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LANCASTER CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING
MINUTES
January 9, 2007

	CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

AGENDA ITEMS TO BE REMOVED
	Mayor Hearns called the meeting to order at 6:11 p.m.
Present:

Council Members: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Vice Mayor Sileo, Mayor Hearns

Absent:

None

Staff Members:

City Manager, Assist. City Manager, City Attorney, City Clerk, Planning Director, Public Works Director, Parks, Recreation & Arts Director, Finance Director, Economic Development Director, Housing Director, Human Resources Director

None.  The City Manager requested that Agenda Item NB 3 be presented before the Public Hearings.  Council agreed unanimously.


	APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR
	On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council approved the Consent Calendar by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	CC 1.

ORDINANCE WAIVER


	Waived further reading of any proposed ordinances.  (This permits reading the title only in lieu of reciting the entire text.)



	CC 2.

MINUTES
	A) Approved the Special Closed Session meeting minutes of December 7, 2006.

B) Approved the Special meeting minutes of December 7, 2006.

C) Approved the Regular meeting minutes of December 12, 2006.


	CC 3.
WARRANT REGISTER


	Approved the Warrant Register (November 26, 2006 through December 23, 2006) in the amount of $4,769,033.87.


	CC 4.

MONTHLY REPORT OF INVESTMENTS
	Accepted and approved the October, 2006 Monthly Report of Investments as submitted.


	CC 5.

ORD. NO. 867 RELATING TO INSURANCE AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO OFFICIAL BONDS


	Adopted Ordinance No. 867, an ordinance of the City Council of the City of Lancaster, California, adding Section 2.12.065 to the Lancaster Municipal Code relating to insurance as an alternative to official bonds.



	CC 6.

APPOINTMENT TO REGIONAL AIRPORT COALITION


	Appointed Council Member Ron Smith to the Regional Airport Coalition.



	CC 7.
RE-APPOINTMENT TO MOBILEHOME PARK RENT ARBITRATION BOARD


	Re-appointed Thomas Lacey to the Mobilehome Park Rent Arbitration Board for a term of two years.



	CC 8.

RESO. NO. 07-01 RENEWAL OF INSURANCE POLICIES
	Adopted Resolution 07-01, authorizing the renewal of the insurance policies for the City’s Property and Public Entity Liability Programs for a one year term beginning January 1, 2007.  Appropriated $148,150 from General Fund Balance to Account No. 101-4330-260 to cover the unanticipated increase in insurance premiums.



	CC 9.

ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR 

PWCP NO. 05-008
	Accepted the work constructed by Christopher R. Morales, Inc. for Public Works Construction Project No. 05-008, Traffic Signal 20th Street West/Home Depot Entry; directed the City Clerk to file the Notice of Completion for the project; authorized payment of the 10 percent retention 35 days after recordation, provided no stop notices, as provided by law, have been filed.



	CC 10.

ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR 

PWCP NO. 05-009
	Accepted the work constructed by Asphalt Construction Company, Inc. for Public Works Construction Project No. 05-009, Traffic Signal Avenue L/25th Street West; directed the City Clerk to file the Notice of Completion for the project; authorized payment of the 10 percent retention 35 days after recordation, provided no stop notices, as provided by law, have been filed.



	CC 11.

ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR 

PWCP NO. 05-021
	Accepted the work constructed by ANM Construction and Engineering for Public Works Construction Project No. 05-021, 11th Street West Parking Lot and Fire Hydrants; directed the City Clerk to file the Notice of Completion for the project; authorized payment of the 10 percent retention 35 days after recordation, provided no stop notices, as provided by law, have been filed.



	CC 12.

ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR 

PWCP NO. 05-026
	Accepted the work constructed by Taft Electric Company for Public Works Construction Project No. 05-026, Traffic Signal Upgrades; directed the City Clerk to file the Notice of Completion for the project; authorized payment of the 10 percent retention 35 days after recordation, provided no stop notices, as provided by law, have been filed.



	CC 13.

TAX SHARING RESOLUTIONS FOR ANNEX. NO. 40-99 INTO L.A. COUNTY WATERWORKS DISTRICT NO. 40


	Adopted the Tax Sharing Resolutions for proposed Annexation 40-99 (4-165) into Los Angeles County Waterworks District No. 40, Antelope Valley.



	CC 14.

TAX SHARING RESOLUTIONS FOR ANNEXATIONS INTO L.A. COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT NO. 14


	Adopted the Tax Sharing Resolutions for proposed Annexations 334, 336, 339, and 342 into Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 14.



	CC 15.

MTA 2007 

CALL FOR 

PROJECTS
	Approved proposed projects and priorities for Metropolitan Transportation Authority 2007 Call for Projects.  Authorized the City Manager, or his designee, to sign the applications and all associated documents for submittal to MTA no later than January 26, 2007.



	CC 16.

RIGHT OF ENTRY AGREEMENT WITH UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY


	Approved a Right of Entry Agreement between Union Pacific Railroad Company and the City of Lancaster that is needed before repairs and improvements can be made to expand parking for the Metrolink Station.  Authorize the City Manager, or his designee, to sign all documents.



	CC 17.

ACCEPTANCE OF MAP AND DEDICATIONS FOR TRACT NO. 54025
	Approved the map and accepted the dedications as offered on the map for Tract No. 54025, located at the southeast corner of 20th Street East and Lancaster Boulevard; approved and accepted the Undertaking Agreement and Improvement Securities required as a condition of recordation of the map; made findings that this project will not violate any of the provisions of Sections 66473.5, 66474.1, and 66474.6 of the Subdivision Map Act; instructed the City Clerk to endorse on the face of the map the certificate which embodies the approval of said map and the dedications shown thereon. 


	CC 18.
ACCEPTANCE OF MAP AND DEDICATIONS FOR TRACT NO. 54274
	Approved the map and accepted the dedications as offered on the map for Tract No. 54274, located at the northeast corner of 20th Street East and Kettering Street; approved and accepted the Undertaking Agreement and Improvement Securities required as a condition of recordation of the map; made findings that this project will not violate any of the provisions of Sections 66473.5, 66474.1, and 66474.6 of the Subdivision Map Act; instructed the City Clerk to endorse on the face of the map the certificate which embodies the approval of said map and the dedications shown thereon. 


	CC 19.
AGREEMENTS WITH JAS PACIFIC AND CALIFORNIA CODE CHECK


	Approved Professional Services Agreements with JAS Pacific and California Code Check for building plan check, building inspection, and building division support staff services.  Authorized the City Manager, or his designee, to sign all documents.



	CC 20.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 53445

	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the drainage improvements for Drainage Maintenance District (Annexation No. 03-31) installed for Tract No. 53445, located at the northeast corner of Avenue M-8 and 45th Street West.  Owner:  K. Hovnanian Forecast Homes, Inc.



	CC 21.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 53907
	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the drainage improvements for Drainage Maintenance District (Annexation No. 04-05) installed for Tract No. 53907, located on the south side of Avenue K, approximately 300 feet west of 45th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 22.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 060432


	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the drainage improvements for Drainage Maintenance District (Annexation No. 04-06) installed for Tract No. 060432, located at the northeast corner of 25th Street West and Avenue K-12.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 23.

ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 54157


	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the drainage improvements for Drainage Maintenance District (Annexation No. 04-11) installed for Tract No. 54157, located at the southwest corner of Avenue K and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Fieldstone Lancaster 187 LLC.



	CC 24.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 54365


	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the landscape improvements for Landscape Maintenance District No. 1, installed by the Developer of Annexation No. 226, Tract No. 54365, located at the southeast corner of Avenue K and 30th Street East.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 25.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 52797


	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the landscape improvements for Landscape Maintenance District No. 1, installed by the Developer of Annexation No. 252, Tract No. 52797, located on the north side of Avenue K-8 approximately 288' west of 25th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 26.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 060236

 
	Approved and accepted for maintenance the work and materials for the landscape improvements for Landscape Maintenance District No. 1, installed by the Developer of Annexation No. 305, Tract No. 060236, located at the northeast corner of Avenue K-8 and 21st Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 27.
ACCEPTANCE OF WORK FOR LANDSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRACT NO. 53445


	Approved the work and materials for the landscape improvements, including interior street trees, for Tract No. 53445, Portofino Estates (Gated Community), installed by the Developer of the subject project and authorized the turnover of said improvements, for maintenance and ownership, to the Homeowners Association.



	CC 28.
MONUMENTATION WORK FOR TRACT NO. 54157
	Approved the monumentation work for Tract No. 54157, located at the southwest corner of Avenue K and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Fieldstone Lancaster 187 LLC.



