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Wednesday, March 9, 2022 - 6:30 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers
3660 “D” Street, La Verne, CA 91750
Attendance and participation at the City of La Verne Planning Commission meetings are welcomed and
appreciated. Community engagement provides the Planning Commission with valuable information. Regular
nd
Meetings are held on the 2 Wednesday of every month. In compliance with the American Disabilities Act, any
person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting
should contact the City Clerk’s Office at (909) 596-8726 at least 48 hours prior to the meeting.
The Council Chambers will be open to the public at 6:00 p.m. In an effort keep a safe environment and to
minimize the spread of the COVID-19 Virus, the City will be limiting occupancy and requiring masking for all that
will be in attendance. Materials related to an item on this agenda, submitted to the Planning Commission after
distribution of the agenda packet, are available for public inspection at the meeting or in the Community
Development Department during normal business hours.

CALL TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL
PUBLIC COMMENT
This is the time set aside for anyone wishing to address the Planning Commission on
items not listed in any other place on this agenda.
California Law does not allow the Planning Commission to take action in response to
your statements at this meeting. Your concerns may be referred to staff or set for
hearing at a later date.

Planning Commission Agenda – March 9, 2022
Page 2
PUBLIC HEARINGS
1.

2.

CONTINUED
CASE NO.:
PROJECT:

07-22GPA
HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

STAFF:

Candice Bowcock

CASE NO.:
103-21VAR
RESOLUTION NO.:
APPLICANT:
RYAN AND KELLIE RACINE
PROPOSAL:
VARIANCE FOR SETBACKS ON AN ACCESSORY
STRUCTURE
ADDRESS:
5078 OLD RANCH ROAD
STAFF:

Candice Bowcock

OTHER MATTERS/ INFORMATION
3.

FOOTHILL GOLD LINE UPDATE
PRESENTED BY: Lisa Levy Buch, Chief Communications and Strategic
Development Officer of Foothill Gold Line

4.

DEVELOPMENT UPDATE
STAFF:

Candice Bowcock

ADJOURNMENT
The next regular meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled to be held on April 13,
2022 at 6:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers, 3660 “D” Street, La Verne, CA 91750.
Proof of Posting

_____________
Date

I declare under penalty of perjury that I am employed by the City
of La Verne in the Planning Department; and that I posted this
agenda in the City Hall Council Chambers and the City’s website on
March 2, 2022.

__________________________________________
Signature

Memorandum
CITY OF LA VERNE
Community Development Department
DATE:

March 9, 2022

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Candice Bowcock, Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Case No. 07-22GPA – 2021-2029 Housing Element Update

At the end of 2021, the current La Verne Housing Element ended its planning cycle.
State law requires regular updates to ensure compliance with any changes in State
housing laws, consider changes in demographics, and demonstrate the ability to meet
future housing needs, allowing the City to become eligible for State grants and funding
sources.
The City submitted the Draft Housing Element update in December of 2021, to the
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for their 60-day
review. A complete copy of the draft report was made available for review on the City’s
website. A comment letter was received from HCD on February 1, 2022, requesting that
some areas of the draft be enhanced.
The city posted a public hearing notice for the review of the housing element with the
expectation that it would be discussed at the last Planning Commission meeting on
February 16, 2022. However, in order to provide additional review time of the revised
Housing Element, the Planning Commission continued it to this regularly scheduled
meeting. The “red line” updated draft was completed, sent to each of the Planning
Commissioners, and put on the City’s website on February 18, 2022 for additional public
review/comment.
The revised draft was submitted back to HCD for the second review and will now take at
least 60 days to receive feedback. If it is determined that the comments are minor, staff
will re-notice the public hearing and bring the draft back to the Planning Commission, at
that time, for a recommendation to the City Council.
Staff is recommending the Planning Commission continue this item to a date uncertain.
Staff will re-notice the public hearing when the date is identified.

Agenda Report
CITY OF LA VERNE
Community Development Department
DATE:

March 9, 2022

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Candice Bowcock, Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Case No. 103-21VAR – 5075 Old Ranch Road – Variance for side and rear
setbacks.

