members of the Audience
Seeing no one come forward Mayor Morris moved onto the consent calendar.

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 2016-46 , A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SAN DIMAS APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR THE MONTH OF
SEPTEMBER 2016

b. Approval of minutes for regular City Council meeting of September 13, 2016.
c. Denial of claim Mercury Insurance vs. City of San Dimas
d. Denial of Claim Mendoza vs. City of San Dimas

e. Approve Resolution 2016-47, Authorizing Application for Grant Funding from
CalRecycle for the Tire-Derived Product Grant Program.

f. A request to adjust the property boundaries for 1042-1054 Gladstone Street — APN: 8383-
009-106 & -108 (Parcel A) and 1024-1036 Gladstone Street - APN: 8383-009-107 & -105

(Parcel B)
3b
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END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

Councilmember Ebiner abstained from approval of Resolution 2016-46 for the October
Warrant which processed a reimbursement for him.

Councilmember Ebiner asked that the minutes of September 13, 2016, item 6a, include the
descriptions and ideas of the suggested plant types.

There being no further discussion the following action was taken to approve the consent
calendar:

MOTION: Bertone

SECOND: Templeman

YES: Badar, Bertone, Ebiner, Morris, Templeman
NOES: None

Motion carried by vote of five to zero. (5-0)

OTHER BUSINESS

Letter of Agreement between the City and San Dimas Chamber of Commerce for
2016-17

Recommended Action: Authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement.
City Manager Blaine Michaelis presented staff’s report on this item.

Responding to questions from the Council regarding the amount and events suggested,
Mr. Michaelis provided the following explanation:

There was a subcommittee review by the Chamber who prepared an estimate of what might
be needed. As part of the review to identify areas of importance to both the city and chamber
two philosophies were used: 1) there needs to be a taxpayer benefit associated with tax payer
expenditures and 2) which items were Chamber of Commerce membership oriented.

Councilmember Badar added that when these discussions began there were twice as many
events and they were narrowed down to half. At the end of the year some events will be
reevaluated for future involvement.

Chamber Board Member Rick Hartmann commented that it is a partnership between the city
and chamber. The Chamber re-evaluated their role in the community and came up with the list
presented tonight and will continue to look at items and report back.

There being no further discussion the following action was taken to authorize the Mayor to sign
the Letter of Agreement:

MOTION: Badar
SECOND: Templeman
YES: Badar, Ebiner, Morris, Templeman



City Council Agenda
September 27, 2016 Page 3

NOES: None
ABSTAIN: Bertone

Councilmember Bertone abstained from voting because of his seat on the Chamber Board.
The motion carried by vote of four to zero. (4-0)

Adjustment in the Health Insurance Benefit Program for City Employees

RESOLUTION 2016-48, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, ADOPTING AND
EXTENDING THE PAY PLAN AND REIMBURSEMENT SCHEDULE FOR
CITY EMPLOYEES

Recommended Action: Approve Resolution 2016-48 implementing a $50.00 per month
increase for full-time employees and $25.00 per month increase for regular part-time employees
toward health insurance premiums in December 2016; and effective with pay period July 1, 2017
$50.00 per month increase for full time employees and $25.00 per month for regular part time
employees for Cafeteria Benefit.

Mr. Michaelis presented staff’s report on this item.

There being no discussion the following action was taken to approve Resolution 2016-48:

MOTION:  Ebiner

SECOND: Templeman

YES: Badar, Bertone, Ebiner, Morris, Templeman
NOES: None

The motion carried by vote of five to zero. (5-0)

Verbal Update on Downtown Renovation Project

Director of Public Works Krishna Patel provided a Power Point presentation on the status of
the project.

Council and staff discussed the options for the sidewalk finish and timeframe for the test phase.
Councilmember Ebiner preferred staying with the acid wash method instead of experimenting
with the wet sand blast method in order to save time. Mr. Patel explained the plan of testing the
wet sand blast method and invited council out to see the results. Mr. Michaelis assured council
that staff will make sure that the best method is chosen for the project.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

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

b. City Manager
c. City Attorney

Nothing reported.
d. Members of the City Council
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1) Councilmembers' report on meetings attended at the expense of the local agency.

Nothing reported.

2) Individual Members' comments and updates.

Councilmember Ebiner attended Family Fitness Festival’s record registration year.
Councilmember Bertone - Senior Citizens Club contributions to the community. Chamber of
Commerce members are pleased with the agreement.

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. The next meeting will be on October 13, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.

Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk Curtis W. Morris, Mayor
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To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
October 11, 2016
From: Blaine Michaelis, City Manager

Initiated by:  Marco A. Espinoza, Senior Planner

Subject: Update on Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D;
Continued from the September 13, 2016, City Council Meeting
An appeal to City Council of the Development Plan Review Board’s (DPRB)
decision, which was an appeal of a Director’s approval of a 119-square foot
expansion to an existing 196-square foot second-story deck attached to the rear
elevation of a single-family residence located at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN:
8395-004-024).

SUMMARY

On September 13, 2016, City Council considered the above referenced appeal to expand an
existing 196-square foot second-story deck. After hearing public testimony on the appeal, the City
Council made a motion to continue the item to allow the appellant and adjacent property owner to
the south to further discuss the expansion of the deck and possible solutions that both parties can
agree.

On September 13, 2016, the City Council reviewed the appeal and voted to continue the item to
allow the two neighbors involved, Mrs. Desiree Martinez (appellant) and Mr. Don Meredith, to
work together on a design for the second-story deck that would meet each of their needs.

Sometime after the City Council Meeting, Mrs. Martinez contacted Mr. Meredith via email to
discuss the possibility of redesigning the deck extension by reducing the size of it to six-inches to
the south of the bedroom window as shown on the photo below.
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At this point, Mr. Meredith is not interested in having further discussion with Mrs. Martinez.
Mr. Meredith expressed to Staff that he had reservations about his neighbor’s second-story
addition and deck at the time it was being reviewed by the City. He stated that he lost his
privacy in his back yard and pool area since the second story addition was constructed in 2013
and no longer is willing to have his family’s privacy encroached upon any further. Therefore, he
will not agree to any extension to the south end of the deck.

Since both parties were not able to arrive to a compromise, Staff moved forward to set the appeal
to be heard by City Council in order to meet the 40-day review time limit as required by the San
Dimas Municipal Code Section 18.212.100. Mr. Meredith indicated that he would not be
available to attend the October 11" or 25™ 2016 City Council meetings. Staff informed Mr.
Meredith that postponing the appeal on a meeting after October 11" would require the City
Council to waive the time limit in which an appeal must be considered as required by Municipal
Code Section 18.212.110 that states “Whenever the ends of justice so require, the council may
waive the requirements of this chapter so as to permit consideration of an appeal by the
council.”

Staff recommends that if the Council is not inclined to uphold the Board’s decision that they vote
to waive Code Section 18.212.100 Failure to act, of the Appeal section of the Code to allow both
parties involved in the appeal to attend the City Council meeting.
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DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS

See the September 13, 2016 City Council Report attached as Exhibit A-K.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council consider all the facts presented by Staff and make a
decision to either deny the appeal and uphold the Development Plan Review Board’s decision or
overturn the Director’s original approval of DPRB Case No. 16-16D, a request to add 162 square
feet to an existing second-story deck. Alternatively, City Council can waive the time limit to
consider an appeal and continue the item to a future date when both parties are available to
participate in the appeal hearing.

Staff has prepared a Resolution upholding the Development Plan Review Board’s decision. If the
Council votes otherwise, Staff will bring forward a revised resolution at the next City Council
meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Marco A. Espinoza
Senior Planner

Attachments: RESOLUTION 2016-XX
Exhibit A-K — City Council Meeting September 16, 2016
Exhibit L -  City Council Minutes September 16, 2016
Exhibit M —  Email from Don Meredith
Exhibit N -  Chapter 18.212 Appeal Procedures
Exhibit O —  Two letter submitted by the neighbor to the North at the
July 28, 2016 DPRB Meeting
Reduced Size Plans



RESOLUTION 2016-50

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN DIMAS,
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, DENYING THE APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE
DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD’S DECISION TO DENY THE REQUEST TO
EXPAND THE EXISTING 196-SQUARE FOOT SECOND STORY DECK TO THE
SOUTH BY 119 SQUARE FEET AT THE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE LOCATED AT
1315 PASEO PLACITA (APN: 8395-004-024).

WHEREAS, an appeal was filed for DPRB Case No. 16-16D by:

Desiree Martinez
1315 Paseo Placita
San Dimas, CA 91773

WHEREAS, the appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D is described as:

The property owner of 1315 Paseo Placita filed. an appeal to overturn the Development
Plan Review Board’s decision to deny the 119 sq. ft. second-story deck expansion to the
south. The applicant’s original request included an expansion of 162 square feet to an
existing 196-square foot second-story deck attached to the rear elevation of the single-
family residence at 1315 Paseo Placita, consisting of 42.5 square feet (8'-6” x 5) to the
north side and 119 square feet (8'-6" x 13’-11") to the south side of the deck.

WHEREAS, the appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D applies to the following
described real property:

1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024)

WHEREAS, on September 13, 2016, the City Council received the written report
and recommendation of Staff and the Development Plan Review Board; and

WHEREAS, after consideration. of all of the evidence presented (both written and
oral), as well as the public testimony received, and after deliberation by the Council
members, the City. Council voted 4-0 to continue the appeal to allow the affected parties to
further discussed the project in an effort to reach a compromise.

WHEREAS, Staff contacted both parties regarding the expansion of the deck on
the south side and no comprise was reached;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED in consideration of the evidence received at the
City Council meeting, and for the reasons discussed by the City Council at their meeting of
September 13, 2016, and October 11, 2016, and subject to Staff responses to the
appellant’s appeal letter within the attached Staff report as “Exhibit A", the City Council
determined the following:
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1. The City Council determined that the proposed 119 sq. ft. (8-6” x 13’-11")
expansion to the south side of the existing deck would further affect the neighbor’s
enjoyment of his rear yard and pool area by intruding into his family’s privacy.

2. The City Council determined that the proposed 119 sqg. ft. (8'-6” x 13’-11")
expansion to the south side of the existing deck would have an adverse effect to the
neighbor’s privacy and enjoyment of his pool and rear yard. The neighborhood was
originally developed as a one-story housing development. The subject house had a
second-story and deck added in 2012/2013, which negatively affected the
neighbor’s privacy of his back yard. The proposed south end deck extension would
further encroach into the enjoyment and privacy of his family’s rear yard, as the deck
would be set back 9'-8" from the property line instead of the current setback of 23'-
7"

3. The City Council determined that the proposed 119 sq. ft. (8'-6” x 13’-11")
expansion to the south side of the existing deck does not comply with the Code
Section 18.12.060.A.5 Findings — Standards of review which states “The location
and configuration of buildings should minimize interference with the privacy and
views of occupants of surrounding buildings”. The expansion would further interfere
with the neighboring family’s privacy when using their back yard and.pool area.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2016 by the following

vote:

Curtis W. Morris, Mayor City of San Dimas

ATTEST:

Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk

| HEREBY CERTIFY, that Resolution 2016-50 was adopted by the vote of the City Council
of San Dimas at its regular meeting of , , 2016 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk
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To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
September 13, 2016
From: Blaine Michaelis, City Manager

Initiated by:  Marco A. Espinoza, Senior Planner

Subject: Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D
An appeal to City Council of the Development Plan Review Board’s (DPRB)
decision, which was an appeal of a Director’s approval of a 119-square foot
expansion to an existing 196-square foot second-story deck attached to the rear

elevation of a single-family residence located at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN:
8395-004-024).

SUMMARY

On June 27, 2016, Staff approved a Director’s approval (DPRB Case No. 16-16D) to expand a
second-story deck by 119 square feet. The proposed expansion included expanding on both
sides of the existing deck (north and south). The plans submitted depicted a 42.5-square foot
addition (8’-6” x 5”) on the north side and a 119-square foot addition (8’-6” x 13’-11") on the
south side of the existing 196-square foot deck for a total of 358-square feet. Upon approval,
Notices of Construction indicating the Director’s approval of the deck expansion were mailed
to the property owner and 20 other adjacent neighbors. During the 14 days appeal period, City
Council Member Denis Bertone appealed the Director’s approval to the Development Plan
Review Board on behalf of the property owner to the south of the subject site, Mr. Don
Meredith, who objects to the deck expansion due to privacy issues.

On July 28, 2016, the Development Plan Review Board (DPRB) reviewed the appeal and voted
to uphold the appeal. In upholding the appeal, the Board sought to find a compromise by
modifying the original Director’s approval by upholding the approval of the 42.5 sq. ft. (8°-6” x
57) expansion on the north but not the 119 sq. ft. (8°-6” x 13°-11"") expansion to the south.

On August 15, 2016, the property owner’s daughter-in-law, Ms. Desiree Martinez, who resides
at the property, submitted an appeal to City Council of the Development Plan Review Board’s
decision.

EXHIBIT A
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September 13, 2016

BACKGROUND

The property owner at 1315 Paseo Placita commenced an expansion of a second-story deck
without building permits. A City building inspector observed the construction activity and
issued a stop work notice. The property owner responded to the notice by submitting an
application to the Planning Department requesting approval for expansion of the deck. The deck
expansion was later approved by Staff based on the standards set forth in the San Dimas
Municipal Code Section 18.12.050.

The Board considered the appeal on July 28 2016. In order to better understand the issues
brought up by Mr. Meredith regarding the deck design and potential privacy impacts, the Board
and Staff visited the subject site, 1315 Paseo Placita and the neighbor’s property at 1321 Paseo
Placita the morning of the DPRB meeting.

At the meeting, Staff presented the staff report and the reasons for the Director’s approval. Both
affected parties attended the meeting and provided public testimony. The Board discussed
different design options for the deck with the property owner and the neighbor; none of them
were agreeable to both parties. The Board focused on the issues brought up by the appellant
since the neighbor to the north had submitted a letter stating that she did not object to the deck
expansion.

