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CERTIFIED ﬁéitu.ﬁ'

Cmpril 14, 1983 o

Mr. Floyd ¥atson

Fresno, CA 93727

@r. Qaymw€ Wizbowski

. 10326 M. Fowler Avenuas

o LlﬁVlS,'Lﬁ 93612 ' _
: Dear.%essrs.:%atson and W1zb0wski

Vgrian&@ Asglicatioﬂ (V@E ?}
Varianca From Minimum Fear Yard §@tback
: Tax Map Key 7 7 17 a?

_ &fter revxswiﬁq yaur asﬁllcation ané the fnfcrmailoﬂ submlttad
in bzhalf of it, the Plenning Dirsctor hy this: l&tﬁer_her&by
certifies the ampraval of your veriance raquest to allow g tTesr gard
setback of 12,98 feet for an existing single family dwallang in lisu
of the minimum 15 feet required in the Slnale Family Residential -
7,500 square feet (RS-7.5) zoned district in the white Sands Seach
:Eststes SubéiVISIon 1n Latalos znd North Kcna, Hdwgii

Tha agaraval is based on +he fellsw1ng

1, _That there are sppcial oT unusual c1rcumstances which @pply.
to the subject property which exist to a degree that would
otherwise be available and to a degree which obviously
interferes with the bast uea ar manﬂer of éevelopmenﬁ af
the mroparty. : C _

' The white Sands %Pach ista?as Jubdﬁv1sisn g & ﬁ 
fograndfathered” subdivision being created pricr to 1948,
ﬁl;hﬁugh there is no avidance of a possible nmvprnmental

5{%?{{ 19 1%83 |




Mr.;rloyd %atson
Mr. Raymond wizbowski "

Fage 2

April 14,

l?ﬁ?

7.&rrar in the spproval of the cmnstruct;mn of the Gwelling,_'

in 1972, there is no record of the approved 1972

'Zconstructian plans on file in order to determine if an

BITOD was made.. There?are, it cannot’ be canclusfvely

__ Jdaﬁerm1ne§ whether the error was done by the previous .~ . -
. puner,’ contractor, Planning Department: or by the Bullding =

IﬂS@eeﬁar._ Nevartheless? one. of the petitioners, Mr.

o Raymond Wizbowski, is surchasmng the subject property’ and
- dwelling 11 vears after its. construction.  He assumed that
7 .its sitino . and construction complied with all governmental -
S reguletionsy Hmwgver, during the escrow pracadure,'a ?ield;::”'”
survey was made of the property linas and it was Tound that:.
“the @xvsting dwelling encroached into the rear yard o
" setback. The setback violation of the existing dwelllng

cannot be attributed to the Qgtitiomar s own nagllgence, as

it was not a self-created problem, but one that. was passed
on to them. Therefore, the d@nial of the variance would
impose an undue economic, as wmll a@ a d@gigﬂ hardthp on

the petitloner.

 That there are ne other reasanable alternatives to resalve P
the difficulty. The alternative to relocate the s#ngle

family dwelling to comply with the minimum 5atbask

- requirements’ would be’ an unreagsonable solution, ~ This

. reloeation alternative would be unregsonsble and buxﬁﬁnsama“_:Tﬂff

to the petitionsr, as it was not & self-crested problem, .
but one which was sttributed to a possible governmental

“error wade 11 years ago. The action of the petiticner. ta

LA

_leeltimize the structure is one: which is .being done of -

their own accerd.,’ In view of the sbove considsratiens, any

other slternatives in resolving this issue would be autting_ff

excessive demands upon the eaalicant when k2] more ressonable

ssluticn is Gleiﬁblga@ggﬁpr

' That ‘the qrantinq of the variance is consxstent with ﬁhe

genarsl purpgse of the zoning. district, the intent and.
purposse of the Zoning Code, and the Gener&l Plan. The
intent and purpose of the setback requ!raments are to .
ansure that light, air, physical and visual circulstory
functions are avallable between structures and property
lines. In this particulsr application, the location of the -

existing dwelling with the 12.%é-foot rear yard, which is. ;f_.j' 

an .6 percent’ @eviatlcn, will stlli BrGVidS for these "

~ functions, slthough it would not meet the mirimum as

required by the Zoning Code.. i»\e:fdltmnally9 the @x;stiﬂa B
location would still EmglOy and afford the air, light and_
circulatory functions that is the basis of requiring
setbacks. However, It should be noted thet the special
circumstances concerning the existing single family
dwelling dores affect the approval of the variance for the
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dwelling. It should aglso be clgrified that the. S
dwtermlnatian of the qualificstion of ths setbacks for the S
dwelling is one which is msde in view of the speCl al L
61rtumstancas concerning the Hwalliﬂg.

In view of the abave 1ssuﬁs, it is further determined ihat=-
the granting of the varisnce would not be considered to be.
- materislly detrimentsl to the public's welfare nor cause
any substential or adverse impact ie tﬁe area'g charectér
or to aéjoining pruparties,- : :

ﬁss¢ﬁ on the ?oragaiﬂgs the Plennin@ ﬁiractsr has concluded that'7ff7“
this reguest be approved.

If y@u have any questions on thlS mattmr, pi&a&e fael free ta
caﬁtact us, _

Sinceraly;” ;'
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o SIONEY M. FUKE
Planning Director

éﬁ?;dg

cc: Don McIntosh.
Planning Commission




