PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA REPORT . -

MEETING DATE: JUNE 26, 2006 ITEM NUMBER:

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF PLANNING STAFF'S DENIAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DR-06-01
2333 ELDEN AVENUE

DATE: JUNE 15, 2006

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: HANH TRAN, ASSISTANT PLANNER
WILLA BOUWENS-KILLEEN, AICP
PRINCIPAL PLANNER
714.754.5245

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Request for review of Planning staffs denial to legalize the installation of a mobile
home on a lot with an existing home. This item was continued from the meeting of
May 8, 2006.

APPLICANT

The review was requested by Vice Chair Donn Hall. The project applicants are James
and Susan Bollinger, representing the trustees of the property, Susan Bollinger, Oi Wah
Joe, and Herbert Yee.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve the revised Development Review DR-06-01 by adoption of Planning
Commission Resolution.
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PLANNING APPLICATION SUMMARY
Updated 6/15/06

LOCATION: 2333 Elden Avenue APPLICATION: DR-06-01

REQUEST: Construction of a 2,848 sq. ft., one-story, second dwelling unit with _a minor
modification for a 10-ft. wide driveway.

SUBJECT PROPERTY: SURROUNDING PROPERTY

ZONE: R2-MD NORTH: Surrounding properties
GENERAL PLAN:  Medium Density Residential SOUTH: are R2-MD zoned, and
LOT DIMENSIONS: 66 FT. x 305 FT. EAST: and developed with
LOT AREA: 20,130 SQ. FT. WEST: residences.

ExIsTING DEVELOPMENT: A one-story, single-family residence with a detached garage.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD COMPARISON

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD REQUIRED/ALLOWED PROPOSED/PROVIDED
LOT SIZE:
LOT WIDTH 50 ft. 66 ft.
LOT AREA 12,000 sq. ft. 20,130 sq. fi.
DENSITY:
ZONE 1 du/3,360 sq. ft. 1 duf/10,065 sq. ft.
GENERAL PLAN 1 du/3,000 sq. ft.
BUILDING COVERAGE:
BUILDINGS — EXISTING HOME NA 1,950 sq. ft. (10%)
BUILDINGS — EXISTING GARAGE NA 484 sq. ft. (2%)
BUILDINGS — PROPOSED 2"° UNIT NA 2,232 sq. ft. (11%)
BUILDINGS — PROPOSED GARAGE NA 616 sq. ft. (3%)
PAVING NA 4,967 sq. ft. (25%)
TOTAL 10,249 sq. ft. (51%)
OPEN SPACE 40% (8,052 sq. ft.) 9,881 sq. ft. (49%)
BUILDING HEIGHT — MOBILE HOME: 2 stories/27 ft. 1 story/17 ft.
SETBACKS:
FRONT — MOBILE HOME 20 ft. 21 ft.
SIDE (LEFT/RIGHT) — MOBILE HOME 5ft./5 ft. 6 ft.121 ft.
REAR — MAIN STRUCTURE 20 ft. 66 ft.
REAR — ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 10 ft. 10 ft.
REAR YarRD COVERAGE — DETACHED 50% 37%
GARAGE:
DISTANCE BETWEEN MAIN BUILDINGS: 10 ft. +50 ft.
PARKING — ENTIRE SITE:
COVERED 2 3
OPEN 4 3
GUEST 1 1
TOTAL 7 spaces 7 spaces
DRIVEWAY WIDTH: 16 ft. 10 ft.*
DRIVEWAY LANDSGAFE: 5 ft. house side; 3 ft. other 10 ft. house side; 3 ft. other
side; 10 ft. combined side; 13 ft. combined
CEQA StaTus:  Exempt, Class 3, New Construction of Small Structures
FINAL ACTION: Planning Commission

NA = Not Applicable or No Requirement
*Minor Mcdification requested 2.



DR-06-01 (REVIEW)

BACKGROUND

On May 8, 2006, the Planning Commission continued this item to allow staff time to
review the applicant’s new plans, which were submitied shortly before the meeting. The
continuation also allowed staff to verify property ownership.

ANALYSIS

The City Attorney reviewed the documents and confirmed that the property is contained
within a Trust. The applicant’s parents were the Trustors and they have since passed
away. The Trustees are the applicant’s brother and sister; all three new property
owners have submitted their approval in writing to allow the project to proceed.

The applicant redesigned the project. The mobile home will be incorporated into a
traditional, stick-built structure. Because of the amount of work that is proposed, the
mobile home is now subject to all the same Building Code requirements as a brand new
structure. The applicant agrees to have the necessary plans prepared, to process the
project through the Building Division and obtain permits, and to have all necessary
inspections. Furthermore, the applicant will work with Planning staff to both correct the
landscaping in the front setback and to paint and improve the rear house to allow it to
blend in with the new residence.

Staff supports the minor modification for a 10-foot wide common driveway (16 feet
required) because the reduced driveway width would allow more landscape area in the
front yard, providing visual relief to the street front. Furthermore, landscaping will also
be provided along both sides of the driveway and adequate vehicle turn-around area
will be provided behind the proposed residence.

The applicant is having building plans prepared and will submit them as soon as
possible. Because the mobile home is already on the site, Planning staff recommends
that approval be conditioned on the establishment of a 30-day deadline to have the
plans submitted, and require the applicant work with City staff to complete the plan
check process, receive building permits, and to initiate and complete the construction in
a timely manner.

GENERAL PLAN CONFORMITY

The property has a General Plan Designation of Medium Density Residential. Under
the general plan designation, five units are allowed on the site and two units are
proposed. As a result, the use and density conform to the City's General Plan.

Because the applicant will process building plans and receive necessary building
permits and inspections, Planning staffs concerns regarding inconsistency with the
General Plan's Safety and Community Design Elements have been eliminated.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The project is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
under Section 15303 for New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures.
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DR-06-01 (REVIEW)

ALTERNATIVES
The Commission has the following alternatives:

1. Approve the redesigned project with a minor modification for a 10-foot wide shared
driveway, subject to conditions; or

2. Deny the project and require the removal of the mobile home from the site within
30 days. If the project is denied, the applicant would not be allowed to apply for
substantially the same project within six months.