After a lengthy discussion, the Board voted against allowing the south side deck expansion. In
arriving to the decision, the Board considered the following:

e The neighborhood is a one-story neighborhood, except for the subject property.

e The addition of a second-story approved in 2012/2013 that included the existing 196-
square foot deck affected the neighbor’s privacy. The appellant had raised the same
issues when the original deck was approved. A screening wall was required but once the
deck was completed, the appellant decided it was fine without the screen wall. As such,
the screen wall was not constructed.

e Lastly, expansion of the deck would potentially exacerbate privacy impacts onto adjacent
neighbors. However, due to the letter submitted by the property owner to the north, the
Board approved the proposed 42.5-square foot expansion on the north side of the deck.

As mentioned above, the property owner’s daughter-in-law submitted an appeal to the Board’s
decision in not allowing the south side deck expansion. In her appeal letter to the City Council,
she alleges that the Board was biased and that there was a conflict of interest due to “a personal
relationship between him (Mr. Meredith) and the Board members.” In her appeal letter she also
states that she is willing to install a privacy wall along the south elevation plane as part of the
deck extension. She believes that the privacy wall would address the privacy concerns raised by
the neighbor to the south, Mr. Meredith. The privacy wall screen option was discussed by the
Board but was not offered by the property owner at that time nor preferred by the Board. Before

EXHIBIT A
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making its decision, the Board offered to continue the matter to allow the affected parties to
reach a compromise but neither indicated a willingness to do so.
DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS

See DPRB Staff Report attached as Exhibit A.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council consider all the facts presented by Staff and make a
decision to either deny the appeal and uphold the Development Plan Review Board’s decision or
overturn the Director’s original approval of DPRB Case No. 16-16D, a request to add 162 square
feet to an existing second-story deck.

Based on the City Council’s decision, Staff will bring forward a resolution at the next City
Council meeting.

Attachments: Exhibit A — DPRB Staff Report with Exhibits July 28, 2016
Exhibit B — DPRB Minutes dated July 28, 2016
Exhibit C — Applicant’s Appeal Letter with Exhibits
Exhibit D — Revised Approval Letter based on the Board’s July 28, 2016
Decision
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD
FACT SHEET

DATE: July 28, 2016

TO: Development Plan Review Board
FROM: Marco A. Espinoza, Senior Planner
SUBJECT: Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D

An appeal to DPRB of a Director’'s Review approving a 162- square
foot expansion to an existing 196 square feet second-story deck
attached to the rear elevation of a single-family residence located at
1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024).

BACKGROUND/FACTS:

The subject site has a 196-square foot second-story deck that was approved in
2012/2013 as part of a second-story addition to the single-family dwelling. Originally,
when the 196-square foot second-story deck was proposed as part of the improvements
to the subject site, the property owner to the south raised concerns about the deck
design and privacy issues. However, both parties were able to reach an agreement on
the deck design to address privacy concerns, which included the construction of a
screen wall. Once the deck was completed, both parties agreed at the time that the wall
was not necessary and the deck was fine the way it was constructed.

On March 29, 2016, the City’s building inspector observed construction in progress at
the subject site, 1315 Paseo Placita. The inspector was granted consent to observe the
work being done. The building inspector took photos of the construction and left a note
asking the property owner to contact Planning.

The property owner contacted Planning within a few days acknowledging that review
and approval from the City is required for the deck expansion. On May 29, 2016, the
owner's contractor, John Mitchell, submitted an application for a 162-square foot
expansion that proposed expanding the deck on both sides (north and south). The
plans submitted depicted a 42.5-square foot addition (8'-6” x 5') on the north side and a
119-square foot addition (8'-6" x 11’) on the south side of the existing deck for a total of
358 square feet (see site plan).

On June 27, 2016, Planning Staff approved DPRB No. 16-16D for the proposed
second-story deck expansion. Approval letters were mailed to the applicant and
property owner. Notification letters of the Director's approval of the deck were mailed to
22 neighbors, including the property owners abutting the site, which stated the
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description of the project, decision rendered, and time frame to appeal Staff's decision
on the project (see Exhibit B & C).

On June 29, 2016, Planning Staff was contacted by the neighbor to the south. Mr. Don
Meredith, expressing his objection to the deck expansion.

On July 6, 2016, City Council Member Denis Bertone appealed DPRB Case No. 16-16
D on behalf of Mr. Don Meredith, who resides at 1321 Paseo Placita.

On July 8, 2016 Staff received a detailed email from Mr. Don Meredith that stated his
concerns with the project (see Exhibit A).

ANALYSIS

The proposed 162-square foot deck expansion, as designed, would align with the
existing deck. The deck, as proposed, would run the entire length of the second-story,
stopping 3 feet away from the south edge of the dwelling unit. The existing deck can
be accessed from a bedroom and a family room; no additional access points are
proposed with the expansion.

A deck without cantilever design or retaining wall supports and not visible from the
public right-of-way can be approved at a Staff level per Code Section 18.12.050 -
Development Plan Review Authority Table (see Exhibit E). The proposed deck is not
designed with a retaining wall support or a cantilevered design and not visible from the
public right-of-way. However, per Code Section 18.12.050.B - Exempt, the
Director/Staff may determine that the project can be reviewed at a higher level to
determine if the project would be incompatible or have an adverse effect on the existing
property and or surrounding properties. The deck expansion was reviewed under Code
Section 18.12.050.C — Review by Director to allow a 14-day appeal period from
neighbors having a concern with the deck expansion.

As part of the Director's review, the project was evaluated under Code Section
18.12.060 Findings — Standards of Review. It was determined that the deck expansion
was compatible with the existing development at the site, the overall square footage of
the deck was not oversized, it was designed to match the existing deck and the
expansion was not out of character for developments of single-family residences (see
Exhibit B).

Twenty-two surrounding neighbors were notified in writing of the Director's approval of
the deck expansion at the subject site (see Exhibit C). Staff notified the same properties
that were notified for the second-story addition and deck back in 2012. The Notice of
Construction describes the project and notifies the neighbors that they have the right to
appeal the Director’s decision to approve the project within 14 days from the date of the
letter.
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Staff received an email from the adjacent property owner to the south, Mr. Don
Meredith, expressing his objection to the deck expansion due to privacy issues and
further exacerbating his loss of privacy that originated when the original deck was
constructed back in 2012/2013; thus depreciating his property value (see Exhibit A).
The neighbor also submitted photos of the existing deck as viewed from different
locations from his rear yard.

The daughter-in-law of the property owner of the subject site, who also lives at the
property with her family, submitted a letter on behalf of the property owner discussing
the reason for the proposed deck expansion, which is primarily to have additional
outdoor space to be used by her family (see Exhibit F). As part of the deck expansion,
or as a separate item, the property owner would like to install a retractable awning and
remove the temporary cloth shade installed.

As discussed in the DPRB Case No. 16-16D Approval Letter, the deck expansion was
approved because it is compatible with the existing dwelling unit (see Exhibit B). The
deck was designed to match the existing deck in materials and color, aligns with the
existing deck, and it does not protrude further than the length of the dwelling unit rear
elevation wall.

Staff approved the project based on the regulations set forth in the San Dimas Municipal
Code. As part of the appeal process, Staff visited the subject site and Mr. Don
Meredith's property. Staff agrees that the original balcony has a view of Mr. Don
Meredith's rear yard and that any expansions to the deck have the potential to further
impact his privacy (see Exhibit G).

RECOMMENDATION:

In light of the concerns related to privacy issues that might prevent the property owner
enjoyment of his backyard, Staff recommends that the Board considers all the facts
presented by Staff and make a recommendation to either deny the appeal and uphold
the Director’'s Approval or overturn the Director's Approval of DPRB Case No. 16-16D, a
request to add 162 square feet to an existing second-story deck.

Attached:

Exhibit A - Neighbor's objection letter and photo exhibits

Exhibit B - DPRB Case No. 16-16D, Approval Letter

Exhibit C - Neighbor's Notice of Construction

Exhibit D - Building Department Stop Work Notification

Exhibit E - Chapter 18.12 Development Plan Review

Exhibit F - Letter from the property owner relative of subject site
Exhibit G - Photos taken from the deck

Exhibit H . photos taken from inside the second-story
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Marco Espinoza

From: Don Meredith B

Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 5:16 PM

To: Marco Espinoza

Cc: Larry Stevens; Denis Bertone; Jeff Templeman
Subject: Re: Second email re DRPB Case No. 16-16D
Attachments: PICS re 1315.docx

Mr. Espinoza,

| am sorry that | missed your call yesterday, | called today and they said you were out. So | am
emailing my response to your inquiry re; July 28 DRB appeal at 8:30. Yes | will be there.

Interesting to note, that just as | logged on to send this, | found the attached post on Via Verde in your
neighborhood. It is from one of the residents at 1315 Paseo Placita asking for an ASAP contractor
referral as they have been approved for the extension. They want to start construction immediately
and with a new contractor.

So presuming the appeal is set for July 28, | am curious as to how they can begin construction
immediately.

As for your staff report on my objections, you may include my commenits in prior emails as well as the
following.

This track was designed by Pardee Homes for single story residences not for two story residences,
when | bought in 1992 | believed it would remain as such. Reluctantly, like the other neighbors in the
interest of neighborhood harmony | dropped my objection to the construction in 2012, something |
regret.

The second story addition and balcony provide an unobstructed view into my yard, patio and pool
eliminating and privacy | had.

1- Focusing on the existing balcony Denise, a resident of the 1315 Paseo Placita told me in June
2016, that the original contractor had performed shoddy work and the balcony had to be repaired to
make it safe. She followed that statement with, "we plan to extend it to the edges of the house." |
advised her | objected to the extension and that the existing balcony was already imposing in my yard
and that | lost all privacy to the yard, the pool and even the patio and windows of my house on the
north and west sides.

She stated, "l understand, you can look into our bedroom from your yard and we can see your whole
yard, so we are thinking of some kind of drape or screen, and "l will talk to Marco for ideas."

This is an admission that the residents of 1315 Paseo Placita are aware that the existing balcony took
away my privacy.

2- Further expansion or extension of the balcony will only exacerbate the loss of privacy and

decrease my property value on an future sale of my house, ultimately loss of thousands of dollars
compared to other houses in the area.
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3- The existing balcony has forced me to try and screen my patio with shades for privacy, but as you
can see it doesn't work well. In the attached photo you will see even with 2 shades there is little
privacy.

4- The extension of the balcony will further intrude upon any potential effort to provide privacy as it
will be above and with 4 feet of the wall dividing the properties.

5- The current structure is composed of wood and at times has a propane BBQ and paint stored upon
it. | believe this creates a public safety issue, in that if a brush fire occurs within the Walnut Creek
area any flying embers could land upon it and ignite the balcony. Though | have an aluminum patio
cover, the radiated heat from the balcony could easily endanger my residence. | believe the flying
ember issue is why San Dimas enacted the ordinance that eliminates the installation of new wood
shake roofs.

6- The Extension of the balcony would allow a better view of my entire yard including viewing into my
kitchen dining and den area.

7- The existing balcony has already enhanced noise levels by people sitting there talking, drinking,
watching TV or using the external wall mounted speakers.

8- The residents were stopped once by the city in 2016 from doing an un-permitted expansion of the
patio according to your email, thus why should they be rewarded the opportunity
without consideration to the neighbors.

9- The existing patio was part of a 2nd story addition that originated in July 2012 and took over two
years to complete. Denise at 1315 Paseo Placita told me that the original contractor did shoddy work
and as it result interior walls and flooring needed repair, as did the patio which she called, "unsafe."

10- There is an extensive email trail between myself and the city on this project since 2012. |
presume you maintain a file, if not | did. In this case allowance of a rebuild of the original footprint

is acceptable. Any extension is not acceptable as it would further intrude on the privacy and property
rights of the adjacent properties on Paseo Placita and those on Paseo Cielo.

11- the extension would devalue the adjacent properties resulting in lower resale value and could
subject various parties to civil litigation.

12- There is no legitimate need or justification to allow further expansion of the balcony. It currently is
large enough to accommodate a number of people, tables and chairs.

See attached photos.

Don Meredith
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Looking north from backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita (Meredith residence)

to 1315 Paseo Placita (the permit for extension applicant’s address.)
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Looking north from backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita (Meredith residence)'

to 1315 Paseo Placita (the permit for extension applicant’s address.)
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Looking north from backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita (Meredith residence)

to 1315 Paseo Placita (the permit for extension applicant’s address.)
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Looking east from backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita (Meredith residence) on right

to 1315 Paseo Placita (the permit for extension applicant’s address.) on left
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Even with screens privacy lost and at night with lighting there is no privacy.
Note there are 2 screens used here.
Looking north from backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita (Meredith residence)

to 1315 Paseo Placita (the permit for extension applicant’s address.)
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From the furthest point in the yard of 1321 Paseo Placita

looking toward the yard from 1315 Paseo Placita

Redline denotes the edge of house where the neighbor told me they plan to extend to.
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From pool area of 1321 Paseo Placita looking toward 1315 Paseo Placita

Note that | have been forced to grow my shrubs beyond the wall height in an attempt to get privacy,
even then you can see the existing balcony looks over them and an extension to the red line. Might was
well take wall and shrubs down.
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View look north to 1315 Paseo Placita from 1321 Paseo Placita.

As you can see the existing balcony footprint overlooks the yard of 1321 Paseo Placita, denying any
privacy. Extension to where the red line is would deny any attempt at privacy. As it is now a Gazebo,
patio cover and umbrella have to be used. To try and obtain privacy for dinner or coffee on the patio.
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View looking south from the backyard of 1307 Paseo Placita

You will note that the footprint of the existing balcony looks directly into the backyard of 1307 Paseo
Placita and any extension would further intrude on their privacy. This picture illustrates how the existing
balcony towers over and views into the backyard of 1321 Paseo Placita. There for any further extension
of the balcony would have a dire impact on property values and privacy. Also note that 1315 Paseo
Placita is the third house from the Walnut Creek Wilderness area and is a wood frame exposed structure
with cloth canopy. This makes it exceptionally vulnerable to flying embers in a brush fire.
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This is looking west with 1321 Paseo Placita on the left and 1315 Paseo Placita on the right.

