January 26, 2010

Covina, California



MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF COVINA, HELD IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBER, 125 EAST COLLEGE STREET, ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2010, AT 7:30 P.M.


Chairman McMeekin called the meeting to order and led in the pledge of allegiance.

MEMBERS PRESENT:
Commissioners Chadwick, Connors, Hodapp, McMeekin and Patterson
MEMBERS ABSENT:
 None
OTHERS PRESENT:
Robert Neiuber, Community Development Director


Shelby Williams, City Planner


Alan Carter, Associate Planner

Nuala Gasser, Senior Redevelopment Manager

Jim Priest, Assistant City Attorney

Joanne Rumpler, Planning Technician 

Vidal Marquez, Planning Intern
AMENDMENTS
None. 
TO THE AGENDA:
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None 
DECLARATION OF
Shelby Williams, City Planner, hereby declares that the agenda for 
POSTING AGENDA:
the January 26, 2010, Planning Commission Meeting was posted at the entrance of City Hall, 125 East College Street, Covina, in accordance with Section 54954.2(a) of the government code.

ITEM NO. 2
Continued Public Hearing of the following applications as they 

GPA 08-001
relate to the City of Covina:


City of Covina, applicant


a.
Application GPA 08-001, a General Plan Amendment updating the City of Covina Housing Element for the period of 2008 – 2014;


b.
Adoption of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact; and


c.
Adoption of an Initial Study for the project.

Mrs. Williams presented the staff report (copy on file in the Planning Division).  Mrs. Williams said that the consultant, Marc Blodgett, is present this evening to answer any questions.   
Mr. Blodgett came forward and said that there were only three very minor revisions on the most recent Housing Element sent to Housing and Community Development (HCD).  Though he has not received a formal green light from our reviewer, based on conversations from last week, the changes seem fairly nominal.  He will be forwarding the appendicies to them this week.  The Planning Commission was given a copy of this document.  
Chairman McMeekin asked for comments from the Commission.  
Mr. Chadwick said that these are the same questions he asked last time you were here; on Page 11 of the new draft, Section 2.14, half way down the second paragraph, it lists 346 units and the remaining housing needs of 991 units.  On Page 14, you take the difference between 206 and 208 and it equates to 50.  He asked how we reconcile this.  Mr. Blodgett said that he has notes of those changes.  He informed HCD that there are a couple of typographical corrections that need to be made to their submittal and they will be forwarded that document with the approved Planning Commission and City Council recommendations.  The document the Commission will have before them to take action on will have those changes made.  Mr. Blodgett said that he did not want to confuse them by highlighting or making other changes; he wanted to focus on those three areas that will get us the sign-off.  These editorial changes will not affect HCD’s clearance.
Mr. Chadwick said that the comments he has made about the PCDs which said the program has been eliminated, then further down it has been implemented is conflicted.  Mr. Blodgett said that he is working with staff to go through those changes.
Chairman McMeekin reopened the public hearing and asked if anyone wished to speak on this matter.  There was no response.
Mr. Chadwick moved, seconded by Mr. Connors, that the Planning Commission continue Application GPA 08-001, Adoption of a Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact, and Adoption of an Initial Study for the project, until their regular meeting on February 23, 2010, at 7:30 p.m.
Motion carried
ITEM NO. 3
Continued Public Hearing to consider a major zoning code update designed to modernize and provide more user friendly zoning regulations in the City of Covina



City of Covina, applicant

Mrs. Williams presented the staff report (copy on file in the Planning Division).  Mrs. Williams said that the Planning Commission received a copy of the latest format of the zoning code update.  The consultant, Marc Blodgett, is present this evening to give a brief description of the changes he has made in the layout of the zoning code update.
Mr. Blodgett came forward and said that this permitted uses matrices is a fairly lengthy overview of what changes have been made.  The first half of the document is a matrices that lists the various uses that are being recommended.  He has made notations as to what has been changed as opposed to what hasn’t.  They are using symbols in the various tables; they are explained on Page 2 in the note to the reader.  In the various boxes where we haven’t changed the current permitted use for a particular zone district, there is no underlining or no notation.  Those areas where we have recommended a change, the change is underlined and there is a slash with the current uses permitted.  That way you could see much easier for you to compare what we are proposing as opposed to what is in your current ordinance.  In the back as an appendices, they went through all of the current zone districts and identified the list of permitted uses, conditionally permitted uses, and prohibited uses.  If it is not listed, it is not permitted.  There are a lot of inconsistencies and duplication within uses in the current zoning code.  For example, in some districts an accountant office is permitted, a tax preparer’s office is permitted; they are very similar functions.  He has made every effort to eliminate that duplication and created some broader categories, such as professional office.  Some of the zone districts have professional offices as a permitted use, while other zone districts don’t.  They tried to make it consistent across the board.  There are a lot of uses in the M-1 zone that are obsolete or not applicable to the City.  For referencing, you can go back and see what is currently permitted or prohibited within those zones.  They have incorporated in the Town Center Specific Plan; it essentially functions as the zoning for the downtown, the Town center.  It is important that that be included in the zoning ordinance.  The format is a little different, but it is easy to understand once you get into it.  He has prepared a similar document but not as lengthy as this one for the parking standards; they are working with staff.  Once we get this, we can go to parking and the other areas should be fairly straightforward.  They are not changing any setbacks are building height requirements; they are just reformatting it so it is a lot easier to use.
Chairman McMeekin asked for comments from the Commission. 