CONCLUSION

The redesigned project complies with the General Plan and applicable provisions of the
Zoning Code. Therefore, it is staffs opinion that the proposed project is compatible
with the surrounding uses.

Attachments: Draft Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit “A" Draft Findings
Exhibit “B” Draft Conditions of Approval
Staff Report of May 8, 2006

Revised Plans
cc.  Deputy City Manager - Dev. Svs. Director
City Engineer
Fire Protection Analyst
Staff (4)
File (2)
James and Susan Bollinger Cambridge Townhomes HOA
137 Saint Vincent 2335 Elden Avenue
Irvine, CA 92618 Costa Mesa, CA 92627
Douglas and Theresa Hiramoto  Brian and Anastasia Winley
2335 Elden Avenue #D 2335 Elden Avenue #F
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 Costa Mesa, CA 92627
Dana Lavi Christina Otto
2337 Elden Avenue #F 2335 Elden Avenue #A
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 Costa Mesa, CA 92627
[ File Name: 0626B0O600096Appeal | Date: 06/12/2006 [ Time: 11:00 aum.




RESOLUTION NO. PC-06-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
COSTA MESA APPROVING DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DR-06-01 FOR
LEGALIZATION OF A MOBILE HOME AT 2333 ELDEN AVENUE

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY RESOLVES AS
FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, an application was filed by James and Susan Bollinger, authorized agent for Oi
Wah Joe, Herbert Yee, and Susan Bollinger, owners of the real property located at 2333 Elden
Avenue, requesting development review approval to legalize the installation of a mobile home on a
lot with an existing home and a minor modification for a 10-foot wide common driveway; and

WHEREAS, Planning staff issued a letter of denial on March 31, 2006; and

WHEREAS, on April 7, 2006, staff's denial was calied up by Vice Chair Donn Hall for review
by the Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a review of the project on May 8, 2006 and
continued the itemn to the meeting of June 26, 2006; and

WHEREAS, Planning Commission held a hearing of the project on June 26, 2006.

BE IT RESOLVED that, based on the evidence in the record and the findings contained in
Exhibit “A”, the Costa Mesa Planning Commission hereby APPROVES Development Review
DR-06-01 with respect to real property described above.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Costa Mesa Planning Commission does hereby find
and determine that adoption of this Resolution is expressly predicated upon the activity as
described in the Staff Report for Development Review DR-06—-01 and upon applicant’s compliance
with each and all of the conditions contained in Exhibit “B”. Any approval granted by this resolution
shall be subject to review, modification or revocation if there is a material change that occurs in the
operation, or if the applicant fails to comply with any of the conditions of approval.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 26™ day of June, 2006.

Bill Perkins, Chair
Costa Mesa Planning Commission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)ss
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I, R. Michael Robinson, secretary to the Planning Commission of the City of Costa Mesa, do
hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed and adopted at a meeting of the City of
Costa Mesa Planning Commission held on June 26, 2006, by the following votes:

AYES: COMMISSIONERS:
NOES: COMMISSIONERS
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS

ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS

Secretary, Costa Mesa
Planning Commission



DR-06-01 (REVIEW)

EXHIBIT “A”
FINDINGS

A. The proposed mobile home complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section
13-29(e) because:

1. Compatible and harmonious relationship will exist between the proposed
building and the site development, and the building and site
developments that have been approved for the general neighborhood.

2. Safety standards can be applied to the new home to protect the public
health, safety, and general welfare.

3. The proposed mobile home, as modified by the applicant, is consistent
with the Safety Element of the General Plan

4. The proposed mobile home, as modified by the applicant, is consistent
with the Community Design Element of the General Plan. The remodeled
mobile home will be consistent with the prevailing character of existing
development in the immediate vicinity.

B. The information presented complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section
13-29(g)}(6) in that the minor modification for a 10-foot wide common driveway will
not be detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of persons residing or
working within the immediate vicinity of the project or to property and improvements
within the neighborhood. Specifically, adequate vehicle turn-around area is
provided behind the proposed residence. Furthermore, landscaping will be
provided along both sides of the driveway and the reduced driveway width would
afllow more landscape area in the front yard, further softening the appearance of the
street frontage.

C. The project has been reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and the City environmental procedures,
and has been found to be exempt from Section 15303, New Construction of Small
Structures, of CEQA.

D. The project is exempt from Chapter Xll, Article 3, Transportation System
Management, of Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.



DR-06-01 {REVIEW)

EXHIBIT “B”

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL (If project is approved)

Ping.

1.

10.

The applicant shall submit plans to the Building Division for building pfan
check no later than 30 days from this approval date. Furthermore, the
applicant shall work diligently with City staff to obtain the necessary
permits and inspections and 1o complete the project in a timely manner.
Plans submitted for building plan check shall show a six-foot high solid
fence/wall across the front yard, located at a minimum distance of 10
feet from the front property line to screen the mobile home. Any
fence/wall shall conform to the City’s Walls, Fences, and Landscaping
Standards.

A total of seven parking spaces shall be provided to support the two
dwelling units. Parking shall conform to the City’s Parking Design
Standards and the Transportation Division requirements.

The existing driveway shall be resurfaced. To avoid an alley-like
appearance, the driveway shall be developed without a center swale. The
Planning Division shall approve the design of the driveway.

All new and existing improvements (including the existing dwelling unit)
shall be architecturally compatibte with regard to building material, style,
colors, roof form, roof pitch, etc. Specifically, the existing dwelling unit
at the rear of the property shall have the same roof color and same
surface finish color as the proposed dwelling unit. Plans submitted for
building plan check shall indicate how this will be accomplished.

Prior to issuance of building permits, applicant shall contact the US Postal
Service with regard to location and design of mail delivery facilities. Such
facilities shall be shown on the site plan, landscape plan, and/or floor
plan.