The red line indicates the edge of the house where the residents wish to extend the patio. Note how
intrusive that would be.
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This is looking west at 1315 Paseo Placita on left and 1307 Paseo Placita on the right.

The red line denotes where planned extension would come to and extend west from. As you can see this
makes it visible from the street.
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Aerial view showing 1315 Paseo Placita existing balcony field of view (intrusion) as it looks north and
south over back yards of Paseo Placita and west overlooking the backyards of homes on Paseo Cielo

which are approximately 3o feet lower than the property at 1315 Paseo Placita. Any extension of the
balcony would further impact no less than six homes.
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This pre o' story, pre balcony perspective provides an idea of the privacy denial the current addition
and balcony provides (photo below) and how any extension would be further intrusion to the neighbor’s
privacy and safety. Photo below shows the impact of the balcony
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June 27, 2016

John Mitchell
760 E. Glenlyn Drive
Azusa, CA 91702

: T

SUBJECT: DPRB Case No. 16-16D, Approval Letter
A request to add a total of 162 sq. ft. to an existing 196 sq. it.
second-siory deck attached to the rear elevaiion of the single-family
residence at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024). 42.5 sq. fi.
(8-6” x 5) to the norih side of the deck and 119 sq. fi. (86" x 13'-
11”) to the south side.

S

ey

'y

i

- R

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

The request to add a total of 162 sq. fi. to an existing 196 sq. ft. second-story
deck attached fo the rear elevation of the single-family residence; 42.5 sq. ft. (8-
6" x 5) to the north side of the deck and 119 sq. ft. (8-8" x 13'-11") to the south
side at 1315 Paseo Placita was approved on June 27, 2016, by the Director of
Development Services. This approval is based on the following findings and is
subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit A.

Findings

1. The development of the site in accordance with the development plan is
suitable for the use or development intended.

The proposed addition of 162 sq. ft. to the existing 196 sg. fi. second-story
deck is consistent with other single-family residential developments within
the city and in this community. Other such proposals have been previously
approved within this development. This same property was approved in
2013 for a 196 sq. ft. second-story deck. The deck will be aligned with ihe
existing deck at 8'-6" in depth and will not protrude out any further. The deck
will be increased in length by 5 to the north and 13-11" to the south. The
iotal size of the deck will be 358 sq. ft. which is suitable and not out of
proportion for this size residential development (house and lot size).

EXHIBIT B
95 BAST BONIFA AVENUE o S0 DINAS o GALIFCBNIA 917733002 - [808] 3044200 o PAY [909] 30446200

e T R SR T U RO S e

e e T g gy S
# ) i, A

T S R

: - T e
o 5" . ot YN AR o




DPRB Case 16-16D, Second-Story Deck Page 2
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June 27, 2016

2. The iolal development is so arranged as io avoid traffic congesiion,
ensure public health, safely, and general welfare and prevent adverse
affecis on neighboring properiy.

The proposed construciion has been thoughtfully designed in a manner that
is compatible with the existing house and neighborhood, minimizing any
public health, safety, and general welfare concerns. The additions will not
create negative impacis on surrounding properties. The second-story deck
expansion will be set back 9'-8" from the south properiy line and 9'-5” from
the norih. In the original approval of DPRB Case No. 13-23D for the 196 sq.
ft. second-story deck the property owner worked with the neighbor to the
south to add a semi-privacy wall along the south elevation of the deck. The
semi-privacy deck wall was not constructed and the neighbor submitted a
letter to the City stating that he was in agreement with not requiring the
privacy wall after all. Due to the understanding between the neighbors, Staif
did not require a semi-privacy wall as part of the expansion of the deck.
However, if DPRB Case No. 16-16D is appealed due to privacy issues, the
privacy wall may be a consideration to remedy the neighbor's concern.

3. The development is in general accord with all elements of the general
plan, zoning ordinance and all other ordinances and regulations of the City.

The proposed construciion meets the intent of the General Plan land use
cesignation and cornplies with all zoning standards of the SF-7,500 zone.

Any decision, determination or action by the Direcior of Development Services
may be appealed to the Developmeni Plan Review Board provided that such
appeal is filed within fourieen days after issuance of the decision, determination
or action by the Director of Developmeni Services. The appeal shall contain a
statement of the grounds for the appeal and shall be accompanied with a $109
fee. If you have any questions about this approval, the conditions listed in Exhibit
A, the process for obtaining permits or any other inquiry, please contact me ai
(209) 394-6259.

Sincerel

Mafcd A “Espipbza
Sénior Planner

Attached:  Exhibit A - Conditions of Approval
Acceptance of Conditions Affidavit

Cc: Maria Martinez, 1315 Paseo Placita, San Dimas, CA 91773
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EXIBIT A

Conditions of Approval for
DPRB Casz No, 16-16D

A request to add a total of 162 sq. ft. to an existing 196 sq. fi. second-
story deck aitached to the rear elevation of the single-family residence
at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024). 42.5 sq. fi. (8’6" x 5) to
the north side of the deck and 119 =q. ft. (8'-6" x 13'-11") to the south
side.

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

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

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

4, The developer shall comply with all requirements of the SF-7,500
Zone.

E. All conditions are final unless appealed to the Development Plan
Review Board within 14 days of the issuance of the conditions in
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 18.212 of the San Dimas
Zoning Code.

6. The building permits for this project must be issued within one year
from the date of approval or the approval will become invalid. A time
extension may be granted under the provisions set forth in Chapter
18.12.070.E.
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7. The applicant shall sign an effidavit accepting ali conditions prior 0 the
issuance of building parmits.

8. The applicant shall comoly with all City of San Dimas Business License
requirements and shall provide a list of all contraciors and
subcontraciors that are subject to business license requiremenis.

9. The plans shall be prepared in compliance with the 2013 edition of the
codes as adopted by reference by the City of San Dimas: California
Residential Code, California Mechanical Code, California Plumbing
Code, California Green Building Code and California Electrical Code

10.  Building architecture and site plan shall be consistent with plans
presented to the Director of Development Services on June 27, 2016,
provided that the Director of Development Services is authorized to
rmake revisions consistent with the San Dimas Municipal Code.

11.  Plans for all exterior design features, including shall be submitted to
the Planning Division for review and approval before issuance of
building permits.

12.  Consiruction hours shall be limiied in a residential zone, or within a
500 foot radius thereof, to between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., and shall
be prohibited at any time on Sundays or public holiday, per San Dimas
Municipal Code Section 8.36.100.

13.  All exterior building colors and materials shall maich the approved
olans on file with the Planning Division. Any revision io the approved

building colors shall be submitted to the Planning Division for review
and approval.

End of Conditions
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NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION

Dear San Dimas Property Owner,

This notice is to inform you of a proposed construction project on a property that
adjoins your property. The following is a description of the project:

Property Address: 1315 Paseo Placita
Applicant: John Mitchell
Project Description: DPRB Case No. 16-16D

A'request to add a total of 162 sq. ft. to
an existing 196 sq. ft. second-story
deck attached to the rear elevation of
the single-family residence at 1315
Paseo Placita 42.5 sq. ft. (86" x 5) to
the north side of the deck ad 119 sq. ft.
(8’-8" x 13'-11”) to the south side.

APN: 8395-004-024

Status of Project: This item has been approved by the

. Director of Development Services on
June 27, 2016 and is subject to a 14-
day appeal period that will end at 5:30
p.m. on July 11, 2016. Appeals must be
submitted in writing explaining the
reasons for the appeal, and must
include the appeal fee of $109 as
adopted by City Couneil.

Plans for the project referenced above are available for review at the Planning
Division located in City Hall at 245 East Bonita Avenue. You may contact Marco
Espinoza, Senior Planner, in the Planning Division at 909-394-6259 or visit
the Planning Division. City Hall is open Monday through Thursday 7:30 a.m. to
5:30 p.m. and on Fridays from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
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Chapter 18.12

DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW*

Sections:

18.12.010  Purpose.

18.12.020  Development plan review board
created.

18.12.030  Review required.

18.12.040  Submission of development
plan.

18.12.045  Resubmittal of denied
application.

18.12.050  Review authority.

18.12.060  Findings—Standard of review.

18.12.070  Procedure.

18.12.090  Issuance of permit.

18.12.100  Dedications and improvements
required.

18.12.104  Reimbursement for public
improvements.

18.12.110  Single-family residences—
Limitation on requirements.

18.12.120  Limitation on board authority.

*  Prior ordinance history: Ords. 99, 199 and 287.

18.12.010  Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter is to permit the city
to review proposed development projects to ensure
compliance with the general plan goals, policies
and objectives favoring high-quality development
which is both internally balanced and harmonious
and is complimentary to adjacent properties. The
city recognizes that architectural design and treat-
ment of buildings and structures, integrity of de-
sign, orientation and configuration of buildings and
structures upon a site, compatibility of develop-
ment with adjacent development, traffic circulation
and parking, and landscaping and open areas are all
factors which should be addressed with respect to
development of any property so as to create attrac-
tive, desirable and healthy neighborhoods for work
and residence. The city’s objective is to encourage
and to promote development which is not only

18.12.010

functional and attractive, but is also functionally
and aesthetically compatible with surrounding de-
velopment and enhancing to the area in which it is
located. In furtherance of this purpose, this chapter
provides for detailed site plan review of develop-
ment proposals to ensure compliance with the zon-
ing ordinance and other regulations of the city by
creating a development plan review board to re-
view such proposals and impose such conditions as
the board deems necessary to carry out the purpos-
es of this chapter. Where the proposed develop-
ment plan creates adverse effects on surrounding
properties, or environmental impacts are found to
so require, the director of development services or
the development plan review board, as the case
may be, may establish more stringent regulations
than those otherwise specified. (Ord. 1170 §1,
2007; Ord. 909 § 1, 1989; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord.
292 § 1, 1970; Ord. 99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.0,
1961)
18.12.020  Development plan review board
created.

A. Creation. There is created a development
plan review board consisting of the president of the
Chamber of Commerce; a member of the city
council; a member of the planning commission; the
director of public works; the city manager; the di-
rector of development services; or their designated
representatives; and, an appointed member of the
general public at large with a designated alternate.
In the event that the board attendance is not suffi-
cient to reach a quoruimn, the director of community
development shall appoint a temporary board
member(s). The term “DPRB,” when used in this
chapter, refers to the development plan review
board. The DPRB shall carry out the duties pre-
scribed in this chapter.

B. Meetings. The DPRB shall meet regularly in
open meeting at a time to be determined by the de-
velopment plan review board.

C. Rules of Procedure. The DPRB may adopt
such procedural rules as are necessary for the con-
duct of its business. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord.
1005 § 1 (Exh. A, § 1), 1993; Ord. 897 § 1, (B),

(San Dimas Supp. No. 17, 1-09)
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1989; Ord. 737 § 1, 1981; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord.
484 § 1, 1975; Ord. 342 § 1, 1971; Ord. 292 § 1,
1970; Ord. 99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.2, 1961)

18.12.030  Review required.

A. Building Review. No person shall construct
any building or structure, or relocate, rebuild, alter,
enlarge or modify any existing building or struc-
ture, until a development plan has been reviewed
and approved in accordance with this chapter, and
no building permit, relocation permit or business
license shall be issued until the requirements of this
chapter are met.

B. Sign Review. No person shall install or con-
struct a sign or implement a sign program until a
sign plan or sign program has been reviewed and
approved in accordance with this chapter and the
sign regulations pursuant to Chapter 18.152 of this
title. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord. 1005 § 1 (Exh. A,
§ 2), 1993; Ord. 897 § 1, (D), 1989; Ord. 703 § 1,
1980; Ord. 480 § 1, 1974; Ord. 292 § 1, 1970; Ord.
99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.4, 1961)

18.12.040  Submission of development plan.

Application for a development plan review shall
be filed by the owner of the property for which the
permit is sought, or by the authorized representa-
tive of the owner; provided, however, that the city
council, upon written request of the owners or au-
thorized representatives of the owners of the major-
ity of the property in an area for which a develop-
ment is being proposed, may authorize the filing of
an application without the approval of all of the
property owners or their authorized representatives
if the city council determines that to do so is in the
best interest of the city.

A. The applicant shall submit to the planning
division a completed development plan review ap-
plication with materials and plans as required in the
development plan review application package.

B. Fees. No application shall be processed in
accordance with this chapter unless the applicant
pays such fees as shall from time to time be fixed
by resolution of the city council as being necessary

to defray the costs of the city incidental to pro-
cessing the application.

C. Contents. The development plan shall be the
building plans and shall include, but not be limited
to, the following:

1. Parcel or lot dimensions;

2. Walls and fences: location, height, materials
and colors;

3. Off-street parking and loading: location,
number of spaces, dimensions of parking area and
loading facilities, internal circulation pattern;

4. Access and circulation: pedestrian, vehicu-
lar, service; points of ingress and egress, internal
circulation;

5. Buildings and structures: location, floor
plans, elevations, size, height, proposed use; type
and pitch of roofs; size and spacing of windows,
doors and other openings; materials, colors and
architectural treatment;

6. Spaces between buildings: location, size and
dimension; yards and setbacks;

7. Open spaces, recreation areas or greenbelts;
location, size and facilities;

8. Public improvements; street dedications and
improvements; public utilities installations includ-
ing poles, transformers, vaults and meters; design
and location;

9. Signs: location, size, color, design and mate-
rials;

10. Lighting: location and general nature; hood-
ing devices;

11. Drainage pattern and structures;

12. Towers, chimneys, roof structures, flag-
poles, radio and television masts, all mechanical
equipment external to main or accessory structures;
location, design, size, height, materials, colors and
architectural treatment;

13. Alternative energy systems;

14. Such other data as the development services
department staff or DPRB may require to make
necessary findings. (Ord. 1170 §1, 2007; Ord.
1117 § 2, 2001; Ord. 897 § 1 (E), 1989; Ord. 750
§ 4, 1981; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord. 292 § 1, 1970;
Ord. 99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.6, 1961)

(San Dimas Supp. No. 17, 1-09) Z-16
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18.12.045  Resubmittal of denied application.

