CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

650 CANYON DEL REY RD. - DEL REY OAKS, CALIFORNIA 923%40
PHONE (831} 394-8511 « FAX (831 394-6421

December 4, 2015

AGENDA
REGULAR DEL REY OAKS PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2015 AT 6:00 P.M.
CHARLIE BENSON MEMORIAL HALL, CITY HALL

1. ROLL CALL
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. CONSENT AGENDA:
A. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, November 2015

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Anyone wishing to address the Commission on matters not appearing on the Agenda may
do so now. The public may comment on any other matter listed on the Agenda at the time
the matter is being considered by the Commission. There will be a time limit of not more
than three minutes for each speaker. No action will be taken by the Commission on matters
brought up under this item and all comments will be referred to staff.

5. REPORTS: Building Activity Report, November 2015

6. OLD BUSINESS:

Applicant’s Name: Milos and Sandra Pesic

File Number: ARCH# 15-06

Site Location: 21 Quendale Ave

Planning Area: APN# 012-501-036

Environmental Status:  Categorically Exempt

Project Description: Requesting Architectural Review for fence design and

dimensions. The Planning Commission recommended that the design portion of
this item be carried over from the November 4, 2015 meeting,
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Planning Commission Agenda — December 9, 2015

7. NEW BUSINESS:

Applicant’s Name: Mike Roesner

Owner’s Name: Same

File Number: ARC# 15-07

Site Location: 1007 Paloma Road

Planning Area: APN# 012-535-002

Environmental Status:  Categorically Exempt

Project Description: Requesting Architectural Review for an addition and

remodel to single family dwelling which includes removal of the existing 2 story,
reconfiguration of the interior, adding 133 sq. ft. to the garage, extending the
driveway and building a new retaining wall.

8. ANNOUNCEMENTS/COMMENTS BY PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
9, NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, January 13, 2015 at 6:00 P.M.

10. ADJOURNMENT

All enclosures and materials regarding this agenda are available for public review at Del Rey
Oaks City Hall, Information distributed to the Planning Commission at the meeting becomes
part of the public Record. A copy of written material, pictures, etc. should be provided to the
Secretary for this purpose.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING DEL REY OAKS PLANNING
COMMISSION WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 2015 AT 6:00 P.M.
CHARLIE BENSON MEMORIAL HALL

Present: Commissioner Green, Commissioner Donaldson, Commissijoner Jaksha,
Commissioner Hayworth, Commissioner Cecilio and Chairman Gaglioti.
Absent: Commissioner Weir

Also Present: City Manager Dawson, City Attorney Trujillo and Deputy City Clerk
Minami

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Led by Chairman Gaglioti

CONSENT AGENDA:

The Commission considered ITEM 3.A., Planning Commission Meeting Minutes,
October 14, 2015. Motion by Commissioner Hayworth to approve, seconded by
Commissioner Jaksha
No comments
6-0

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

BUILDING REPORT:

The Commission accepted ITEM 5.A., Building Activity Report, October 2015

NEW BUSINESS: None

OLD BUSINESS:
Applicant’s Name: Ronald Hardy
File Number: ARC# 15-05
Site Location: 810 Avalon Place
Planning Area: APN# 012-561-021
Environmental Status:  Categorically Exempt

Project Description:

Requesting Architectural Review for a 5 foot
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

retaining wall, with an attached 6 foot fence in the rear portion of back
yard of the single family dwelling that was built without approval. The
Planning Commission recommended to carry the item over from the
October 14, 2015, for additional clarification by the Licensed Surveyor that
produced the survey in question for the project.

Frank Lucido, Applicant’s Surveyor: A Professional Land Surveyor in Del Rey Oaks.

Also lives here, and runs practice out of home. Started surveying in 1978; first boss was,

at the time, the City Engineer for Del Rey Oaks. Here tonight to demonstrate the

surveying service provided Ron Hardy, is accurate. Wants to shed light on the process

of determining boundaries of parcels and types of subdivisions. Hopes that this might
discourage people from using a public forum to make accusations. Watched the video
from last month’s meeting, but could not hear what Mrs. Hammer said. Didn’t stand in
front of the microphone for almost all of her speech.

Mrs. Hammer claims survey isn’t accurate. Itis and brought documentation to prove it.
Mrs. Hammer claims survey isn’t certified or recorded with the County. Survey will

never be certified or recorded by the County. It gets examined by the County Surveyor and
filed in his office, called Corner Records. Brought examples of the many Corner Records
have done in and around this neighborhood. She claims to have a letter from her surveyor,
but it is unclear who that surveyor is. She claims her surveyor can’t survey the property
because the point is gone. Received a call from Phil Pearman, surveyor about a month ago.
Phil is a respected surveyor, and there is every reason to believe what he says and/or writes.
Mrs. Hammer contacted him about the survey, but never mentioned a letter.