Address assignment shall be requested from the Planning division prior to
submittal of working drawings for plan check. The approved address of
individual units shall be blueprinted on the site plan and on all floor plans
in the working drawings.

Location of any air conditioning unit shall require Planning Division
approval. Air conditioning units are typically approved five feet from side
setbacks. Rooftop installation shall be prohibited.

Construction, grading, material delivery, equipment operation, or other
noise-generating activity shall be limited to between the hours of 7 a.m.
and 8 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 8 a.m. and
6 p.m. on Saturday. Noise-generating activity shall not be allowed on
Sunday or Federal holidays. Exceptions may be made for activities that
will not generate noise audible from off-site, such as painting and other
quiet interior work.

The conditions of approval, Code provisions, and Special District
requirements of Development Review DR-06-01 shail be blueprinted on
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Eng.

11.

12.

13.

DR-06-01 (REVIEW)

the face of the site plan as part of the plan check submittal package.

The applicant shall contact the Planning Division to arrange a Planning
inspection of the site prior to the release of occupancy. This inspection
is to confirm that the conditions of approval and Code requirements
have been satisfied.

Maintain the public right-of-way in a “wet-down” condition to prevent
excessive dust and promptly remove any spillage from the public right-
of-way by sweeping or sprinkling.

Dedicate a 3-foot public utility and sidewalk easement behind existing
right-of-way line on Elden Avenue.



PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING DATE: MAY 8, 2006 ITEM NUMBER:

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF PLANNING STAFF’S DENIAL OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DR-06-01
2333 ELDEN AVENUE

DATE: APRIL 27, 2006
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: HANH TRAN, ASSISTANT PLANNER (714) 754-5640

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Request for review of Planning staffs denial to legalize the installation of a mobile
home on a lot with an existing home.

APPLICANT

The review was requested by Vice Chair Donn Hall. The project applicants are James
and Susan Bollinger, representing the property owners, Lai King Yee and Qi Wah Joe.

RECOMMENDATION

Uphold, reverse, or modify Planning staff's denial of DR-06-01, by adoption of Planning
Commission Resolution.

Sk

HANH TRAN R.{MICHAEL ROBINSON,
Assistant Planner A

P
istant Development Svs. Director
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PLANNING APPLICATION SUMMARY

LOCATION: 2333 Elden Avenue APPLICATION: DR-06-01

REQUEST: Legalize the installation of a 1,440 sqg. ft., mobile home with a minor modification for a
11 f. wide driveway.

SUBJECT PROPERTY: SURROUNDING PROPERTY

ZONE: R2-MD NORTH: Surrounding properties
GENERAL PLAN:  Medium Density Residential SOUTH: are R2-MD zoned, and
LoT DIMENSIONS: 66 FT. x 305 FT. EAST: and developed with
LOT AREA: 20,130 SQ. FT. WEST: residences.

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT: A one-story, single-family residence with a detached garage.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD COMPARISON

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD REQUIRED/ALLOWED PROPOSED/PROVIDED
LOT SiZzE;

LoT WIDTH 50 ft. 66 ft.

LoT AREA 12,000 sq. ft. 20,130 sq. ft.
DENSITY:

ZONE 1 du/3,360 sq. ft. 1 duf10,065 sq. ft.

GENERAL PLAN 1 du/3,000 sq. ft.

BUILDING COVERAGE:

BUILDINGS — EXISTING HOME NA 1,950 sq. ft. (10%)

BUILDINGS — EXISTING GARAGE NA 484 sq. ft. (2%)

BUILDINGS — PROPOSED MOBILE HOME NA 1,440 sq. ft. (7%)

PAVING NA 4,236 sq. ft. (21%)

TOTAL 8,110 sq. ft. (40%)

OPEN SPACE 40% (8,052 sq. ft.) 12,020 sq. ft. (60%)
BUILDING HEIGHT — MOBILE HOME: 2 stories/27 ft. 1 story/ approx. 15 ft.
SETBACKS:

FRONT — MOBILE HOME 20 ft. 25 ft.

SIDE (LEFT/RIGHT) — MOBILE HOME 5ft/51t. 10 ft./33 ft.

REAR — MAIN STRUCTURE 20 ft. 66 fi.

REAR — ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 10 ft. 10 fi.
REAR YARD COVERAGE — DETACHED GARAGE: 50% 37%
DISTANCE BETWEEN MAIN BUILDINGS: 10 ft. +50 ft,
PARKING — ENTIRE SITE:

COVERED 2 3

QPEN 4 3

GUEST 1 1

TOTAL 7 spaces 7 spaces

DRIVEWAY WIDTH: 16 ft. 11 ft.*
DRIVEWAY LANDSCAPE: 5 ft. house side; 3 ft. other

side; 10 ft. combined

14 ft. house side: 3 ft. other
side; 17 ft. combined

CEQA STATUS:  Exempt, Class 3, New Construction of Small Structures

FINAL ACTION: Planning Commission

NA = Not Applicable or No Reguirement
*Minor Modification requested




LR-06-01 (REVIEW)

BACKGROUND

State Planning Law

The State Planning, Zoning, and Development Laws (California Government Code
Sections 65852.3 through 65852.5) requires that a City allow the installation of a
manufactured home (i.e. mobile home) certified under the National Manufactured
Housing Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 on a foundation system on lots
zoned for single-family residential dwellings. The City may only impose architectural
requirements to the roof overhang, roof material, and siding material of the
manufactured home itself. However, at the City’s discretion, the City may prohibit
installation of a manufactured home if more than 10 years have elapsed between the
date of the manufacture of the mobile home and the date of the application for issuance
of a permit to install the mobile home on a residential property.

2333 Elden Avenue

The subject mobile home was previously located at the El Morro Village in Newport
Beach, owned by the State of California. The State gave mobile home residents 20
years to vacate the property with an additional five-year extension, which expired in
2004. The applicant submitted a development review application to relocate their
mobile home to the subject property on January 17, 2006. A minor modification to
deviate from driveway width (11 feet proposed; 16 feet required) is also requested.
While the application was being processed, the applicant illegally relocated the mobile
home on the property, removed existing landscaping and mature trees in the front yard,
and began constructing a screen wall.

