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NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION: March 25, 2014

SUBJECT: Workshop regarding multifamily units in the RS
zone

APPLICANT: City of Carson

REGUEST: Workshop to discuss properties zoned RS

{Residential, Single-family) with existing
multifamity units

PROPERTIES INVOLVELD: Citywide

COMMISSION ACTION

Concurred with staff

Did not concur with staff

_ Other
COMMISSIONERS' VOTE
AYE | NO AYE | NO
Chairman Faletogo Gordon
Yice-Chair Verrett Péﬁﬁn
Brimmer Saenz
Diaz | Schaefer
Goolsby




Introduction

The Planning Commission held workshops on June 23, September 8 and Oclober 13,
2009, and May 11 and November 23, 2010, regarding residential development
standards and second dwelling units. During the process, staff found approximately
28 properties zoned RS with three units or more. Based on Section 9182.22 of the
Carson Municipal Code (CMC), thess properties are nonconforming and are given an
amortization pericd to be brought into conformance. The amortization period is either
20 vyears from adoption of the Ordinance in 1877 or 35 years from the date of
construction, whichever resulis in a later termination date. Since many of the homes
were built in the 1850s and 1960s, both termination dates have passed. However,
due to the sensitivity of the issue and the likelihood that families would be displaced,
this provision has not been aclively enforced by staff unless a property is for sale.

Background

On November 4, 2003, the Clty Council adopted Ordinance No. 03-1290 regarding
second dwelling units and accessory structures within residential zones, pursuant to
amendments made in 2002 by the State to Section 65852.2 of the California
Government Code. The ordinance went into effect on December 4, 2003, and

requires legal nonconforming second dwelling units to obtain a conditional use permit
{CUP) by December 4, 2008.

In 2009, letters were sent to property owners indicating the status of their second -
dwelling unit. The notices indicated two ways of bringing a legal nonconforming
second dwelling unit into compliance:

1. Obtain ministerial approval from the Planning Division by demonstrating
that the second dwelling unit meets the requirements of Section 9122.8
(Second Dwelling Units) and Section 91256 (Second Dwelling Unit
Development Standards) of the CMC; or

2. Obtain a conditional use permit if the second dwelling unit does not mest
the requirements described in option 1.

Backeround

By adopting Crdinance No. 03-1280, the City accommodated existing legal
nonconforming second dwelling units in an RS zone. However, the ordinance did not
address properties zoned RS that have three or more existing units. As such, these
units are subject to abatement under Section 8182.22, Termination of Existing
Nonconforming Use, as described above.

The following are options that the City can consider tc bring these properties into
conformance.

Creating a Special District — For neighborhoods that have many properties with
three or more units the City can consider creating a special district that could
allow the nonconformity fo continue. The best example is the neighborhood west
of Fries Avenue along Lincoin Street and Pacific Street (400 East block). Staff has
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identified 13 out of 35 properties that have multiple units. If a special district is
considered, the Planning Commission should decide if it is fair to leave the
remaining 22 properiies as single-family. If the remaining properties are allowed
to build additional units it may place a burden on the existing infrastructure.

Zone Change — The Planning Commission can consider a zone change for
clustered properties with existing multiple units. The best example are the
nroperties south of 213" Street between Perry Street and Weiser Avenue (1200
East block). Unlike other neighborhoods that have properties with multiple units
spread throughout, these properties are contiguous and all have direct access to
213" Street. At the October 13, 2009 workshop, the Planning Commission
advised that they were in support of rezoning the south side of 213" Street
between Perry Street and Weiser Avenue. However, an application from those
homeowners has not been received.

Ordinance Amendrmeni — An ordinance amendment aliowing multiple units in the
RS zone can be considered. However, given that the RS zone was created to
preserve single-family neighborhoods, allowing multiple units would be contrary to
the intent of the zone and the Generail Plan.

Another option would be to do an ordinance amendment to allow properties with
existing multiple units (3 or more) to continue indefinitely with a CUP. This would
be similar to Ordinance No. 03-1290, which provided options fo allow existing
nonconforming second dwelling units to remain.

No Change — if the City decides fo proceed with the status quo, these properiies
with three or more units will continue to be nonconforming and subject fo
abatement. One option is to remove units and create fewer but larger units. For
example, if a property has 5 units in the RS zone, three units could be combined
to create one larger main unit, and the remaining two units could be combined o
create a second dwelling unit. The size of the building would not change, but the
number of units drops from 5 to 2 making the property eligible to meet the second
dwelling unit requirements under Section 8122.8 and 8125.6.

Housing Element

On October 15, 2013, the City adopted the 2014-2021 Housing Elemem to the
General Plan. Housing Element law specifies that jurisdictions must identify adequate
sites to be made available through appropriate zoning and development standards to
encourage the development of a variety of housing types for all income levels,
including multi-family rental housing, factory-built housing, mobile homes, emergency
shelters, and transitional housing. The City has & regional housing needs
assessment (RHNA) of 1,688 housing units for the 2014-2021 planning period.
According to the Housing Element, the City's residential sites can support the
development of 2,190 units, which is more than sufficient to meet its projected
housing needs. In regards o existing housing, the City should be aware of the
following housing policies:

Planning Commission Staff Report
Workshop on Muliifamily Units in RS Zone
March 25, 2014

Page 3 0f 4



POLICY 2.4: Encourage community involvement in  addressing the
maintenance and improvement of housing stock and
neighborhood context.

POLICY 4.3: Encourage the preservation of affordable rental units fo
ownership units.

POLICY 4.4: Limit the conversion of affordable rental units o ownership
units.