Phil is the surveyor she calls “hers”. Iwould like to see a copy of that letter. According to the
minutes Vice Chair Weir wants the surveyors to show up and fight it out. A surveyor, nota
fighter. Would like to discuss this survey with Phil Pearman. Spoke with him last week,

he said he can survey this property, but she didn’t hire him.

Reviews pictures, maps, and charts in hand out: The Assessor’s Map is the place to start.
The Deeds, Lot 15 & Lot 21. Existing surveys: 1992 Corner Record #403 and 1999

Corner Record #683. Notice that Corner Record #403 shows Lots 15 & 21 as references

with no monuments. Corner Record #683 shows a 2x2 stake was found at the rear corner

of Lots 20/21 and replaced with a %" iron pipe. A line of cypress stumps is shown and a view
of the rear corner of Lots 20/21 and the %" Iron Pipe that is now out of the ground.

A survey done in 1994. The survey shows the rear property line of Lot 15 running

through the cypress trees, and shows a fence a few feet to the northeast of rear property
line. This survey is consistent with 1992 survey. The survey from 1999 is consistent with
both this survey and the one from 1992. This survey in question is consistent with

both of these other surveys.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

This survey was drawn by Phil Pearman 5 years before the %" iron pipe was placed

at the rear corner of the lot and this is the very same %" iron pipe that Mrs. Hammer
claims at the last meeting is the reason that Phil Pearman cannot survey her lot. If he
could survey this lot in 1994 and that pipe was not there yet, why can’t he do it now?
Think’s he can, was told he can, but hasn’t been hired to do it. Noticed at the

last meeting on, Mrs. Hammer spent a substantial amount of time attacking the survey.
She wrote a letter to the Planning Commission one week later that states that the
survey is correct. Welcomes anyone who might have a question about work.

Doesn’t appreciate being accused of acts in a public forum. If there is a question about
work, my contact information is available to almost the entire world. A phone call,
instead of careless accusations, well before the necessary information has been gathered.
Returned to the neighborhood to check the fence construction and found the fence

is entirely on Mr. Hardy's property.

Commissioner Hayworth: Is there a plus/minus factor with surveying?

Frank Lucido: Factor weights and measures before calculation. 300 foot within 1/8 of
an inch. Like comparing a ruler from Staples vs. Office Max.

Commissioner Hayworth: The County?

Frank Lucido: They trust the survey. Or they have the person that challenges it to hire
their own surveyor.

Chairman Gaglioti: The State of California issues the license to a Surveyor. State stamp
is enough for us to a make a decision. It's up to us to make a decision on the
application. Thanks Frank.

Mis. Hammer: If the applicant would have followed the process with flagging, they
would have seen that it is encroaching on her property. Fence is higher than 6 feet.
Construction does not comply with the codes of the city. Failure to deny this project is
in endorsement of the illegally built wall and fence. Muni codes are violated. Number
5 of the Building requirements, fence lines and detail should have been included on the
site survey. Jerry Camacho from the County said that Frank hadn’t registered the
survey with the County.

Chairman Gaglioti: Does staff feel that what was submitted is enough?

City Manager Dawson: Since this is all after the fact with construction, yes it is enough.
A site survey is more of a detail that is required to give an idea of where the fence lines,
trees, buildings are located on the property. The license surveyor stands by his work
and what is left is for this Commission is to approve for Architectural Review.

Frank Lucido: The fence is on Mr. Hardy’s property. Jerry Camacho is not the County
Surveyor, his name is Michael Getz. He has new standards that all surveyors have to
follow. More information is required now. Wanted to include the Garden Center in the
submittal to the County. There are always delays, we are all working as fast as we can.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

The fact that it doesn’t have a number doesn’t mean it's not accurate. Explains
Planning Commission’s role and the site survey and building requirements.

Chairman Gaglioti: There is a process, no more questions or statements. Mrs. Hammer
can appeal a decision, if she wishes. This is not the body to figure out setbacks, safety
and drainage, that is all during the plan check process for the building permit. It is our
job to make sure we have enough information to make a decision.