On March 31, 2006, Planning staff denied Development Review DR-06-01 to legalize
the installation of a mobile home. Planning Commission Vice Chair Donn Hall called up
staff's denial on April 7, 2006, for Planning Commission review.

ANALYSIS

The mobile home was manufactured in 1970; at that time, there were no construction
regulations for mobile homes (construction regulations were not established until
June 15, 1976). Any mobile home manufactured prior to June 15, 1976, is exempt from
Federal, State, and City government review and inspections other than to determine
compliance with electrical, mechanical, heating, and plumbing requirements. [t appears
that because government review and enforcement is limited, California Government
Code Section 65852.3 allows the City to deny the installation of mobile homes if more
than 10 years have elapsed between the date of the manufacture of the mobile home

and the date of the application for the issuance of a permit to install the mobile home.
In this case, 36 years have elapsed.

Staff denied the application primarily because installation of the mobile home is
inconsistent with the Safety Element of the City's General Plan, specifically Goal SAF1,
which protects citizens and properties from injury, damage, or destruction from natural
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DR-06-01 (REVIEW)

and man-made hazards. Installation and structural improvements to the mobile home
without governmental review and inspections could create a man-made safety hazard
because there is no assurance that the installation and improvements are structurally
safe and sound.

Staff also denied the application because allowing installation of the mobile home is
inconsistent with the Community Design Element of the General Plan, specifically
Objective CD-7A.2, because the present condition of the mobile home is not consistent
with the prevailing character of existing development in the immediate vicinity and the
appearance of the mobile home creates a substantial adverse impact on adjacent
areas. The applicant’s original intent was to temporarily place the mobile home at the
site to care for an elderly relative, removing it when the person passed away, which
reinforces staff's assertion that extensive modifications and property improvements may
not be feasible for a temporary structure, especially one this old.

City Code requires a driveway serving more than one dweliing unit to be a minimum 16
feet wide; however, through a minor modification, staff may approve a reduced
driveway width of 10 feet. Since approval of the minor modification for the proposed
11-foot wide driveway is dependent upon the installation of the mobile home, denial of
the maobile home voids the minor modification request.

The applicant submitted a letter shortly after staff's decision was called up for
review by Vice Chair Hall. The letter states that they will make modifications and
additions to the mobile home to improve the visual appearance of the mobile home
to make it look more like a permanent structure. The City Zoning and Building
Codes regulate improvements such as room additions because the additions can be
constructed independent from the mobile home; however, as indicated earlier, the
City cannot regulate improvements that involve structural modifications to the
mobile home itself, including installing a new roof, changing out windows, and
changing siding material.

GENERAL PLAN CONFORMITY

The property has a General Plan Designation of Medium Density Residential. Under
the general plan designation, five units are allowed on the site and two units exist; one
illegally (the mobile home). As a result, the use and density conform to the City's
General Plan; however, as previously discussed, the type of unit is not consistent with
the Safety and Community Design Elements of the General Plan due to its age,
appearance, and condition.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The project is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
under Section 15303 for New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures.



DR-068-01 (REVIEW)

ALTERNATIVES

The Commission has the following alternatives:

1. Uphold staff's denial of the development review, which would require the applicant
fo remove the mobile home from the subject property no later than 30 days from
Planning Commission’s decision date. The applicant will not be able to apply for a
substantially similar project for six months;

2. Overturn staff's denial and approve the installation of the mobile home and minor
modification with appropriate findings and conditions of approval.

CONCLUSION

Staff denied the development review because the mobile home is not compatible with
surrounding properties in the neighborhood due to its appearance, and condition.
Furthermore, the City does not have the authority to regulate the mobile home due to its
age. Since there is no way to insure the safety of the occupants of the mobile home,
staff recommends the denial of the development review be upheld.

Attachments:  Project Description/Justification Form
Draft Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit “A” Draft. Findings
Review Form
Applicant’s Letter
Neighbor Opposition Letters
Development Review Letter
State Planning, Zoning, and Development Laws Excerpt
Exhibit “B” Draft. Conditions of Approval
Photographs of the site
Zoning/Location Map
Plans

CcC: Deputy City Manager - Dev. Svs. Director

City Engineer
Fire Protection Analyst
Staff (4)
File (2)
James and Susan Bollinger Cambridge Townhomes HOA
137 Saint Vincent 2335 Elden Avenue
Irvine, CA 92618 Costa Mesa, CA 92627
Douglas and Theresa Hiramoto Brian and Anastasia Winley
2335 Elden Avenue #D 2335 Elden Avenue #F
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 Costa Mesa, CA 92627
Dana Lavi Christina Otto
2337 Elden Avenue #F 2335 Elden Avenue #A
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 Costa Mesa, CA 92627

[ File Name: 050806B0600036Appeal | Date: 04/26/2006 | Time: 5:00 PM ]
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CITY OF COSTA MESA PLANNING APPLICATION
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION

DR 06 -of
1.  ProeriidMtss:
9333 ELDEN AVENUE  CosTA MESA ¢
2. -huliadesesisepounrequest:
RELOCATE A & BEDRovM  STATE AFPPRW ED
Home To My morier's PROPERTY TO TAKE
HeR As SHE 1S §6 YEARS OLD {Tem
REMOVE »
3. Justification:

A For a Conditional Use Permit or Minor Con
sheet, describe how the proposed use is
permitted in the same general area and h
materially detrimental to other properties in

B. For a variance or Administrative Adjustment: On a separate sheet, describe
the property’s special circumstances, including size, shape, topography,
location or surroundings that deprive the property of privileges enjoyed by
other properties in the vicinity under the identical zoning classification due to
strict application of the Zoning Code.

4, This project is: (check where appropriate)
___Inaflood zone. ____In the Redevelopment Area.