	CC 29.
APPROVAL OF SEWERS FOR MAINTENANCE FOR TRACT NOS. 

52797; 53027; 53445; 53907; 54157; 54202; 54365; 060432  
	Approved the developer installed sewers and accepted the sewers for maintenance by the City and for public use for Tract No. 52797, located on the north side of Avenue K-8, approximately 288 feet west of 25th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 53027, located at the southeast corner of 22nd Street West and Avenue K-4.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 53445, located at the northeast corner of Avenue M-8 and 45th Street West.  Owner:  K. Hovnanian Forecast Homes, Inc.; Tract No. 53907, located on the south side of Avenue K, approximately 300 feet west of 45th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 54157, located at the southwest corner of Avenue K and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Fieldstone Lancaster 187 LLC; Tract No. 54202, located at the southwest corner of Lancaster Boulevard and 30th Street West.  Owner:  West Lancaster Development, LLC; Tract No. 54365, located at the southeast corner of Avenue K and 30th Street East.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; and Tract No. 060432, located at the northeast corner of 25th Street West and Avenue K-12.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 30.
APPROVAL OF STREETS FOR MAINTENANCE FOR TRACT NOS. 

52797; 53445; 53907; 54365; 060432
	Approved the developer constructed public streets and accepted the public streets for maintenance by the City for Tract No. 52797, located on the north side of Avenue K-8, approximately 288 feet west of 25th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 53445, located at the northeast corner of Avenue M-8 and 45th Street West.  Owner:  K. Hovnanian Forecast Homes, Inc. (private streets will be turned over to the Homeowners Association); Tract No. 53907, located on the south side of Avenue K, approximately 300 feet west of 45th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 54365, located at the southeast corner of Avenue K and 30th Street East.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; and Tract No. 060432, located at the northeast corner of 25th Street West and Avenue K-12.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc. 



	CC 31.
ACCEPTANCE OF INTERIOR STREET TREES FOR MAINTENANCE FOR TRACT NOS. 

54315; 060857; 53907; 52797; 54365
	Accepted the interior street trees for maintenance by the City for Tract No. 54315, located at the southwest corner of Newgrove Street and 30th Street East.  Owner:  Avalon Meadows, LLC; Tract No. 060857, located at the northwest corner of 30th Street East and Nugent Street.  Owner:  Avalon Meadows, LLC; Tract No. 53907, located on the south side of Avenue K, approximately 300 feet west of 45th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 52797, located on the north side of Avenue K-8, approximately 288 feet west of 25th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; and Tract No. 54365, located at the southeast corner of Avenue K and 30th Street East.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.



	CC 32.

APPROVAL OF COMPLETED WATER SYSTEMS FOR TRACT NOS. 

52797; 53445; 53244
	Approved the completed water systems installed by the developers of Tract No. 52797, located on the north side of Avenue K-8, approximately 288' west of 25th Street West.  Owner:  KB Home Greater Los Angeles, Inc.; Tract No. 53445, located at the northeast corner of Avenue M-8 and 45th Street West.  Owner:  K. Hovnanian Forecast Homes, Inc.; and Tract No. 53244, located on the east side of Challenger Way at Avenue K-11.  Owner:  Richmond American Homes of California, Inc. 



	CC 33.
PWCP NO. 06-028 BRIERWOOD MOBILEHOME PARK IMPROVEMENTS
	Awarded Public Works Construction Project No. 06-028, Brierwood Mobilehome Park Improvements – Swimming Pool Repair & Clubhouse Renovation, to Bowe Contractors in the amount of $358, 987.00 plus a 10% contingency.  The project is designed to construct Brierwood Mobilehome Park Improvements.  Authorized the City Manager, or his designee, to sign all documents.  Appropriated $430,000.00 from Redevelopment Agency Account No. 970-9302 to City Capital Project 260-12FA003, and $2,100,000.00 from Redevelopment Agency Account No. 970-9302 to City Capital Project 260-12FA002.



	CC 34.
PWCP NO. 06-035 PEDESTRIAN ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS FOR FY 2006/2007
	Awarded Public Works Construction Project No. 06-035, Pedestrian Access Improvements FY 2006/2007, to Padilla Paving Company in the amount of $1,123,366.00 plus a 2% contingency.  The project is designed to perform repairs of existing defective sidewalks, and to construct new concrete sidewalks and handicap access curb ramps at various locations citywide.  Authorized the City Manager, or his designee, to sign all documents.  



	CC 35.

RESO NOS. 

07-02 AND 07-03 ANNEX. NOS. 

04-102; 06-51; 06-76; 06-90; 06-91; 06-92; 

06-93; 06-94; 06-95; 

06-96; 06-98

TO LDBAD
	Proposed Annexations to Lancaster Drainage Benefit Assessment District

Annexation No. 04-102, Site Plan Review No. 04-20, located on the north side of Avenue J approximately 220 feet east of 17th Street West.  Owner:  Stephanie M. Gile, a single woman.
Annexation No. 06-51, Permit No. 06-00210, located on the west side of Foxton Avenue approximately 240 feet north of Avenue J.  Owner:  Sergio Hurtado and Clara E. Hurtado, husband and wife as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 06-76, Permit No. 06-03682, located at 44665 Lone Oak Avenue.  Owner:  Kenneth G. Mann and L. Rosemary Mann, husband and wife, as community property.
Annexation No. 06-90, Site Plan Review No. 05-18, located at the northeast corner of 30th Street West and Avenue G.  Owner:  Buzz Oates Enterprises II, a California General Partnership.
Annexation No. 06-91, Tract No. 062845, located at the northwest corner of Avenue M and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Davidon Homes, a California Limited Partnership.


	CC 35.

RESO NOS. 

07-02 AND 07-03 ANNEX. NOS. 

04-102; 06-51; 06-76; 06-90; 06-91; 06-92; 

06-93; 06-94; 06-95; 

06-96; 06-98

TO LDBAD
(continued)
	CONSENT CALENDAR (continued)

Annexation No. 06-92, Tract No. 064249, located at the southwest corner of Avenue M-4 and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Andrew J. Eliopulos, an unmarried man.
Annexation No. 06-93, Permit 06-05052, located at 3544 West Avenue L-10.  Owner:  Giuseppe Fiorella and Olga Fiorella husband and wife and Anthony Fiorella a married man as his sole and separate property as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 06-94, Permit No. 06-05053, located at 3545 West Avenue L-12.  Owner:  Veronica Fiorella and Anthony Fiorella, wife and husband as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 06-95, Permit 06-01740, located on the north side of Avenue L approximately 690 feet east of 85th Street West.  Owner:  John Patrick and Barbara Lois Lundy, husband and wife, as community property with right of survivorship.
Annexation No. 06-96, Tract No. 062841, located on the west side of 40th Street West approximately 680 feet north of Avenue J.  Owner:  R&C 40th & J, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company.
Annexation No. 06-98, Permit No. 06-05344, located at 10605 West Avenue F.  Owner:  Frank B. Martineau, a widower and Frank B. Martineau Jr., a married man as his sole and separate property as joint tenants.
A) Adopted Resolution No. 07-02, initiating proceedings for the annexation of territories to Lancaster Drainage Benefit Assessment District to be established pursuant to the Benefit Assessment Act of 1982 and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 04-102, 06-51, 06-76, 06-90, 06-91, 06-92, 06-93, 06-94, 06-95, 06-96, and 06-98.)
B) Adopted Resolution No. 07-03, approving the Engineer's Report and the time and place for Public Hearing, and declaring its intention to annex territories into Lancaster Drainage Benefit Assessment District and to levy and collect assessments pursuant to the Benefit Assessment Act of 1982 and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 04-102, 06-51, 06-76, 06-90, 06-91, 06-92, 06-93, 06-94, 06-95, 06-96, and 06-98.)


	CC 36.

RESO. NOS. 

07-03 AND 07-04 ANNEX. NOS. 

489; 712; 737; 754; 

755; 756; 757; 758; 

762; 763; 764 

TO LLMD
	Proposed Annexations to Lancaster Lighting Maintenance District
Annexation No. 489, Site Plan Review No. 04-20, located on the north side of Avenue J approximately 220 feet east of 17th Street West.  Owner:  Stephanie M. Gile, a single woman.
Annexation No. 712, Permit No. 06-00210, located on the west side of Foxton Avenue approximately 240 feet north of Avenue J.  Owner:  Sergio Hurtado and Clara E. Hurtado, husband and wife as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 737, Permit No. 06-03682, located at 44665 Lone Oak Avenue.  Owner:  Kenneth G. Mann and L. Rosemary Mann, husband and wife, as community property.
Annexation No. 754, Site Plan Review No. 05-18, located at the northeast corner of 30th Street West and Avenue G.  Owner:  Buzz Oates Enterprises II, a California General Partnership.
Annexation No. 755, Tract No. 062845, located at the northwest corner of Avenue M and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Davidon Homes, a California Limited Partnership. 