Commissioner Green: Issues with the way it was done, and how huge it is.
Commissioner Donaldson: The survey is the key, it was done by a licensed and
qualified surveyor. That's enough for me. The 6 feet meets the fence requirements and
the retaining wall might be needed, dirt would fall without it. Seems like the wall is
appropriate.

Commissioner Green: Fence was on a slope and the home owner added fill dirt. There
was a wall there before without all that dirt. Didn’t like how it was done, very large!
Commissioner Cecilio: Agrees with Commissioner Donaldson on all points.
Commissioner Jaksha: Commissioner Donaldson is right, Lucido is accurate, has done
surveys throughout the entire city. Mr. Hardy wanted to clean up and back filled as he
should when a wall was constructed.

Chairman Gaglioti: Refer to staff about retaining dirt.

City Manager Dawson: A retaining wall is to retain soil, the fill had to be brought in to
back fill. He did what he should have done.

Commissioner Green: Can’t let water run on someone else’s property. Drain in the wall
that drains unto Mrs. Hammer’s property.

City Attorney Trujillo: All of those details will be reviewed during the plan check phase.
Commissioner Jaksha: Up to the homeowner to keep the property safe. Commissions
job to approve how it looks, after it’s approved it will go through plan check.
Commissioner Hayworth: Glad it will go through plan check to deal with drainage
and other issues.

Motion by Commissioner Cecilio to approve ARC #15-05 as presented, seconded by
Commissioner Jaksha.

No public comment received

Motion passed 5-1 (Commissioner Green abstained)
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

Applicant’s Name: Milos and Sandra Pesic

File Number: ARC# 15-06/VAR#15-01

Site Location: 21 Quendale Ave

Planning Area: APN# 012-501-036

Environmental Status:  Categorically Exempt

Project Description: Requesting Architectural Review and Variance

approval for work started prior to the October meeting. The Planning
Commission recommended that the item be carried over from the October 14,
2015 meeting, until a Variance application could be reviewed. Materials and
colors match existing.

Commissioner Green steps down from the dais, as she owes property 500 feet from the project.

Chairman Gaglioti: The Commission is tasked with making sure that all 3 variance
findings are met, but they need some further explanation from applicant.

Milos Pesic, Applicant: Explains variance reasoning about pet safety and why pillars
are as high as they are, and location. First and last pillar are level, used string to make
sure it's level. Neighbor’s fences are level. It would look very awkward in the
neighborhood if it weren't level. Followed common sense, not codes, still learning how
the City works. Neighbors are 4 feet for privacy. Pillars will be from 310" to 4'10”.
Living on a corner lot, there’s no privacy, people walking dogs and letting them poop
on property, parking on his property. Last year, family had cat get hit and killed by a
neighbor and 3 weeks ago another cat got hit and $5,000.00 and 3 surgeries he is better
now. Someday they would like to have a dog too. Family really needs a fence!
Commissioner Donaldson: All very good points. What type of fence? Level fences are
built with grading and fill, that’s the appropriate way to do it. Agrees he needs to build
a fence, understands the need.

Commissioner Hayworth: Drove around and others have did retaining walls or fences
built up with fill to be level. Variance application is very subjective, but it is still
Architectural Review?

Chairman Gaglioti: First priority is the variance, then architectural review.
Commissioner Jaksha: It's just a fence, he shouldn’t have to do any grading. Meets the
variance section “A” because of animal and people on his property. There is a liability,
what is someone hurts themselves on his property.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

Chairman Gaglioti: Everyone has really good points. Likes the ook of going with the
grade of the land, rather than building up the land. Reads information from City
Attorney regarding California Government Code Section 65906, regarding variances.
Meets the findings. Variance “A” meets the requirement and “B” could be met with a 3
foot fence.

Commissioner Jaksha: The neighbors like it. Meets “B” and “C” of the findings.
Commissioner Hayworth: But how far does the Commission go while issuing a
variance, where do we stop. Are we deciding on both the variance and ARC tonight.
City Manager Daniel Dawson: Commission is on point, if the findings have been met,
you can approve the variance and treat the ARC as a separate issue.

Motion by Commissioner Jaksha to approve item VAR #15-01 as presented, seconded by
Commissioner Cecilio.

No public comment received

Motion passed 3-2 (Commissioner Hayworth and Commissioner Donaldson)

Chairman Gaglioti: As a Commission, it is up to us how far to go on decisions like this.
The variance has been approved, now look at the design.

Commissioner Hayworth: As far as the safety and enjoyment of the family, it doesn’t
matter about the fence height because cats jump. Appreciates all of the hard work
applicant has put into this presentation.

