City of Sierra Madre

Office of the City Clerk
232 W. Sierra Madre Blvd.,
Sierra Madre, CA
(626) 355-7135

THE BROWN ACT PROVIDES THE PUBLIC
WITH AN OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE PUBLIC
COMMENTS AT ANY PUBLIC MEETING.

THE FOLLOWING WRITTEN COMMENTS WERE
RECEIVED IN ADVANCE OF THIS MEETING AND
WILL BE POSTED ONTO THE CITY’S WEBSITE
FOR PUBLIC ACCESS AND TRANSPARENCY.

THE COMMENTS ATTACHED ARE SUBMITTED BY

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC. THE CITY DOES NOT

CONFIRM THE VERACITY OF THE STATEMENTS
PROVIDED BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC.



Date: September 26, 2022
City Hall Meeting: September 27, 2022
Issue: 1 parking spot in front of Best Buy drugs 29 N. Baldwin Ave. Sierra Madre

Dear City Council of Sierra Madre,

I am writing this letter because | am not available to speak at the meeting September 27th on
the issue pertaining to parking in downtown Sierra Madre. | want to share facts about removal of
parking spots accessible to my customers at 29 N. Baldwin Ave. Best Buy Drugs and
make a request to honor prior agreement.

During the pandemic of 2020 public parking spots next to the pharmacy were utilized to provide
outdoor seating for the restaurant next to my pharmacy.

In May 2022, Chris Cimino and the restaurant owner approached me to discuss construction of
a permanent seating platform and permanent removal of public parking spaces.

| explained that my customers need physical access to the pharmacy entrance and permanently
removing parking spaces is a great loss to public access.

During the meeting the restaurant owner explained his desire to expand and utilize not only
parking in front of his business but additional spaces in front of mine. | strongly disagreed with
this request and stated we need all space directly in front of the pharmacy so it is both visible
and accessible. | suggested that if he wanted to expand, that he ask the owner on the other
side of his business at 35 N. Baldwin Ave which appears to have limited if any need for
customer access from the street. His response was “I/ don’t want to ask him”.

Mr. Cimino seemed to understand the community's needs and said he would contact me prior to
any construction. To this date Mr. Cimino has not contacted me.

The week of June 27th construction vehicles were parked in front of my store, cement postings
were being put into place to pour cement to remove parking spots on Baldwin Ave. including all
but 1 narrow spot in front of the pharmacy.

| tried to contact Mr. Cimino, but he was unavailable as he was on a scheduled vacation. Laura
Aguilar tried to assist us by putting us in touch with the construction manager. Unfortunately he
was not aware of specifics and no one could find any information to address the prior
agreement and according to him he was following orders as he understood from the Restaurant
owner and Mr. Cimino. | contacted several other community employees and finally the City
Manager Jose Reynoso proposed that the construction line be moved a couple of feet so 1
parking spot was left with a little room to open/close vehicle doors and that the 1 parking spot
would be designated 20 minute pharmacy parking only.

| agreed to this compromise and construction was completed within 48 hrs. However the
parking sign was never installed.



| am writing to the council to consider the fact that this pharmacy has been visible and
accessible to Sierra Madre residents since 1910. It is the only pharmacy in Sierra Madre
and considered to be an essential service to our community.

As both a business owner and resident of Sierra Madre | am fully aware parking has been
challenging for the community and the loss of public spots has only made this more difficult.

This restaurant platform removes parking access 24/7. | am requesting for the sake of my
customers who are often, lll, elderly, limited mobility and/or bringing sick children into the store
to follow through with solution Mr. Renoso agreed to designate the one spot left Monday-Friday

9am-5pm and Saturday 9am-1pm for Pharmacy customers only.

I was made 2 verbal agreements both by Chris Cimino and Jose Renoso which as of
today have been honored.

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter.

Sincerely,

Paul Mansour
Best Buy Drugs



Amber Tardif

From: Ted Andrews

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 2:17 PM
To: Public Comment

Subject: Homeless Camp on Mt Wilson Trail
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

I’d like to express my concern regarding the homeless camp on the Mt Wilson trail.

Although I understand that it is tragic that there are people without a home it is incredibly dangerous to allow
them to set up camp just off the Trail.