Subject to future street widening. ___In a Specific Plan Area.

Includes a drive-through facility.
(Special notice requirements, pursuant to GC Section 65091 (d))

5. | have reviewed the HAZARDOUS WASTE AND SUBSTANCES SITES LIST
reproduced on the rear of this page and have determined the project:

___Is notincluded in the publication indicated above.

___lIs included in the publication indicated above.

Mrﬁ&méwu /‘ﬁr pLY:

Signature Date '

i5
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CITY OF COSTA MESA

NEVE] anENT QEB‘H’I(‘FQ M SASTLIICR— CITY OF COSTA MESA
P. O. Box 1200
APR 0 7. 2006 Costa Mess, CA 92628-1200 FER: § &P~

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW, APPEAL OR REHEARING

-Ar-r»_lica;t- Nama ;-ii_qe_ C.hv air Dopn Hall - Jp— : — . —

Address __P.Q, Box 1200 Costa Mesa, CaA_ 92428-1 200 _

rhone (714} 754-5245 — . Reprosenting® nfa —
REQUEST FOR: XK ] REVIEW*+* [] APPEAL [ 1 REHEARING

Declrion of whirh raview, anpagi or rehegring is requestad: {alve number of rezone, 20ne axception, ordingnca, eto., if

plicable, and the date of the decision, if known.) DR~06~-01 {2333 Elden Avenue) MNarch 31, 2006

- - L — T

Dacisian hy: __,,3__',':?_{?_ Rapsona for raqueating taview, appoat or reheating: I'ﬂl!ld like the
Planning Comeisgion to review this item. S

LR R L L & . —saug

v( H/fé 2 P (//1 /M |

L4 L

" For offica uss only - do not wrlte below this tine

SCHEDULED FOR THE CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISRION MEETING OF:
If reviaw, appeal or rehearing is for parson or body othar than City Counil/Planning
Commiagion, data of haaring of review, apnasgl or rehigaring;

U youarn sorving as the agant for anativer parsan, plaase idontify tha peracn you raprensmt md provids provt of agoncy.,
"' Raview may he raquestert onky By City Counadl or City Gounell Msmbar
Costa MuassFarms1 {Apptiestion for Aevigw-Appeal. Ruhasring J



RECEIVED

April 6, 2006 CITY OF COSTA M
DEVELOPMFNT cEMancg E§§~ DThare—

City of Costa Mesa, Planning Division

77 Fair Drive APR 07 2006
Costa Mesa, CA 92628

714-754-5245

Atin: Ms. HanhTran, Assistant Planner

Ref: Application for Appeal: Development Review Dr-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave, Fosta Mesa
Dear Ms. Tran,

This Letter is being written to request an appeal to your letter dated March 31, 2006.

;I'he original rush to locate our mobile home on the above address is no longer urgent. Susan’s mother passed away on
Sunday April 2, 2006. Our original goal was to place the mobile home near her mother’s home in order to help in her care.

This is no longer the case. We now wish to include the coach in a design build home. Susan and I request additional time to
hire an architect, meet with planning, and present an amended and far more detailed set of design drawings. We plan to
resurface the driveway as requu'ed, build an all new central area in hbetween the two mobile home halves of between 430 fo
720 square feet, and add an attached 3 car garage. Additional landscaping will be part of the new construction around the
new home, and the vacant area between the new home and the existing home. The tires, wheel, axels, and tongues will 2ll
be removed from the coach and the halves will be mated with the new construction. It will zll be built on a permanent
foundation. The coach’s exterior aluminum siding will be removed (inspection will then be possible) and replaced. New
Exterior windows and doors will replace the existing. There will be new roof and roof lines. When finished the New home
will be built to code and there will be no visible sign of 2 mobile home, either inside or out.

The Cities concemn about age and construction compliance will no longer be an issue. On Page 2, paragraph 3 of the denial
letter Ms. Tran statement that “there was no Construction Regulations for mobile homes in 19707 is incorrect. There are
two different types of approval seals. Ours coach bears the earlier seal which certifies that it was built in compliance of
existing laws of that date. But that will be a mute point since we will be using the carcass of the trailer as building blocks
which will have open walls for framing, water, electrical, drywall, heating and plumbing inspections.

Lastly you wrote of a lack of landscaping and of mature trees being removed from the front yard with out City Approval.
In February, [ started landscaping the front yard. To date the Large Pepper tree which was badly in need of trimming (and
becoming quite dangerous) was irimmed and numerous sucker [imbs were removed. A Bottle Brush bush was removed
from the front area near the old mail box. But neither that bush nor the other offshoots could be considered mature trees.
The soil has been turned, leveled and landscaped. The Existing Chain Link fence has been removed and replaced by a new
Redwood and Grape stake fence which is nearly complete.

At present I am retired. T was a Licensed California General Contractor (Lic. #432942 ) and have worked as Head Softball
Coach for Orange Coast College, Villa Park High School and Mater Dei High School, as well as being past President and
Founder of the American Athletics Girls Fastpitch, Inc. a non profit Corporation dedicated to the training of 10-18 year old
female athletes in the sport of fastpitch softball. We are quite capable of making this project work.

would llke to assure you, the Planning Dlvlsmn and the City of Costa Mesa that when ﬁnlshed the Home will

7¥4-865-7331 (Jim Cell)

Cc: fite 06CMP.itr2
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TRAN, HANH

From: Aminal Lover [AmniLvr@mindspring.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 1:53 PM

To: LAMM, DONALD; ROBINSON, MIKE; BRANDT, KIMBERLY; FLYNN, CLAIRE; ROBBINS,
REBECCA; VETURIS, HILDA; BOUWENS-KILLEEN, WILLA; LEE, MEL, SHIH, WENDY,
TRAN, HANH

Cc: cambridgetownhomeshoa@yahoo.com; Ann Kent; Linda Menk; Pam Nichals

Subject: Development Review DR-06-01
Importance: High

Dear Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

I live at 2337 Elden Ave and I walk my dog everyday and pass 2333 Elden Ave on my walk around the
block. The Trailer parked on the property is an eyesore and I feel it disturbs the quaintness of my
neighborhood.