Annexation No. 756, Tract No. 064249, located at the southwest corner of Avenue M-4 and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Andrew J. Eliopulos, an unmarried man.
Annexation No. 757, Permit 06-05052, located at 3544 West Avenue L-10.  Owner:  Giuseppe Fiorella and Olga Fiorella husband and wife and Anthony Fiorella a married man as his sole and separate property as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 758, Permit No. 06-05053, located at 3545 West Avenue L-12.  Owner:  Veronica Fiorella and Anthony Fiorella, wife and husband as joint tenants.
Annexation No. 762, Permit 06-01740, located on the north side of Avenue L approximately 690 feet east of 85th Street West.  Owner:  John Patrick and Barbara Lois Lundy, husband and wife, as community property with right of survivorship.
Annexation No. 763, Tract No. 062841, located on the west side of 40th Street West approximately 680 feet north of Avenue J.  Owner:  R&C 40th & J, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company.
Annexation No. 764, Permit No. 06-05344, located at 10605 West Avenue F.  Owner:  Frank B. Martineau, a widower and Frank B. Martineau Jr., a married man as his sole and separate property as joint tenants.


	CC 36.

RESO. NOS. 

07-03 AND 07-04 ANNEX. NOS. 

489; 712; 737; 754; 

755; 756; 757; 758; 

762; 763; 764 

TO LLMD
(continued)
	A) Adopted Resolution No. 07-04, initiating proceedings for the annexation of territories into Lancaster Lighting Maintenance District, an Assessment district established pursuant to the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 489, 712, 737, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 762, 763, and 764.)
B) Adopted Resolution No. 07-05, approving the Engineer's Report and the time and place for Public Hearing, and declaring its intention to annex territories into Lancaster Lighting Maintenance District and to levy and collect assessments pursuant to Part 2 of Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 489, 712, 737, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 762, 763, and 764.)


	CC 37.

RESO. NOS. 

07-06 AND 07-07 ANNEX. NOS. 

372; 373; 374 

TO LMD
	Proposed Annexations to Lancaster Landscape Maintenance District No. 1:
Annexation No. 372, Tract No. 062845, located at the northwest corner of Avenue M and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Davidon Homes, a California Limited Partnership.
Annexation No. 373, Tract No. 064249, located at the southwest corner of Avenue M-4 and 32nd Street West.  Owner:  Andrew J. Eliopulos, an unmarried man.
Annexation No. 374, Tract No. 062841, located on the west side of 40th Street West approximately 680 feet north of Avenue J.  Owner:  R&C 40th & J, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company.
A) Adopted Resolution No. 07-06, initiating proceedings for the annexation of territories into Lancaster Landscape Maintenance District No. 1, an Assessment District established pursuant to the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972 and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 372, 373, and 374.)
B) Adopted Resolution No. 07-07, approving the Engineer's Report and the time and place for Public Hearing, and declaring its intention to annex territories into Lancaster Landscape Maintenance District No. 1 and to levy and collect assessments pursuant to Part 2 of Division 15 of the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California and California Constitution Article XIIID (Annexation Nos. 372, 373, and 374.)


	CC 38.

APPROVAL OF FIRST AMENDMENT OF DECLARATION FOR CC&R’S RELATING TO AFFORDABLE HOUSING


	Approved recording of First Amendment to the Declaration of Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions Relating to Affordable Housing as requested by Avenue I Foundation Homes, LLC, and project lender Wells Fargo Home Mortgage.  


	NB 1.

REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS WITH COMPANIES FOR FOR FULL-TIME DEPUTY
	The Assistant City Manager presented the staff report regarding the Cost Reimbursement Agreements with Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., Front Gate Plaza, LLC, and Stater Bros. Markets to Assign a Full-Time, 40 hour-per-week Deputy of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department to Patrol the Wal-Mart and Front Gate Plaza Shopping Centers Located at the Intersection of Avenue J and 20th Street East.  Representatives from these three corporations were introduced.

Captain Deeley presented the process for this position and the goals that will be achieved by this action.
Addressing the Council on this issue:

Scott Hand – In favor of the agreements.

Sherry Marquez – Pleased with the agreements, commented on a double standard regarding phone numbers that she thought public officials use versus phone numbers that citizens use in case of an emergency.

Ray Cazis – In favor of the agreements.

The City Manager stated that the City will continue to work with the other cities in Region 1 – Palmdale and Santa Clarita, to make every effort to secure more and more law enforcement resources from the Sheriff’s Department in addition to the commitment this Council has made to continually address the staffing issue and the issue of crime in the community.  The City Manager further stated that the involvement and interest of the citizens in the community is greatly appreciated and assured the community that there is not a double standard in terms of law enforcement protection for City Officials.  City officials do not have any special numbers they call in an emergency; they call the same numbers as everyone else.

Council Comments included:

Vice Mayor Sileo stated that he was the only Council Member who did not support a store front operation when it came up for a vote because it did not guarantee a body present at the location all the time.  This agreement guarantees 40 hours per week – a sworn deputy – full time.  An additional benefit to this will be, when there is a Deputy present at the shopping centers, if something happens that Deputy is there and the incident will not pull a Deputy from somewhere else.  



	NB 1.

REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENTS WITH COMPANIES FOR FOR FULL-TIME DEPUTY
(continued)
	On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council approved the Cost Reimbursement Agreements with Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., Front Gate Plaza, LLC, and Stater Bros. Markets to assign a full-time, 40 hour-per-week deputy of the Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department to patrol the Wal-Mart and Front Gate Plaza shopping centers located at the intersection of Avenue J and 20th Street East, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None.


	PH 1.

RESO. NO. 07-08 CONFIRMING THE DIAGRAMS AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ANNEX. NOS. 
04-102; 06-51; 06-76; 06-90; 06-91; 06-92; 
06-93; 06-94; 06-95; 
06-96; 06-98 
TO LDBAD
	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Public Works Director presented the staff report.  There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-08, confirming the diagrams and assessments and ordering the annexation of territories into Lancaster Drainage Benefit Assessment District and levy of assessment (Annexation Nos. 04-102, 06-51, 06-76, 06-90, 06-91, 06-92, 06-93, 06-94, 06-95, 06-96, and 06-98), by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None

	PH 2.

RESO. NO. 07-09 CONFIRMING DIAGRAMS AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ANNEX. NOS.

489; 712; 737; 754; 

755; 756; 757; 758; 

762; 763; 764 

TO LLMD 


	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Public Works Director presented the staff report.  There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-09, confirming the diagrams and assessments and ordering the annexation of territories into Lancaster Lighting Maintenance District (Annexation Nos. 489, 712, 737, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 762, 763, and 764), by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None

	PH 3.

RESO. NO. 07-10 CONFIRMING DIAGRAMS AND ASSESSMENTS FOR ANNEX. NOS. 

372, 373, 374 

TO LMD
	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Public Works Director presented the staff report.  There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-10, confirming the diagrams and assessments and ordering the annexation of territories into Lancaster Landscape Maintenance District No. 1 (Annexation Nos. 372, 373, and 374), by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	PH 4.

ORD. NO. 868 AND RESO. NO. 07-11

MASSAGE THERAPIST ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH FEES AND CHARGES
	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Housing Director presented the staff report regarding the introduction of the Massage Therapist Ordinance and Resolution to establish fees and charges.  The Director stated that the City has a significant interest in regulating massage establishments by imposing reasonable standards relative to the skill and experience of massage therapists and reasonable conditions in the operation of massage establishments.  The purpose of the ordinance is to protect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the city from massage establishments being used as houses of prostitution or sites for illegal drug use and sales and exercising the proper training and experience levels for massage therapists to reduce risk of injury to massage clients by improperly trained and/or educated massage therapists

The City is authorized, by virtue of the State Constitution, and Section 51031 of the California Government Code, to regulate massage establishments by imposing reasonable standards relative to the skill and experience of massage therapists and reasonable conditions on the operation of massage establishments to protect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the city.
The restrictions and requirements imposed by this ordinance should assist in reducing the significant risk of injury to massage clients by improperly trained and/or educated massage therapists.  The restrictions and requirements contained in this ordinance will reduce the burdens on the Sheriff’s personnel and permit the deployment of the Sheriff’s personnel such that more serious crimes may be prevented and more important laws be enforced.