These camps tend to catch fire either through careless smoking or when the homeless burn their refuse.

A fire on a breezy night could very easily trap people in the canyon and if it occurred during the Santa Ana
winds it is likely it would jump Carter Rd.

It 1s hard to over state the danger that a camp on this trail creates.

Cal Fire did an awesome job during the Bobcat fire so we should do our part to keep the Foothill Communities
safe.

Thank You

Ted Andrews



Amber Tardif

From: Susan Neuhausen

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 3:48 PM

To: Public Comment; Laura Aguilar; Aleks Giragosian; Rachelle Arizmendi; Edward Garcia;
Gene Goss; Kelly Kriebs; Robert Parkhurst

Subject: Public comment for City Council meeting on September 27, 2022

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.
Date: September 27, 2022 Public Comments

From: Susan Neuhausen, 491 Grove St

For: Public record and comment
To: Mayor Goss, Council Members, and City Staff.

I have a complaint. For your argument against measure HR, we filed a writ because the
argument was factually incorrect and false. In the judge’s decision, he stated: "The statement 1s
not just imprecise, it 1s false. No matter whether a commercial entity or an individual, no single
person could develop the Property’s 35 acres into 68 units. Neither SB 9 nor the City’s SB 9
Ordinance would permit 1it. Yet, the statement’s plain meaning is that a single developer could
build up to 68 units on the Property.”

The judge made that ruling on September 8 — almost 3 weeks ago. However, that false
statement 1s STILL on the City website and the corrected version 1s not to be found. I emailed
Ms. Aguilar and Mr. Giragosian about this matter on Friday and it has still not been fixed. It
makes me wonder whether the argument that 1s on the ballot 1s this same FALSE argument. Is
1it?

It 1s unacceptable that the City continues to have false, misleading information on the
website. It suggests that the City 1s purposefully providing false information to its residents.

I want to know when the FALSE statement will be removed and when what is in the ballot will
be uploaded.

Good evening



Amber Tardif

From: John Lloyd

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 2:59 PM

To: Public Comment

Subject: Ordinance 1642 (Agenda Discussion Item 1)
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.
Dear Mayor Goss and Members of the City Council,

Proposed Ordinance 1642 seeks to amend Chapter 10:24 of the municipal code to eliminate the limits on angled
parking currently listed in the code (10.32.040 "Angle Parking on Certain Streets"). This would allow the
nstallation of angled parking on portions of Baldwin Avenue and Sierra Madre Blvd currently prohibited,
creating a hazard for bicyclists and other road users, especially in such cases where the angled parking forces
cyclists into the travel lane. Angled parking makes city streets less safe for vulnerable road users and creates
hazardous conflict zones that may result in collisions between drivers and bicyclists.

I ask that the city council not amend this section of the municipal code until the city has had an opportunity to
engage in an active transportation plan that prioritizes the safety of all road users.

Sincerely,
John Lloyd
E. Laurel Ave.



Amber Tardif

From: Cathy Lavin

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 5:33 PM
To: Public Comment

Subject: YMCA Contract Renewal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.

Dear City Council,

As a long term resident, | have witnessed many changes in policy, city roles and responsibilities and quality of
life for residents from the recreation center to the library, public safety including fire, police and ambulance to
small business support and challenges to raise income to meet the growing financial demands.

Often times, the answer lies in raising taxes- as mentioned when the community wanted to build new library
or reducing services such as closing the library. Our former city manager stated no funds were available for a
new facility and the library committee was forced to work on putting a parcel tax on the ballot for funding a
new building. Low and behold, 3 years later, the city has the financial resolve to purchase a 4 million dollar
building to service its employees, not the residents. And yet the library with a grant is provided a means to
upgrade an existing, old moldy building for the residents.

In regards to our city pool, the city manager and the city staff made the recommendation to no longer have a
private company manage our town pool two years ago. At this meeting, despite the pleas for over 200
callers, the city decided to end the contract with Waterworks and offer the contract to a non profit
organization that continues to lose money and has a history of mismanaging funds, declining membership and
closing other gyms. Yet the city and all city council members at that meeting were told " the residents can go
elsewhere."