I noticed in a letter sent from the Bollinger's they stated that they "canvassed the neighborhood" for
approval. This is not true. Cambridge Place HOA @ 2337 Elden had their Board meeting on April 20,
2006 and the trailer parked on 2333 Elden in plain view on the property was an agenda item. No one on
our board has been asked for approval by the Bollingers and we as a Board are sending protest letters
against the the approval for the Bollingers to park their trailer at 2333 Elden Ave.

As I mentioned I walk my dog every night around the block and everyone I have met feel this trailer is
an eyesore and lowers our property values. The fact that they have done many things to this property
with out the proper permits, leads me to believe that they will continue to make changes, build, or
anything on this property without permits, and they will wait until the planning commission or code
enforcement notices the construction and by that time the project could be well on its way to
completion. This does not sit well with me. I needed a permit to install my air conditioner and that was
for the back of my property.

The neighborhood would like to know if there is a specific form or letter we need to write to the
planning commission to voice our concerns of the trailer and the Bollinger's blatant disrespect for Costa
Mesa codes and policies.

Respectfully,
Dana Lavin

Homeowner
2337 Elden Ave

danalavin@mindspring.com

]

04/26/2006



TRAN, HANH

From: Cambridge Townhomes HOA [cambridgetownhomeshoa@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2006 10:58 PM

To: TRAN, HANH

Subject: DR-06-01 2333 Elden

Hahn,

I am writing this note on behalf of the 10 members of my Homeowners
Association, who live adjacent to 2333 Elden. We object to the
proposal to place a mobile home on this property; accordingly, we
support the Costa Mesa Planning Division's recent decision to deny
the application for this project, and we urge the members of the
planning commission to uphold this decision should the matter be
deferred to them for approval.

Cordially,
Greg Horter

Cambridge Townhomes HOA
2335 Elden Ave
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TRAN, HANH

From: tinafo100@sbeglobal.net

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 5:03 PM
To: TRAN, HANH

Subject: {BULK] DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Avenue
Importance: Low

Dear Mr. Tran,

Please note that we, as homeowners at 2335 Elden Avenue, Unit A, Costa
Mesa, CA 92627 are strongly against the City of Costa Mesa allowing a
mobile home to be permitted at 2333 Elden Avenue, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.
It is with great hope and anticipation that you and the City of Costa

Mesa will come to the same conclusion that we and our surrounding
neighbors have come to which is: this attempt to place a mobile home in

our community is not in our best interest.

We wish to be placed on the mailing list for all future correspondence
relating to this matter refering to DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave. Thank
you in advance for your assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,

Christina Otto

SC

04/27/2006



TRAN, HANH

From: Anne Buteyn [ambuteyn@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 10:57 AM

To: TRAN, HANH

Subject: [BULK] Object to proposal DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave
Importance: Low

Dear Hahn Tran,
T am the homeowner of 2335 Elden Ave, Unit C, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

Please note that I object to proposal DR-06-01. As a homeowner in this
neighborhood for over & years now, I strongly believe that placment of a
mobiile home at 2333 Elden Avenue would not be in the best interest of the
current and future property owners in this Costa Mesa area. I also
understand this type of structure has not been allowed in the past in any
similar Costa Mesa neighborhood, and I would encourage you to continue this
type of restriction in the future.

Sincerely,
Bnne Buteyn



TRAN, HANH

From: Douglas Hiramoto [DHiramoto@beldenhutchison.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 9:05 AM

To: TRAN, HANH

Subject: [BULK] DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave

Importance: Low

Dear Hahn Tran,

We are the homeowners at 2235 Elden Avenue, Unit D Costa Mesa, CA 92627, We are strongly
against the City of Costa Mesa allowing a mokile home to be permitted at 2333 Elden Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

As a surrounding neighbor, we strongly believe that a mobile home in our community does
not serve to the best interest for our community in both appearance and value creation.
There are neighbors in our community who have spent hard earned money either upgrading or
building new homes. The mobile home is inconsistent to what is being permitted to be
builk, improved or sanctioned by the City of Costa Mesa. After your review, we strongly
feel that you and the City will come to the same conclusion.

We wish to be placed on the mailing list for all future correspondence relating to this
matter referring to DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave.

Thank you for your quick action to this matter.
Sincerely,

Douglas & Theresa Hiramcoto



TRAN, HANH

From: Anastasia Winley [awinley@winbros.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 12:29 AM

To: TRAN, HANH

Cc: Doug Hiramoto; Cambridge Townhomes HOA; Anne Buteyn; Chris Wakim; Greg And Loni
Horter, Theresa Hiramoto; Christina Otto

Subject: DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave

Dear Hahn Tran,

Please note that we, as homeowners at 2335 Elden Avenue, Unit F Costa
Mesa, CA 92627 are strongly against the City of Costa Mesa allowing a
mobile home to be permitted at 2333 Elden Avenue Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

It is with great hope and anticipation that you and the City of Costa
Mesa will come to the same conclusion that we and our surrcunding
neighbors have come to which is: this attempt to place a mobile home in
our community is mnot in our best interest.

We wish to be placed on the mailing list for all future correspondence
relating to this matter refering to DR-06-01, 2333 Elden Ave. Thank
you in advance for your assistance in this matter.

Respectfully,
Brian and Anastasia Winley

QA5
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CITY OF COSTA MESA

PO BOX 1200 - 77 FAIR ORIVE - CALIFCRNIA S2828-1200

B R o B R e T L A

DEVELOFPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Susan Bollinger
139 Saint Vincent
Irvine, CA 92618

RE: DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DR-06-01
LEGALIZATION OF A MOBILE HOME ON A RESIDENTIAL LOT
2333 ELDEN AVENUE, COSTA MESA

Dear Ms. Bollinger:

Review of the development review for the above-referenced application has been
completed. The application, as described in the attached project description, has been
denied. The decision will become final at 5 p.m. on April 7, 2006 (seven days from the
date of this letler) unless appealed by an affected party (including filing of the necessary
application and payment of the appropriate fee) or is called up for review by a member of
the Planning Commission or City Council.