Need for Larger Rental Units

Multifamily housing comprises 11 percent of the City's existing housing stock.
According to the 2010 Census, there is a disparity between the number of larger
rental units available in the City and the number of large households in Carson. For
example, only about 15.2 percent of the City's rental units have four or more
bedrooms, despite the fact that the average household size of renter-occupled units
is higher at 3.74 persons per household compared to 3.62 persons per unit for
owner-occupled units. About 38.4 percent of owner occupled units contain four or
more bedrooms. The housing needs of large households can be addressed through
the expansion of existing smaller units, and the provision of new, affordably-priced
farger units. The fact that the majority of unit overcrowding occurs in the City's rental
housing stock indicates the need for larger rental units and/or rental subsidies to
allow for large households to afford adequately sized units.

Based on the options discussed above, the City could consider not changing its
requirements and have properties in the RS zone with multiple units combine smalier
units for the creation of larger units that conform to Code.

Recommendation

That the Planning Commission:

e CONSIDER and DISCUSS the information provided for in this workshop; and

« DIRECT staff in procedures dealing with properties with existing
nonconforming muttiple units located in the RS zone.

Exhibits

1. Excerpts from Planning Commission minutes dated June 23, 2010, September 8,
2010, October 13, 2009, May 11, 2010, and November 23, 2010

2. Excerpts from CMC, Sections 9g. 2.8, 9125.5, and 9125.6

Prepared by: {
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Staff Recommendation:

REVIEW and PROVIDE comments on the proposed development.

Ricky De La Rosa, applicant’s representative, stated that due to the complexity and size

of the proposed project, the applicant is seeking addifional time fo oresent an
acceplable project.

The Commission noted its preference to hear staff's presentation on this matter this
avening.

Staff presented its repori. Associate Planner Song explained that while the propesal is
a good project, it is not well suited for this site.

Commissioner Schaafer noted the need for more rental units in this community.

Planning Commission Decision:

Chairman Faletogo moved, seconded by Commissioner Verreit, to continue this matier

to the July 14, 2009, Planning Commission meeting. Motion carried (absent
Commissioners Brimmer, Gordon).

{Chairman Faletogo recessed the meeting at 7:47 P.M. Chairman Faletogo departed
the meeiing during break. Vice-Chairman Saenz reconvened the meeting at 7:58 P.M.)

42. NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION - Workshop

B} Workshop to Review Residential Development Standards
Applicant's Reguest:

The city of Carson is requesting the Planning Commission conduct & workshop to
discuss development standards applicable to legal nonconforming residential units and
new residential development.

Staff's Report and Recommendation:

Senior Planner Signo presented staff report, highlighting various development
standards, and noted staffs recommendation for the Planning Commission to
CONSIDER and DISCUSS the information provided by staff regarding residential
development and to RECEIVE and FlLt.

Associate Planner Gonzalez provided input on affordable housing and other special
needs housing.

Planning Manager Repp clarified for Vice-Chairman Saenz that senior housing does not
necessarily mean it's affordable housing.
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Pianning Commission Decision:

Commissioner Brown moved, seconded by Commissioner Schaefer, to receive and file

the workshop report. Motion carried (absent Commissioners Brimmer, Faletogo, and
Gordon).

13.  WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None

14. MANAGER'S REPORT

Planning Manager Repp announced there will be a community workshop on The
Boulevards project this Wednesday at 5:00 P.M., June 24" a1 the Community Center.

15.  COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

Commissioner Schaefer thanked staff for the informative workshops; and asked for
ciarification on the legality of using razor wire,

Planning Manager Repp explained that the code is not clear on the use of razor wire,
noting that in some cases, its use is needed to deter vandalism.

16. ADJOURNMENT

At 9:00 P.M. the meeling was formally adiourned to Tuesday, July 14, 2009, 6:30 P.M,,
City Councii Chambers.

Chairperson

Aftest By:

Secretary.
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SEPTEMBER 8, 2009 | PLANNING CO.  SSION MINUTES
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Planning Technician Alexander presented staff report and the recommendation fo
WAIVE further reading and ADOPT Resolution No. , entitled, A Resclution of the
Planning Commission of the city of Carson approving Design Overlay Review No. 1310-
09, Conditional Use Permit No. 724-09 and Conditional Use Permit No. 725-09 for a
freestanding 60-foot high wireless telecommunication facility disgu“sed as a broad-leaf
free {mono- broad eaf) Eocat@d at 21136 Sou‘i:h Wai ﬁgton Avenue She deieted the

condition does not appiy in this case.

Commissioner Brown stated he’d like staff reports to reflect what other ceil sites have
been considered for co-location.

Chairman Faletogo opened the public hearing.

Saundra Jacobs, representing the applicant, noted her concurrence with the amended
conditions of approval.

Chairman Faletogo closed the public hearing.

Planning Commission Decision:

Vice-Chairman Saenz moved, seconded by Commissioner Brimmer, {o approve siaff's
r@corﬂweﬁdataon Mth +he amendmmt fo fstnke the !ast sentence in Cond tson No 25,

unammoussy camed

12. NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION

A} Workshop Regarding Second Dwelling Units

Applicant’'s Request:

The applicant, city of Carson, is requesting the Planning Commission discuss and
consider requirements for second dwelling units for properties citywide.

Planner Officer Repp and Senior Planner Signo presented staff report. Planning Officer
Repp explained that significantly blighted properties, dangerous conditions, or
circumstances which create a nuisance will not be permitted, noting that each parcel will
be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Commissioner Park addressed his concern with areas where infrasiructures were not

- designed for muiti-family dwellings and those large populations taxing the infrastructure
services.