Waterworks ran an exceptional program that supported all sectors of our community with its outreach
programs for local schools, including participating in a nationwide STEM Ragata Contest, competitive swim
programs for children ages 5-17, senior exercise classes and open swim time for the community both the large
and small pool for all in the community to use. It offered exceptional swimming instruction from college
trained athletes and its one to one instruction surpasses any other Red Cross method for all children,
particularly those with special needs. Multiple residents called the city council meeting to discuss concerns
with awarding the contract with the YMCA. But the city council and all its members at that time ignored the
residents concerns and awarded the contract to the YMCA.

To pay homage to all our baseball fans, as Yogi Berra said, "It's like déja vu all over again." ... During our last
Community Meeting, the city staff advised the committee it was recommending the YMCA to hold the
contract for providing services to our city for the pool. The YMCA did not attend this meeting to speak to the
committee regarding its plan for improvement, adding more swim time and addressing concerns brought forth
by the committee and the residents. We are to accept the excuse of COVID and the lack of lifeguards for
limiting access to all residents. This is unacceptable. Our city had an exceptional swimming program that fit

1



all residents and we had a small business willing to improve communication, fees, access to continue to do
business in our community. But that door slammed shut at that meeting by our elected representatives and
with the recent recommendation by the city staff, it continues.

| hope you consider these and many other factors regarding awarding the contract with a non profit such as
the YMCA. It does not meet the needs of our community.

| was told | could go elsewhere for swimming and | did. But it wasn't in my backyard with my kids creating
memories for them at school or at home. The doors were closed.

Sincerely,

Cathy Lavin




Amber Tardif

From: S Hood

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 6:09 PM

To: Rachelle Arizmendi; Edward Garcia; Gene Goss; Kelly Kriebs; Robert Parkhurst; Public
Comment

Subject: Public comment Sept 27 2022 regarding Meadows Project and related

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This message is from an EXTERNAL SENDER - be CAUTIOUS, particularly with links and

attachments.
September 27, 2022

City Council,
| appreciate the meetings being televised and submit my comments by email.

| have become aware that the Meadows project has effectively been approved long ago. | made some points of concern
and opposition at prior meetings and other forums but will write this likely final letter to the city to reiterate a few
points, knowing they will be ignored as before.

No doubt you all moved to Sierra Madre because of its charm. The open hillsides, the quirky buildings, the townies, the
trails, wisteria vines, and pods, to name a just a few. You love this town so much that you volunteer your precious time
to help govern it. Many of us are thankful for that. It is a thankless job so much of the time and perhaps that is where
your anger at the citizens comes from. But the thing you love about Sierra Madre is under threat and you all vowed to
help protect it. | suppose you may believe you are, yet you have never explained yourselves. As you stand on the
precipice of ripping another irreversible wound into Sierra Madre, you should at least explain why you fight the citizens
with such vigor.

Here are just a few points:

e The council is passionate about approving this project (no pun intended). However, you have never explained
to the citizens why you believe in it so much. So much so that you are jamming it through prior to a citizen vote
on Measure HR. A vote on Measure HR is clearly the more democratic process, yet you are blatantly
circumventing it. Again, if you believe so strongly that the Meadows project is a best course for Sierra Madre
versus allowing for a democratic vote, explain to the people you represent. Most, if not all of you are going
against what you said you would do during your campaigns. There are many smart citizens who have studied the
same documents as you, yet have come to very different conclusions. Again, explain yourselves.

e This is the densest large development to ever be built in our city and one that will change the city forever. We
don’t want it and the landowner does not have the right to do it without your approval. Yet you stand ready to
approve it.

e Property rights have been brought up many times. However, what about the property rights of the
homeowners in Sierra Madre. There is an expectation that new homes will be built in line with the city codes,
codes that we have been subjected to ourselves and that have helped retain the nice characteristics of town. You
should at least appreciate the irony of all the hard fights against inappropriate development making the city even
more valuable to develop.



e Improving the budget of the city is a false argument as the present value of this project is negative to the City
of Sierra Madre, according to my estimates. It is true that in the very short term any housing or institutional
project will increase revenues to the city. The problem is that after the initial injection of funds, the Meadows
project will have a burden of costs on the city (police, fire & safety, utility & water, roads, traffic...) that will
continue in perpetuity. There has never been a single page showing the financial figures you are relying upon to
make statements that this project would help the town financially. | presume the reason there is no such
statement is that it neither exists nor is there any motivation to do one, because it will not look good.

