CFR IPIED MAIL,

August.l, 1963

Mr. David S§. Matson
8702 Ironwood. Straet
Rancho Palog erﬁpsr CA 96“?4 _

“Dear Mr. ﬁdi%@ﬂ:
VarAche Ay@licatloﬂ-(VSB EQ)

Varzﬂﬂcg From Minimum Side Yard Sethack Requlrament  7ﬁ'
T May Key l éwﬁﬁ QB : o

. ' Afte: reviewing yaur Ay gllca%lgn and tn@ 1nkormat10n &ubmittaa
~in behalf of it, the Piannng Director by. t%ia letter hereby _ _
:c@ztlfjes ‘the approval of vour Uafl}ﬁﬂ?'fﬁﬁb@ﬁf to allow an existing
Csingle family dwelling with a 1.70~foot side vard setback and a
l.70~Foot ciéarspace vazd in lieu oi the minimum 8- foot side vard:
setback and minimum 4-foot open clears space asz required in the Singlg
Family Residential zoned district, in the N@naWaie Fst&tes '
Subéivisian,.Puma,quna;'anaii; :

--“he apprcvdl is bssen on ﬁh@ f@i‘ﬁwinﬁ_-

1. That ﬁhere are specaai or unusual cire umatan09 wnlch apply
' -to the subject property which exist to a2 degree that would
- otherwise be avalidnl@ and to a degree which obvzoasly o
iinterferes ‘with the best uge or mann@r ol ﬁevel%§meﬁt 0?
q'the propérty.-f' e : : _ o

'“he NanaWQle Ewﬁdt@a bubd1V1s10n was apyro@eﬁ in 1950.
Although there is no evidence of a posgible governmental
coerror in the agyreval -of “the construct;@n of the G%%ll?ﬂq
©.in 1974, there is.-no record of the approved 1874 '
construction ylans on file in order to determine whs and
how the error occurred. Therefore, it cannot be '
ccnc1L51vely'§et@rm1néd whether the error was done by the_-'
cenuzactox, Planning Department or by the Bullding :
nspector.  Nevertheless, the petitioners, Mr. and Mrs.
'Dav1a Matson had purchased the subject property and had the
contractor build a dwelling on the property 3 months after
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-tn@ murcraae oi the Qrcpertv. Thav assumed that ltu bitlng'

and ‘construction complied with all gmvaznmental :
rggulatlans, “However, as a result of.a new fleld vurveg of

the property iines,'lt was Found that the existing ﬁwallina
encroached into the side vard sethback. The sethack

violation of the existing dwelling cannot be aftrlbutea t0
the petitioner's own negligence, as it was not a

"self-created problem, but one that was passed on’ ‘to- themo

Th@r@for@,_thﬂ ﬁ@nlal of the variance would impose an undue

_economlc, as weli aa daszgn harashlp on the petltloner'

'w*thﬂ alfflcultv.- Whe alternatlve tO relacate the alngle_-

iami}j dw&lllng o comply with the minimum setback

~reguirements would be an unreasonable solution. This
creldcation diternatlve would be unreasonable and burdensome
to. the p@titlcnex, as it was not a self-created. pfeblewg_

but one whzch WaE auﬁflﬁﬁiﬁ& to a possible gévprnmentdl

‘erroy made S years ago. The action of the petiticoner t@'

l@glﬁlm1/@ bm@ structure is one . whz@n 1& %elﬁg done of !

their own accord. In view of ‘the above. ﬂOnSiﬁ@f§L1ﬁﬁQ; ﬁnJ;”

'HQLE@L “»tﬁfﬁ&Q‘VQ in resol L ving %ﬁib issue wobld be putting
excegsive demands upon the ﬁﬁﬁi¢mapL when a mOTE V@»@@nﬁmls'_
-gslutzcn is ﬂgailabLé, S : 5 e _ SRR

-hat the @rartzng Df th@ variance is ”Oﬁ%thﬁnt w1th tﬁ@

genﬂral purpose of the zoning district, the inteht and
purpese of the ?onlng Code, and the General Plan. The
intent and purpose of the sethack requirements are to

‘ensure that light, azr, ‘physical and visual czrculatory'

functione are available between structures and property

lines. in this pgrtic&ia; application, tne location of the

*eXigting dwelling with the 1.70-foot side vard, will Btlli
-Qrﬁ?l&é for these: LuncLienﬁg ‘although it would not mest ‘the

minimum az reguired by the Zinng Paae.f The fact that tpe

_._dweiling on | the @ﬁjacent lot (parcel 94) also foliawea]ﬁ%%“
. wrong property. 11ne when it was construatea ig a t?;rd':f'g
party involvement. Therefora, ‘although, there ig only 1.70
feet from the side. pzoperﬁv ﬁh% afox&m&ntloneﬁ TR

czzcumstanc&s give credence to the anstxﬂg location. wb=ch
still enplovs and affaraa. ‘measure of the. air, lag“t ‘and

._”erBlaﬁOr? funutzons that is” tha L531s of requlring
-~ getbacks. :

"In view of %?e above 'issues, it is further determ;nem that

the granting of the variance would not be considered to be

- materially detrimental to the public's welfare nor cause .
any substantial or adverse impact tc the area! s charact&z
or to adijoining properties. :



Mr. Davidé 8. Hatson
Page 3
August 1, 1983

The variance xeguegﬁ is approvea, subject i¢ the folEowxng
comaltions, : o .

Lo -The_§atitioﬁez, its assigns or suéCGSSGZs, shall be
responsiole for complying with all;can&itiang of approval,

2. all future aﬁdltxens, rencvations ahﬁ improvements on th@
7 Usubject property shall be in conformance with the '
requirements of the Zoning Code, ~“Repailr and melntenance of
the non-conforming part of the. dwelling shall be permitted _
. -under the non conformlng criterla establ:shed 1n the Zoning
o Code., ' S : : . T

-3, _ All other State and County rules,'r&guiations and
' r@qulremencs shali alse be campiiea_wlth.

Sh@alé any ai thﬁ %@reqolng conalt;ona not e a&mplleg w1th, ‘the
varlanca aF?llCdtiOﬂ bhali &ﬁt@mmtluﬁlly bies VOlQ@u.

F?nally, ince tbe F*anning E@Daitﬁéﬁt qid féC@lve & lettez of
_ abjaﬁ ion to. the variance, we have the legal responsibility to
~inform the "interested @&Zﬁy"-thdu they do have a right to appeal
ﬁhe ?;annlng D1r$thK £ decision. Co -

*%pter 25 {?@nlﬁq ?oue), Section 25~ 27 al¢0ws an}'“lntereot@d
party" to request that the Planning Commission review the Directoer'
“action.  Such request mu%% be made within ten work ing days after
notice of the Director's deécision and Sﬂail be in writing Lontalnlng
& statement of lt“ gxﬁunag. :

Therefore, the variance wlli n@t bt élf@ﬁflV@ un%zl after the
t@ﬂ-éay Yappeal @eriséﬁ has paSSﬁ@ and 1L no request is made bv the
C o ¥interested warty.“ Should the "interested party” make a2 reguest,

;we %hall 1nform vau of the @receﬁuxﬂﬁ_that must be complied with.

1f you hmva ang qu@@txans on this matt@r, please ieel free to
_centact us. ' PR, SRR

Sjnﬂera1§y : LY
"w‘ - . g ﬁ;?g&\. A S
SIDNEY M. FUKE
Pianning Director
RHY:gs
cc: Planning Commigssion

Donald James Murray
GCerald A. Smith