Planning Officer Repp noted that some properties will require upgrades, reinvestment
into their property. §

7
Staff noted for the Commission that the state does not allow a city to place a limit on the @f

number of people living in a home.
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Commissioner Brimmer suggested a workshop for those property owners who will be
impacted by this effort,

Chairman Faletogo requested a checklist of guidelines to refer to as the Commission is
making its decisions on future second unit cases.

Commissioner Schaefer noted that each application will have unigue circumstances and
will require consideration on a case-by-case basis.

Planning Officer Repp indicated that staff could provide a checklist and rafing system {o
evaluate the benefits and/or detriments for consideration.

Planning Commission Decision:

Chairman Faletogo moved, seconded by Commissioner Verrett, to direct staff to present
to the Commission a checklist of the standards to reference when considering future
second dwelling unit conditional use permits. Motion carried.

Commissioner Brimmer suggested that staff conduct a community workshop o educate
those homeowners who will be impacted by these requirements.

13.. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None
4. ""V“~MAMA@ER‘S REPORT

L@adershlp Werkshep, Saturday, September 12, 2009, 7:30 a.m. — 1:00-6.m. noon at
the Qommumtyﬁemers Carson-Dominguez Room. The Worksho will cover
important topics stieh as the duties and responsibilities of commis§ioners, committee
and board members, the Brown Act, parliamentary pmcedur ., and many others.

Planning Officer Repp encot}nged the Commissior}’,ttendance at the Leadership
Warkshop. 5

15. COMMISSIONERS’ REP@R{S\(//
Vice-Chairman Saenz commentad on e hazards mylar balloons pose to the electrical

grids and transformer boxes and aske at this issue be placed on the Planning
Commission agenda with a recopafnendation™o ban the sale and use of mylar balloons
in Carson. He noted his comfnunications withnDirector Ray Cruz, stating that code

enforcement activities will pe taking place with ncconformmg businesses aloeng Main
Street near Torrance Boy vard,

Commissioner Park” invited everyone to attend the community meeting at the
Dominguez Commiunity Center on Wednesday, September~g, 2008, 6:30 P.M. o
discuss the proposed sound wall along the Alameda Corridor.

Commi issiomer Brown noted his appreciation of this evening's fruend! debate on the
second urfiis, expressing his intent to be proactive rather than reactive.

miissioner Graber stated he is looking forward to this weekend's | eadershi
rkshop. .
Ommissioner Verrett eohoed the sentiments on this evening’s debate. She invited
/everyone to the NAACP's 100" birthday celebration on Saturday, September 19, 2009,

(’r”
&
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October 13, 2009 PLANNING CG. ISSION MINUTES
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=
g. CONSENT CALENDAR

\m&qutes: September 22, 2009
Commissioner~Brown moved to approve the September 227 2008, Minutes as

presented. Therenyas no objection (Commissioners Brimme and Verrett had not yel
arrived; absent Chairman Falstogo). /

10. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING None /
1. PUBLIC HEARING™

A)  Conditional Use Re
Review No. 1335-09,

Anplicant’'s Requast:

The applicant, Clear-Wire Corparatios réguesting to add three panel antennas and
two microwave dishes to an existing fattice towey wireless telecommunication facility on
a property located in the ML-D (Mahufaciuring, Liglit Design Overlay Review) zone and
within Redevelopment Project Agéa 1. The subjecigroperty is located at 17311 South
Main Street. \

Staff Report and Recomime '.

- Associate Planner Gory; ‘alez presented staff report and the recdgnmendation o approve

Conditional Use Permif No. 735-09 and recommend approvai of Design Overlay Review
No. 133508 fo

the Carson Redevelopmerit Agency for \g major wireless
telecommunication/facility located at 17311 South Main Street.

Vice-Chairman,/Saenz opened the public hearing.

Lynn Van ‘ representing the applicant, noted his concurrence with the conditions of
approval. /

Vic?#airman Saenz closed the public hearing.

Plarning Commission Decision:

ommissioner Brown moved, seconded by Commissioner Schaefer, to approve the
applicant's request as submitted, adopiing Resolution No. 09-2272. Motion carried
/ (Commissioner Verrett had not yet arrived; absent Chairman Faletogo.)

12. NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION
A) Workshop: Second Dwelling Units

Senior Planner Signo presented staff report and fielded questions from the Commission.

Commissioner Brimmer asked about the anticipated fees.

i\
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October 13, 2009 PLANNING CO.  ISSION MINUTES
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Senior Planner Signo explained that the Conditional Use Permit fee is $1,500 and the
mailing tabels are $100, for a total of $1,600; that the home inspection report, which is
prepared by a private, licensed building inspector, is approximately $500 based on
reports already prepared; that additional fees for consultants, such as an architect,
draftsperson, or engineer, may apply; but indicated that staff has accepted plans
prepared by property owners as long as the plans are complete, accurate, and o scale.

Commissioner Park stated that some financial assistance should be available for the
impacted property owners who can prove a financial hardship, stating that at the least,
the City should provide some assistance with drawing the elevations.

Senior Planner Signo noted for Commissioner Gordon that the reguirement for the
hotme inspection can be done afier the Conditional Use Permit is approved.

Commissioner Graber expressed his belief the fees are too excessive.

Commissioner Verrett stated that the proposed fees are too high, noting that those who
can prove a hardship should be provided some financial assistance or reduction in fees;
noted her support for the suggested zone change; and stated there will be instances
when a property owner should not be required fo live on site.

Commissioner Brown suggested the City coordinate with the drafting students at Harbor
College in helping these residents provide the drawings of the elevations, noting this

would also sssist the students in obtaining work experience. He guestioned whether
the quoted number of sites with second units has been verified.