e During the time this project has been in the review process, the California State government approved Senate
Bills 9 and 10, among many others. Once these because state laws, the city council should have seriously
considered rejecting the rezoning of these projects to residential. As soon as you do this, the city will lose
significant zoning control over this property. This alone should have ended the Meadows project consideration,
or at the very least, raised serious concerns. This will end up being a lot more than 42 homes unless the citizens
of California are able to reverse these laws through more hard fought battles.

e Property values. Despite the silly arguments that these homes will raise property values in Sierra Madre, they
will not. The most basic economics class begins with the most simple concept of supply and demand. A greater
supply of homes, as with anything else, lowers the prices of homes around it. That is one reason the state
government is trying to jam so many housing projects and stop local control of zoning and building standards.
They want to lower prices regardless of what homeowners may want. The existing housing stock in Sierra Madre
is in the billions. The adopted budget for this year puts property taxes at $8 million annually, or 55% of the
general fund. This calculated based on a percentage of assessed property values. People like to live in Sierra
Madre and therefore are willing to pay more to live here. Greater supply, especially ugly, dense, identical boxes
are likely to lower prices of all the houses around it. Even a very small drop in our towns overall home prices can
lower revenues to the city while lowering our standard of living. The highest housing prices are correlated with
the least dense cities in California. This is very basic, yet it has never been considered.

e One of the sickest things is that you collectively speak out against Measure HR using inflammatory marketing
phrases rather than making true comparisons. For example, you refer often to the “masionization” of Sierra
Madre insinuating the possibility of 6,500 square foot homes. While a future homeowner could build up to this
level under Measure HR, there are no plans to do this. What IS certain is that the Meadows project absolutely
ASSURES something worse than your “masionization” boogey man, the development of 9 houses on every 2 acre
plot versus Measure HR which would result in 1 house per 2 acres. Or let’s put it another way, using FAR (floor
area ratios) or Lot Coverage Max (Meadows Specific Plan Page 44). Your dear Meadows project will, with
certainty, have a maximum FAR of 50% versus a maximum FAR under HR of 7.5%. You are out in the public
aggressively arguing that a FAR of 7.5% is worse than 50%. This is a gross misuse of your positions in the city to
selectively highlight figures out of context.

e The EIR fell short in so many areas that are left unaddressed. It is a document with the “EIR” printed on the
front and to you appears to check the box. |, and many others | heard, brought up questions in the EIR and never
heard anything back. The new draft did not reflect my questions. For example, the traffic study did not specify
how many of the new trips would involve Fairview Avenue. In fact, this is going to be the main entrance and exit
to the project. Never addressed. Another area is the Coastal Oak trees being torn out. In place of these old
growth and protected trees will be some other tree of an unknown type that is up to decades younger and in
need of far more water. The biomass reduction is never discussed.

e Regarding the issue of fire safety, not addressed in the EIR except to essentially put the burden on the city.
The Meadows Project sits in the highest fire severity zone (osfm.fire.ca.gov), the same as the City of Paradise,
California, for example. And the map additionally shows it to be the responsibility of the City of Sierra Madre. To
ignore this may be the worst violation of your duties of governance. Do you realize the responsibility you are
putting on the city? Of course, there is no way to get fire insurance for these houses so that burden will fall
eventually fall to the state and therefore the taxpayers. It is one thing for drought and fire severity increases to
cause greater risk in existing areas, it is very different to knowingly build in these areas. But not yours or the
developer’s problem.




e The water crises. There is one in California. A big one. First of all, the marketing phrase “net-zero water
impact” is being misused with the Meadows project. To the busy citizens of Sierra Madre, they may believe that
there will be no extra water used with this project. Marketing. In fact, it will use the normal water usage of 42
dense homes and a small park. We assume the project will use the latest guidelines for water infrastructure but it
is still a lot of additional water used. The additional water will cost more if we need to buy it but further burden
the water supply. The short-term economic offsets will not cover it in any meaningful way over the long term.
You know that.

e And so much more.

Please do not send any business related emails to this email address. They will not be responded to or acted
upon. Please use official business email address only.
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