AGENDA SUMMARY
The applicants, Ryan and Kellie Racine, are seeking approval for a variance to encroach
into the required side and rear setbacks for an accessory structure at the home located
at 5075 Old Ranch Road.
RECOMMENDATION
At the meeting on March 1, 2022, the Development Review Committee (DRC) voted 2-1
to recommend to deny the variance request (option 1 below).
The Planning Commission has two (2) options based on the information presented:
1. Follow the DRC’s recommendation and deny the setback variance request,
requiring the applicant to convert the structure to what was originally approved, a
60% open, enclosed patio cover without a bathroom.
2. Approve the setback variance request, changing the permitted patio to an
accessory structure, allowing the bathroom to remain, but requiring the applicant
to obtain all necessary permits for all of the illegal work that was done that was not
a part of the original approved plans, paying double the permit fees.
If this option is chosen, the applicant would also be allowed to apply to convert this
accessory structure to an accessory dwelling unit with the required permits.
Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission vote to approve or deny the
variance request. Staff will then prepare a resolution to reflect the decision and bring it
back to the next meeting for official adoption.
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BACKGROUND
In 2019, the applicant received approval for a detached open patio cover at the rear of
their property with three foot (3’) setbacks to the rear and side. At the time of approval,
detached accessory structures were permitted to have a three foot (3’) setback. In 2020,
the applicant proposed to change the original request to an enclosed accessory structure.
At this time, staff explained to the applicant that the setbacks had recently changed to
four feet (4’) for accessory structures and if they wanted to keep the three foot (3’)
setbacks that it would have to be consistent with the original approval of the patio cover
(60% of all window open). The applicant said the footings had been poured and they
would prefer to keep it in the approved location as a patio cover. The applicant revised
the plans to enclose the patio cover, with 60% windows. The plans were approved and
the structure was built and finalled in February of 2021.
After the building inspector finalled the building permits for the structure, there was a
complaint received regarding illegal construction at 5075 Old Ranch Road. The building
inspector conducted an inspection and found that the recently finalled enclosed patio had
been altered without permits. The lower windows had been removed and stuccoed over,
thus creating a room and no longer at least 60% open. The building inspector also saw
that a bathroom was added illegally. Therefore, because all of this work was done without
permits, the structure was determined to be an illegal accessory structure due to
unpermitted modifications, and now encroaching into the setbacks by one foot (1’).
The homeowners/applicants were notified and came in to meet with staff and the City
Manager multiple times to discuss their options. The applicant expressed that due to
COVID-19, his job is now 100% at home and he needs a space to work, therefore does
not want to revert the structure back to what was originally approved because the 60%
windows let too much light in, was a safety concern for their children, and was too hot.
Staff explained to the applicant that the only way to keep the structure, as it is today,
would be to request a variance.
ANALYSIS
According to the La Verne Municipal Code Section 18.108.040 Variances, the Planning
Commission may grant a variance from the terms and provisions of this code with respect
to structural and physical requirements where practical difficulties, unnecessary
hardships, or results inconsistent with the general purposes of this code would occur from
its strict and literal interpretation and enforcement. Such variance may be granted upon
conditions which will assure the protection of the public safety, health and welfare. To
grant a requested variance, the planning commission must find from the facts presented
that the following circumstances exist:
1.

That any variance granted shall be subject to such conditions as will assure
that the adjustment thereby authorized shall not constitute a grant of special
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privilege inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity
and zone in which the subject property is situated;
*It will give the applicant a closer setback than what would be required of other
properties in the vicinity and zone, but the lot is shorter in depth than all of the
other surrounding properties (rear setback), but it is wider than others (side
setback).
2.

That, because of special circumstances applicable to the subject property,
including size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings, the strict
application of this title is found to deprive the subject property of the privileges
enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zone
classifications;
*All of the properties in the surrounding neighborhood have at least 126 feet
deep lots, this lot measures 98 feet deep on the southern property line where
the structure is located. The lot is also surrounded by another lot, with
landscaping and a driveway adjacent to the structure.

3.

That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the
public welfare or injurious to other properties or improvements in the vicinity
and zone in which the subject property is located;
*It will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other properties.

4.

That the granting of such variance will not be contrary to the objective of any
part of the adopted general plan.
*It will not be contrary to the objective of any part of the general plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act per
Section 15301 and the La Verne Environmental Guidelines. No further environmental
review is required.

