
April 11, 2016 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council . \. 

FROM: Planning and Community Development Department 

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS' DECISION ON 
HILLS.IDE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT #6315. 

· 518 GLEN HOLLY DRIVE 

RECOMMENDATION: 

·It is recommended that the City:Council: 

1. Adopt the Environmental petermination that the proposed project is exempt from 
. environmental review pursuant to the guidelines of the CaHfornia Environmental 

, Quality. Act (Public Resources Code §21 080(b )(9); Administrative Code, ·Title 14, 
Chapter 3, Class ·1 §15301, Existing Facilities); and · 

2. Uphold the Board of Zoning Appeals' decision ·and approve Hillside Development 
Permit-#6315. · 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On February 17, 2016, the -Board of Zoning Appeals Qonsidered af its n3gularly ·noticed 
hearing, ·an appeal of the Hearing Officer's decision to approve Hillside Development . 
Permit #63·15. The request' is to allow the construction of a. 577 square-foot s~cond 
story addition to an existing f,547 square-foot single-story single-family residence~ At 

. the conclusion. of the public ·hearing, the Board of Zoning Appeals made a motion to 
uphold the Hearing Officer's decision to adopt the environ,mental determination and to 
approve the Hillside Development Permit #6315. The motion resulted in a 3-2 vote by 
the five members present. 

. 1 

On February 25, 2016, Greg Chilingirian submitted an appeal application (Attachment 
C) to the City Council. The hearing before the -City Council is a de novo hearing where 
the Council has no obliga~ion to honor the prior decisions and has tne authority to make 
an entirely different decision . 

. MEETING oF~ Jl4lll/2()16 
; I~ • ' -. • • ' ,,. ··~ ' 
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Staff recommends that the Ci~y Council uphold the Board of Zoning Appeal's February 
17, 2016 decision,-and approve Hillside Deveiopment Permit #6315 (Attachment A) .. 

BACKGROUND: 

The applicants, Stacie Mayoras and Paul Watson; originally submitted Hillside · 
Devel'opment Permif#6315 on· April '2015 to· allow the construction of a 585 square·-foot. 

· second story addition· to the existi.ng·_single-story, sihgle.:.family residence located at the 
property at 518 Glen tlolly"Drive. The additiort:was·propO$~d above the.middle. portion 
of the ·existing residence and .was proposed to:a.ccommodate a master bedroom, a 
master b~throom, and an office. A second story balcony·was also.proposed to the rea·r 

·at the addition .. , . . ' 
. - . .. . 

In reviewing t~e original request, staff was concerned regarding the project's 
compliance with. Sectlon-~7.29.060.E (View. protection) of th~ City's Zoning· Code, Which 
states that a propo-sed ·structure shall be des_igried and .lo'cated so that it avoids blocking . 
views from surrounding properties to the maximum extent feasible .. Specifically, new 
structures shall not be placed _directly in the view of the prim'ary living' areas, on a· . ' . 
neighboring· p_arcel. . "Primary" .. living area refers· to living rooms, f~mily rooms, patios, but 
not a kitchen, bedroom:; or bathroom.· · · · 

Specifically, the single~family residence located af1460.Cheyio~dale Drive was . . 
constructed with a large front and corner side yard setback,.and small rear and interior 
yards .. Along the south siqe yard, a patid area exists; )which can be accessed from the 
inside of the n~sidence. The proposed addition Will be located adjacent to the interior 
south side yard anp to this patio area. From the· patio area,, which is. 'corsider~d a · 
primary living area, a view of the hillside to. the south is ~fforded beyond -the· existing · 
. roof of the residence ·at the ~ubject site. · · 

· In ·order to ~ssist staff with the analysis of the o~iginal proposal,' the applic~nts 
constructed a temporary. silhouette delin,·eating the design of the original addition .. 
Based on a site visit, staff found that the original design encroached into· the view from 

· the patio area at 146.0 Cheviotadale Drive, and that the addition was. placed 'dire.ctly in 
the view of the patio. area. ' ' ' 

The application was continued fro~ the. origiri'ally scheduled Hearing Officer meeting ~f· 
···November 4, 2015. to. allow .time for the ·~pplicant to redesign the-project ·In 

. understanding staff's determin~ti.on'that the .Patio area of 1460 ·Cheviotdale Drive is a 
primary living are~ from where view is-protected, the applicant redesigned the addition 
by reducing the length of the·addition by 7-0".and by removing· the previously proposed 
balcony to the rear of the· .additibn so the· ·existing .roofline of the northeast portion of the · 

· . residence,.directiy ·in frpnt if the pati~ ~rea,· would rema.iri unchanged. 