Senior Planner Signo explained that staff used the County Assessor's recerds in
cbtaining this information. He pointed out that residents are allowed to do their own
elevations drawings.

Commissioner Gordon stated that the Commission should be provided complete
information on what the total financial impact might be for these property owners; noted
his support o request that City Council reduce the fees for these residents; and added
_ that something ought to be provided to these residents which clearly guides them
through the entire process. With regard to the suggested rezoning, he stated that this
effort should be clearly communicated to that entire community before they individually
get started on this process.

Cornmissioner Brimmer stated that staff should continue to educate these residents and
guide them through the entire process; and that staff should verify whether each of
these parcels does or does not have a second unit.

Commissioner Park stated that the Commission does not have the discretion to deviate
- from codes; and that the Ccmmission needs 1o be clear on what the codes are for
second dwellings and that its decisions should be the same across the board. He noted

his support in looking for ways to find some financial assistance for these property
OWNers. -

Senior Planner Signo explained that the code does allow the Commission some
discretion.




Cctober 13, 2009 PLANNING CG, ISSION MINUTES
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Commissioner Brimmer requested a copy of the development standards before making
a decision.

Following some debate about the Commission’s authority for discretionary
review/approval, Commissioner Schaefer stated that the Commission may benefit in
having a Conditional Use Permit workshop.

Commissioner Brown suggested that communily workshops be scheduled for the
suggested rezoning area so they will know exactly what they will need to do o gel
through this Conditional Use Permit process; and noted his support to recommend City
Council reduce the fees for these homeowners.

Commissioner Graber asked that staff study how other cities address this issue.

Commissioner Schaefer stated that each parcel will be different and that it is likely the
Commission will nead to use some discretion on a case-by-case basis.

It was the consensus of the Commission that the fees for this Conditional Use Permit
process should be decreased, suggesting that City Counci consider reducing these
fees for the residents who will be impacted; that financial assistance should be available
for those who need it and that the Commission is in support of rezoning the south side
of 213™ Street between Perry Street and Weiser Avenue.

%\;\ WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None ‘,,//
14. “WIANAGER'S REPORT None P
15. COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS ~

-~

CommissicnenPark invited everyone to attend the Community Léggiafe/n:eet%ng on the
2535 East Carsog Street Project (an affordable housing project) on Wednesday,
October 21, 2009, a6:00 P.M. to 7:30 P.M., Dominguez Comﬁénéty Center.

Commissioner Graber stated he enjoyed today's grodndbreaking ceremony at the
Safran mixed use project atrgss the street from City Hall and he welcomed the Cal
State University Dominguez Hillsstudents in the audience.

Commissioner Schaefer stated she also m}c”j/ykéd today's groundbreaking ceremony,

noting she is looking forward to seeing s exciting development; and she noted that
she attended the Country Western Fairtast kend.

Commissioner Verreit commendefl Chief Pele Fakefogo for his exceplional efforts in
collecting numerous donationg/and humanitarian supplies for the victims of the recent
tsunami in American Samog«

16. ABJ@URNME}*’%‘

At 8:30 P.M. the/é@etiﬁg was formally adjourned to Tuesday, October 27, 2009, 6:30
P.M., City Couficil Chambers.

//
rd
Atte yé v

Chairperson

Secretary



May 11, 2010 PIANNING CO. ISSION MINUTES
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expansions to the secondary unit will constitute as an intensification of use, and e
nonéca{f;rming parking ptivilege for the primary unit will no longer be coﬂtgnu’éd. An
additionzhiwo-car garage to the one uncovered parking space on site will befequired to

be provided™prior to the approval of any expansions to the primary,” except up to
approximateﬁ;’phi?‘ty (50) square feet on the rear of the unit, or second unit, including, but
not limited to, 2he§d@iti0n of bedrooms, other habitable areassand additional square
footage.” ~~

Planning Commission Decision™

é/ifman Faletogo, to approve the
applicant's request with the following amendments: (o delete Condition No. 9d and add

an additional condition, “The property owner shall consent to an inspection of the
interior and exterior of all buildings uﬁon receipt of a~written request by the City in order

requirements,” renumbering adcordingly; to amend Conditieg No. 12, "Any expansions
of the primary unit, except up to approximately fifty (50) squareget on the rear of the

unit, or any expansiong,xé the secondary unit will constitute as amNptensification of use,
and the nonconforr? D

An additional twos6ar garage to the ons uncovered parking space by
required to be pr‘(/)v‘ided prior {o the approval of any expansions to the primagy, except

up to approxifately fifty (50) square feet on the rear of the unit, or second\ unit,
including, b0t not limited fo, the addition of bedrcoms, cther habitable areas, and

add;gpé square footage.” Motion carried, 6-0 (absent Commissioners Diaz, Park.
Saep?).

12. NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION
A) Workshop: Second Dwelling Units

Applicant's Reguest:

The applicant, city of Carson, Planning Dévis'ion, is requesting the Planning Commission
discuss and consider requirements for second dwelling units for properties citywide.

Senior Planner Signo presented staff report, highlighting the foliowing fopics: creation
of Ordinance No. 03-1290 regarding second dwelling units and accessory structures
within residential zones, reduction of CUP fee for second unit homeowners,
concentrated areas of second units within Carson, second units and how they provide
housing opportunities for Carson residents, ministerial versus discretionary review,
general requirements, submittal requirements, development standards, home inspection
reports to identify deficiencies, summary of approved CUP's, those CUPF’s pending, and
those vet to have applied for CUP’s. He addressed some of the multiple family
dwellings currently in the RS zone and a possible zone change fo consider, and he
noted some of the issues of concern, such as lot size, unit size, parking requirements,
owner occupancy, and appropriateness of requiring these CUP’s.