Commissioner Hayworth: Plan on using the same wood on the fence as on the gate?
Milos Pesic, Applicant: Yes.

Commissioner Donaldson: Very ominous looking, with spikes, and will the arches go
higher than the pillars?

Milos Pesic, Applicant: No, the picture is just temporary.

Commissioner Hayworth: Variance is for the fence height? The Variance application
isn’t specific.

Chairman Gaglioti: The City has a code and we are allowing the applicant to build
higher than the code.

Commissioner Hayworth: Ominous and the police need to see in for safety. Too high
and imposing,.

Chairman Gaglioti: What kind of fence would you like to see built?

Commissioner Hayworth: Doesn’t have a problem with the grape sticks, more spacing
in between and stay level with the top of pillars

Commissioner Donaldson: Styles are debatable but should be more welcoming, very
imposing. We are back tracking like last month, not sure what direction to go now.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting —~ November 4, 2015

Commissioner Jaksha: Had house broken into twice and would put up a six foot fence
if he could. Falls back on property rights, well-being of applicant is part of the variance.
Would like arch to be no higher than pillar, spikes shaved off, and at least 2 to 3 inches
between grape stakes.

Milos Pesic, Applicant: Cat will go through 3 inches. 1 inch is plenty. On houses that
have one inch, you can still see through.

Commissioner Jaksha: A cat will go over the top. At least 2 inches between. Did an
amazing job, wishes that others would take care of property.

Commissioner Cecilio: Thought the pictures were confusing, thought it was iron and
not wood. On the corner, it will look massive when you go by if it’s wood. Iron would
look better than grape stakes. Would like to have a material change.

Commissioner Jaksha: Too expensive to change to iron, could the grade stakes by
thinner so it doesn’t lock so massive.

Milos Pesic, Applicant: where he came from his government wanted everything to be
uniform. Now he is here and believes in freedom of choice.

Chairman Gaglioti: Since this is all after the fact, we have leverage on the design.
Commissioner Hayworth: Don’t have to accept the design tonight, choosing to accept
it, because he already started it. 5 or 6 inches between with smaller grape stakes would
be less threatening.

Chairman Gaglioti: Does that work for your iron request.

Commissioner Cecilio: Yes, that’s good. To stay with wood, bringing the arch down
and not peek, might be less imposing. Cut the frame down. Wouldn’t be so
dominating.

Milos Pesic, Applicant: Wants to keep the arch the way it is, at the height in pictures,
across the street has arches too. Explains the design with straight pickets, with grape
sticks. Has been planning this for many years and has talked to neighbors and
everyone said the arch would look great. Grape sticks are good because of visibility.
Commissioner Donaldson: The arches look higher than pillars, very sharp looking,
will the material be the same?

Milos Pesic, Applicant: Same height as the pillars.

Chairman Gaglioti: At this time, we as a Commission could put a limit on height.
Commissioner Jaksha: Asks to make a motion for the arch to be 2 inches shorter than
the pillars, between slates 3 inches thinner grape stakes. Compromise and wants the
grape sticks up to 2 inches thick.

Commissioner Donaldson: The 3 foot fence triggered the need for a variance, could
make it be 3 feet all the way around. And let him figure it out. Some will be 3 feet and
some will be lower.

Chairman Gaglioti: Granting the variance because the Commission felt there was
value in staying with the height.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting — November 4, 2015

Commissioner Jaksha: Atsome point it will be a foot and a half tall. Doesn’t want
that, defeats the purpose of safety.

Commissioner Cecilio: Applicant has been here twice and the Commission is trying to
figure it out for him. Put a section up, so it can be seen. Give him a chance to take the
ideas from tonight and resubmit a solid plan.

Commissioner Jaksha: Withdrew his motion.

Commissioner Hayworth: Use the ideas that you have heard here, doesn’t have to be
grape stakes, might be something else.

Commissioner Donaldson: Jeff makes a great point, since we are working backwards.
Chairman Gaglioti: Need to see an example of the design, with the ideas heard
tonight.

Motion by Commissioner Cecilio to carry over item ARC #15-06, to give the applicant a
chance to use the suggestions heard tonight and bring a design plan back, seconded by
Commissioner Jaksha.

No public comment received

Motion passed 5-0

Commissioner Green came back to dais.