The applicants also modified the temporary silhouette at the property to reflect the 
redesigned project. Based on a site v.isit with the silhouette depicting the current 
proposal, staff is of the opinion.that the.revis·ed second-story addition·has. been · 

. ' . ' ' . 
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. designed to the maximum extent feasibte to not ~bstruct the. view of the hillside to. the. 
south wh~n·viewed fromthe patio area at1460 Cheviotdale Drive. The rearofthe 
addition encroaches less than one-foot into th~·patio area·however the view ofthe 
hillside from the p_atjo at 1460 Cheviotdale Drive rema.ins ~ostly un~bstructed .. · 

. . ' . ' 

With the redesign;: the addition was reduced to 577 square feet, which·resulted in the 
·previously proposed office space being eliminated from the proposed floor plan .. ·In·· 
order to address the addition's privacy impact' on the surrounding. properties~ Windows 
On the north fa9ade h(:!Ve been modified tO be above· eye :level Only, and ~he Original' . I . 

balcony to· the rear' of the addition was. eliminateq and a balcony has been ·added to the 
. front of the addition, facing the street . . - " . . . 

. The application was. prese!it~d to the 'H~aring- Officer ~t a public he~ring on December .. 
2, 2015. · Staff's·recom·mendation tc;> the Hearing Officer was to approve Hillside · 

. Development' Permit #6315.; Atthe.conclusion of the meeting, .ahd.after hearing. public 

. testimony,· the._ Hearing Officer approved. Hillside· Development ·Permit #6315. · On 
December _14, 2015; Greg. and Nora Chil,ingirian·, property owners of 1460 Cheviotdale · 
Drive, submitted an appeal application (Attachment E) to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

On February. 17, ·2016, the ~oard. of Zoning_ Appeals considered the appeal of the 
Hearing Offic,er's decisiori.to approve Hillside D,evelopmentPermit #6315. During the 
Board of Zon'ing Appeals hearing, in addition to the appellant tea·m,·four people spoke . 

. against request and eight people spoke in ·support.of the project. Those speaking in · 
opposition to the ·request ha_cj the following concerns: · 

•. Addition. is overwhelming .·.· 
• View, sunlig~t,. and privacy impacts·· 
• Precede·nt settiri·g 

. ' .. ' . '. ' - . ,· ,. - ' - . - .. 

Those speaking in.·support·ofthe ·project expressed the following: · 

• Addition' will be an enhancem·entto the street .. 
• Applicants worked hard to satisfy concerns_ 
• Nature of the· neighborhood to: nave properties close together 
• Character of the ne~ghborhood to ·have· a view next to a b~ilding· 
• . Will-increase the value. of the propertie~ · .. 
• MLS Hsting said there are. rio views from the a(jjacent property . 

At the conclusion ofthe public hearing, the Board of ;zoning App~als made a motion to 
· uphold the Hearing. Offi.cer's decision to adopt the environmental determination and to · 

approve Hillside :Development .Permit :#6315. That motion resulted in a 3-2 vote by the 
five members present. ' 

. · . On February 25;. 2'016, Greg Chiling_irian, ·property owner of 1460 Cheviotdale Dr'ive, 
, submitted· an appeal application· (Attachme~Jt C) to. the City ~Council. The hearing before 
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the City Counciiisa de nOv~ hearing where the Council has no obligatiOn to honor the 
prior decisions and has the authority to make an entirely different ·decision. · 

APPEAL OF BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS D-ECISION: 

The appellant cited thefollo)Ning issues as the basis of his appea·l of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals' decision: · · 

. . 

• t;::nvironntental·b·etermination;· 
· • · ·View· impact; arid _ 
• . Loss (>f property value. 