Mr. Chadwick asked about medical offices and doctors’ offices.  Mr. Blodgett replied that when he was providing the Commission with the information they requested, he found it difficult to correlate the categories he created with those that were in the current ordinance.  They reformatted everything so it is all alphabetized.  They make a distinction between medical and dental; it is listed on Page 8 under clinic, medical and dental.  We may want to do a cross check on that as well.  
Mr. Chadwick said that there is no underlining along that line.  Mr. Blodgett replied that they really haven’t changed anything.  Right above that, a cigarette shop is currently permitted in the CP zone; they are recommending that it no longer be permitted there; the “in” is underlined.

Mr. Patterson asked if a regular doctor’s office would be included under clinic.  Mr. Blodgett replied yes; it is obvious when they meet.  Somebody looking for a doctor’s office will look under medical; they are not going to look under clinic.  They will make the modification.  They will also do some other due-diligence, such as they will use wireless as opposed to cellular.  They wanted to get a form in which you can commence your review, then they can make the modifications as part of the on-going deliberatiaons.
Mr. Chadwick asked what these changes that you are recommending are based on – uses in other cities or staff input.  Mr. Blodgett replied that it is largely staff.  The way this process has worked is that he will come up with recommendations, something staff can react to.  This document reflects his recommendations but staff and he have met to go through the changes.  There has been a tremendous amount of staff input.

Mr. Chadwick asked staff what they are basing their changes on; we have a current code.  On what basis are you recommending the changes?  Mrs. Williams replied that she would agree to add some clarification.  When they have gone through this, they told Mr. Blodgett that our ordinance is for wireless communication, not cellular, and expressed the concern to his the Commission had about opening up all of our commercial zones to medical.  