Following denial of a development plan review
case, no similar or substantially similar application
for development plan review on the same property,
or portion thereof, shall be filed for one year from
the date that the denial becomes final; unless the
denial was made without prejudice. (Ord. 1170 § 1,
2007; Ord. 1144 § 3, 2004)

18.12.050  Review authority.

A. Informal Review. Applicants may, at their
option, submit preliminary drawings to the plan-
ning division for informal review and comment
prior to the preparation of working drawings.

B. Development Plans—FExempt. The follow-
ing development is exempt from development plan
review and approval as shown below in the first
column of Table 18.12.050. These developments
shall conform to all applicable provisions of the
San Dimas Municipal Code and this chapter. For
development plans specified in this subsection, the
director of development services may approve re-
ductions in setbacks or other development stand-
ards where this title allows the development plan
review board to do so. The director of development
services may, upon a determination that the devel-
opment could be incompatible with or have an ad-
verse effect on existing and surrounding property,
require that the development plan be reviewed pur-
suant to subsection C or D, as deemed appropriate,
of this section.

C. Development Plans—Review by Director of
Development Services. The director of develop-
ment services may approve, conditionally approve,
or disapprove those development plan applications,
subject to the criteria set forth in Section
18.12.060, as shown below in the second column
of Table 18.12.050. The director of development
services may approve reductions in setbacks or
other development standards where this title allows
the development plan review board to do so. The
director of development services may, upon a de-
termination that the development could be incom-
patible with or have an adverse effect on existing
and surrounding property, require that the devel-

Z-17
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opment plan be reviewed pursuant to subsection D
of this section.

D. Development Plan—Review by Develop-
ment Plan Review Board. The development plan
review board may approve, conditionally approve,
or disapprove those development plan applications,
subject to criteria set forth in Section 18.12.060, as
shown below in the third column of Table
18.12.050.

E. Development Plan—Review by City Coun-
cil. Where the applicant is a city council member or
commissioner for the city of San Dimas, a member
of the development plan review board, or any des-
ignated employee of the city of San Dimas required
to file a statement of economic interests, the DPRB
shall forward their recommendation to the city
council. The city council may approve, conditional-
ly approved, or disapprove development plan ap-
plications, subject to criteria set forth in Section
18.12.060.

(8an Dimas Supp. No. 17, 1-09)
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Table 18.12.050

Development Plan Review Authority

Exemptions

Director of Development
Services

Development Plan Review
Board (DPRB)

Single-family residential additions
or structural modifications where
addition is 1-story in height and
where designed to match existing
building exterior

Single-family residential additions
or structural modifications where
addition is greater than 1-story in
height; provided neighbors are
notified

New single-family residences;
new multiple-family residences,
office, commercial, institutional,
public, industrial and other non-
residential buildings.

Ground-mounted mechanical
equipment where screened from
view of adjoining properties and
public streets

Roof-mounted mechanical equip-
ment

Patios, gazebos, decks and similar
accessory residential structures
without cantilever design or re-
taining wall support and not visi-
ble from public rights-of-way

Patios, gazebos, decks and similar
accessory residential structures
with cantilever design or retaining
wall support

Swimming pools and spas without
retaining walls or with not more
than 50 cubic yards of grad-
ing(excluding pool excavation)

Swimming pools and spas with
retaining walls or with more than
50 cubic yards of grading (exclud-
ing pool excavation)

Second-story decks and balconies
less than 200 square feet, which
are not on street-facing side of
home and which are not located in
a zero lot line or attached residen-
tial project; provided that neigh-
bors are notified

Second-story decks and balconies
greater than 200 square feet,
which are not on street-facing side
of home and which are not located
in a zero lot line or attached resi-
dential project; provided that
neighbors are notified

Signs complying with approved
sign program

Monument signs which comply
with Chapter 18.152 and addition-
al wall signs allowed by Chapter
18.152

Sign programs

Wall signs and on-site directional
signs

Temporary signs and banners

Sign face changes

18
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Exemptions

Director of Development
Services

Development Plan Review
Board (DPRB)

Minor additions and structural
modifications to multiple-family
residential and nonresidential uses
and structures, for which there is
no increase in intensity of use or
additional parking required. Ex-
amples: interior remodels, trash
enclosures and similar facilities

Additions and structural modifica-
tions to multiple-family residen-
tial and nonresidential uses and
structures, which increase intensi-
ty of use or additional parking
required. Examples: exterior re-
modeling, exterior color and ma-
terial changes and similar modifi-
cations

Additions or structural modifica-
tions to an historic structure

Demolition of nonhistoric build-
ings

Demolition of historic buildings

Grading and reforming of land of
not more than 50 cubic yards or
other minor grading in isolated,
self-contained areas not intended
to support structures.

Grading and reforming of land
greater than 50 cubic yards and
which is not in anticipation of a
development plan requiring
DPRB review

Grading associated with a devel-
opment plan requiring DPRB re-
view

Fencing and landscape plans
complying with an approved
community fencing or landscape
plan

Community fencing or landscape
plans

Satellite dishes which are less
than 24 inches in diameter and not
visible from public rights-of-way

Satellite dishes 24 inches or great-
er in diameter or visible from pub-
lic rights-of-way, flag poles,
communication towers and other
similar accessory facilities

Other development of similar
scale or impact, as determined by
the director of development ser-
vices, provided that no develop-
ment explicitly subject to review
under subsection C or D of this
section shall be exempted.

Other development of similar
scale or impact, as determined by
the director of development ser-
vices; provided, that no develop-
ment explicitly subject to review
under subsection D of this section
shall be reviewed pursuant to this
subsection.

Other development plans not gov-
erned by subsections B and C of
this section.

(Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord. 1005 § 1 (Exh. A, § 3), 1993; Ord. 897 § 1 (F)—(H), 1989; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980;
Ord. 292 § 1, 1970; Ord. 99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.8, 1961)
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18.12.060  Findings—Standard of review.

A. Consideration and Review of Development Plan. In reviewing any development plan presented pur-
suant to the provisions of this chapter, the planning manager, director of development services or the DPRB,
as the case may be, shall consider the following:

1. New development or alteration or enlargement of existing development should be compatible with the
character and quality of surrounding development and shall enhance the appearance of the area in which de-
velopment is located.

2. The location, configuration, size and design of the buildings and structures should be visually harmo-
nious with their sites and with the surrounding sites, buildings and structures.

3. Architectural treatment of buildings and structures and their materials and colors shall be visually
harmonious with the natural environment, existing buildings and structures, and surrounding development,
and shall enhance the appearance of the area.

4. Architecture, landscaping and signage shall be innovative in design and shall be considered in the
total graphic design to be harmonious and attractive. Review shall include: materials, textures, colors, illu-
mination and landscaping; the design, location and size of signs attached to buildings; and the design, loca-
tion and size of any freestanding sign.

5. The location and configuration of buildings should minimize interference with the privacy and views
of occupants of surrounding buildings.

6. The height and bulk of proposed buildings and structures on the site should be in scale with the height
and bulk of buildings and structures on surrounding sites, and should not visually dominate their sites or call
undue attention to themselves.

7. Garish, inharmonious, or out-of-character colors should not be used on any building, face or roof vis-
ible from the street or from an adjoining site. Exposed metal flashing or trim should be anodized or painted
to blend with the exterior colors of the building.

8. The development of the site should protect the site and surrounding properties from noise, vibration,
odor and other factors which may have an adverse effect on the environment.

9. All mechanical equipment on the site shall be appropriately screened from view. Large vent stacks
and similar features should be avoided, and if essential shall be screened from view or painted so as to be
nonreflective and compatible with building colors.

10. Deep eaves, overhangs, canopies and other architectural features that provide shelter and shade
should be encouraged.

11. Rooflines on a building or structure should be compatible throughout the building or structure and
with existing buildings and structures and surrounding development.

12. Proposed lighting should be so located so as to avoid glare and to reflect the light away from adjoin-
ing property and rights-of-way.

13. The design of accessory structures, fences and walls should be harmonious with the principal building
and other buildings on the site. Insofar as possible, the same building materials should be used on all struc-
tures on a site.

14, Design and location of proposed signs should be consistent with the provisions of this title and with
characteristics of the area in which the site is located. Signs should be restrained and design should be in
keeping with the use to which they are related. Sign material should be compatible with the materials and
colors used on the exterior of the structure to which the sign is related and should be complementary to the
appearance of the building.

15. The design of the buildings, driveways, loading facilities, parking areas, signs, landscaping, lighting,
solar facilities and other sight features should show proper consideration for both the functional aspects of
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18.12.070

the site, such as the automobile, pedestrian and bicycle circulation, and the visual effect of the development
upon other properties from the view of the public street.

16. Off-street parking and loading facilities should function efficiently with minimum obstruction of traf-
fic on surrounding streets.

17. All utility facilities shall be underground.

18. Adequate provisions should be made for fire safety.

19. Drainage should be provided so as to avoid flow onto adjacent properties.

20. All buildings and structures shall be designed and oriented to promote passive thermal systems to the
greatest extent possible, in accordance with Chapter 18.168. Alternative energy systems shall be provided
when required by Chapter 18.168 and such systems shall meet all requirements of this chapter.

21. All development standards for respective zoning shall be met.

B. Findings. In approving or conditionally approving a development plan pursuant to the requirements of
this chapter, the planning manager, director of development services or the DPRB, as the case may be, shall
find that as modified by any imposed conditions:

1. The development of the site in accordance with the development plan is suitable for the use or devel-
opment intended; :

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

3. The development is consistent with all elements of the general plan and is in compliance with all ap-
plicable provisions of the zoning code and other ordinances and regulations of the city.

Where such findings are not made, the development plan shall be disapproved. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord.
1005 § 1 (Exh. A, §§ 4, 5), 1993; Ord. 897 § 1, 1989; Ord. 750 § 4, 1981; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord. 37
§ 795.9, 1961)

18.12.070  Procedure,.

A. Completeness. The director of development services shall review a development plan application pur-
suant to Section 18.12.040 to determine if the application is complete within thirty days after receiving the
application. If determined incomplete, the applicant shall be advised in writing of all information needed to
complete the application. A determination of completeness by the director of development services shall not
prevent the DPRB from requesting supplemental information to facilitate its decision. The applicant must
supply the requested plans and/or information within sixty days of the notice of incomplete filing. Upon re-
ceipt of the required items by the development services department, the information shall be reviewed for
completeness and a determination of completion shall be made within thirty days.

B. Incomplete Applications.

1. In the event that information needed for the reasons shown below is not provided by the applicant
within the time limits specified by this section, the city may deny a permit or entitlement for a development
project. Information whose absence would constitute a reason for such a denial are:

a. Information which is to be supplied by the applicant and is necessary to prepare a legally adequate
environmental document;

b. Information necessary to prepare a supplemental environmental impact report in compliance with the
Public Resources Code, Section 21166; or

¢. Information without which the city’s decision to approve a project would not be supported by sub-
stantial evidence.

2. Denial for the above reasons may be deemed by the city to be a denial without prejudice to the appli-
cant’s right to reapply for the same permit.
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C. Notice. Written notice shall be sent to the applicant prior to consideration of the development plan
application by the development plan review board. Written notice shall be also sent to adjoining property
owners prior to consideration of any development plan application by the DPRB.

D. Decision. The director of development services or the development plan review board shall consider
any application in a timely manner after it is deemed complete. In approving a development plan, the direc-
tor of community development or the development plan review board shall be empowered to impose condi-
tions to ensure conformance to the general plan, zoning code, specific plans, applicable regulations of the
San Dimas Municipal Code and the provisions of this chapter. The DPRB may, from time to time, continue
its consideration of any development plan.

E. Execution of Approved Plan. The decision of the dlrector of development services or development
plan review board, together with the findings and any conditions, shall be made in writing and shall be kept
on file in the development services department. A copy of such decision shall be mailed to the applicant and
to any person who has made written request for such notice. The decision shall be final fourteen days after
mailing of the notice, unless the decision is appealed in accordance with subsection H of this section.

F. Extension. Upon receiving a written request prior to the expiration of any approval time period, the
director of development services may grant an extension of the development plan approval for a period not
exceeding one year; providing, that it is found that there has been no subsequent change in the findings,
conditions of approval, and applicable regulations governing the development plan approval.

G. Expiration. Construction of improvements permitted by any development plan shall be commenced
within one year of the date of approval; provided, that this time limit may be increased or decreased, at the
time of granting the approval, in order to allow the time limit to be concurrent with any other entitlement to
construct set forth in this title.

H. Appeals. Any decision, determination or action of the director of development services pursuant to
this chapter may be appealed by any aggrieved party or person to the development plan review board; pro-
vided, that such appeal is filed within fourteen days after the issuance of the decision, determination or ac-
tion by the director of development services. Any decision, determination or action by the development plan
review board may be appealed by an aggrieved party or person to the city council provided that such appeal
is filed within fourteen days after issuance of the decision, determination or action by the development plan
review board. Except for the time period specified herein, appeals shall be governed by the provisions of
Chapter 18.212. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord. 1005 § 1 (Exh. A, § 6), 1993; Ord. 897 § 1 (J), 1989; Ord. 703
§ 1, 1980; Ord. 561 § 1, 1977; Ord. 292 § 1, 1970; Ord. 99 § 4, 1964; Ord. 37 § 795.10, 1961)

18.12.090  Issuance of permit.

Before a building permit or relocation permit is issued for any building or structure, the building depart-
ment shall ensure that:

A. The proposed building is in conformity with the development and conditions approved by the DPRB
or director of development services, and the applicant has signed a file copy of the approved development
plan, accepting the conditions thereon.

B. All required improvements have either been installed or cash or bond has been deposited with the city
to cover the cost of the improvements.

C. All of the required dedications have been given. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord. 292
§ 1, 1970; Ord. 37 § 795.12, 1961)
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18.12.100  Dedications and improvements required.