Commissioner Schaefer expressed her belief that home inspection reports should be
required for both ministerial and discretionary reviews.
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Senior Planner Signo mentioned that he has yet to see a second unit property be
eligible for ministerial review.

Planning Officer Repp addressed the state’s review of the City's Housing Element,
noting that the state has questioned whether the City's parking restrictions/requirements

are oo harsh; and she explained that the Commission may discuss this policy decision
this evening.

Commissioner Brimmer stated that these residents have been given adequate time to
comply with this 2003 ordinance.

Commissioner Graber stated he would like to see the owner occupancy requirement
deletad from the ordinance.

Commissioner Schaefer stated she'd like the owner occupancy reguirement to remain in
the ordinance, believing the properties will be better maintained with an owner living on

site: and she noted that second unit properties can be considered on a case-by-case
basis.

Commissioner Verrett stated she'd like 1o see the owner occupancy requirement
deleted, pointing out that conditions can be put in place for proper site maintenance.

Commissioner Brimmer stated she'd like more discussion on what conditions can be put
in place for proper site maintenance absent a property owner living on site. She stated
she would consider reducing the parking requirement for a 2-bedroom second unit.

Planning Officer Repp stated that consideration of reducing any parking requirement on
existing second units could be taken on a case-by-case basis; pointed out that new
construction would be considered differently; and she added that when considering a

reduction in parking requirements, the Planning Commission should consider the
ramifications of reducing those standards.

Commissioner Gordon asked for input on what the City is attempling to accomplish in

requiring second unit CUP's, pointing out there are many properties in Carson that need
code enforcement attention.

Commissioner Brimmer stated she'd like the new dwelling requirements o remain, but
highlighted the need for more housing in Carson.

Planning Officer Repp suggested that staff could provide the Commission with data
related to the number of properties with second units, the number of properties that
would qualify for second units, and how many would qualify if the lot size requirement
was reduced.

Commissioner Graber stated, echoced by Commissioner Verretl, that he would only
support deleting the owner occupancy requirement in the ordinance. He added that
because each case is unique, they should be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Chairman Faletoge agreed that there are a lot of blighted properties in Carson that have

owners living on site, noting he would be amenable fo deleting the owner occupancy
requirement.
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Following discussion concerning a proposal to eliminate the owner occupancy
requirement, Commissioner Schaefer stated she would support its elimination; and she
questioned how the City can further encourage the remaining 69 property owners {0
come forward and apply for their CUPs. She noted it is possible that this owner
occupancy requirement may be deterring some second unit property owners from
applying for a CUP because they currently don't live on site.

Commissioner Brimmer noted her concern that some of the requnred repairs are costly
and are required to be fixed in a short period of time.

Commissioner Graber stated that structures built many vears ago should be allowed to
remain as long as their safety/assthetic deficiencies are addressed.

Senior Planner Signo noted that additional information can be provided fo the
Commission concerning CUP's for multiple units on undersized lots.

Chairman Falefogo asked that the owner ocoupancy issue be brought back to the
Commission for further discussion {o eliminate it from the ordinance.

ﬁNRiTTEN COMMUNICATIONS None -
14, WIANAGER'S REPORT =

o

-
Planning Oﬁ@\g\?p invited the Commission to attend a meeting opr iﬂﬁay 20, 2010, at
4:00 .M. with the WCLA/Rand organization and a few Carson Hggh Sch 100! students to

discuss walkability nssue\ 7

-
e

Senior Planner Signo highlighted the Consol'dated R;dé\;@iopment Project Area Draft
Environmental Impact Report CB

issue will be addressed at a June P
15. COMMISSIONERS’ REP@R?S \\ ,

()r'/

Commissioner Schaefer stated this even ﬂg\trn@etang was interesting.

z

Commissioner Brimmer stated that/the City's outreath efforts need to be intensified.
,/

Commissioner Graber stated ,h'g enjoyed the National Da;})f Prayer event at the Home

Depot Center. ) / \\\

Chairman Faletogo tha{ked the Commissioners and staff for their?ﬁ?&inued hard work.,
18. AD&@%JRN NT

At 9:4?3/1/\% meeting was formally adjourned to Tuesday, May 25, 201G, 6:
f

City Counc€ii Chambers.

&

/f
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Chairperson

Secretary
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Mr. Henry stated that the legal description for this site is listed as two separate ..... parcels,
though-the assessor's map identifies it as one parcel. '

L

Associate Planner-Gonzalez stated that the City's mmrmaton zdentuf ies this as one
parcel. T .

e,

Planning Officer Repp stated that is site is two i@ga% parceis then staff could justify
two monument signs along Carson Stregt:

Chairman Faletogo stated this parcel issug- n@e@é\i@ be cleared up and suggested this
matter be continued fo the next meetigg’ N

Cormmissioner Brimmer stated shed support amending tMnance to be more
flexibie when considering. ektenuatmg circumsiances such as this an qagaied that Midas
shiould be able to k@emhe pole sign. ~—

o,

-

Commissioner, Saenz stated that he does not wam o see a precedence set i all OW

nole sign. /

Pianmmf%ommassion Diecision:

Chéirman Faletogo moved, without objection, to continue this matter to the December
A4, 2010, Planning Commission meeting.

12. NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION
A} Workshop Regarding Second Dwelling Units

Applicant’s Reguest:

The city of Carson is providing a follow-up presentiation on second dwelling units for
properties citywide.