The City Attorney stated that at this time several changes needed to be made to this ordinance.  The changes were as follows:

Page 8 – Paragraph 6 – change fully with fully, to clothed with fully.

Page 12 – Sub-section d – entire sub-section needs to be removed.

Page 19 – Section 5.34.130 - Exemptions – Paragraph A(2) should be removed.

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Karen Lien – Concerned with the number of hours that will be required to maintain a license.  Requested a change in the ordinance to reflect a time frame to achieve the hours.



	PH 4.

ORD. NO. 868 AND RESO. NO. 07-11

MASSAGE THERAPIST ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH FEES AND CHARGES

(continued)
	The City Attorney stated that under the qualifications in the ordinance there is a provision that anyone who has a current business license issued by the City prior to the effective date of this ordinance and has completed 250 hours of training from an approved school and an additional 250 hours from continuing education classes in a massage field; workshop classes; programs of continuing education that are certified by a qualifying professional massage sematica organization or adult education classes in massage, they can still maintain a permit without the total 500 formal educational hours.  It is 250 plus 250 additional training and educational classes.  A lot of research was done on this ordinance, as well as reviewing ordinances from other communities.  There are some ordinances that have lower limits for training, but not many.  The vast majority are set at 500 or 250 plus 250.  This is a reasonable standard and this ordinance helps in the ultimate goal of protecting the community and eliminating any of the assorted uses that come out of the massage industry for the law breakers.  A number of Massage Therapists met with staff, gave input on the ordinance and the categories presented in this ordinance are the categories that were agreed upon throughout the process. 

Council Comments included:

Possibility of a Massage Therapist writing off the hours for a person who works for them, many careers in this state have this authorization.  The issue of grandfathering – any exceptions for someone already working in the field as opposed to a new graduate.  Concerns with why the section was removed regarding trainees – should be added back in.  Leave standards as is for a new business or a new Massage Therapist and at the same time allow a grandfathering period of 12 months for an existing employee of a Massage business.  Request that the ordinance be approved for the first reading with the amendments, research the concerns made by citizens.  The intent of the ordinance is not to keep out legitimate business people but to get rid of prostitution.

The City Manager stated that if the Council desires to add a 12 month lead time or an extended period of time for implementation, this would be a Council policy decision.
The City Attorney stated that a Massage Trainee working under a Massage Therapist is not provided for in the ordinance.  An early draft of the ordinance had this clause but it has been removed.  On Page 21 of the ordinance is a section for applications to existing businesses.  Any person who has an existing license with the City will have until that business license expires to comply with this ordinance.  



	PH 4.

ORD. NO. 868 AND RESO. NO. 07-11

MASSAGE THERAPIST ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH FEES AND CHARGES

(continued)
	The City Attorney stated that there was a section called Massage Therapist Trainee.  This was a temporary license so a person could get practical experience and it was determined, based on the categories that were for the number of hours of education, this category was not needed.  It can be added back in to offer 12 months as a Trainee.  The City Attorney agreed that the standards can remain and at the same time allow a grandfathering period of 12 months for an existing employee of a Massage business.  The City Attorney recommended that Council adopt the ordinance as is and the City will consider what type of grandfathering the City might adopt.  The one concern is – the City does not want to carve exceptions into this for single individuals – the exceptions need to make sense and apply on a broad base to anyone the City feels is not a risk to the community and they will be encouraged to get the required number of hours of training.

Addressing the Council at this time:

Chris Hasse – Stated that she is a Massage Therapist and concerned with the additional hours that are needed.

Verno Kendrick – In favor of this ordinance and the increase of hours. Requested that Council move forward with this ordinance. 

Debra Basham – Stated that she is a Reflexologist and an Accupressurist and she is concerned about the restrictions she may have to comply with.  She stated that she works in a massage establishment.

The City Attorney stated that Accupressurists are exempt but there is nothing in the ordinance regarding Reflexology.  He stated that if she is not giving a massage, it is not covered in the ordinance.  He stated that this will be dealt with as part of the amendments.

Patricia Dawn – Stated that she was on the ordinance committee and empathizes with the people who must now receive additional hours of training; however the training hours can be achieved regardless of their circumstances if they want to provide the best service possible to their clients.
Council Comments:

Does the City currently have any other business licenses on record right now where if a person comes into the community and doesn’t get one and starts doing business out of their home, an accountant, an automobile mechanic, that it automatically triggers a misdemeanor? 



	PH 4.

ORD. NO. 868 AND RESO. NO. 07-11

MASSAGE THERAPIST ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION TO ESTABLISH FEES AND CHARGES

(continued)
	The City Attorney stated no, that this ordinance does not automatically trigger a misdemeanor.  The process is, that the City provides reminder letters to people as the City finds that people do not have the required license, giving them an opportunity to obtain the license.  If they choose to continue to ignore the letters to get a business license, then the City starts the more formal proceedings under the ordinance.
There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Council Member Jeffra and seconded by Vice Mayor Sileo, the City Council introduced Ordinance No. 868 as amended, adding Chapter 5.34 to the Lancaster Municipal Code to establish the Massage Therapist Ordinance, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None
On a motion by Council Member Jeffra and seconded by Vice Mayor Sileo, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-11, establishing fees and charges for Massage Business Permits and Massage Technician Permits, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	PH 5.
ORD. NO. 869 AND RESO. NO. 07-12 ORDINANCE REGARDING RENTAL HOUSING BUSINESS LICENSE AND PRESERVATION INSPECTION PROGRAM; RESOLUTION TO ADOPT FEES
	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Housing Director presented the staff report regarding the introduction of an Ordinance regarding Rental Housing Business License and Preservation Inspection Program; Approval of a Resolution for the adoption of Business License and Rental Inspection Fees; Approval for an increase to Code Enforcement Staff to implement the Rental Preservation Program.

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Steve Rice – Chairman for the local government affairs for the Greater Antelope Valley Association of Realtors.  Thanked staff for working with them regarding this revised ordinance.  Requested a clarification regarding the requirement that if a rental housing owner or business entity owns multiple properties, they will only have to pay one business license fee but will be required to pay the rental inspection fees on each property.

The Finance Director stated that each individual property would have to have its own license.  If there is a property that is an apartment building with units at that property, there would be one license fee; however if a property owner owns several properties at different locations, each location would have its own license and would have to pay its own license fee.



	PH 5.

ORD. NO. 869 AND RESO. NO. 07-12 ORDINANCE REGARDING RENTAL HOUSING BUSINESS LICENSE AND PRESERVATION INSPECTION PROGRAM; RESOLUTION TO ADOPT FEES

(continued)


	The City Attorney stated that it gets very difficult when it comes to ownership of multiple single-family units at multiple locations.  That is why the City has spelled out the provisions in this manner.  One license for each separate property, but if it is a 16 unit apartment building, it is one license.

The Finance Director explained the City’s current fee structure under LAN-CAP and the way that it works: The license covers $65.00 for the first two units and $25.00 for each additional unit.  If it is an apartment building with 10 units, it is $65.00 for the first two units and $25.00 for each additional unit.  This is paid annually and there is no reduction for renewal.  Under the new fee structure, it will be $60.00 for each individual property and the renewal fee is $25.00 per year for each property.  Each separate property would have its own license, so multiple property owners may actually see a reduction in their fees compared to the current fee structure.

The City Attorney stated that the renewal is based on the re-inspection period as well. 

The Finance Director stated that there are actually two fees under this program.  There is the business license fee which is equivalent to the LAN-CAP fee and there is the Inspection fee.

The Housing Director stated that if a property owner was inspected the first year and there were no violations, they will not get re-inspected for three years.  They will be charged an inspection after the three years – an inspection fee, which is different from the business license fee.  During the discussion of this ordinance the issue of the facility was explained, that it was $60.00 for the multiple, but then it would only be $25.00 in the future.  It all balances out so that it is not such a financial burden on the property owners.

Council Comments:

Council Member Smith - What is the purpose of having the additional $60.00 for every property?  Why couldn’t someone have one business license and list that they own 10 single family houses throughout the City?  Does it cost the City anything else to process this?  It still puts them under the legal requirements of taking care of their property and then the City doesn’t have to process the other nine licenses, so the City wouldn’t need that additional money.  The City wants to make sure property owners are under the law so there is a tool to keep them in compliance.