Changes normally occur in the local neighborhood due to increased vehicular traffic generated by facilities
requiring a development plan; therefore, such developments are required to provide street dedication and im-
provements on all rights-of-way abutting a lot or parcel in which the development is to occur. The dedications
and improvements noted in the following sections of this chapter are required as a condition to the approval of
any development plan. (Ord. 703 § 1, 1980; Ord. 292 § 1, 1970; Ord. 37 § 795.14, 1961)

18.12.104  Reimbursement for public improvements.

A. Supplemental Size Required. There may be imposed as a condition of approval of any development
plan, civic center permit, or precise plan for any property a requirement that public improvements (including
water, sewer and similar public improvements) installed by the developer for the benefit of such property bene-
fit other property by containing supplemental size, capacity or number, or otherwise providing a benefit for the
other property, and that such improvements be dedicated to the public. If such condition is imposed, the
city may enter into an agreement with the developer to reimburse the developer pursuant to subsection B
of this section for that portion of the cost of such improvements equal to the difference between the actual cost
of the improvements and the amount it would have cost the developer to install such improvements to serve
only his or her property, as determined by the city engineer.

B. Reimbursement Agreement Contents. Any reimbursement agreement required by subsection A of this
section shall set forth a description of the properties benefited by the improvements other than that of the
developer, the amount to be reimbursed, and a fair method of allocating such amount to such properties, and
shall provide that the city shall impose upon such properties as a condition of approval of any subdivision,
development plan, civic center or precise plan, an obligation to reimburse the developer who installed the
improvements in amounts as specified in the agreement. Such agreement shall be effective for a period of
ten years or until the developer has been reimbursed in the amount set forth in the agreement, whichever
occurs first.

C. Public Hearing. Prior to approval of any reimbursement agreement, the city council shall conduct a
public hearing. Notice of the public hearing shall be given to each owner of property described in the agree-
ment as benefited by the public improvement, as identified on the last available assessment roll. At the pub-
lic hearing the city council shall determine the properties benefited by the improvements, the amount to be
reimbursed, and the method of allocating such amount to such properties.

D. City Liability. Neither the provisions of this section nor the provisions of the reimbursement agree-
ment shall be deemed to impose any obligation upon the city to reimburse any developer directly for any
improvements required as a condition of approval of a development plan, civic center permit, or precise
plan. Nothing in this section shall be construed as requiring the city to enter into any agreement even though
it may have required the installation of public improvements as a condition of approval. (Ord. 1005 § 1
(Exh. A, § 7), 1993; Ord. 800 § 2, 1983; Ord. 37 § 795.11, 1961)

18.12.110  Single-family residences—Limitation on requirements.

A. The improvements required by Section 18.12.100 shall be required as a condition to the approved de-
velopment plans involving additions to single-family residences unless one of the following apply:

1. “Improvements,” as defined by Section 18.12.100 have been constructed in front of properties consti-
tuting less than fifty percent of the front footage within the block in which the subject property is situated; or

2. The addition to the single-family residence is less than or equal to six hundred square feet or not
greater than fifty percent of the gross floor area of the existing structure, whichever is more restrictive.
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B. “Block” means property facing one side of any street between the next intersecting street and an in-
tersecting street. “Street” does not include an alley or other right-of-way unless it is of the same width as a
regular residential minimum-width street approved as part of the city’s master plan of circulation or streets.
In the case of an alley, “block” means property facing both sides of an alley between the next intersecting
streets or alleys between the terminus of an alley and an intersecting street. In the case of street lighting,
“block” means property facing the side of any street on which the improvement is to be constructed between
the next intersecting streets on the side to be improved or between the terminus of a dedicated right-of-way
of a street and a street intersecting the side to be improved; or property facing the side of any street on which
the improvement is to be constructed between the next intersecting streets on the side to be improved and a
street intersecting the side to be improved and the property facing the opposite side of the street.

C. Where a block exceeds one thousand feet in length, a length of frontage of one thousand feet consti-
tutes a “block” as used in this chapter, if so designated by the superintendent of streets. A determination by
the superintendent of streets of such a one-thousand-foot-block establishes a “block” and cannot later be
changed to include a portion of the one-thousand-foot-block in another block. (Ord. 897 § 1 (L), 1989; Ord.
480 § 2, 1974; Ord. 37 § 795.15, 1961)

18.12.120  Limitation on board authority.

No provision of this chapter shall give the review board or planning commission authority to deny any
use permitted by the zone in which the property lies. (Ord. 1170 § 1, 2007; Ord. 292 § 1, 1970; Ord. 37
§ 795.16, 1961)
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW BOARD
MINUTES
July 28, 2016 at 8:30 A.M.
245 EAST BONITA AVENUE
CITY COUNCIL CONFERENCE ROOM, CITY HALL

PRESENT

David Bratt, Planning Commission

Ken Duran, Assistant City Manager

Krishna Patel, Public Works Director

John Sorcinelli, Public Member at Large

Larry Stevens, Director of Community Development

STAFF

Eric Beilstein, Building Superintendent
Marco Espinoza, Senior Planner
Anne Nguyen, Assistant Planner

Luis Torrico, Associate Planner
Jennifer Williams, Associate Planner
Fabiola Wong, Planning Manager

ABSENT

Emmett Badar, Council Member
Scott Dilley, Chamber of Commerce

CALL TO ORDER

David Bratt called the regular meeting of the Development Plan Review Board to order at
9:13 a.m. so as to conduct regular business in the City Council Conference Room.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Larry Stevens moved, seconded by David Bratt to approve the June 23, 2016 minutes.
(Patel and Sorcinelli abstain)

Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D

APN: 8395-004-024
An appeal to DPRB of a Director's Review approving a 162- square foot expansion to an

existing 196 square feet second-story deck attached to the rear elevation of a single-family
residence located at 1315 Paseo Placita.

EXHIBITI
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Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita was present
Mykela Martinez, resident of 1315 Paseo Placita was present
Don Meredith, Appellant & owner of 1321 Paseo Placita was present

Mr. Stevens stated for the record that the Board conducted an offsite visit today to 1315
Paseo Placita & 1321 Paseo Placita. The visit was to examine the deck extension at 1315
Paseo Placita and the possible privacy intrusion reported by the appellant living at 1321
Paseo Placita.

Senior Planner Marco Espinoza presented the staff report. He added he received a letter from
the residents north of the property at 1307 Paseo Placita. Both the tenants and property owner
for 1307 Paseo Placita do not have any issues with the progressed project.

Mr. Stevens asked if the second-story addition triggered anything.

Senior Planner Espinoza stated it was a Directors review.

Mr. Duran asked if the second-story addition and the second-story deck were two different
applications.

Senior Planner Espinoza stated yes, the two items were two separate applications with two
separate reviews.

Mr. Stevens asked if the previously approved deck was approved with the contingency of
adding a lattice screen on the south side.

Senior Planner Espinoza stated the lattice screen was initiated after the deck was approved
but during the appeal period.

Mr. Stevens asked if the lattice was a condition.
Senior Planner Espinoza stated no, the lattice was not a condition of approval.

Mr. Stevens asked when the new deck was proposed closer to the neighbors, was the lattice
idea supposed to be reintroduced.

Senior Planner Espinoza stated there was a small discussion regarding the lattice for privacy
with the property owner; they decided not to incorporate into the new proposal.

Mr. Stevens directed his question towards Building Superintend Beilstein regarding structural
integrity. He asked if the deck were to be extended westerly, would it need larger beams for
support.

Building Superintendent Beilstein stated that would depend on how large of an expansion
would be requested.

Mr. Sorcinelli stated they would need to lower the girder to be in line with the rafter. He feels
the whole structure would need to be rebuilt.
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Mr. Stevens asked if there was a sample of the screen used by the neighbor.

Senior Planner Espinoza stated Exhibit A shows a screen from 1321 Paseo Placita looking
towards the new deck.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated he is the owner at 1321 Paseo Placita. He noted that the
original deck was competed in 2014, after two years of construction. In 2012, when he heard of
the initial project he wanted to object but felt he needed to be neighborly and agreed to the
deck. When he gave his “OK” for the deck he asked that a privacy screen be added along his
side of the deck. He feels his biggest issue with the deck is that he gave up his privacy to his
pool. The balcony is used for family gatherings so now their whole family can look into his yard.
He states he has tried to be a good neighbor but he just cannot live with the balcony being
extended in his direction. He does not feel he is being a bad neighbor by asking for his privacy.

Mr. Stevens noted the letter from the applicant stated the neighbor's had a small discussion
about the deck. He asked if any compromise was made in that meeting.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated they did have a discussion but it ended
in the Appellant stating he could not live with the deck.

Mr. Stevens asked if there was talk about the privacy screen.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated he told the homeowner he would think about the screen but
later came back to say that he did not feel it would preserve his privacy.

Mr. Stevens asked both parties if there was a willingness to work with City Staff to find a
common ground in this matter.

Don Meredith, Appeliant stated he and the homeowner already had a discussion and he feels
the only compromise is for the deck to be added onto in a westerly direction only.

Mr. Patel asked what kind of screen the appellant would like.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated he would like something solid as he feels it would help with his
privacy. He asked the Board, how much balcony does a house of this size need. He feels the
large size of the deck is getting inappropriate.

Senior Planner Espinoza asked the appellant if he is asking for a screen above or below the
railing.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated he would like a screen for everything that looks into his yard.

Mr. Stevens stated Staff would not only need to review materials but also the architectural
detail of the privacy screen. He believes the screen would need to be solid to be most effective.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated his Realtor informed him that his property is at a loss of value
due to the lack of privacy.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated when the house was originally set to
have the addition done; her mother did not inform the neighbors. When they decided to do the
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deck she made an effort to inform all the neighbors. Unfortunately the contractor hired said he
had pulled permits, took their money and ran.

Mr. Stevens asked if the current contractor is a different person.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated the old contractor disappeared. They
were trying to move forward with what was already had planned as they thought they had active
permits. She added her family does not use the deck as much as they would like, if the
neighbors are out, they stay inside. If the Board looks at Exhibit A, the window, the privacy
goes both ways. He can see into her room from his backyard. That is why they want the deck to
be built past the window. They are on a budget but would like to find a happy medium regarding
the privacy issue.

Mr. Stevens asked if it was ever a consideration to make the north side of the deck deeper,
towards the pool.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated with the bad experience from the
previous contractor, they are hoping to find a solution on a tight budget. Currently the footings
are set to run the deck across the back of the house.

Mr. Bratt asked the applicant if that is her bedroom on 2™ floor.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated yes, her bedroom takes access to the
deck.

Mr. Sorcinelli asked what is the other space that accesses the deck.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated the other room that takes access to the
deck is a 2" floor living room.

Building Superintendent Beilstein asked how the deck helps with privacy and airflow. He
asked if shutters could provide privacy with proper air flow.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita states that a deck will ensure privacy to her
bedroom window. She reiterates her main concern is privacy.

Mr. Bratt noted the neighbors have single story homes, she is concerned with everyone looking
up; yet she looks down into everyone's yard.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stressed putting up the deck it will block the
window.

Mr. Bratt stated the privacy issue was created when a 2" story was added in a neighborhood of
all single story homes.

Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated the City approved the addition and she
would just like to complete her deck at this point.

Mr. Stevens stated the addition is already done; a happy medium just needs to be met.
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Desiree Martinez, owner of 1315 Paseo Placita stated the deck does not need to go to the
edge of the house. She would just like the deck to go past the window.

Don Meredith, Appellant stated when the 2" story was added, he adjusted his style of living to
keep his own privacy. He cannot see into the neighbor's windows as he has added privacy
screens along the north side of his home.

Mr. Stevens asked if the privacy screens were wooden screens.
Don Meredith, Appellant stated two are wood and one is a fabric.

Mr. Sorcinelli added after hearing the arguments, seeing evidence and being at the site, once
the 2" floor was added, there was an encroachment into the privacy issue. The Board must
now consider if there is a justifiable need to extend the deck. Currently, he would not be in favor
of approving the deck extension as he feels someone looking into the 2™ floor window will only
see the ceiling. He suggests a lattice piece below the window just for added shade and the
deck be extended towards the north. The other issue would be the removal of the shade cloth
over the current deck. He notes anything that has been erected over six months is considered a
permanent structure. He says extend the deck north and remove the shade cloth.

Mr. Duran asked if a retractable awning would work for this situation.
Mr. Sorcinelli stated a retractable awning would not easy to add with existing rain gutters.
Mr Patel stated a lattice patio may be a good compromise for the privacy.

Building Superintendent Beilstein states that he feels it will solve both issues of no further
walking surface and solar protection to the bedroom window.

Mr. Stevens added the only issue it doesn’t accommodate is the larger deck space. He doesn’t
think the applicant will lose much money by adjusting construction.

Mr. Sorcinelli stated he doesn't believe the Board is in the position to encroach on the north
side of the property. The Board needs to be careful going forward that the neighbors do not
object.

Senior Planner Espinoza added Mr. Sorcinelli brings up a good point in which if the deck
expands north, Staff would need to notify a larger area of residents.

Mr. Stevens stated the Board could refer this item back to Staff and the item can come back if
there is any objection.

Mr. Sorcinelli noted the issue of the north side deck only becomes an issue if it is to move to
the west.

Mr. Stevens noted to both the applicant and appellant, this decision is appealable from 14 days
of the notice. Please note you have that right if you chose to exercise it.

Motion Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D: Larry Stevens second by David Bratt to grant the
appeal and modify the Directors Review to approve only the 2™ story deck expansion nearest
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the north property line. The Board does not approve any expansion on the south property line.
It is noted that the owner may, but not required to install a |attice patio cover as expressed for
privacy on the south side without further approval and to note that there may be an option to
expand westerly but only if approval comes from the neighbor at 1321 Paseo Placita. The
Board also asks there to be the removal of the existing shade cover, if a new shade cover is
desired then a permit must be pulled to do so.

Motion carried 5-0

DPRB Case No. 16-22

APN: 8448-022-012 -016 & -026
Associated Cases: DPRB Case No. 16-25

A request for approval of a new master paint color scheme for Via Verde Plaza located at 1100-
1198 Via Verde.

Linda Klein with Vista Paint was present

Drew Israelsky with Summit Team was present

Erik Coffin, Sign Contractor was present

Associate Planner Luis Torrico presented the staff report. Staff recommends that the
Development Plan Review Board consider the request and approve an appropriate color
scheme subject to the conditions.