Senior Planner Signo presented staff report. He stated that currently, there are 66
applications that have yet to be submitted, 26 applications that have been approved,
and mentioned that nio application at this point has been denied. He noted that the 66
properties will be referred to Code Enforcement for action.  He stated that this process
is necessary for the elimination of long-term deficiencies and much needed
improvements. With the aid of a Power Point presentation, he reviewed the second
dwelling flow chart and general requirements for the entire process.

Planning Officer Repp explained that the state has expressed its concern the City's new
second unit ordinance is too resirictive and that the City will scon be reviewing this
ordinance to address the state's concern.

Vice-Chairman Park expressed his concern that the Commission is being asked to
waive the requirements of this ordinance as written and that allowing many of these

second units to remain creates a negative impact on those residents in the affected
neighborhoods. :

 Planning Officer Repp explained that many of these property owners are being required
1o put a substantial reinvestment into these properties; that the Planning Commission
does have the discretionary authority io require acceptable standards be met; and she
highlighted the need for affordable housing stock that meets health and safety codes.
She added that this ordinance is likely to be amended early next year due to the state’s
comments on the City's Housing Element.
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Planning Commission Decision:

Chairman Faletogo moved, without objection, to receive and file this report.

3. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS None. ),
‘%R\TANAGER'S REPORT B
e Rlanning Commission packet delivery

Planning Sfficer Repp advised that because of the budget crisis, it hﬁs become

cut back on excess staff hours, noting that the hand- de&svered Planning
Comm ssson P ckets are done with overtime hours. She adv:sed,tha‘t each Planning
Il now be responsible for picking up their own (}Omm ssion packelis at
ter starting from Friday mornings.  She mied that the reports and
most exhibits will ty}s&i;y be on the City's wabsite on Thurgday avenings.

Senior Planner Signo highlighted the map of Carson nel ghborhoods and asked the

Commission to forward anyother neighborhood des gﬂatzons that are missing from the
map. x

15. COMMISSIONERS’ REPOR

Commissioner Saenz stated that in 0 der to cut back on waste, the City should not be
allowing any City empioyees {o take fiome Caty vehicles

Commissionsar Schaefe;fthanked staff for the be‘f :

and-afier photos of the approved
second unit CUP’s. ./

;ﬁ’

Commissioner Diaéfadvised that he will not be able to atiepd the Planning
Commission’s [}e/cember 14, 2010 meeting.
Chairman Faie/toga thanked the Commission and staff for their '
gveryone j}./happy Thanksguvmg

work and wished

There wds consensus for the Planning Commission to go dark December 28, 2010,

6. /ADJOURNMENT N
Al 8;’;10 P.M. the meeting was formally adjourned to Tuesday, December 14, 28
P.M., City Council Chambers.

,f'

jf
!

Chairperson

Attest By:

Secretary
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§9122.8

Any person, firm or corporation violating any
provision of this Section shall be guilty of an
infraction and shall be punishable as provided
Chapter 2 of Article T of this Code, (Grd. 79-479,
§6)

§ 91224  Home Ccenpation.

Subject to the provisions of CMC 9128.4, home
occupations may be conducted by the occupants of
a dwelling as such term is defined in CMC
9191.202.

Any person, firm or corporation violating any
provision of this Section shall be guilty of an
infraction and shall be punishable as provided
Chapter 2 of Article [ of this Code. (Ord. 79-479,
§ 6; Ord. 88-836, § 1; Ord. 11-1479, § 4)

§9122.5  Chiig Day Care.

Day care for children may be provided as an
accessory use in connection with each dwelling
unit, subject to the following limits:

Single-family dwelling: not more than six (6)
chitdren exclusive of the children of the resident
family; with an assistant caregiver present, not
more than twelve {12} children, including children
of the resident family and of the assistant caregiver.

Multiple dwelling unit: not more than three (3)
children including children of the resident family.
(Ord. 82-594, § 1}

§9122.6  Sale of Produce in RA Zone.

in connection with a permitted agricultural use
in the RA Zone, wholesale trade (but no retall
sales} of the producis raised on the premises may
be conducted. No advertising signs are permitied.

§9122.7 Mutor Vehicle Repair and Service.
- Miner repair and service of a motor vehicle as
defined in CMC 9191.406 is permitted as an acces-
sory use in conjunction with a dwelling unit, sub-
ject {o the following himitations:

A. All minor repair and service activities, as
defined in CMC 9138.1H{A)4), and minor uphot-
stery repair may be performed on a motor vehicle
if conducted within an enclosed garage or in any
carport, side or rear yard which is screened from
public view.

=4

B. Minor repalr and service aciivities per-
formed on a driveway, in a carport, or other legally
paved surface on private property, and visible from
the public right-of-way, shall be limited to the fol-
lowing: '

I. Washing, cleaning, and polishing of a
maotor vehicle.

2. Addmg or changing fluids such as brake
fiuid, window washing fluid, oil, water, etc.

3. Changing or replacing wiper blades,
head/tail lamps, fuses, flat tires, Uming, spark
nlugs, radiator cap, filters, brakes, and batteries and
stmilar activities.

All minor repairs and services may only be per-
formed on motor vehicles owned by and registered
to the occupants of the dwelling ar their invitees.

No repair or service work shall involve repeti-
tive festing of an operating engine.

Not more than one (1) motor vehicle, as viewed
from a public right-of-way, may be repaired at any
one {1} point i time.

No repair or service work shall be performed on
any motor vehicle where such work resulis in any
loud, unusual or penetrating noise which is disturb-
ing, obnoxious, discomforting, or annoying (o a
reasonable person of normal

in the area. (Added by Ord. 93-1017, § 1)

JLE) #4524

§9122.8  Sccond Dwelling Units,

A. Purpose and Intent. The purpose of this Sec-
tion is to comply with amendments made in 2002
to Govermnment Code Section 65852.2, which pro-
vides for the City to set standards for the develop-
ment of second dwelling units so as to increase the
supply of smaller and affordable housing while
ensuring that they remain compatible with existing
neighborhoods.