. . . . ·. ',,' '.' . ' ' ' ' .· . . . . . '. ' . :. ' . 

This ·project has b.een- determ_in~d to b~ exempt. from .environm·ental review·pursuant to 
1 the guidelines of the Califo'rhia Environmental Quality Act. (Public Resources Code 
§21 080(b)(9); Administrative Code, Title ·14, Chapter 3, § 15.301, Class 1, Existing . 
Facilities). Section 1530-1 exempts the construction of additions to existing single-fa-mily 
residen-ces from· environmental review .. The use ·of the· site would remain as a·single-
family residence.· · · · 

' ' ··. . . . '. . . 

As discussed earlier,·.the redesigned project is not located directly in the view of the 
patio area of 1460 Cheviotdale Drive. Staff has determined that the area between the 
residence_at 1460 Cheviotdale· Drive and Glen Holly Drive is the required side yard 
setback :of 1460 Chevi_otdale Drive, and therefore not a patio from where .a view is · 
protected. Additionally, the. rooms located adjace~t to this ·side yard setback .area ·are 
bedrooms, which are not .considered primary living area under· Section 17.2.9.060.E · 
(View protection) of. the City's Zoning Code. - · · · 

In regards to the appellants ·claim regarding the impact the addition-would have on his · 
property value, the City received a statement suhmitted by ·the appellant, prepared by ~i 
real estate agent tha.t the property value· would decline. ·the City al·so received a market 
study by .an adjacent neighbor who is a real ·estate agent that the. values· of 'nearby 
properties would increas~ with the propos~9 improvements.· _. 

· ENVIRONMENTAL-ANALYSIS: · 

This proje~t-has been determined to· be exempt from:· environmental review pursuant to 
the guidelines ·of the California Environmental Quality· Act (Public Resources Code 
§21080(b)(9); Adn1inistratjve Code, Title 14, ·chapter3, §15301 ,·Class 1, Existing 
Facilities). Section 15301 exempts the con~tr.uction of additions .to ·existing single-family 
residences from environmental review. the u~e of the site :would .'remain as a single-
family residence. · · 
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CONCLUSION 

It is staff's assessment that the findings necessary for approval of the Hillside 
D~velopment Permit to. allow the construction of a 577 square foot second story addition 

· to ·an existing. 1 ,547 square foot single story residence at 518 Glen Holly Drive can be 
m·ade. The proposed project nieets all applicable _qevelopment standards required by 

-the Zoning Code, including the Neighborhood Compatibility guidelines of the Hillside 
Ordinance. No variances are required for the project. Based on the characteristics of 
the proposed addition, it is staff's' opinion that the ad9ition has been designed to 
min.imize its aestheti~s, views, and privacy impacts on the adjacent properties. The 
proposed second-story addition has· been designed to be integrated and compatible 
with the architecture ·of the existing residence, andttherefore staff finds that the second
story addition would also be compatible with the scale and setting of the existing 
development on the immediate surrounding neighborhood. ·Therefore, staff 
r~commends t~_at the ~ity co'uncil uphold the Board of Zoning Appeals' decision and 
approve the application with the findings in Attachment A· and the Conditions of 
Approval in· Attachment B. 

. I 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 

. There is no fiscal impact for this project. Any cost associated with the Hillside 
Development Permit will be borne by the applicant. · 

Prepared by: 

trlDim· ·~ 
Beiliri y')'(}. 
Planner 

Approved by: 

STEVE MERMELL 
Interim City Manager 

Attachments: 
Attachment A- Specific Findings 

Respectfully submitted, 

·~· 
·DAVID M. REYE_S . ·. 

· Interim Director of Planning and 
Community Development 

Reviewed by: 

Kelvin Parker 
Principal Planner 

- Attachm,ent B ;_Conditions of Approval _ 
Attachment C- Appeal Application· of Board of Zoning Appeals' decision dated· 
February. 25, 2016 . 
Attachment-D- Board of Zoning Appeals Staff Report dated February 17, 2016 
Attachment E -Appeal Application of Hearing Officer's decision dated December 14, 
2015 . . 

Attachment F -·Hearing Officer Staff Report dated December 2·, 2015 