Mr. Duran asked what the applicant response was regarding the red hue under canopy.

Associate Planner Torrico stated the applicant would like to keep the red hue under the
canopy.

Mr. Stevens asked if the existing monument sign had a VONS logo on it.
Associate Planner Torrico stated the monument sing does not have a VONS logo.

Building Superintendent Beilstein asked if the business owners are aware the sign policy and
color scheme will be changing.

Associate Planner Torrico stated yes, the business owners and tenants are aware of the
change.

Mr. Stevens stated VONS painted their storefront about a year ago to match the previous paint
colors. He does not believe VONS will repaint to match a new color scheme at this point in
time.

Mr. Bratt asked if there is a safety issue if the center does not replace the deteriorated wood.

Associate Planner Torrico answered no, the deteriorated wood is purely esthetic.

EXHIBIT |



August 14, 2016

Appeal of DPRB CASE No.16-16D

Subject: Disagreement of the appeal hearing that took place on luly 28, 2016.

1I/We have been through the proper channels that are required by the city of San Dimas in
accordance to submitting plans: Permits {including all fees), submitting appropriate plans that
have been asked of us, having the plans up to code as well as all other requirements of the city
of San Dimas. Everything that is required of us in submitting the plan have been completed in a
timely manner for approval. As a result the planning department reviewed and approved our
plans for extending our deck.

With this being said | would like in writing a detailed explanation of why the DPRB ruled
against the south side considering we followed all the proper procedures and guidelines. |
would also like a copy of the minutes from the DPRB meeting on 07/28/2016.

Don’s concern is privacy, currently where the deck is located, there is no privacy. We are
able to see his backyard from our bedroom window. With the deck extension past our window
(to the south) and with the proper privacy blocking (please see attached picture and description
of Euro lattice) we will no longer see him in his yard or will he be able to see in our bedroom
window. The main complaint from Don is privacy, This will give him his full privacy that he is
looking for as well as giving us privacy and a little more comfort and space on our deck. On July
28, at the DPRB meeting the question was asked “why would we need so much space when we
have room for a table and BBQ right now?” My answer to this is, Why not? Everyone likes to
improve their living area when given a chance and this is something we would like to do.
Overall giving privacy for Don and us. We are more than willing to put up the necessary screen
or whatever is needed (example of the Euro lattice giving full privacy) to complete the privacy
as it is a concern to both parties.

| believe the decision was not objective and that there was a clear conflict of interest in
reaching their decision. | say this because

1. |do not have a relationship with any of the board members, and from my observation of
the interaction between the board and Don it is clear that theirs a personal relationship
between him and the board members. This is affecting an objective decision in regards
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to this project. Don has said to me and my husband that he “has friends in city hall and
they know him very well.” This is upsetting and discouraging to think that unless you
“know” someone and are on good terms with them you don’t have a chance.

The morning of the appeal a group of 9 people came to both residence to observe the
extension in question and at that time it became clear to me that these “friends” of Don
would be the ones to make the decisions about the appeal. | was advised not to speak
during the walk through or to answer any questions that where asked. When they left
my home and went next door, Dons relationship with them was made apparent by the
conversations that begun immediately as they met at the gate. Talking about “how nice
Don looked in a tie” and “how his garden looked” among other inappropriate
conversations between them considering the current issue of the appeal. Don was given
an opportunity to freely speak with the board regarding his concerns as well as pointing
out what he felt was the problem with the plans to extend the deck. He was able to
express his feelings at his home while | was asked to not speak.

When we arrived to city hall the situation was no different, Don spoke first as he had full
attention of the board as well as eye contact. The minute Don got up to stand before
the board they were making friendly conversation and jokes. Don brought up issues that
had nothing to do with us being at the appeal and spoke with malice and untruths about
my family and our residence. The board laughed and continued a dialog with him, after
he spoke I was asked if | had anything to say. This is when | stood before the board
addressing the accusations Don had made than continued with my statement.

Well standing before the board | was not shone the same curtesy as Don was. There was
no eye contact by any of the members. Instead, they talked among themselves and
asked each other questions well | was speaking, Most of the conversation was irrelevant
to the topic of the appeal. “Is a window and a slider necessary for the lighting in this size
room?”, “How can a breeze from a window really matter when they are on a second
story?” Discussions of “expanding west as an option and why is it really necessary to
expand anyway?” One member said “if they did that they would have to tear down the
entire deck and start over.” (I'm certain that this conclusion could not be made without
an engineer examining the prints). These are examples of what was being discussed well
| was up there taking my turn to speak.

I took a picture view of Dons back yard at night so they can see there is no visible view
with the shading he put up and handed this to one of the board members. A couple of
them glanced at the picture making jokes that they can “see Don swimming naked in his
pool.” One member asked me a couple of questions, and they were followed up with
jokes from the board.

| was not taken serious when | was speaking and explaining why | submitted the plans. |
can clearly see that the walk through and the meeting was just a technicality and they
already made up their minds before | even got there.

Don used his personal relationship to move forward with the first appeal. He had Denise
Bertone appeal on his behalf so he would not have to pay the appeal fee of $109. This is
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not appropriate or fair to do so, if Don had an issue with this he should have had to
follow the same steps as everyone else including the fee. | was mistreated and so | am
appealing and have to pay the fee in order to what | hope will be a fair chance at being
heard. | asked at the meeting how this could be right to do so. One of the board
members said “you can ask one of the council members to appeal for you, but it’s not
likely it will happen.” How can | have a fair chance if | know Don is going to pull strings to
get what he wants? This is exactly how the city of San Dimas and Don have made me
feel. My mother in law and husband have lived at this address for at least 22 years and
he felt this was the perfect place for us to raise our children. The neighborhood, the
schools and the small friendly environment. Living on a street where the neighbors
know each other and look out for one another. Unfortunately this is not the experience
we are having at this time and are sadden to see the ripple of effect it is having on the
people who live on our street.

In the packet that was sent to us concerning the appeal there is a picture taken from my
neighbor’s back yard. Don states on the bottom of the picture that this neighbor has no privacy
in her backyard and is concerned as well. This picture had a note on it from the resident to the
north explaining Don was not given permission to go in the yard and take the picture nor did he
have the right to speak for them. This picture was not addressed, | don’t even know if it was
submitted into the file. As well as a typed statement from the neighbor on the north side
sharing her thoughts about the extension. Elvia (the neighbor to the north) is perfectly
comfortable with the deck being extended and feels it will look nice when finished.

On 8/14/2016 Elvia shared with me that she spoke with her children about how Don could
possibly gotten in the back yard to take this picture. With an upset tone she explained that Ann
(a neighbor across the street from Don and a very good friend of his) went over her house one
early evening and talked to one of the sons stating “I have a friend that wants to get her deck
extended and really likes the way theirs came out, can you please take a picture of it from you
back yard so she can she what it looks like.” Then, proceeded to hand the son a phone to take
the picture. Elvia explained that the situation, Ann as well as Don took advantage of her son.
Elvia continued, “When a friendship allows trespassing to obtain unsolicited documents and
then presents the illegally obtained documents as evidence, gravely shows Don will use to his
friendships to his advantage anyway possible. He has no right to speak on me or my husband’s
behalf. The mistrust and the betrayal of neighbors that | have known for so long is upsetting.”
Elvia continued sharing that she felt violated and misled by these actions.
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| bring this up as another example of Don being dishonest and using deception to get what he
wants. | spoke with Don before we submitted the plans and explained in my backyard how this
will bring the full privacy to both of us. | said “we are willing to use whatever HE is comfortable
with to block the view into his yard.” Don went on saying “l don’t oppose it nor am | for it. We
will see what happens.” | said “come talk to me if you have questions/ concerns and we can
work something out so you don’t have to go to the city.” | wanted to show him consideration
and respect as neighbor by letting him know what was going on before he got the letter. In
hopes we could work it out so it was fair for us both.

Don is concerned with his privacy, | completely understand and share the same concerns.
Where the deck ends north of my bedroom window the privacy is not there. Extending the deck
to the south side of my window will allow full privacy when we put up the Euro style lattice or
similar to this standing 6 foot tall blocking the view to his back yard. Also giving us more space
on the deck to enjoy, this is the privilege that we have as American citizens to be able to
appreciate the fruits of our labors and as homeowners.

Lastly, | need to say | have the right to be heard just as Don did. | was not given the
opportunity to do so. It is a privilege to serve the city we live in and to be a board member or
on the city council. There is a responsibility of the elect to see all matters as an equal
opportunity and judge fairly. Not to be used for personal relationship advantages. We followed
all the correct procedures according to the city and was not giving any appropriate reasoning
that said otherwise, in the decision made. | would like to add that this appeal is to address the
south side of the deck. The neighbors to the north are aware of the project and have no
objections to it being completed. There is a letter signed by north neighbor expressing so. | am
including drawings of the view from our window outside in hopes that you will have a better
understanding of what I’'m explaining as the finished product.

Thank you for your time,

Desiree Martinez



Euro Style 6 ft. Lattice

Product Overview

All new 6 ft. x 6 ft. Lattice Top King Cedar Euro Style Composite/Aluminum Fencing delivers the
beauty of wood without the maintenance of wood. Used in conjunction with black aluminum framing
and accents (sold separately), this mixed material fencing is extremely low maintenance and retains
it's beauty for many years. lts "all-purpose” channel posts (sold separately) and board stacking
simplicity makes it the easiest fence of all to install. Use as in-ground fencing in your yard, or create
an attractive privacy alcove by surface mounting on your patio or deck (under 30 in. deck surface
height).

EXHIBIT J
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Enduring Products. Enduring Beauty.

JEWETT-CAMERON

nasoan- ek COMPANY

hSEN

TURQO STYLE FENCING
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Tools Needed

Planning & Layout

Infill: Quantities per 6 ft. Sections & Stacking Order
lllustration Page: Estate Model

lllustration Page: Black Top Model

lllustration Page: Lattice Top Model

lllustration Page: Acrylic Top Model

lllustration Page: Surface Mount Install

lllustration Page: In Ground Install

lllustration Page: Multi-Purpose Post - Product Identification
llustration Page: Multi-Purpose Post - Orientation
llustration Page: Base Plate - Mount to Post

Surface Mount Install Instructions - 4 ft or 6 ft High; page 1
Surface Mount Install Instructions - 4 ft or 6 ft High; page 2
In Ground Install Instructions - 6 ft High; page 1

In Ground Install Instructions - 6 ft High; page 2

In Ground Install Instructions - 4 ft High; page 1

In Ground Install Instructions - 4 ft High; page 2

Sloped Terrain Install Instructions; page 1

Sloped Terrain Install Instructions; page 2

Gate Installation

Material List

FAQs

Jewett-Cameron Company - P.0O. Box 1010 North Plains, OR 97133 Customer Service: (800) 955-2879 F+ EX H iF “"TL"
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www. HomeDepoti.com

EURO STYLE - Infilll

Quantitiey per 6 ft. Section & Stacking Order

EUR® MODEL

6 fi. Heighi

4 ft. Height

Estate

> Top Board Cap

> Top Board Cap

> 3 Composite Boards

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 8 Composite Boards

> 10 Composite Boards

> Bottom Support Bar

> Bottom Support Bar

Black Top

> Top Board Cap

> Top Board Cap

> 3 Black Aluminum Board

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 10 Composite Boards

> 7 Composite Boards

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> Bottom Support Bar

> Bottom Support Bar

Lattice Top

> Top Board Cap (down)

> Top Board Cap

> Lattice Top

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> Top Board Cap {up)

> 7 Composite Boards

> Top Board Cap [down)

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 10 Composite Boards

> Bottom Support Bar

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> Bottom Support Bar

v

Acrylic Top

> Top Board Cap (down)

> Top Board Cap

> Acrylic Top

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> Top Board Cap (up)

> 7 Composite Boards

> Top Board Cap (down)

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> 10 Composite Boards

> Bottom Support Bar

> 1 Black Aluminum Board

> Bottom Support Bar

- Apply all boards with the TONGUE SIDE UP and the GROOVE SIDE DOWN

- 6 ft high: In Ground use 8 ft post kit, Surface Mount use 6 ft post kit + Base Plate
- 4 ft high: In Ground use 6 ft post kit, Surface Mount use 4 ft post kit + Base Plate
- All sections are 72 in. post center to post center

Jewett-Cameron Company - P.O. Box 1010 Nerth Plains, OR 97133 Customer Service: (800) 955-2879 rax: |au;ruiu Ll
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www.HomeDepot.com

.S uR FA C E M O u N T 1.800-955-2879

* Refer to the Material List page for product identification
* If your patio pitches, adjust the leveling screws attached fo the base plate
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www.HomeDepot.com

tURO STYLE

Suwrface Mount
Install Instructions

4 f. or 6 fi. High

Q|| @[]
Tools Needed: {{d J'éw i el nS

Tape Measure Wrench Saw Mallet Level Power Drill Anchor

Screws

> POSTPREP Refer to the SURFACE MOUNT illustration page for a closer look!

Remove: Post Caps” and Channel Covers® from 2 posts. Attach: Base Plate” to the bottom of posts.
Secure: With the 5 included screws so the screw heads are screwed tightly past flush.

> ATTACH ALL BRACKETS AND SECURE FIRST POST

Determine: Line, End, or Corner”® posts. Insert: Bracket® through post, down inner Channel Slot", short
side down. Touch: Bracket™ to Base Plate”, attach with self tapping screw”. Predrill: Concrete through
Base Plate” with 3/8" x 4" masonary bit. Secure: 4" Concrete Anchor Screws tightly to Base Plata™-

|



> START FRAMING & SECURE SECOND POST

S = d [

emas - a2

Insert: The Bottom Support Bar* in post Channels®, resting on Brackets®, as the measuring stick to find
the location for the next post's distance. Predrill: The concrete through the 2nd post's Base Plate™ with
a 3/18" x 4" masonary bit. Secure: 4" Concrete Anchor Screws tightly to Base Plate™.

