OConsent Discussion

9? o - APPRICANT/OWNER: SHIRLEY RITZ
) &‘\tg(wi?’ "ariancg fO ALLOW A FOUR-FOOT REAR

Ay 'a," /U TURE/\WHERE 15 FEET IS REQUIRED, TO
ﬁ‘ K HULR , LASS P TO BE LOCATED IN THE FRONT
m PER MI AND TO ALLOW A THREE-FOOT, SIX-
CYHREE-F@Y

GT ALLOWED IN THE FRONT YARD on

C. C: 09/07/2011

PROTESTS RECEIVED BEFORE: APPROVALS RECEIVED BEFORE:
Planning Commission Mtg. Planning Commission Mtg.
City Council Meeting D City Council Meeting ICl
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends DENIAL.

BACKUP DOCUMENTATION:

Location and Aerial Maps

Conditions and Staff Report

Supporting Documentation

Photos

Justification Letter

Protest Postcard

Submitted at Meeting Support Petition by Stephanie Allen
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Motion made by RICHARD TRUESDELL to Approve

Passed For: 5; Against: 1; Abstain: 1; Did Not Vote: 0; Excused: 0

GUS FLANGAS, BYRON GOYNES, RICHARD TRUESDELL, GLENN TROWBRIDGE,
VICKI QUINN; (Against-TRINITY SCHLOTTMAN); (Abstain-TODD L. MOODY); (Did Not
Vote-None); (Excused-None)

NOTE: COMMISSIONER MOODY abstained as his law firm represents the applicant/owner,
Shirley Ritz Trust.

Minutes:
CHAIR TROWBRIDGE declared the Public Hearing open.
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF: AUGUST 9, 2011

DOUG RANKIN, Planning, explained that additions to the property were built without permits
and the variance request is to allow these structures to remain on the property. The applicant has
created a self-imposed hardship as there is no unusual shape to the parcel. Therefore, staff
recommended denial.

ATTORNEY STEPHANIE A s Boad, appeared on behalf of the
applicant and stated the ag attvas . 5% Wt because the block wall was
not in conformance v e cod?quhe : gy room addition. The
property was builtg client pyrchased™t i heWMndry room addition was
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her client would haV ol i 6y to bring the wall into
compliance. COMMI cr neighborhood and was not

: ore inclined to have a structural
engineer inspect the wall and if solT(r e psupport it, as this situation could be a one-
time for deal this neighborhood. CHAIR TROWBRIDGE pointed out that typically the
structural engineer will have to inspect the wall when permits are pulled rather than the applicant
incurring those expenses.

COMMISSIONER QUINN was concerned about children's safety, and ATTORNEY ALLEN
responded that she does not believe there are safety issues with the laundry room. She
understood that the wall needs to be inspected by a structural engineer.

COMMISSIONER FLANGAS concurred with COMMISSIONER GOYNES' comments but felt
comfortable that the wall and the railing only breaks at certain spots. He supported the request
and preferred the Building Department address the concerns regarding the proper permits.

CHAIR TROWBRIDGE declared the Public Hearing closed.