Mr. Chadwick said that, as an example, automobiles sales are not permitted in the C-2 zone but the recommendation is that it be permitted, and in C-3 also.  In the C-3A zone it’s a conditional use being recommended as permitted.  He asked on what basis are we now recommending these changes.  Mr. Neiuber replied that they look at the type of uses that come in, where they are currently in the City and how they fit within those commercial zones, and if there are similarities within the commercial zones for those types of uses; they have drawn on staff and things that they looked at as far as the uses that have come into town and whether or not that would be a use that would seem to fit now within how we have the commercial zones set up.  
Mr. Chadwick asked if we have had something from the business community that says, for example auto sales, they have had some requests in the past.  Mr. Neiuber replied that we had two small auto sales come in recently with all the changes.  Mrs. Williams said that we get a lot of office auto sales.  Mr. Neiuber said that with all these changes, they looked at the experience staff has had with things that would fit within those areas, in opening it up and looking at it and saying is that a use that would fit within what has come before, and is it a good fit within that commercial or M-1 zone.  With issues like medical, staff is recommending no changes, but they will create a side bar of issues for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council, such as medical in commercial zones.  Those are one that people have brought to staff.  We want to make sure we have taken what they have asked us and put it before you; it is not a recommendation but the question before you.  Another one that came up recently is hookah.  Is that a use that we want to allow in conjunction with a restaurant, and with certain restrictions such as a conditional use permit; or do you want to say no, or only outside?  There are a lot of issues with that.  That’s another one staff won’t be putting in the Code and making a recommendation on but asking the Commission and City Council to see where they stand on that and then we can incorporate that into the final document.
Mr. Chadwick said that since Covina is primarily built out and all of our commercial zones are developed, if we start allowing different developments in these zones than currently exist, we could have different parking requirements.  Now maybe these properties aren’t large enough to accommodate the new development with the parking requirements, and asked if we are looking at that.  Mr. Neiuber replied that the next step is looking at the parking requirements and the suggestions that Mr. Blodgett is presenting, and then tieing that back into the uses.  
Mr. Chadwick asked if we need to look at that in conjunction with any recommended changes in uses.  Mr. Neiuber replied that most uses we have made changes on are fairly consistent, such as commercial uses in commercial areas.  He can’t think of an off-hand one where they have made a recommendation on a use that requires a lot more parking in an area that may have not required that amount of parking, but they will double-check that.  Mr. Blodgett said that for one commercial zone, a particular commercial use that’s fairly benign and fairly common is only permitted in only one or two zones; so they questioned why just put that use in one or two zones; why isn’t it o.k. in the others.  That was also a rationale for when you see that changes across the board for these commercial zones.  Staff is very concerned about maintaining the integrity and intent of the C-P zone and the Town Center zones because those have a very unique land use philosophy behind them.  As the Commission deliberates on this, staff will continue to work with him.  One point about parking is he has made a number of substantial changes to the parking and this is what we will be working on over the next week or so.  For example, you have parking requirements that use a standard as number of employees.  Then a development comes in or a building is occupied, and you know the number of employees for that use; what if it transitions to some other completely different kind of commercial use where the parking is predicated on the square footage.  What they have tried to do is come up with a standard that would take that into account so that we wouldn’t end up with a situation where we are either under-parked or over-parked, but to let that the transition we are talking about be more or less seamless as it applies to parking.
Mr. Chadwick said that his primary concern is that the Commission is being asked to approve something, and he thinks before they are being asked, they need to know on what basis are these changes being recommended so that they are not just rubber stamping something without input.  Also, the changes that the Commission is recommending provide for an orderly development in the City because we’ve done pretty well in the past in the City.  Mr. Blodgett suggested that over the next week he will work on a bullet summary of why certain changes were made, and that we’ve also added uses.  That may help.  He will get that to the Commission within a week.  He will need to work with staff and Mr. Neiuber that they review it to make sure it is accurate.  That will help the Planning Commission understand the rationale of why those changes were made.
Chairman McMeekin said that would be helpful, for instance in the TCSP, originally a meat market or a butcher shop was not allowed; he asked why that was.  Why did the original enactors of this zoning ordinance decide that a butcher shop wasn’t appropriate, and now we are changing it.  He thinks that’s what Commissioner Chadwick is focused in.  He asked that, if we are making a change, what is our rationale to make the change, and why did the original drafters that that, a butcher shop for instance, was inappropriate in the Town Center, and now we are saying that a butcher shop is fine.  Mr. Blodgett said that he will work with staff, who have a long institutional history here; for particular uses he can draw on their knowledge.  Chairman McMeekin cited an example; from his previous experience, butcher shops, thirty or forty years or fifty years ago it wasn’t a use that was all that great; it had nothing to do with the parking demand or going inside, but it was the way that they dealt with waste.  Things have changed; notwithstanding, there’s very few butcher shops.  They are required to handle the waste products and the activities are very different.  Chairman McMeekin said that that might be helpful, if you are telling us when it was enacted in 1950, in us weighing.  He feels that Commission Chadwick is asking why are we  then the Planning Commission can weight them.  
Mrs. Williams said that anything they want to do for the future, they want to know if it’s just a fad, such as arcades.  The City didn’t want to open up a lot of areas for that.  They want to be sure some of the things that have been put in place so that we are a stable community.  They don’t want to make further changes in the future.  Mr. Blodgett said that thirty years ago who would have considered computer business, or video rentals.  They are trying to anticipate as much.  It’s equally important to go back in and get rid of obsolete categories.  In one of the zone districts, the only other permitted use is fortune telling.  We need to look at that.  Mrs. Williams said that that use was included after Azusa got sued.  The Planning Director chose that commercial zone.  She suggested looking at the fortune telling ordinance.  In Covina they can’t take a house and put in a fortune teller.  Mr. Blodgett said that they don’t have that scattered around.
Chairman McMeekin reopened the public hearing and asked if anyone wished to speak on this matter.  There was no response.
Mr. Connors moved, seconded by Mr. Patterson, that the Planning Commission continue the public hearing to consider a major zoning code update to their regular meeting on February 23, 2010 at 7:30 p.m. 
Motion carried.