The Finance Director explained that the way the program will work, is that each property would have its own license and there would be time involved in processing the separate licenses.  The City could look at having one license and having multiple units under the one license.



	PH 5.

ORD. NO. 869 AND RESO. NO. 07-12 ORDINANCE REGARDING RENTAL HOUSING BUSINESS LICENSE AND PRESERVATION INSPECTION PROGRAM; RESOLUTION TO ADOPT FEES

(continued)


	The City Attorney stated a possible complication from this, would be if a property owner has ten single-family units all around the City and has a single business license, what happens if one of the units ceases to comply?  Does the City have to re-inspect all ten units?  If it was an apartment building the City would have to do this.  Does this mean the City inspects all ten single-family units and charge the re-inspection fee on all of them? Just one of them? That it why it was determined that it should be one business license for each separate property.  In this way, if nine of the properties are in compliance, those properties would be on a three year re-inspection and the owner would only have to worry about the one property.  If they violate the ordinance in another way on one property, does that mean the license is suspended on all the properties?  This is more of an administrative problem in having a single license for each single property.

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Gary Burgess – Stated that the bottom line is, the City needs funds to hire Code Enforcement Officers.  Urged the Council to approve the ordinance and resolution.

The City Attorney stated that there would need to be one change to the ordinance.  

Page 13 – Section 5.40.090 B – Paragraph 3 should state 16 or more residential units, not 5.

Council Comments:

Council Member Visokey – Stated that he is not very clear on the fee structure in this process and requested that staff sit down with the Greater Antelope Valley Association of Realtors and make sure they are still on board with the structure.  Concerned with individual liberty and invasion of privacy, however, just looking at the power point presentation and the pictures of the rental units, there is an absolute need for this rental inspection program.  Will the occupant along with the owner be notified in a reasonable amount of time that an inspection will be taking place?  How will they be notified?  The intent of this ordinance is so that a tenant and property owner can make the proper corrections in advance of the inspections.  The person that is going to be affected the most in a positive way will be the tenant.  In doing this, please be sensitive to the needs and the property owners who are doing a fantastic job maintaining their properties and the occupants who are very happy in their current residences and the City must be sensitive to the privacy issue.  Council Member Visokey stated that six or eight months ago he would have voted against this because there are some very good property owners and tenants, and this affects them as well, but definitely in support of this ordinance.



	PH 5.

ORD. NO. 869 AND RESO. NO. 07-12 ORDINANCE REGARDING RENTAL HOUSING BUSINESS LICENSE AND PRESERVATION INSPECTION PROGRAM; RESOLUTION TO ADOPT FEES

(continued)


	The Housing Director stated that Code Enforcement will notify the occupant as well as the property owner as well as the management company if one exists.  They will be notified more than two weeks in advance.  All information regarding this program will be on the City’s website and the City will be asking the Greater Antelope Valley Association of Realtors to place the same information on their website.  The information will be placed on other websites that go throughout the state of California, so that everyone has 60-90 days advance notice of this program.  This program is set for everyone to succeed.

Council Member Smith – The ordinance should be amended that the City have for single family homes and one owner - one business license for an aggregate of single family homes only.  If they own a couple of single family homes and an apartment building, they need a license for the apartment building and for the aggregate of the single family homes.
Council Member Jeffra – Are we going to say that a $60.00 license will cover more than one dwelling?  If I have one home and pay $60.00 and I get five more homes, I’m only going to pay $60.00?  Are we talking about five separate businesses?  If a business is an LLC or a Corporate and under that Corporate office there are 18 businesses, are they going to pay a rental inspection fee on every home?

Council Member Smith clarified that it is only within the business license.

Vice Mayor Sileo – In this scenario, isn’t this back to same problem that if one home is out of compliance and the City has to inspect, does the City have to inspect all the residences under that business license?

The City Attorney stated that this is an issue that will be dealt with and the City will be able to track this matter.  This needs to be thought through some more and staff has not identified all of the issues yet.  The suggestion that staff meet with the Board of Realtors is a good suggestion to work through this matter and try to identify what the real issues are.

Council Member Smith – In favor of passing the ordinance through the first reading and staff will connect with GAVAR on the issues.

The Finance Director clarified that existing owners of rental properties would not pay the $60.00 because they have an existing license.  Existing properties would pay the $25.00 renewal fee, so the City would not be asking for the new fee of $60.00; it would just be the renewal for the existing.  The $60.00 would only apply to new properties that are purchased and then are turned into rental properties.


	PH 5.

ORD. NO. 869 AND RESO. NO. 07-12 ORDINANCE REGARDING RENTAL HOUSING BUSINESS LICENSE AND PRESERVATION INSPECTION PROGRAM; RESOLUTION TO ADOPT FEES

(continued)


	There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council introduced Ordinance No. 869 as amended, adding Chapter 5.40 to the Lancaster Municipal Code to establish the Rental Housing Business License and Preservation Program, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None
On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Council Member Jeffra, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-12, adopting the Business License Rental Inspection fee for the Rental Housing Business License and Preservation Program, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None
On a motion by Council Member Jeffra and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council approved an increase of Code Enforcement staff to implement the Residential Rental Inspection Program, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	PH 6.
ORD. NO. 870 AND RESO. NO. 07-13 ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION REGARDING GROUP HOME BUSINESS LICENSING AND FEES
	Mayor Hearns opened the Public Hearing.  The Housing Director presented the staff report regarding the introduction of an ordinance regarding Group Home Business Licensing; Adoption of a Resolution pertaining to the Group Home Business License Fee.
Group residential homes have been recognized as providing persons with handicaps the opportunity to experience a family-type environment in single-family zoned neighborhoods.  It has been recognized that giving persons with handicaps the opportunity to live in family oriented environments has assisted in their recovery.  Their integration into residential neighborhoods has improved their quality of life and, in particular, has given handicapped persons the opportunity to receive and give support and encouragement to each other.  

Numerous State statutes pre-empt local zoning laws in connection with licensed group homes.  Generally, these laws require that a licensed group home serving six or fewer persons be treated as a single-family residence for all purposes and prohibit the requirements of any conditional use permit, zoning variance, the payment of a business license fee or other discretionary acts not required of a single family residence within the zone.  

While the City is not prevented from regulating unlicensed group homes serving six or fewer persons or licensed or unlicensed group homes serving more than six persons, such regulations are subject to Federal and State statutes with respect to discrimination against handicapped persons.  


	PH 6.

ORD. NO. 870 AND RESO. NO. 07-13 ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION REGARDING GROUP HOME BUSINESS LICENSING AND FEES

(continued)


	Those laws generally require that the City make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices or services when such accommodations may be necessary to afford handicapped persons equal opportunities to use and enjoy dwellings.

Businesses have been established as group homes, and have been located in residential neighborhoods and used as “Flop” houses, overcrowded boarding houses, temporary housing for transients and others who do not qualify for the protection provided to handicapped persons.
Addressing the Council on this matter:

Jason Smith – Concerned with the sections of the ordinance regarding the fact that owners or operators of these locations can not have a history of being convicted of a felony or any other crime.  A lot of guests at these sober living homes are guests not tenants and that is one of the ways to maintain order at these locations.  By putting these homes under the rental, the City may end up causing a problem that they did not anticipate – of making it difficult to remove such individuals when they do use or abuse.

Val Holt – In support of the ordinance.  People with disabilities have every right to have a good quality of life, however; some of these homes do not have accountability, therefore the neighbors have no options, imposing a poor quality of life and putting neighbors in jeopardy.  Make sure the ordinance addresses a good quality of life for all residences.

The City Attorney stated that the ordinance goes a long way to protect adjacent property owners.  The separation factor is one, which is not very far; however, the City has some real severe limits under both Federal and State laws as to what the City can do in respect to group homes.  The City would like to do more to prevent some of the abuses that go on.  A lot of those things are criminal acts and if there is proof that there is a criminal act and if any of them are convicted of a criminal act, that is grounds for revocation of the group home license.  The Sheriff’s Department needs to be involved.  There is a provision in the ordinance that provides that a group home license would be revoked if the facility presents a public nuisance.  Federal and State law does prevent what the City can and can not do with group homes.  The mentally ill, former drug abusers, recovering alcohol abusers are all categorized as disabled people under both Federal and State law.  With the respect to some earlier comments, the prohibition of an operator having been convicted of a crime, that would be a good idea, especially if it involves the illegal use of controlled substances, which is specifically called out in the ordinance.  
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ORD. NO. 870 AND RESO. NO. 07-13 ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION REGARDING GROUP HOME BUSINESS LICENSING AND FEES

(continued)


	The City does not want someone who is convicted of a crime.  That is different than someone who is a recovering alcoholic or a recovering drug addict, they can still step in and operate one of these homes.  They are pretty well experienced in dealing with these people.
There being no further testimony, Mayor Hearns closed the Public Hearing.

