Inter Office Memo

DATE: October 20, 2016
TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Planning Commission

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION NO. 12602 - VARIANCE APPLICATION NO. 3963

APPLICANT:
OWNER:

REQUEST:

LOCATION:

Harold Graham
Tom & Grace Vorhees

Allow a six-foot rear-yard setback (20-foot required) and an
increase in lot coverage (46% proposed where limited to 40%
by ordinance) for a proposed addition to an existing single-
family residence. The property is a 6,526 square-foot parcel in
the R-1(m) (Single-Family Residential, 6,000 square-foot
minimum parcel size, Mountain Overlay) Zone District.

The project site is located on the south side of Lakeview Drive,
opposite its intersection with Plaza Avenue, within the
unincorporated community of Shaver Lake (44423 Lakeview
Avenue) (SUP. DIST. 5) (APN 120-313-20).

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:

At its hearing of August 25, 2016, the Commission considered the Staff Report and testimony

(summarized in Exhibit A).

A motion was made by Commissioner Woolf and seconded by Commissioner Chatha to deny
Variance No. 3963. The motion to deny was tabled by Chairman Mendes, and replaced with a
motion to continue Variance Application No. 3963 to the October 20, 2016 hearing in order to
allow the Applicant time to revise the proposal so as to reduce adverse impacts on the
neighborhood. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Eubanks.

This motion was passed on the following vote:

VOTING: Yes:
No:
Absent:

Abstain:

Commissioners Mendes, Eubanks, Borba, Chatha, Pagel, Woolf
None
Commissioners Abrahamian, Egan, Lawson

None
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At its hearing of October 20, 2016, the Commission considered the Staff Report and testimony
(summarized in Exhibit A).

A motion was made by Commissioner Borba and seconded by Commissioner Pagel to adopt
the required Findings for approval of a Variance, stating that Findings 1 and 2 could be made
based on the shortness of the western property line, which restricts development on the parcel,
and that Finding 3 could be made based on the reduced alternative presented, and approve
Variance No. 3963, subject to the Conditions listed in Exhibit B and the reduced-alternative Site
Plan presented to the Commission as modified by the applicant to show the eastern corner of
the proposed addition behind the 20-foot rear-yard setback, no eastern-facing windows in the
new bedroom, and opaque treatment on the eastern-facing window in the new bathroom.

This motion passed on the following vote:

VOTING: Yes: Commissioners Borba, Pagel, Abrahamian, Chatha, Egan,
Eubanks, Mendes, Woolf
No: None
Absent: Commissioner Lawson
Abstain: None

STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR
Department of Public Works and Planning
Secretary-Fresno County Planning Commission

By: «f s>
leIllam M Kettler Manager
Development Services Division

WK:ksn
G:\4360Devs&PIMPROJSEC\PROJDOCSIVAI3800-3999\3963\RESOLUTIONIVA3963 Reso.doc

NOTE: The approval of this Variance will expire one year from the date of approval
unless a determination is made that substantial development has occurred.
When circumstances beyond the control of the Applicant do not permit
compliance with this time limit, the Commission may grant a maximum of two
one-year extensions of time. Application for such extension must be filed with
the Department of Public Works and Planning before the expiration of the
Variance.

Attachments



RESOLUTION NO. 12602
EXHIBIT A

Variance Application No. 3963

Public Hearing dated August 25, 2016

Staff:

Applicant:

Others:

Correspondence:

The Fresno County Planning Commission considered the Staff Report
dated August 25, 2016, and heard a summary presentation by staff.

The Applicant's Representative did not concur with the Staff Report and
Staff's recommendation. He described the project and offered the
following information to clarify the intended use:

s We determined that keeping the addition to the east, next to the
neighbor’s existing two-story home, would reduce viewshed impacts.

e The existing building already encroaches into the setback.

¢ In addition to being irregularly shaped, there were septic issues
caused by the required 100-foot setback from the high-water line from
Shaver Lake, which placed additional restrictions on development.

» The size of the home is consistent with the size of other homes in the
area.

e The intent of setback requirements is to provide consistency, but
since there are other homes which have been built beyond the
setback, allowing us to also build out would reduce the existing offset.

+ We have building plans already designed and approved.

No other individuals presented information in support of the application
and three individuals spoke in opposition to the application, stating
concerns with the growing number of setback and lot coverage variances
approved in Shaver Lake and the effect of those variances on the
character of the community.

No letters were presented to the Planning Commission in support of the
application and ten letters were presented in opposition, generally citing
concerns with the aesthetic impacts on the view of Shaver Lake if the
subject Variance were approved and the applicability of CEQA Section
15305 to exempt the project from more intense environmental review.

Public Hearing dated October 20, 2016

Staff:

Applicant;

The Fresno County Planning Commission considered the Staff Report
dated October 20, 2016, and heard a summary presentation by staff.

The Applicant’'s Representative did not concur with the Addendum Staff
Report and Staff's recommendation. He described the project and offered
the following information to clarify the intended use:



RESOLUTION NO. 12602

¢ We reduced the proposed overage by half from 52% to 46% by
removing seven feet of deck and six feet of house from the original
proposal.

e When considering the location of the septic tank, there are additional
building constraints which restrict the lot to 37% building area.

¢ The viewshed from the recreational parcel to the west is increased
because the redesign removed some deck area. The design of the
addition in the eastern part of the lot was intended to help preserve
this view.

e We are not encroaching further into the rear-yard setback than the
neighboring parcel to the east.

¢ We have redesigned the eastern windows of the addition to address
privacy concerns from the neighbor.

e We revised the proposal further to bring the eastern corner of the
proposed addition behind the 20-foot rear-yard setback.

Others: No other individuals presented information in support of the application.
One person spoke in opposition to the application citing concerns that
approval of the project would cause significant privacy issues due to the
location of windows in the proposed addition and their relationship to
existing improvements on his property.

Correspondence: No letters were presented to the Planning Commission in support of the
application and ten letters were presented in opposition, generally
expressing concerns with the original application as it was presented on
August 25, 2016. No letters were received between August 25, 2016 and
October 20, 2016. Copies of the Applicant’s emails were presented to the
Planning Commission, documenting his efforts to address concerns
raised by neighboring property owners by modifying the project design
and scope.

CMM:ksn
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EXHIBIT B
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County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING
STEVEN E. WHITE, DIRECTOR

November 7, 2016

Harold Graham
7014 E. Dayton
Fresno CA 93737

Dear Applicant:
Subject: Resolution No. 12602 - Variance Application No. 3963

On October 20, 2016, the Fresno County Planning Commission approved your above-
referenced project with Conditions. A copy of the Planning Commission Resolution is enclosed.

Since no appeal was filed with the Clerk to the Board of Supervisors within 15 days, the
Planning Commission’s decision is final.

The approval of this project will expire one year from the date of approval. When circumstances
beyond the control of the Applicant do not permit compliance with this time limit, the
Commission may grant a maximum of two one-year extensions of time. Application for such
extension must be filed with the Department of Public Works and Planning before the expiration
of the Variance.

If you have any questions regarding the information in this letter, please contact me at
cmonfette@co.fresno.ca.us or 559-600-4245.

Sincerely,

JW ——

Christina Monfette, Planner
Development Services Division
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Enclosure

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION
2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor / Fresno, California 93721 / Phone (559) 600-4497 / 600-4022 / 600-4540 / FAX 600-4200
The County of Fresno is an Equal Employment Opportunity Employer