ITEM NO. 4
Commission determination of conformity with the General Plan for a single family residence located at 436 East Cypress Street as required by Government Code Section 65402
Mr. Neiuber presented the staff report (copy on file in the Planning Division).  Mr. Neiuber said that there may be other properties that need this determination; he would like to do a shorter report in the future.  If it is different, they will do a longer report.
Chairman McMeekin asked for comments from the Commission.

Mr. Patterson moved, seconded by Mr. Chadwick, that the Planning Commission finds that the sale of the property at 436 East Cypress Street for the purpose of building a single family home is in conformity with the adopted General Plan.
Motion carried.

ITEM NO. 5
Information



Mrs. Williams reported that the Water efficient Landscape Ordinance will go to City Council on February 2, 2010.  Staff has to contact the State by January 31, 2010, with the statue of our ordinance.  Lowe’s has been notified that they will have to follow the State’s ordinance until Covina adopts their own.  Once our ordinance goes into effect, there are some striking differences.  Ours should be just as effective but not require as much calculation and paperwork.  
Mrs. Williams reported that the Planning Commissioners’ Institute is in Monterey.  She doesn’t think the City can cover the full cost budget-wise; we can cover the cost of the conference.  Mr. Neiuber said that this was an area that was cut in half last year, and may be eliminated next year.  He hopes to use this for staff development.  Chairman McMeekin asked Mr. Neiuber to look into it.
Mr. Neiuber reported that the City has entered into a final agreement with Dr. Vijay.  He will be out of his location by no later than the end of this year.

ITEM NO. 6
Commission comments
Mr. Chadwick asked the status of the property at 1667 East Brookport Street.  Mrs. Williams replied that the Code Enforcement attorney set up a meeting in December; staff from the Code Enforcement, Building and Planning Divisions visited the property.  Two inspectors went into the building.  The Code enforcement attorney asked for items to be itemized.  Code Enforcement is putting together the package to give to the attorney.  Then it would go before the City Council to see which direction they want pursued.
Mr. Chadwick said that back in the early 1990’s, there was a concern about billboards.  They were given seventeen (17) years.  He asked where this stands.  Mrs. Williams said that they can work with staff if letters were prepared, and when they were to expire.  Mr. Chadwick asked for a verbal report back.

Mr. Chadwick said that he heard they were developing Civic Center Park with an historic theme.  Mr. Neiuber said that one of the projects CRA presented to the City Council was the development of the green space in front of the Police Station.  Staff is looking at changing that into Heritage Plaza, and incorporating a walkway.  It would tie in with the Farmer’s Market and small events.  They are also planning a regular bathroom.  They are pursuing that with public purpose bond money.  Mr. Chadwick said that there are a lot of historical things that have occurred on that property, and asked if the Historic Preservation Board should be involved in that.  Mr. Neiuber said that the City will have public meetings for comments, and make sure the Planning Commission is noticed.  Staff is working with the Parks and Recreation Director with the history of the site, etc.  We are looking at what trees are to remain, which ones should be changed out, hardscape, the walk, and how it should be set up.  Mr. Chadwick asked if the Historic Preservation Board should look at it at one of its meetings.  Mr. Neiuber said that we can incorporate a Historic Preservation Board meeting with a public meeting to get the most amount of people.  He hopes for input from the merchants and the people who live downtown.  The park doesn’t get very much use; we need to look at something that is more inviting.  Mr. Chadwick said that we also need something to identify what has been held on that site.  Mr. Neiuber said that the Parks and Recreation Director is the driving force to incorporate historic events.  It may be a kids’ lot with equipment designed based on things related to the City,

Chairman McMeekin asked about the status of the vacant lot on the corner of Citrus Avenue and Italia Street where the building burned down.  Mr. Neiuber said that the City has an exclusive right to negotiate with the Olson Company on the property north of City Hall.  They have a proposal for retail and mixed use; we are working towards a development agreement.  This is not a great market now.  They are not ready to bring it forward for discussion in an open setting, but have turned in an initial submission site plan to give you an idea of the scale than what the final project would look like and the layout.
Mr. Connors moved, seconded by Mr. Chadwick, to adjourn the meeting at 8:20 p.m. 









Shelby Williams 


Assistant Secretary

THESE PROCEEDINGS WERE RECORDED AND A COPY OF THE TAPE IS ON FILE WITH THE CITY OF COVINA PLANNING DIVISION.

Planning Commission


January 26, 2010 