On a motion by Council Member Jeffra and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council introduced Ordinance No. 870, adding Chapter 5.44 to the Lancaster Municipal Code to establish the Group Home Business License, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None
On a motion by Council Member Jeffra and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-13, adopting the Group Home Business License and Inspection Fee Schedule, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	RECESS

RECONVENE
	Mayor Hearns recessed the meeting at 8:00 p.m.

Mayor Hearns reconvened the meeting at 8:11 p.m.



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION
	The Planning Director presented the staff report regarding the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan-Recommendation of Design Option.
Input received during a joint study session led staff to direct RTKL to prepare another plan option (based on Option 2), known as Option 2B, for consideration.  On December 14, 2006 a community meeting was held to review all six options (1, 2, 2B, 3, 4A, and 4B).  Members of the public discussed a number of broad themes and concerns with respect to the development of the Amargosa Creek project at this community meeting, which were summarized for the December 18, 2006 Planning Commission meeting.  Staff and the Commission reviewed these concerns and took them into account when analyzing the various options and making final recommendations.

Staff has reviewed proposed Option 2B (Revised) in light of staff’s original recommendations and the proposed changes incorporated by the Planning Commission.  Staff believes that the modifications act to further strengthen the pedestrian elements of the overall plan and improve its connectivity with the surrounding areas, particularly Lancaster City Park.  The plan responds to citizen desires for creating a project with a sense of place and design quality that will act as both a commercial and community center.  


	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION
(continued)
	The plan also encompasses a “hybrid” design approach that staff believes is important in providing proper tenant flexibility, as noted in the staff report of November 13, 2006.

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Scott Smith – Some good points have been addressed.  This project will go through several election cycles, it is a very long process; keep the bar high; shoot for high standards; the project is cutting edge.  Addressed concerns regarding the frontage of K-8 to K-15 and the coverage of this area.

Council Comments:

Vice Mayor Sileo – What is a reasonable number that is achievable or makes sense from a development/economic sense?

Scott Smith – At the Planning Commission meeting there was an indication that it was possible or the limitation was 40% coverage, depending on the use, it could be 25%.

Mayor Hearns – Asked Mr. Smith if he was comfortable with the design.

Scott Smith – The City is trying to do something wonderful, so wearing the hat of a community member – whatever happens is going to be positive.  Wearing the hat as a person who has been involved in projects of this size, he stated that he has some opinions, but it is not his voice that counts; it is the voice of the major tenants that the City will solicit to commit to the City of Lancaster.

Sandra Paez – Very much in favor of this project.  If this project is built right, everyone will come to this.  This area needs some nice businesses that aren’t already in the area.  The City needs to consider making this different so people will have the desire to come to this center.

Elizabeth O’Brien – Concerned with putting the Amargosa Creek into a culvert.  Feels that it would seriously impact the development of the pathway as it was conceived in 1995/96.  It was envisioned to be a pedestrian and bicycle pathway from Avenue M to Avenue H.  Consider the creek as a natural feature of the project.  Considers the Amargosa Creek as one of the best recharge sites in the Antelope Valley.



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)
	Kenneth Mann – Stated that it was his pleasure as the Planning Commission Chairman, along with the Commission to arrive at Option of 2B.  This will be the first specific plan for a mixed use project for Lancaster.  Importance of public input.  There are currently only 75 projects of this type in the United States and there are approximately 150 under review and study.  This is definitely a first for Lancaster.  Encouraged Council to support the plan.
Mark Troth – This plan is a result of hundreds of hours of work from the public, developers, City staff, RTKL, Planning Commission and of course the City Council.  The plan has been carefully crafted to address most of the opinions, concerns and desires that were expressed at the workshops and the Planning Commission Public Hearings.  It is important to have a strong financial project.  Consider any phasing of the project; maintain the integrity of the plan.  Move forward with the project, it will be unique and it will attract people to the area.

Bruce Macpherson – It has been exciting to work on this project.  It has some great elements and character.  Striving for the best design.  This project has the potential for setting the tone for future development in the City and beyond and it has a great deal to say about whom we believe we can be as a City.  Certain features must be maintained in the plan, such as strong pedestrian links with the park and strong internal pedestrian pathways.  Security is literally inherit to the project itself by including a variety of uses beyond retail, such as restaurants, offices, hotels, etc.  This brings a greater mix of people to the area.  Another aspect of security of the area is second floor spaces around the pedestrian plazas.  This creates a security eye in the sky by putting more eyes on the street and providing a location for security centers that cover the area and provide areas for well placed cameras.  Second floors create a good sense of enclosure around the pedestrian plaza; it creates an outdoor room of comfortable proportions.  Please support the project and move forward with it.

Council Comments:

Council Member Jeffra – The City is about to enter the CEQA Process and this process will incorporate a variety of things.  Everyone who has been involved in this project will continue to be involved in this project.  Once the City moves forward with this, it will be a fantastic project.  Make real sure all of the bugs are taken out of this thing at the front end.  One thing he hasn’t heard enough of is how great this project will be.  The overall project is very, very special for the City and the Antelope Valley.  Let’s get this done.  There are good people working on this and this project needs to move forward.

Vice Mayor Sileo – Once this is all approved tonight, what is the next process?  What can the Council, the public, the developers expect to see in the future?



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)
	Planning Director – There are three basis things that will start pretty rapidly.  The first would be the preparation of the Specific Plan document itself.  The second thing and the most critical timeline issue will be the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the associated environmental studies with that.  That has the longest lead time and has the most procedural steps from a State law perspective.  The third would be preparation of an economic analysis of this project.

Vice Mayor Sileo – The EIR would be the longest item and the other items could fit along in this timeline.  Stated that he is 100% on board with making sure there is adequate feedback as the Specific Plan itself is written between staff, consultants, developer, Planning Commission to make sure everyone is on the same page early.  Stated that he would like to see that feedback loop but whatever percentage it is, and fits within the timeframe of the EIR, this needs to be included as the process moves forward.  As the Council has said in the beginning, we are not going to hold this process up, we have set a time line and we are going to stick to it.  Concerned about the floor area yield but haven’t seen any hard data for projects of this type.  Would like to see a higher yield percentage in that area.  The City needs to strive for a higher yield on the frontage.  Would like to know what the yield is on the rest of it.  Is that a valid comparison? Comparing that with the frontage? Or should the City just look at the frontage here with the frontage on other projects?  The requirement of any initial phase that the development include the main pedestrian plaza is critical.  Agrees with the requirement of a second floor along the pedestrian plaza, whether that be completely built out or shelled or depending on the tenant, if they don’t want a second floor over them and they are a major tenant and have the pull to do that, a design that at least has a façade of a second story to maintain the architectural integrity as well as all the other benefits the Planning Commissioners outlined.  

Council Member Visokey – Thanked RTKL for their hard worked, it is money well spent.  Thanked the Lancaster Planning Commission, the citizens of the City and staff and appreciates all the input that has taken this project to today.  The Council is a key player in this matter and the ideas need to be freely expressed.  If there are issues or concerns, those issues need to be expressed as well.  The Specific Plan needs to be in place and the development needs to be built.  Citizens continually ask why the City of Lancaster has not brought any substantial retail to the City and this project is an excellent opportunity to do just that.  This will be an outstanding shopping center and most of the recommendations that came from the Planning Commission are awesome.  The portion about the main plaza needs to be a requirement and is essential.  The first phase is absolutely critical.  


	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)
	Council Member Visokey stated that he likes the way the building on the easterly end of the project was shifted to open up the project for more retail in the City, from the plan that was submitted on December 18, 2006.  A question for the City Attorney, regarding the minor anchors – there is a change from the option that was submitted on December 18th, whereas a building is now sitting in front of the anchor.  Concerned with having a building there blocking the frontage of the anchor.  If in the Specific Plan is an obstacle that is in the way that makes it very difficult to get a tenant in a particular project, would that be considered a taking and would there be an issue with that?

The City Attorney stated that whenever the City is adopting regulations affecting real property there is an issue with whether you have gone too far and results in a taking.  More information is needed; there is a limit as to how far the City can go.  Once you have taken away the ability to obtain an economic benefit from the use of the property that would constitute a regulatory taking.  There is a fairly high threshold for a property owner to meet but it can be met, given how strong the regulations are.   The project needs to be successful and if it is not successful, we have all failed in our job.  It needs to be a consideration and the City should keep this in mind as they go forward.  Make sure the City has provided adequate flexibility in the final plan.