ANNOUNCEMENTS/COMMENTS:

NEXT MEETING: Wednesday, December 9, 2015 at 6:00 p.m.
7:45 p.m. Meeting Adjourned

Approved:
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STAFF REPORT City of Del Rey Oaks
[ |

Office of the City Clerk
DATE: December 9, 2015
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Karen Minami - Deputy City Clerk
RE: Agenda ltem 6 - 21 Quendale Ave
Applicant’'s Name: Milos and Sandra Pesic
File Number: ARC# 15-06
Site Location: 21 Quendale Ave
Planning Area: APN# 012-501-036
Environmenta! Status: Categorically Exempt
Project Description: Requesting Architectural Review for fence design and dimensions.

The Planning Commission recommended that the design portion of this item be carried over
from the November 4, 2015 meeting.

Recommended Action: Analyze provided material, make appropriate findings, impose conditions
as appropriate, and give direction to staff.

Commissioner Green will need to step down, she owns a home within 500 feet of the project.



CITY OF DEL REY OAKS RECEIVED

Use Permit: [J conditional Variance: Architecturai Revie g:
Ghooss al that LI Minor Yes ssldentia SERDY 2015
Apply [[] Home Occupational o %h Commerci IC IY OF DEL REY OAKS
"] signage CiTY CLERK
N [[] Auxiliary Building ﬁ !
Applicants Name: ]\4 oS FPeslc 8,, S‘P(N DRA = S\ ¢
Owner's Name: _—___ [ ) — ) \ N

Project Address: 2\ @U‘E NOA = AVE ‘DgL BEY quK SéC,F
Telephone#: (\&30 g \’:}"_DSOD(' APN #:] o2 SO 1 O%é

Lot #: Block: Subdivision:

INSTRUCTIONS:
1. Briefly, using as much detail as possible, describe the nature of your permit request.
2. For variance request, also include in writing A, B & C of section 17.44.020 along with a

details plot plan.
We live on the corner of Quendale and Brae Street in Del Rey Oaks.

There are a lot of people walking their dogs on our street and some of them would let their dogs enter
" our property. They would allow them to defecate but not clean after their pets. Also, there is a lot of
— traffic coming from Seaside, as well as from Monterey.

——— In the past we had two dog fights on our property. We used to have a cat that got attacked by a dog but |
— survived. Couple of months later, our cat got killed by a car in front of our house.We are not going to be i
____ able to have a new pet until we finish the fence.

We have two sons, they play soccer in our front yard. Sometimes, the ball goes on the street so we :
~ would like to have a fence before any accident occurs. J
— In the past several items such as two big flower pots, outdoor table, and chairs from the deck have been r

|
|
!

|

—— stolen from our front yard. It was reported to the Del Rey Oaks Police, but unfortunately those items
have never been found. Our two sons always wanted to have a small dog or another cat. This fence
would make their wish come true. Both of them are straight A students and excellent athietes and

havm a 'Pet is what they deserve.
nere Ir aagasuonai

S/ materials are attached.

Applicant’s Signature

| HAVE RECEIVED A COPY OF THE CITY’S FLAGGING/NETTING POLICY AND UNDERSTAND THE
REQUIREMENTS THAT MUST BE MET Initial Here [AWALY

3 o oie 3 o o ok 2k ol o ok 3l ok ok ok 3 36 ok o ok ok ok ok ke ok e sk ok ol abe ok ofe ol e ok ke sk ok 2k ke ok sk ok o Ak sk sk ok oke ol ok ok ok ok ke ok vk ke sk ol ok ol ke sk ke ok ok sk sk ok ke e sk sk ok ok R

APPLICATION # PSRC, lS ’gaOFHCE Sromr DATE: q [’88 [LS

O
EEQQQ,_ CASH/CHECK/CC # C’)P@J\ RECEIVED BY: QQMU‘MQA.M.\J

DATE sCHEDULED FOR consiberaTion [ YT . L, 2015 @, 4100 P
Mq 8013 @(pa')-‘&m

.-

APPROVED DENIED
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STAFF REPORT City of Del Rey Oaks
-~

Office of the City Clerk
DATE: December 9, 2015
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Karen Minami - Deputy City Clerk
RE: Agenda ltem 7 — 1007 Paloma Rd
Applicant’'s Name: Mike Roesner
Owner’s Name: Same
File Number: ARCH# 15-07
Site Location: 1007 Paloma Road
Planning Area: APN# 012-535-002
Environmental Status:  Categorically Exempt
Project Description: Requesting Architectural Review for an addition and remodel to

single family dwelling which includes removal of the existing 2™ story, reconfiguration of the
interior, adding 133 sq. ft. to the garage, extending the driveway and building a new retaining
wall.

Recommended Action: Analyze provided material, make appropriate findings, impose conditions
as appropriate, and give direction to staff.