B. Location.

1. One second dwelling unit may be located
on any residentially zoned lot that principally
allows single-family dwellings and contains only a
legal, single-family detached dwelling.

2. Second dwelling units shall not be
sllowed where roadways, public utilities and ser-
vices are inadequate.

3. Second dwelling units are not required (o
meet the density requirements of the General Plan,
but shall otherwise be consistent with the General
Plan text and diagrams.

C. Permitting Procedures. Any application fora
second dwelling unit that meeis the location stan-

IX-13
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§9122.9

dards of subsection B of this Section and the devel-
opment standards of CMC 91256, shall be
approved ministerially without  discretionary
review or public hearing. Existing lawfully estab-
lished second dwelling units that do not meet fhe
standards defined in CMC 9125.6 shall obtain a
conditional use permit pursuant to CMC 917221
and be subject to the provisions of CMC 9182.3.

D. Slibmittal Requirements and Application
Processing,.

1. Step One — Submittal. The application for
a second dwelling unit petmit shall be submitted to
the Planning Division concurrent with the submit-
tal of an application for a building permut. In addi-
tion to the standard submittal requirements for a
building permit, the second dwelling unit applica-
tion shall include:
a. Siie Plan.

i. Lot lines and dimensions.

ii. North arrow and scale of plan.

iti. All setback lines.

iv. Footprint of exsting and pro-
posed buildings, structures, ferices, walls, walks,
and landscaping on site (measured from property
line and distances between huildings and struc-
nires).

v. Indicate lot size, lot coverage,
building area (by floor).

vi. Locations, dimensions and de-
scriptions of all parking spaces, access to parking
spaces, circulation patterns both on and off the site,
and curb cuts.

vit. Indicate all contiguous propesr-
ties, streets and alleys showing center lines, iane
striping, curb lines, street widths, right-of-way
lines, street names, fire hydranfs and other street
furmiture.

viil. Indicate uses of adjoining lots
and location of building footprints.

ix. Indicate all existing and proposed
casements.

x. Identify proposed utility locations
(i.e., transformers and water mains).

xi. Indicate landscape areas includ-
ing existing trees on the site and parkway.

b. Floor Plans.

i. Overall building and individual
room dimensions, including square footage calcu-
lations.

i, All proposed interior walls and
partitions.

iti. Room identification.

iv. Window and door locations.

c. Elevations (photographs may be sub-
stituted for elevations on existing buildings uniess
otherwise required by the Planmng Division).

1. Show exterior sides of building(s),
label according to which direction the building
faces {i.e., north face).

ii. Indicate exterior wall openings.

tii. Show roof pitches,

wv. All roof~-mounted equipment and
screaning.

v. Exlerior matenals and finishes.

d. Color photographs of the site and
adiacent properties. The photos shall be taken from
each of the property lines of the project site to show
the project site and adjacent sites. Label each pho-
tograph and reference to a separate site plan indi-
cating the location and direction of the photograph.

e. Deed restriction completed as
required, signed and ready for recordation.

2, Step Two — Issuance. The Planning Division
shall issue a sccond dwelling unit building permit
if it conforms to the specific standards contained in
this Section and CMC 9125.6 (Second Dwelling
Unit Development Standards). (Ord. 03-129¢, § 1)
§9122.9  Sex Offender Residency
Restrictions.

Permanent and temporary residence for a sex
offender is permitted as an accessory use to a
mobiiechome or dwelling subject to the provisions
of Chapter 15 of Articie IV and CMC 9182.31.

(Ord. 08-1413U, §2; Ord. 08-1414U, §3; Ord,
08-1413, § 2)

Bivisien 3. Conditional Use Criteria

§ 9123 Conditional Use Criteria.

In addition to the general criteria for the
approval of a Conditional Use Permif pursuant to
CMC 9172.21{d)(1), special criteria and limita-

(Revised 12/12) TX-14 . f’ \
/1)
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§ 91252

§9125.2  Minimum Lot Area.

No iot shall be created which has a net area less
than five thousand {5,000} square feet, or if a den-
sity designation applies, such larger area as may be
required to perrmi one (1) dwelling unit*

Any existing lawfully established lot is deemed
to have the required lot area.

No lot shali be reduced o less than the required
lot area, except a portion of a lot maythe acquired
for public purposes provided the remainder 15 not
tess than eighty (80) percent of the required lot area
or four thousand (4,000} square feet, whichever is
greater.

* See gpecial requirement for mobile home parks

ChWC 9128.2.

§ 91253  Street Frontage and Access.

No iot shali be created uniess it is capable of
being provided with vehicular access directly from
a public street or alley. The street frontage shall be
- at least fifty (50) feet, except that for a lot with
frontage on a cul-de-sac the frontage shall be at
least forty (40) {eet.

A new or additional use {other than a replace-
ment for an existing dwelling accidentaliy
destroyed) shall not be developed on an existing lot
unless there is vehicular access from a public street
or alley as required per CMC 2162.8(c). The
required vehicular access shail be either directly
from a public street or alley or by means of a right-
of-way on access. (Ord. 79-460, § 1; Ord. 89-868,
§b)

£ 91254  Minimum Lot Widih,

No lot shall be created uniess it has a width of at
least fifty (50) feet for an interior lot or fifty-five
{55} feet for a comer lot.

Any existing lawfully established lot is deemed
to have the required width.