Since your application has been denied, the mobile home must be removed from the
property within thirty (30) days of final action. Failure to comply with this directive will
result in additional code enforcement citations and/or other abatement actions.

if you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at (714) 754-
5640, between 8 a.m. and 12 noon.

Sincerely,

HANH TRAN

Assistant Planner

Attachments: Project description
Findings

cc.  Gary Wong, Engineering
Jim Golfos, Chief of Code Enforcement
Fire Prolection Analyst
Building Division

Cambridge Townhomes HOA Ms. Lai King Yee/Ot Wah Joe
2335 Elden Avenue 2333 Elden Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 o Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Building Crasion {714) 754-5273 - Code Enforcement {714) 754-5623 - Planning Division {714) 7525245
FAXN [714) 7544856 « TDD (714) 754-5244 «  www C1 oOSta-mesa ca us



DR-06-01
March 31, 2006
Page 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

e The applicant proposes to legalize the installation of a mobile home with a minor
modification to deviate from driveway width (11 feet proposed; 16 feet required)
hecause the driveway wili now serve mare than one dwelling unit.

e During the application process, the applicant illegally placed the mobile home on the
property and removed mature trees without Planning Division approval.

e The proposed mobile home was manufactured in 1970, when there was no
construction regulation for mobile homes. Construction regulations were not
established until June 15, 1976; consequently, Federal, State, or Local government
does not have authority to review and inspect installations of, and improvements to,
mobile homes manufactured prior to that date other than electrical, mechanical,
heating, and plumbing.

» California Government Code Section 65852.3 allows the City to deny installation of the
mobile home if more than 10 years have elapsed between the date of the manufacture
of the mobile home and the date of the application for the issuance of a permit to
install the mobile home.

¢ Allowing installation of the proposed mobile at the subject site is inconsistent with the
Safety Element of the City’'s General Plan. The Safety Element’s goal is to protect
citizens and properties from injury, damage, or destruction from natural and man-made
hazards. |Installation and structural improvemenis o the mobile home without
governmental review can become a man-made hazard because there is no insurance
that the installation and improvements are structurally safe and sound.

+ Allowing installation of the mobile home is inconsistent with the Community Design
Element of the General Plan because the present condition of the mobile home is not
consistent with the prevailing character of existing development in the immediate
vicinity. The unkempt placement of the mobile home and the lack of adequate
landscaping on the property create a substantial adverse impact on adjacent areas.

» Since approval of the minor modification for an 11-foot wide driveway is dependent
upon the installation of the mobile home, denial of the mobile home voids the minor
modification request.

FINDINGS

A. The proposed mobile home does not comply with Costa Mesa Municipal Code
Section 13-29(e) because:

1. Compatible and harmonious relationship does not exist between the
proposed building and the site development, and the building and site
development that have been approved for the general neighborhood.

2. Safety standards cannot be applied to the mobile home to protect the
public health, safety, and general welfare.

3. The proposed mobile home is not consistent with the Safety Element of
the General Plan. Installation and structural improvements cannot be
reviewed and inspected to the mobile home so there is no insurance that
the installation and improvements are structurally safe and sound.

4. The proposed mobile home is not consistent with the Community Design
Element of the General Plan. The present condition of the mobile home
is not consistent with the prev=ilinn character of existing development in



DR-06-01
March 31, 2006
Page 3

the immediate vicinity. The unkempt placement of the mobile home and
the lack of adequate landscaping on the property create a substantial
adverse impact on adjacent areas.

B. The proiect has been reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and the City environmental procedures,

and has been found to be exempt from Section 15303, New Construction of Small
Structures, of CEQA.

C. The project is exempt from Chapter XIl, Article 3, Transportation System
Management, of Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.

24



Planning and Land Use

that local agencies shall use to evaluate proposed secogfd
units on lots zoned for residential use which containfan
existing single-family dwelling.

No additional standards, other than those providgd in
this subdivision or subdivision (a), shall be utilifed or
imposed, except that a local agency may require an agplicant
for a permit issued pursuant to this subdivision fo be an
owner-occupant.

(4) No changes in zoning ordinances or otherprdinances
or any changes in the general plan shall befequired to
implement this subdivision. Any local agencyf may amend
its zoning ordinance or general plan to igcorporate the
policies, procedures, or other provisions applicable to the
creation of second units if these provisiofs are consistent
with the limitations of this subdivision. {

(5) A second unit which conforms tf the requirements
of this subdivision shall not be consigered to exceed the
allowable denstty for the lot upon which it is located, and
shall be deemed to be a residential yse which is consistent
with the existing general plan and foning designations for
the lot. The second units shall gfot be considered in the
application of any local ordinange, policy, or program to
limit residential growth.

(c) No local agency shall faidopt an ordinance which
totatly precludes second unflts within single-family or
multifamily zoned areas ugless the ordinance contains
findings acknowledging phat the ordinance may limit
housing opportunities of fhe region and further containg
findings that specific advgrse impacts on the public health,
safety, and welfare that yould result from allowing second
units within single-faghily and multifamily zoned areas
justify adopting the ogflinance.

(d) A local agghcy may establish minimum and
maximum unit sizg requirements for both attached and
detached second ugfits. No minimum or maximum size for
a second unit, or sjze based upon a percentage of the existing
dwelling, shall foe established by ordinance for either
attached or detfiched dwellings which does not permit at
least an efficiegicy unik to be constructed in compliance with
local developinent standards.

g requirements for second units shall not
e parking space per unit or per bedroom.

ind life safety conditions, or that it is not permitted anywhere
- - ac il

ho-jusisdietion:

be determined in accordance with Chapter 5 {commenci
with Section 66000).

after adoption.