> INFILL BOARDS & FINISH FRAMING

Infill Boards: By following your specific Euro Style descriptions for quantities & order. Insert: Top Boarc
Cap* down through post channels, tap down with mallet to secure. Insert: Bracket™ through post, down
Inner Channel Slot® and slide down behind Top Board Cap®, short side down.

> SECURE & FINISH POST INSTALL

Secure: Each Bracket® with a self tapping screws. Replace: Channel Covers® through any unused post
Channels”, down the Outer Channel Slots®, hole side down. Secure: Channel Covers® with 1 1/2" self
tapping screw through hole. Replace: Post Caps® back on posts, tap down with mallet to secure.

> NEXTPOST

Repeat: Steps by using the next sections Bottom Support Bar® as the measuring stick for next
post distance.
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August 2, 2016

Denis Berione

City Council Member
245 E. Bonita Avenue
San Dimas, CA 91773

SUBJECT: Appeal of DPRB Case No. 16-16D
An appeal to DPRB of a Director's Review approving a 162 square
foot expansion to an existing 196 square foot second-story deck
attached to the rear elevation of a single-family residence located at
1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024).

Dear Mr. Mitchell,

On July 28, 2016, the Development Plan Review Board (DPRB) heard the appeal
of DPRB Case No. 16-16D. After hearing Staff, the appellant and the
homeowner's representative’s information regarding the project and the appeal,
the Board voted to uphold the appeal and modify the original Director’s approval
dated June 27, 2016. The Board's approval is for the 42.5 sq. ft. (8'-6" x 5)
expansion of the north side of the deck. The 119 sqg. ft. (8'-6" x 13-11")
expansion to the south side of the deck was not approved. This approval is
based on the following findings and is subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit
A

Findings

1. The development of the site in accordance with the development plan is
suitable for the use or development intended.

The proposed addition of 42.5 sq. ft. to the existing 196 sq. ft. second-story
deck is consistent with other single-family residential developments within
the city and in this community. Other such proposals have been previously
approved within this development. This same property was approved in
2013 for a 196 sqg. ft. second-story deck. The deck will be aligned with the
existing deck at 8’-6” in depth and will not protrude out any further. The deck
will be increased in length by 5’ to the north. The total size of the deck will

EXHIBIT K
245 EAST BONITA AVENUE < SAN DIMAS < CALIFORNIA 81773-3002 - ([009] 394-6200 - FAX [008] 394-6208




Appeal of DPRB Case 16-16D ' Page 2
1315 Paseo Placita
August 2, 2018

be 238.5 sq. ft. which is suitable and not out of proportion for this size
residential development (house and lot size).

The Board determined that the Director approved 119 sq. ft. (8'-6" x 13’-117)
expansion to the south side of the deck was not suitable for the existing
development and would impede in the neighbor's enjoyment of his rear
yard.

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

The proposed 42.5 sq. ft. deck extension on the north side of the existing
deck has been designed in a manner that is compatible with the existing
house and neighborhood, minimizing any public health, safety, and general
welfare concerns. The addition would not create negative impacts on
surrounding properties. The second-story deck expansion will be set back
9'-5” from the north property line.

The Board determined that the proposed 119 sg. ft. (8'-6" x 13-11%)
expansion to the south side of the existing deck would have an adverse
effect to the neighbor’s privacy and enjoyment of his pool and rear yard. The
neighborhood was originally developed as a one-story housing
development. The subject house had a second-story and deck added in
2012/2013 which encroach into the neighbor’s privacy of his back yard. The
proposed deck would have further encroached into the enjoyment of his
privacy as the deck would be set back 9'-8” from the property line instead of
the current setback of 23'-7".

In the original approval of DPRB Case No. 13-23D for the 196 sq. ft.
second-story deck the property owner worked with the neighbor to the south
to add a semi-privacy wall along the south elevation of the deck. The semi-
privacy deck wall was not constructed and the neighbor submitted a letter to
the City stating that he was in agreement with not requiring the privacy wall
after all. Due to the understanding between the neighbors, Staff did not
require a semi-privacy wall as part of the expansion of the deck.

3. The development is in general accord with all elements of the general
plan, zoning ordinance and all other ordinances and regulations of the City.

The proposed construction meets the intent of the General Plan land use
designation and complies with all zoning standards of the SF-7,500 zone.

Any decision, determination or action by the Development Plan Review Board

may be appealed to the City Council provided that such appeal is filed within 14
days from the date of this letter, which is issuing the determination or action by
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the Development Plan Review Board. An appeal may be filed by you or any
other interested party. Any appeal must include an appeal fee of $109 and be
accompanied by a written letter stating the reason(s) for the appeal. If you have
any questions about the appeal process, the decision of the Board and/or any
other inquiry, please contact me at (909) 394-6259.

Sincerely,

Senior Planner

Cc: Don Meredith, 1321 Paseo Placita, San Dimas, CA 91773

EXHIBIT K
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osted agenda, However, your concerns may be referred to staff or set for discussion at a later
te. 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

a item is considered. Comments on public hearing items will be considered when that
scheduled for discussion. The Public Comment period is limited to 30 minutes. Each
hall be limited to three (3) minutes.)

the Audience:

Nora Chen Lag Angeles County Library Manager announcements and activities.

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 audience requests removal for separate

discussion.) \\

Resolutions read by title, ﬁ‘l‘gther reading waived, passage and adoption recommended as follows:

RESOLUTION 2016- 45, A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF SAN DIMAS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING CERTAIN DEMANDS FOR
THE MONTHS OF AU@UST AND SEPTEMBER 2016

Approval of minutes for rf:gulal City Councll meeting of August 23, 2016

Approval of minutes for Study Session meetmg of August 23, 2016.

u.

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments Newsletter

-

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR Y
The following action was taken to approve the consent calé'hdar:

‘ &

\

MOTION: Bertone “%
SECOND: Ebiner J
YES: Badar, Bertone, Ebiner, Templeman, Morris \
NOES: None

The motion carried by vote of five to one. (5-0)

PLANNING MATTERS

Appeal of DPRB Case 16-16D

An appeal to City Council of the Development Plan Review Board’s (DPRB) decision, which
was an appeal of a Director’s approval of a 119-square foot expansion to an existing 196-
square foot second-story deck attached to the rear elevation of a single-family residence
located at 1315 Paseo Placita (APN: 8395-004-024).

Recommended. Action: Receive staff report and render decision to approve or deny appeal.
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Councilmember Bertone left the dais and did not participate in the hearing because he filed the
appeal.

Senior Planner Marco Espinoza announced that two letters submitted from neighbors were
provided to the council, he then presented staff’s report on this item.

Councilmember Templeman asked if the action to be taken would be to deny the appeal of the
Martinez’ family.

Espinoza answered yes.
Councilmember Ebiner asked if staff had any type of compromise in mind,

Mr. Espinoza answered that the board’s decision wasn’t a compromise but a solution that they
thought would work based on the facts that were presented.

Mayor Morris added that the council is limited with the action to be taken, the decision can be
reviewed and only upheld or denied. He provided an example of a similar appeal from a past
meeting where the council tried to come up with a solution.

Councilmember Ebiner asked for clarification of what the appellant was reqﬁesting.
City Attorney Mark Steres clarified the status of each approval as follows:

The original application was to add (extend) the deck to the north and south, this was
approved by the Planning Department. That decision was appealed to DPRB who
approved the north expansion and denied the south and that decision is what is before the
council.

To address the concerns of the Council having prior acquaintances with Mr. Meredith each
Councilmember gave a brief statement describing either not knowing or having only had brief
interaction with him at a prior community meetings. They also indicated that their decision
would be based on the material and testimony presented at this meeting, Mayor Morris then
invited Mrs, Martinez to speak.

Mrs. Martinez gave her overview of the case, in which she described the circumstances of
building the original deck without permits, stated that there are other two story homes in the
surrounding neighborhood, and detailed her compromise attempts with Mr. Meredith on privacy
issues of which she also has concerns.

There was discussion as to whether or not council could suggest any compromise on elements
that was not part of the DPRB decision. :

City Attorney Steres explained that adding conditions to an appeal would be different than
changing the approval. The decision tonight would be to deny the appeal or overturn the DPRB
decision and approve the plan with conditions; that would be a condition on the application as
opposed to changing the application. Consideration on moving the distance would mean sending

the case back to DPBB.
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Assistant City Manager of Community Development Larry Stevens pointed out that several
alternatives were considered and discussed at DPRB. The board offered to continue the matter
and meet with the parties to find an acceptable alternative but based on comments from the
parties staff did not feel that further discussions would result in a different outcome.

Mrs. Martinez concluded with they have gone through all of the proper channels, informed the
neighbors of their plans for the deck and received approval. She spoke to the privacy concern for
Mr. Meredith, which is why the matter was brought before council. She indicated that this is also
a concern for her family as well and that is why they offered the alternatives they did to address
this issue. Ms. Martinez explained that it is their desire as a homeowner to improve their home
with the expansion of the deck.

Mayor Mortris invited Mr, Meredith to speak.

Mr. Meredith stated that he has no personal relationship with any of city staff, commissioners
or councilmembers. He talked about the approach taken that brought the appeal to council, the
nature of the initial compromise he made and now feels has back fired.

Elvia Montanez a neighbor of both Mrs. Martinez and Mr. Meredith also shared input from her
perspective on a possible compromise solution that would help both neighbors get what they
need and allow the neighborly atmosphere to continue.

Mrs. Martinez addressed Mr, Meredith’s statements regarding privacy and described what she
witnessed at the DPRB site visits that led her to believe some of the individuals knew each other.

Mayor Morris closed the oral testimony of the hearing and brought the matter back to council
for discussion.

Councilmember Templeman stated that a design change should go back to the review board for
further investigation and did not feel that the council should make changes to the DPRB
decision. :

Councilmember Badar asked if council has to grant the appeal in order for it to go back to the
DPRB.

Myr. Stevens replied that council did not have to make a determination tonight and could refer
the case back to DPRB to consider council comments and determine if they want to make a
different decision.

Council and staff discussed a number of scenarios that could happen depending on what
direction is given by council.

Councilmember Badar asked what his role would be as a member of DPRB if this is referred
back to them.

Mr. Steres replied that he could not participate because it would be coming back to him at the
council level.
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The council was hopeful that in light of the discussions from tonight’s meeting staff can meet
with the parties and come to an agreement instead of sending back to DPRB.

The following motion was made to defer a.decision and continue the item to an unspecified date
to allow staff time to meet with the parties and report back to council before taking further

action,

MOTION: Badar

SECOND:  Templeman

YES: Badar, Ebiner, Morris, Templeman
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: Bertone

The motion carried by vote of four to zero (4-0).

OTHER BUSINESS

Review of planting material for the pots in the downtown renovation project.

City Maal"g“qger Blaine Michaelis presented staff’s report on this item,

.‘!E«LI
Recommendﬁ,g Action: Provide direction to staff.
b

Mr. Michaelis responded to Councilmember Templeman’s question that a change order to the
contract would incuf*alccust that is unknown at this time.

¥

Council discussed the lo‘olqlof the plants and other accessories to be added to the downtown,

Councilmember Ebiner askéd,Mr. Michaelis to bring this item to council for discussion
~ because he thought that the current selection of materials could use a little more color making the
landscape an attractive addition to the downtown.

Councilmember Bertone also thoughf' having more color would make the downtown more
attractive.

The following action was taken to stay with the existing plan:

{1t

MOTION: Morris

SECOND: Badar

YES: Badar, Morris, Templeman
NOES: Bertone, Ebiner

The motion carried by a vote of three to two (3-2)

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

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




Marco Espinoza

=
From: Don Meredith m
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 3:
To: Marco Espinoza
Subject: 1315 Paseo Placita

Marco,

| was advised that the appeal of Diane Martinez goes back to City Council on October 11, 2016. Unfortunately | will be
leaving to go out of state until October 17th. So itis unlikely | will be able to attend the meeting to represent my interest.

You mentioned the next date was October 25. Unfortunately | have to represent the Board of Supervisors at a Community
meeting 6 to 9 that evening.

For the record | believe the Design Review Board who | do not know, made a reasonable decision in denying the
extension of the balcony toward my house.

In their comments they suggested to Diane Martinez that a lattice patio cover would serve the same purpose as a balcony
in providing privacy without intruding further onto my yard. They further suggested that the extension they denied could be
added to the north side as an | shape, since that neighbor was ckay with it.

Don Meredith

Don Meredith

' EXHIBIT M
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Chapter 18.212
APPEAL PROCEDURES

Sections:
18.212.010  Purpose.
18.212.020 Procedure generally.
18.212.030 Right of appeal.
18.212.040 Contents of appeal.
18.212.050 Review at the initiation of the city council or a member of the city council.
18.212.060 Setting hearing on appeal.
18.212.070 Decision by council.
18.212.080 Notice,
18.212.090 Decision stayed.
18.212.100 Failure to act.
18.212.110 Waiver.

18.212.010 Purpose.

The purpose of this chapter is to establish procedures which will be of general applicability throughout
this title, including procedures relating to appeals of decisions by agencies of the city. (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979;
Ord. 37 § 600, 1961)

18.212.020 Procedure generally.

Where the provisions of this title provide for the appeal of decisions, determinations or actions of any
agency of the city to the city council, such appeal shall be governed by the provisions of this chapter unless
otherwise provided.