The Planning Director stated that the intent of that building as well as two additional buildings was added to strengthen the north/south pedestrian access.  That additional building will provide more of a pedestrian friendly movement out of that main pedestrian plaza area to the south.  The idea is to create a pedestrian connection that was easily walkable.  Feels that the City can work within the needs of specific tenants or specific minor anchors to insure that we do not lose the connectivity that is trying to be achieved but at the same time make a plan that is workable.  

Council Member Visokey stated that he does not like this particular component of the project and has concerns with it.  The 40 acre hospital site is the greatest and most important aspect of the entire development.  The hospital provides many quality of life benefits to the citizens.  More jobs at home; high paying jobs; shorter waits at other hospital emergency rooms; more hospital beds in the Antelope Valley and a more marketable retail center as a result of the spending power from the hospital alone. Quality of life starts with good paying jobs.  It is very important to focus attention on the hospital area, not just the retail center.  This Council has always said they want to bring high paying jobs to the Valley and this hospital will offer hundreds of high quality paying jobs with this project.  He stated that he is committed to making sure this portion of the project happens.


	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)
	Council Member Smith – It is very important to have this hospital.  Citizens have told us time and time again that they want crime reduced and for this City to bring in shopping and retail.  This project will create a quality retail that will generate the revenue this City needs to put more deputies on the street.  

Mayor Hearns – Thanked the Planning Commission, staff, City Manager, community and everyone who has been involved for their hard work.  Suggested the name “The People’s Place” as an inviting name for the project area so that everyone knows they can come and shop, dine and enjoy a safe environment.  Agreed with Council Member Visokey and requested the building in front of the anchor buildings and two-story buildings remain optional.  The City needs to do every thing they can to bring the hospital on board.  The hospital needs to be placed in the Specific Plan right away and not be left out; it needs to be a major part of the plan as the City moves forward.  This project is going to be the center piece of this community.

The City Manager suggested that if the City Council is so inclined in their motion, approve the issue of an economic feasibility analysis and benefit analysis so that staff can run that concurrently with the CEQA and EIR process, then staff can move quickly to secure the expertise necessary to engage in that undertaking.

Council Member Smith – Would also like to include in the motion that the City begin negotiations with the developer, hospital, staff and all stakeholders as to what needs to be done to bring in the hospital.  The plan does not show that Amargosa Creek is covered, is it covered?  Is it part of the Specific Plan?  As the City begins the EIR for the stream bed mitigation and Specific Plan, does that include everything in its entirety, the hospital and the shopping centers?  Requested flexibility with the size of the buildings as well as the traffic pattern and major anchors.  Inquired as to what the area would be zoned as, if the hospital chose to go somewhere else.
The Planning Director stated that the design concept before the Council does show the creek as covered.

The City Manager stated that the stream bed alteration permit application is developed after or toward the end of the EIR because the City will need the data from the EIR in order to develop that application; however it does include the hospital and the shopping center.



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)


	The Planning Director stated that there will be flexibility and emphasized that this is a concept that the Specific Plan is to be drafted on, specific design details will be dealt with in the final Specific Plan document. He stated that if the hospital chose to be located elsewhere, right now there is no plan for that. The City would have to choose one of two things.  The City would either need to create an alternative design concept for that site or it would be not dealt with as part of the initial Specific Plan that includes the balance of the property and staff could come back and incorporate it in the future.

Vice Mayor Sileo – With the involvement of staff, the public, the developers, the consultants, every time we go through this it will just get better and better.  This is an excellent project and he is very pleased with the staff report, the recommendations.

Vice Mayor Sileo made a motion and it was seconded by Council Member Jeffra to approve Option 2B as it has been presented to the Council.

Council Member Jeffra – As the City enters into this process, the players involved in this, everyone is going to be active in every single phase of this project.  No one is to be left out, communication is going to be better and better and when it is done, we won’t have to worry about the Planning Commission saying that the project needs revisions, it will be finished.  No sense in wasting more time.  If we do that, a tremendous amount of time will be saved on this project.  This needs to be done and needs to be added into this decision.

Mayor Hearns – Would like to see if possible, those optional flexible areas to be considered in the process while going through the Specific Plan.  There needs to be review done concurrently and nothing should stop, it continues to move even while review is taking place.  Everyone needs to be right on top of this and keep it moving.

Council Member Smith made a motion and it was seconded by Mayor Hearns to amend Vice Mayor Sileo’s motion, that Council adopt the Specific Plan but leave those two elements (two-story buildings and buildings in the frontage) as optional.

Vice Mayor Sileo – Did not agree and did not want to amend the initial motion.  If it is not two-story then it at least needs to have the appearance of a two-story building.  This project is going to take years and years.  Tenants change but we only get to build the buildings once.


	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)


	Vice Mayor Sileo stated that deciding to only build one-story buildings just doesn’t cut it. We will lose the protection from the wind or we may not have the pedestrian oriented space that is needed to make this go.  The two-story portion is very critical and he requested that it stay in the motion.  As far as the buildings that were added, as long as we recognize that these were put in there to strengthen the north/south pedestrian portion and the connection from the entrance to the park, as long as we keep some element in there to keep that pedestrian connection strong, he stated that he does not have a problem with that.

Council Member Smith – Stated the importance of moving forward with this and having something set in more stone of the Specific Plan.  He stated that he would still move to amend Vice Mayor Sileo’s motion to leave the two elements as optional.

Council Member Visokey – Stated that he has been a strong supporter of doing the Specific Plan since the beginning.  Certainly, we as a government have the right to put in a Specific Plan, because we want a project that is going to be absolutely pristine and perfect for the community.  Having a second floor is a fantastic recommendation from the Planning Commission and completely enhances the entire project.  Would there be additional costs that we would be requiring the developer to put forward in order to go along with that particular design?  If so, this needs to be discussed further and we may be overstepping our boundaries when we start talking about private property.  

The Planning Director stated that building a second floor will incur additional costs, much in the same way that requiring certain landscaping or architectural design carries with it, its own costs.  From staff’s perspective the second floor is a critical design element to set the pedestrian plaza and the sense of scale that is needed in that area.  If we are going to do an economic analysis of the project, all of that additional cost is going to be considered in that economic analysis along with additional revenue from renting the second floor space.

The City Manager stated that the Specific Plan is not unlike a living, breathing organism.  This is a very strong concept but as we work with RTKL and the developer and their design people regarding the finite details, there may be points where both parties agree that something needs to be different.  This will be an ongoing process and will emerge as this comes back before the Planning Commission and it is communicated through the staff and the development review efforts on an ongoing basis.  There is a degree of flexibility that is built into this process that may not be underscored here.  That does not mean there isn’t an opportunity for wholesale revamping of this plan, but that kind of question will be analyzed.  



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)


	Mayor Hearns – Requested that the word “optional” remain in the motion.  Stated that he has a problem voting for this “as is” because it then becomes a fixed decision.

Council Member Jeffra – Stated that this plan is a blueprint.  Everything in this plan is optional and this project is going to change throughout the process.

Council Member Visokey – Changes have been made after each meeting regarding this matter.  Council has the right to request some changes.  This project is absolutely fabulous.  We need to make sure what we approve tonight is truly what we want.

Council Member Smith – Explained that the reason he made the motion to amend is because even though a Specific Plan can be amended, if the tenants coming in and this Specific Plan has to be changed, it is going to have to go to the Planning Commission and then back to Council for agreement of the changes.  In order to save time, allow these two elements as optional to save time. Two-story buildings have been in the other plans from RTKL and have been optional.  This is the first time the plan has come back with this concept as definite.  He stated that his motion still stands.

The City Manager stated that the adoption of this Specific Plan and moving forward with this, Council is not adopting a Specific Plan. A Specific Plan is a collection of very detailed specifications.  The Specific Plan will come many months from now.  This is the point where Council decides enough has been done with the drawing and now it is time to go on from there in terms of the detailed analysis and evaluation of how these things work together based on experience, good planning, technical expertise of the developers, architects, engineers, staff and legal counsel.

Vice Mayor Sileo – Stated that suppose through the economic analysis it turns out that two-story buildings just don’t work on this project.  If we add this in as a requirement and we go through the economic analysis stating that this does not work, as you are writing the Specific Plan, can that requirement be changed?