(i) As used in this seciion, the following terms mean:

(1) “Living area,” means the interior fabitable area of a
dwelling unit including basements and/attics but does not
include a parage or any accessory strcture,

(2) “Local agency” means a cipy, county, or city and
county, whether general law or chffrtered.

(3) For purposes of this sectigfi, “neighborhood” has the
same meaning as set forth in §fction 65589.5.

{4} “Second unit” meang an attached or a detached
residential dwelling unfl which provides complete
independent living faciliffes for one or more persons. Tt
shall include permanegf provisions for living, sleeping,
eating, cooking, and ginitation on the same parcel as the
single-family dwellfhg is situated. A second unit also
includes the following:

{A) An efficigpficy unit, as defined in Section 17958.1 of

65852.3. Local manufactured homes zoming

(a) A city, including a charter city, county, or city and
county, shall allow the installation of manufactured homes
certified under the National Maaufactured Housing
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 (42 US.C.
Secs. 5401 et seq.) on a foundation system. pursuant to
Section 18551 of the Health and Safety Code, on lots zoned
for conventional single-family residentizl dwellings. Except
with respect to architectural requirements, a city, including
a charter city, county, or city and county, shall only subject
the manufactured home and the lot on which it is placed w0
the same development standards to which a conventional
single-family residential dweliling on the same lot would be
subject, including, but not limited to, building setback
standards, side and rear yard requirements, standards for
enclosures, access, and vehicle parking, aesthetic

2004 Planning. Zoning, and Development Laws ¢ 105
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requirements, and miarmum square footage requirements.
Any architectural requiremenis imposed on the
manufactured home structure itself, exciusive of any
requirement for any and all additional enclosures, shall be
limited to its roof overhang, roofing maierial, and siding
material. These architectural requirements may be imposed
on manufactured homes even if similar requirements are
not imposed on conventional single-family resideantial
dwellings. However, any architectural requirements for
roofing and siding material shall not exceed those which
wauld be required of conventional single-family dweilings
constructed on the same lot. At the discretion of the local
legislative body, the city or county may preclude installation
ofa manufactured home in zones specified in this section if
more than 10 years have elapsed between the date of
manufacture of the manufactured home and the date of the
application for the issuance of a permit to install the
manufactured home in the affected zone. In no case may a
city, including a charter city, county, or city and county,
apply any development standards that will have the effect
of precluding manufacrured homes from being installed as
permanent residences.

(b) At the discretion of the local legislative body, any
place, building, structure, or other object having a special
character or special historical interest or value, and which
is regulated by a legislative body pursuant to Section 37361,
may be exempted from this section, provided the place,
buiiding, stucture, or other object is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places.

{Added by Stats. 1980, C. 1142; Amended by Stars. 1988,
C. 1571, Amended by Stats. 1994, Ch. 896.)

65852.4. Exemption from reguirement

A city, including a charter city, a county, or a city and
county, shall not subject an application to locate or install a
manufactured home certified under the National
Manufactured Houstrg Construction and Safety Standards
Act of 1974 (42 U.5.C. Sec. 5401 ¢t seq.) on a foundation
system, pursuant to Section 18551 of the Health and Safety
Code, on a lot zoned for a single-family residential dwelling,
to any administrative permit, planning, or development
process or requirement, which is not identical to the
administrative permit, planning, or development process or
requirement which would be imposed on a conventional
single-family residentia! dwelling on the same lot. However,
a city, including a charter city, county, or city and county,
may require the application to comply with the city's,
county’s, or city and county's architectural requirements
permitted by Section 65852.3 even if the architectural
requirements are not required of conventional single-family
residential dwellings.

{Added by Stats. 1988, C. {572}

106+ 2084 Planming, Zoning, and Develapment Laws

65852.5. Mobile home roof overhangs

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 65852.3, no
city, including a charter city, county, or city and county,
may impose size requirements for a roof overhang of a
manufactured home subject to the provisions of Section
65852. 3, unless the same size requirements also would be
imposed on 2 conventional single-family residential dwelling
constructed on the same lot. However, when there are no
size requirements for roof overhangs for both manufactured
hornes and conventional single-family residential dwellings,
a city, including a charter city, county, city and county, may
impose a roof overhang on manufactured homes not to
exceed 16 inches.

(Added by Stats. 1990, Ch. 426; Amended by Stats. {990,
Ch. 1223)

(a) It is the policy of the state to permit breeding and the
maintaining of homing pigeons consistent with the
preservation of public heaith and safety.

(b) For purposes of this section, 2 “homing pigeo
sometimes referred to as a racing pigeon, is a bird of he
order Columbae. It does not fall in the category of “fhwl”
which includes chickens, turkeys, ducks, geese, ang other
domesticaied birds other than pigeons.

{Added by Stars. 1990, Ch. 329; Amended by

Ch. 1091)

65852.7. Mobile home parks

A maobilehome park, as defined in Secfion 18214 of the
Health and Safety Code, shall be deemg a permitted land
use on all land planned and zoned fofresidential land use
as designated by the applicable ggheral plan; provided,
however, that a city, county, or a city' and county may require
a use permit. For purposes of tfis section, “mobilehome
park” also means a mobilehorg®e development constructed
according to the requirementsff Part 2.1 (commencing with
Section 18200) of Division 1A of the Health and Safety Code,
and tntended for use and sgle as a mobilehome condominium
or cooperative park, as a mobilehome planned unit
development. The profisions of this section shall apply to

a city, including a chgfter city, a county, or a city and county.

s now living in mobilehome parks, and narrows
g options open to many other Californians who

inate the distinctions between mobilehome park
elopments and conventional forms of residential land

=y



CITY OF COSTA MESA

P.O.BOX 1200 - 77 FAIR DRIVE - CALIFORNIA 92623-1200

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

FOR ATTACHMENTS NOT INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT,

PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIV. AT (714)754-5245.

Building Division (714) 754-5273 = Code Enforcement (714) 754-5623 - Planning Division (714) 754-5245
FAX {714) 7544856 - TDD (714} 754-5244 + www ci costa-mesa.ca.us