No lot shall be reduced to less than the required
width, except a portion of a lot may be acquired for
public purposes provided the lot width of the
remainder is not Jess than forty (40} feet.

§9125.5 Maualtiple Single-Family Reatal

Units,
A. Development Standards. Detached rental
units may be constructed on any sewered parcel
containing an existing dwelling unit provided:

I. The parcel 1s ten thousand (10,000)
square fect or larger;

2. The density of the parcel will not exceed
five thousand (5,000) square feet per unit;

3. Adequate private open space shall be pro-
vided o each unit;

4. Adequate guest parking shall be provided
to relieve impacts to surrounding properties; and

5. Detached rental units incorporate the
same or substantiaily similar architectural features,
building materials and coiors as the main dwelling
unit or camparable dwellings located on adjacent
properties, urless otherwise approved by the Plan-
ning Commission.

B, Procedurs,

. Second dwelling units that meet the loca-
tion and development standards, as defined in
CMC 9122.8 and 9125.6, shall be approved minig-
terially without discretionary review or public.
hearing.

2. All other units permitted by this Section
shafl obtain a conditional use permit pursuant to
CMC 917221, {Ord. 78-434; Crd. 86-728,§§ 1, Z;
Ord. (3-1290, § 2)

§9125.6 Second Dwelling Unit Development
Standards.

A second dwelling unit permit shall be ssued
per CMC 9122.8 {Second Dwelling Units) only if
the unit complies with the following development
standards:

A. Lot Criteria.

I. Must contain one (1) single-family resi-

dence.

2. No more than one {1} second dwelling
unit shall be located on a single lot.

3. Subject ot shall not contain an accessory
hving quarters or other structure used for living
PUrposes. '

B. Minimum Lot Size.

i. Seven thousand five hundred (7,500}
square feet within the RS (Residential, Single-
Family) Zone,

2. Six thousand five hundred (6,500) square
feet within the RM (Residential, Multiple-Family}
Zone.

C. Unit Size (Detached).

1. Zero (0) bedroorm, one (1) bathroom and

kitchen: five hundred {500) square foot maximum.

{Revised 12/12)




Carson Municipal Code

§9126.12

2. One (1) bedroom, one (1) bathroom and
kitchen: six hundred fifty (6350} square foot maxi-
.

3. Two {2) bedrooms, one (1) bathroom and
kitchen: seven hundred (700) square foot maxi-
IO, :

. Unit Size (Attached).

i. Same requirements as in subsecction C of
this Section, {Unit Size {Detached)), but shall not
exceed forty (40) percent of existing dwelling
unit’s living arca. In case of interal diviston fo
create second unit, the floor area of the primary
residence shall not be reduced to less than one
thousand  (1,000)  square  feet,
garage/carport.

¥ Sethack Requirements.

1. A detached second dwelling unit shall be
set back a minimum of ten {10} feet from the pri-
mary residential structure and a minimum of six (6)
feet from accessory structures. Side yard setback
shall be five (5) feet and rear yard setback shali be
fifteen (15) feet. :

2. I second unit 1s proposed above acces-
sory structure, minimum side yard setback shall be
ten (1G) feet, including accessory structure.

F. Height.

1. A second dwelling unit shall not exceed
two (2} stories. The maximum building height for
a second dwelling unit is thirty {30 feet.

G, Off-Street Parking,.

1. The number and type of parking spaces
required for second dwelling units shall be as pro-
vided in CMC 91622 1H(AN13).

2. Second dwelling unit parking require-
ment is in addition to any parking spaces required
for a primary residence. Fxisting single-family
dwelling shall be conforming to parking require-
ment as provided in CMC 9162.21. Nonconformity
to parking requirement shall be made conforming
in order 1o be eligible for a second unit.

H. Architectural Compatibility.

1. The second dwelling unit shall incorpo-
rate the same or substantially similar architectural
features, building materials and colors as the main
dwelling unit or compatible dwellings located on
adjacent properties, unless otherwise approved by
the Planning Division.

I. Permanent Foundation.

1. A permanent foundation shall be required
for all second dwelling umits.

exctuding

J. Gwner Occupied.

1. Either the main residence or second
dwelling unit shall be occupied by owner of the
property.

K. Privacy,

1. Any balcony, window or door of a second
story second dwelling unit shall utilize echniques
to tesson the privacy impacts onto adjacent proper-
ties. These techniqués may include use of obscured
glazing, window placement above eye level,
screening treatments, or locating balconies, win-
dows and doors toward the existing on-sife resi-
dence. '

.. Resale Reguirement and Deed Restrictions.

1. Before obtaining & second dwelling unit
permit, the properly owner shall file with the
County Recorder a declaration or agreement of
restrictions, which has been approved by the City
Attorney as to its form and contend, containing a
reference to the deed under which the property was
acquired by the owner and stating that:

a. The second dwelling unit shall not be
sold separately.

b. The second dwelling unit is restricted
to the maximum size allowed per the development
standards.

c. The second dwelling unit shall be con-
sidered legal oniy so long as either the primary res-
idence or the second dwelling unit is occupied by
the owner of record of the property.

d. The restrictions shall be binding upon
any successor in ownership of the property and
lack of compliance shall void the approval of the
unit and may result in legal action against the prop-
erty owner, {Ord. 03-1290, § 3)

Drivision 6, Site Development Standards
Buildings and Structures

85912611 Reserved.

§ 9126.12 Height of Buildings ard Structures.
No building or structure shall exceed a height of

thirty (30) feet as measured from the average grade

of the existing or proposed curb abutting the sub-
ject lot. (Ord. 84-705, § 1)
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