Attachments:

A. Site Plan
B. Original Approved Plan for Enclosed Patio Cover
C. Photos
D. Letter from Applicant
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Letter of Exolanation:

ATTACHMENT BD
D

Thank you for the opportunity to state our reasoning for a variance. Here is a brief history of how we got
here. ln 2019 we received approval for an open patio cover. This was before the COVID pandemic and
seemed to meet the needs of our family at the present time. Since there was no enclosed structure, we

wanted to maximize the space and did construction on 3-foot setback footings which was approved by
the city. ln 2020, with the pandemic, our needs changed since my work now necessitated work from
home. We needed an enclosed space. The cities rules for an ADU changed for setbacks in2O2O with a
requirement of a 4-foot setback instead of our existing 3-foot setback which was allowed in 2019. The
city would allow only a sunroom not an ADU with 55% of the space glazing. We got plans reapproved for
the sunroom, finished construction and received final approval from the city. We quickly realized this
space would not serve the needs of an office space. The amount of windows allowed no privacy,
emanated too much heat and was not safe for our 3 small children when it came to activities. We
removed windows that allowed for more privacy and safety. We now are applying for a variance to have
our sunroom be zoned as an ADU. Below is an outline of our rationale.
First, our lot is a uniquely shaped lot in relation to our neighbor at5077 Old Ranch Road. Our neighbor
at 5077 Old Ranch Road has a flag-shaped lot and there is no adjacent structure next to the building. The
north end of our property is surrounded by a half-circle driveway of 5077 Old Ranch Road and the south
end of our property line (where the structure is located) is a side-yard for our neighbor at 5077 Old
Ranch Road. lncluded in our submission, are aerial pictures of our property and the structure; our
neighbor at 5077 Old Ranch Road's flag-shaped lot and a clear view that shows there are no adjacent

homes/buildings to the structure.
A second reason for approving a variance involves the COVID pandemic and thus a change in work
conditions. When we decided to build, the original intent was an open area patio cover with no enclosed
space. This is why the setbacks were set at 3 feet or greater from the property line. ln 2020, with the

pandemic, my work structure completely changed to full-time work from home whereas before it was
100% field based. We had to revise our plans out of necessity for a private office space because of HIPPA
medical records information for both Kellie and myself.
It's important to note that when the open area patio cover was originally approved in 2019, an enclosed
space/ADU was allowed at only a three-foot setback. City requirements changed in 2020 to now be four
feet setbacks for an ADU but we had already completed the foundation/footings as you see in this
submission. Attached is a site-plan that shows only two out of the four setbacks would not qualify today
for the four-foot setback required for an ADU. One setback is 3.1" while the second is 3.2" . We are
asking for forgiveness on two out of four setbacks that are both in violation by less than one foot. Lastly,
the site-plan shows that our property is also a uniquely shaped lot with no straight lines on the
boundary.
Our third explanation is simply focused on a lack of knowledge about the process as homeowners. ln
2020, once we realized the necessity to have an enclosed space, we had already put over SlZt< into the
foundation and footings. We were told the only way we can keep the existing setbacks is to classify it as
a sunroom. We agreed, but quickly realized the amount of windows radiated so much heat and the lack
of privacy made its function as an office unpalatable. ln our naivete, we failed as first time participants
in this size of a project to ask for alternative options such as a variance or even contemplation of
demoing the work done to move two setbacks out less than 1 foot each to make it in ADU compliance.

Letter of Explanation:

This is not an excuse but just the truth that we never set out to try to circumvent the city building code.
It was an honest mistake and we are asking for some grace.
Lastly, I know as a planning commission it is important to consider how this impacts surrounding
neighbors if a variance were to be approved. Our proposal clearly shows through aerial pictures and a

site-plan that this has no impact on anyone's safety or quality of life in our neighborhood. The enclosed
space is approximately 230 square feet and has tall privacy shrubs that make the majority of the face of
structure invisible to our primary neighbor at5077 Old Ranch Road. Additionally, the structure is not
visible from the street and we have included in this submission signatures from neighbors in close
proximity, acknowledging they have no complaints about a conversion from a sunroom to an ADU.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our application. We are happy to answer any additional
questions.