Any such decisions, determinations or actions shall be final and effective immediately unless appealed to
the council in accordance with the provisions of this chapter, or such other procedures as this title may pro-

vide, (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 610, 1961)

18.212.030 Right of appeal.

Appeals may be filed by any aggrieved party, but may not be filed more than twenty days after the issu-
ance of the decision, determination or action from which the appeal arises. (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37
§ 611, 1961)

18.212.040 Contents of appeal.

The appeal shall contain a statement of the grounds for the appeal and shall be accompanied by such fees
and/or charges as may be provided by resolution of the city council. (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 612,
1961)

18.212.050 Review at the initiation of the city council or a member of the city council.

Any decision subject to appeal may, prior to the expiration of the period for filing an appeal, be set for
review by the city council or a member of the city council without the necessity of the filing of an appeal or
payment of any fees. The council shall set the matter for a public hearing, with notice thereof to be given in
accordance with Section 18.212.080. At the hearing, the burden of proof to support a decision shall be on

EXHIBITN



18.212.060

that party required to bear the burden of proof for the decision at the initial level of consideration. After the
hearing, the council may approve, deny, or modify the decision as it determines appropriate to effectuate the
requirements of this code. (Ord. 1025 § 4, 1995; Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 613, 1961)

18.212.060 Setting hearing on appeal.

Upon receipt of a timely filed appeal, the city clerk shall forward the appeal to the council including any
evidence upon which the decision was made. Notice of any public hearing shall be given in the manner re-
quired by Section 18.212.080. (Ord. 1170 § 3, 2007; Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 614, 1961)

18.212.070 Decision by council.

Following any hearing held by the council pursuant to Section 18.212.060, the council shall consider all
relevant evidence, including any such evidence relied upon by the agency. The council may affirm, reverse
or modify the decision and shall give a written statement of the reason for the council’s determination. Any
determination by the council shall be final and effective immediately. (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 615,
1961)

18.212.080 Notice.
The city clerk shall give notice of the time and place of any public hearing set by the council, in the same
manner as was given for the hearing or action by the agency; provided, that written notice shall be sent to the

appellant and to all persons who request such notice. The council may provide for such additional notice as
it finds suitable. (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 616, 1961)

18.212.090 Decision stayed.

When the city council requests review of a decision, or an appeal of a decision is properly filed, the effect
of such decision shall be deemed stayed. Any action taken pursuant to a decision prior to the expiration of
the appeal period applicable to such decision is at the risk of the party taking such action. (Ord. 1025 § 4,
1995; Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 617, 1961)

18.212.100 Failure to act.

In the event a decision is reviewed by the city council or an appeal of a decision is filed, and the matter is
not acted upon within forty days after the date set by the city clerk for the public hearing thereon, then in
that event, the previous decision shall be deemed affirmed. (Ord. 1025 § 4, 1995; Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord.
37§ 618, 1961)

18.212.110 Waiver.

Whenever the ends of justice so require, the council may waive the requirements of this chapter so as to
permit consideration of an appeal by the council, (Ord. 662 § 1, 1979; Ord. 37 § 619, 1961)

EXHIBITN
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To Whorn it Concerns/City of San Dimas:

This letter is in refererce to the construction/home addition at 1315 Paseo Placita, San
Dimas, CA 91773 and its current resident, Desiree Martinez and her family. | currently reside in
the house next to the Martinez home on the norih side. The deck exiension, of which | am
aware of, would rest closer to our home. | have been a resident of San Dimas for the past
seventean vears (living in the same residence} and prior to that, lived in San Dimas from 1977-
1987. | also work in San Diras at Holy Name of Mary School as the preschool diractor,

Desiree and her family are good neighbors, there when you need therm, and respectful
of those around them. Recent improvemerits made an already well-kept and well-maintained
home more aesthetically pleasing. Landscaping, exterior design, color choices, and upkeep
give it @ nice curb appeal.

The Martinez family is quiet, respeciful of noise level, and honor privacy. Despite our
yard in visual proximity to thair deck, they are, at all times, respectful of privacy. | actually
enjoy that we can talk to one another from our yards — it’s what people used to do. If ever the
Martinezes have had a party or a celebration (which does not happen often), they have
ALWAYS honored noise level consideration, especially late at night. They maintain the exterior
of the home orderly, well-kept, and clean. Even through construction/rencvation they did
everything in their power to do the same and that is not an easy task.

As previously stated, | am aware of the plan to extend the current deck. My husband
and | are not opposed to the extension. We currently rent the home from Eradio T. Jimenez
and Elvira R. Jimenez, the owners (also San Dimas residents). They too are aware of the
extension, and contacted us as soon as they received notice from the city. They have seen the
deck, are aware of how far it will extend, and are fine with it as well.

if you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me at the number above.
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To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
For the meeting of October 11, 2016
From: Blaine Michaelis, City Manager /ﬂ/m
Subject: Request to nominate Councilmember Margaret Clark of Rosemead to
represent San Dimas on the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority
Board
SUMMARY
Rosemead Councilmember Margaret Clark has requested the support of
the City of San Dimas to nominate her to serve as the city’s
representative on the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority Board.
The nomination period runs from October 20 — November 18, 2016.
At this point, the city has not received any other candidate request for
support.
RECOMMENDATION

If the city council supports Councilmember Clark’s nomination to serve on the Board — please so
direct by a vote of the city council and we will then finalize the attached nomination resolution to
that effect and send it to the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority Board.

Attachments:

Letter from Councilmember Clark
Nomination information and resolution



MAYOR:
SANDRA ARMENTA

MAYOR PRO TEM:

PoLLYLow 8838 E. VALLEY BOULEVARD P.0 BOX 399
ROSEMEAD, CALIFORNIA 91770

COUNCIL MEMBERS: :

WILLLAM A LARGON TELEPHONE (626) 569-2100

MARGARET CLARK FAX (626) 307-9218

STEVEN LY

September 21, 2016

City of San Dimas

Attn: Mayor Curtis W. Morris
245 East Bonita Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773

RE: Request for Nomination to the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

Dear Mayor Morris:

As you know, I am the alternate to Louie Aguinaga, Former Mayor of South El Monte, who was
your representative of the cities without pumping rights on the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority (WQA). As I’'m sure you are aware, Louie Aguinaga had to resign from his seat due to
pleading guilty to bribery charges. See Article: San Gabriel Valley Tribune (September 1, 2016):

Former South El Monte Mavor pleads guilty to bribery.

As a result, his seat on the WQA is vacant and an election to fill it is being held. While I hold the
alternate seat, I would like to move back into the boardmember seat for the remainder of the term
which expires in January 2019. I have represented your City on the WQA which oversees the
groundwater cleanup in the San Gabriel Basin. We are continuing to make great progress and to
date have removed more than 68 tons of contaminants but the job isn’t done.

Our 13 cities must hold the election and the nomination period opens with nominations being
accepted in the form of a resolution from each City between October 20, 2016 and November 18,
2016. Then between December 3, 2016 and January 18, 2017, the cities’ final votes by resolution

can be accepted.

I would really appreciate having your City’s nomination and subsequent vote. If you have any
questions, I would be happy to speak to you. My cell phone number for talking or texting is
(626) 833-6672 and my email is clarkeeesc @yahoo.com.

Thank you so much for your consideration,

Margaret “Maggie” Clark

Councilmember

City of Rosemead

Alternate Boardmember, San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority




Councilmember Margaret Clark Biography

Margaret Clark has served on the Rosemead City Council since March 1991, including six terms
as Mayor. Prior to her election to the City Council she was a Commissioner on the Rosemead
Planning and Traffic Commissions. In addition to her council responsibilities, Margaret has been
an active leader in national, state and regional organizations and agencies. She was elected by 88
cities to serve as President of the Los Angeles County Division of the League of California Cities
and has been a member of the California Contract Cities Association executive board. Margaret
also represents the City of Rosemead on the board of the San Gabriel Valley Council of

Governments (SGVCOG).

Well respected for her knowledge of water quality and environmental issues, Mrs. Clark was
selected by her colleagues from 29 SGVCOG cities to serve as a founding board member on the
San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountain Conservancy. She has served on the
Board of Directors of the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority since its establishment in
1992 by legislative action to oversee clean-up of one of the largest Superfund sites in the nation.
Margaret’s environmental credentials also include membership on the National League of Cities
Energy, Environment and Natural Resources Committee as well as numerous other environmental
comuittee assignments such as membership on the governing board of the Los Angeles and San

Gabriel River Watershed Council.

Prior to matriculating from college, Margaret studied in Europe at the University of Bordeaux
through the University of California Education Abroad Program. She holds a bachelors degree and
teaching credential from UCLA, where she met her husband Jim. Soon thereafter, they chose
Rosemead in which to reside and raise their family. Feel free to send Council Member Clark an

e-mail at clarkeeesc @yahoo.com or call her at (626) 833-6673.




San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority

1720 W. Cameron Avenue, Suite 100, West Covina, CA 91790 « 626-338-5555 « Fax 626-338-5775

September 21, 2016

City Manager
CITY OF SAN DIMAS
245 E. Bonita
San Dimas, CA 91773

RE: NOMINATIONS TO FILL VACANCY FOR WQA BOARD MEMBER
REPRESENTING CITIES WITHOUT PUMPING RIGHTS

Dear City Manager:

The San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority (WQA) was established by the State Legislature (SB
1679) on February 11, 1993 to develop, finance and implement groundwater treatment programs in
the San Gabriel Valley. The WQA is under the direction and leadership of a seven member board,
one member each from an overlying municipal water district, one from a city with water pumping
rights, one from a city without water pumping rights and two members representing water purveyors.
The Board Member seat representing cities without pumping has become vacant. Under section 508
of the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority Act (“WQA Act”) a vacancy now exists on the
WQA Board of Directors for the Member representing cities without pumping rights. Under the
WQA Act, a vacancy in the office of a Member who was elected by cities without pumping rights
shall be filled by a special election called by the WQA. Nominations and balloting are conducted in
the same manner as a regular election, except that the date of the election and other time periods
shall be as prescribed by the WQA. (WQA Act §134-508). The Member elected to fill a vacancy
shall meet the qualifications applicable to the vacant office and shall serve for the remaining term of
the vacant office.

The WQA Board has called a special election to fill the vacancy for January 18, 2017 at 12:00 PM at
the WQA offices. Nominations must be made by resolution of the city council of the nominating
city. Nominations must be received between October 20, 2016 and November 18, 2016. A city is
not limited to nominating members of its own council, but may nominate a city council member




from any city without pumping rights. The cities without pumping rights are as follows:

CITIES WITHOUT PUMPING RIGHTS

Baldwin Park Bradbury Duarte

La Puente La Verne Rosemead
San Dimas San Gabriel San Marino
Sierra Madre South EI Monte Temple City

West Covina

Please find enclosed the "Call for Nominations" form and a sample resolution. Please read through
the enclosures and forward copies to your council members. All nominations must be made by
resolution and must be submitted to the Water Quality Authority from October 20, 2016 through
November 18,2016 at 5:00 p.m. Nominations arriving before or after the nomination period will
not be accepted,

To ensure that we receive your nominations, please send the resolution by certified mail, FedFEx,
UPS, efc. with “signature required” or hand deliver to our office Monday through Friday 8:00 a.m.
to 12:00 p.m. and 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. After nominations are collected, a ballot listing the
candidates will be sent to cities without pumping rights to vote no later than December 2, 2016.

If I can be of any assistance, please contact me at (626) 338-5555 or at Stephanie@wga.com .

Sincﬁﬁ

X

Stephatfie Moreno
San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority
Stephanie@wga.com

Enclosures




CALL FOR NOMINATIONS
FOR
ELECTION OF CITY MEMBER FROM
CITIES WITHOUT PUMPING RIGHTS
TO THE BOARD OF THE SAN GABRIEL BASIN WATER QUALITY AUTHORITY
PURSUANT TO SB 1679

CITY: SAN DIMAS

TO THE CITY COUNCIL:

The election of the city member of the Board of the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority ("the Authority") from cities without pumping rights will take place at the regular
meeting of the Board of the Authority set for _ January 18,2017, at _12:00 p.m. , at __1720 W.
Cameron Ave., Suite 100, West Covina , California.

Nominations for candidates for a city member elected by cities without pumping rights
may be made by any city without pumping rights. Each city may nominate only one candidate.

The member shall be City Council members or Mayors from cities without pumping
rights. An alternate member acts in the place, and performs all the duties, of the city member
selected by the same cities if that city member is absent from a meeting of the Authority or has
vacated his or her office until the vacancy is filled pursuant to the provisions of SB 1679.

No person who, directly or indirectly, at the time of election, receives, or during the two-
year period immediately preceding election received, 10 percent or more of his or her income
from any person or public entity subject to regulation by, or that received grants from or contracts
for work with, the Authority may serve as a member of the Authority.

Your city may nominate one candidate by resolution of the City Council. Your
nomination must be submitted to the Authority at least 60, but not more than 90 days preceding
the meeting at which the election is to be held.




(SAMPLE RESOLUTION)

If you would like an electronic version of this resolution please email Stephanie Moreno to
request one at: stephanie@wga.com

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF , CALIFORNIA
NOMINATING COUNCILMEMBER
TO REPRESENT CITIES WITHOUT PRESCRIPTIVE WATER
PUMPING RIGHTS ON THE BOARD OF THE
SAN GABRIEL BASIN WATER QUALITY AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, on September 22, 1992, Senate Bill 1679 was signed into law by Governor Pete
Wilson authorizing the creation of the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority; and

WHEREAS, the Board of the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority is composed of seven
members with three appointed members from each of the three municipal water districts, one
elected city council person from cities in the San Gabriel Basin with prescriptive water pumping
rights, one elected city council person from cities in the San Gabriel Basin without prescriptive
water pumping rights, and two members representing water producers in the San Gabriel Basin
and;

WHEREAS, the City of is one of the cities in the San Gabriel Basin without
prescriptive water pumping rights;

WHEREAS, the City of may nominate a representative by resolution;

WHEREAS, all nominations must be submitted to the San Gabriel Basin Water Quality
Authority between October 20, 2016 and November 18, 2016.

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
CALIFORNIA DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND RESOLVE AS F OLLOWS

SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of nominates
Councilmember as the representative for
cities in the San Gabriel Basin without prescriptive water pumping rights.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2016.




%% Agenda Item Staff Report
DIMAS
C(g;/;{’m
1960
To: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council

October 11, 2016
From: Blaine Michaelis, City Manager
Initiated by: Debra Black, Assistant City Clerk

Subject: Reappoint Youth Member to the Parks and Recreation Commission

BACKGROUND

The Youth Member Commissioner Baylee Smiths’ annual term expired in August 2016.
She has expressed interest in reappointment.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council reappoint Youth Commissioner Baylee Smith to
the Parks and Recreation Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

Debra Black
Assistant City Clerk

6d(1)
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