The City Manager stated that yes, the requirement can be changed.
Vice Mayor Sileo – Stated that the reason he is approving the second floor is because we have stated that we want second floors, we are concerned with whether they will work or not, we have the ability to change it if need be.  Let’s set the bar high because that is what we want in this community.  Let’s not set the bar low.  If it is set high, we can aim for that and we can strive to get there.



	NB 2.

AMARGOSA CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN DESIGN OPTION

(continued)


	Mayor Hearns – Stated that he does not want to get hung up further down the road arguing about what the Council voted on this evening and then have to change it.  If it is optional, that means we can go either way, but if we say this is exactly what we want we could end up getting hung up on that issue and that is a problem.  He stated that his desire is to have two-story buildings; however he would like to see this remain as optional.

The City Attorney stated that the question is one of timing of when it becomes fixed.  This does not become fixed until the City has gone through the process to adopt it, which does not occur until after the CEQA process is over, public hearings are held before the Planning Commission and the City Council to adopt it and that may not be until August.  This is a concept design for the project which provides the basis upon which the CEQA Consultants can then do the environmental analysis.  The economic analysis will be done, and all of the other things follow on from this concept.  Throughout this process, we will be meeting with the developers and property owners on the project, so it may in fact show that it is not practical from an economic standpoint, but it does not become fixed until Council finally adopts it sometime this summer.  

Council Member Visokey – Stated that he has a concern with government requiring a two-story structure.  He believes the project will have two-story structures because it would be in the best economic interest of the developer, but he stated that he has a problem with telling a private property owner that it is a requirement. 

On a motion by Council Member Smith and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council amended the original motion by the following vote: 4-1-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Hearns; NOES: Sileo; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None.

On a motion by Council Member Smith and seconded by Mayor Hearns the City Council approved the motion as amended to approve Plan Option 2B (Revised) as recommended by the Planning Commission as the organizational concept for the Amargosa Creek Specific Plan and to leave the two elements (two-story buildings and buildings in the frontage) as optional, by the following vote: 

5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None. 
On a motion by Council Member Smith and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council directed staff to begin the economic and benefit analysis and begin negotiations with the hospital and the stakeholders by the following vote: 

5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None. 


	NB 3.
CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS FOR PROPERTY ON THE NORTH SIDE OF AVENUE J-8 AND EAST OF 

60TH ST. WEST
	Condemnation proceedings for property located on the north side of Avenue J-8 and east of 60th Street West, APN 3203-030-058; portions thereof.  Owner:  Antelope Valley Land, LLC, a California Limited Liability Company.  Tract No. 060034.
On a motion by Council Member Smith and seconded by Vice Mayor Sileo, the City Council continued this matter to the meeting of January 23, 2007, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	NB 4.

ORD. NO. 871 AND RESO. NO. 07-15 AMENDING THE PURCHASING ORDINANCE 
	The Finance Director presented the staff report regarding the introduction of an Ordinance to amend the Purchasing Ordinance; Adoption of a Resolution, electing to be subject to the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Procedures.
On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council introduced Ordinance No. 871, amending Chapter 3.32 of the Lancaster Municipal Code to add a new Section 3.32.075 relating to informal bidding procedures for public projects, by the following vote: 5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None
On a motion by Vice Mayor Sileo and seconded by Mayor Hearns, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 07-15, electing to be subject to the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Procedures, by the following vote: 
5-0-0-0; AYES: Jeffra, Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: None; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None


	CA 1.

SECURITY COMPONENT IN DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS


	Council Member Jeffra proposed that staff look at the feasibility of establishing in every single project that the City approves from this day forward the inclusion of a security component.  There has been a lot of discussion regarding public safety, keeping people safe and all these various projects the City is undertaking.  If this is included as a component from day one when the first piece of equipment starts staging, this will ensure there is less theft and loss for the construction company that is out there doing the work.  If the City starts this from the beginning, carries it through, then when a project is developed, whoever takes over the project, takes over the security aspect of the project as well.  This will be ongoing and ensures the people that we will have onsite security that has been there from day one – City approved security.  

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Jason Smith – Excellent suggestion, important to follow through with this.

Shari Martin – This is a very good idea, very important.



	CA 1.

SECURITY COMPONENT IN DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS

(continued)


	The City Manager stated that staff will look into developing design guidelines that will address the physical aspects of buildings and an operational/safety component, run this through the Planning Commission and report back to the City Council.



	CA 2.

GANG INJUNCTIONS IN THE CITY OF LANCASTER


	Council Member Smith requested that staff look into establishing Gang Injunctions in the City of Lancaster.  A number of communities have used injunctions successfully and it makes it so a City can put a restraining order against a particular gang.  They can’t wear baggy clothing, they can’t be hanging out at the parks together, they can’t be out after 9 p.m., it basically makes their lives miserable and they will have to move somewhere else.  It violates their probation or parole if they get arrested for these injunctions.  Would like to see this as a priority by staff and return to Council with a report and a recommendation as to how to proceed with this, whether it is working with the District Attorney’s office or actually supplementing Mr. McEwen’s staff with a full time prosecutor that would work on this injunction.  Training takes about 9 months to a year and the City can not wait any longer.

Addressing the Council on this matter:

Scott Hand – In support of this effort and it is successful in other communities.

Vice Mayor Sileo – Stated that he is in support of this endeavor and requested that when the meeting takes place with the District Attorney in Palmdale, that the Palmdale Council Members be encouraged to do the same thing.



	CITY MANAGER ANNOUNCEMENT

CITY CLERK ANNOUNCEMENT


	None
The City Clerk provided the public with the procedure to address the City Council regarding non-agendized items.



	PUBLIC BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR NON-AGENDIZED
	Addressing the Council at this time:

Dayna Rodriquez – Building Code Violations of a garage in her neighborhood.
Dawn Riggs – Building Code Violations of the same garage and the deterioration of the neighborhood.

The Planning Director stated that he is aware of this matter.  From the planning and zoning code perspective, the building meets all the requirements that the code establishes for a garage.  The zoning code defines height the way the building code defines height.  On a gabled roof, it is not the top of the gable; it is the average of the height – from the lowest point to the highest point cut through.  A building inspector did go out, measured and compared that against the approved plans and informed him that it was in compliance with those plans. 

The Housing Director stated that Code Enforcement did get the property landscaped and investigated the use and they have no evidence to prove that he is actually running an automobile business out of there.

Council Member Jeffra – Stated that he visited the site and observed some behaviors that would not be acceptable in a neighborhood, such as noise, loud music.  Requested that this person be looked at, as a public nuisance.  This particular individual does not care about anyone in the neighborhood.

The City Manager stated that he will have the Sheriff’s Department, to the best of their ability, to enforce the noise ordinance when there are complaints.  Staff will investigate the buildings standards issue and staff will respond back to this citizen in seven work days.  Staff has also investigated the code issues and to the best of our ability, a business is not being run out of this building.  If the citizens can provide evidence of this, staff will follow up on this.

Elaine Bloom – Regarding the same matter, this person is using the back yard for storage of car parts, trailers, cars, trucks.

Mayor Hearns stated that something needs to be done, and staff will look into this matter.

Val Holt – Lack of animal control response times, dogs on the lose but by the time animal control arrives the animals are gone.

The City Manager stated that staff will follow up, get specifics, contact the dispatch office of animal control and staff will get back to Ms. Holt.



	PUBLIC BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR NON-AGENDIZED

(continued)


	Byron Schramm – Offered his volunteer services for the Mayor’s Prayer Breakfast, would really like to help out.  On another matter, he recently was a victim of theft but with the help of the Community Service Officers and Deputies, the person was quickly apprehended and has been arrested.  Mr. Schramm praised the response of these officers.



	COUNCIL COMMENTS

CLOSED SESSION
	Council Member Smith stated that although the minutes of December 12, 2006 have already been approved, he requested that these minutes be corrected regarding the issue of street sweeping.  He stated that the minutes read that no direction be given to staff when in fact the motion was for staff to not pursue the matter regarding street sweeping.

On a motion by Council Member Smith and seconded by Council Member Visokey, the City Council approved the amendment to the minutes of December 12, 2006 by the following vote: 4-1-0-0 AYES: Smith, Visokey, Sileo, Hearns; NOES: Jeffra; ABSTAIN: None; ABSENT: None.
None


	ADJOURNMENT
	Mayor Hearns adjourned the meeting at 10:20 p.m. and announced the next regular meeting of the City Council would be held on Tuesday, January 23, 2007 at 6:00 p.m.  Additionally, the Mayor announced that a Special City Council meeting would be held on January 16, 2007.
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