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NOTICE OF PROPOSED
VARIANCE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the El Cajon City Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at 7:00 p.m., Monday,
January 11,2010, in the City Council Chambers, 200 Civic Center Way, El Cajon, CA, to consider: VARIANCE NO. 954,
as submitted by Debbie Barker, requesting to exceed the 42-inch height limitation within the exterior yard area adjacent to
Nothomb Street with a six-foot tall solid wood fence at the back of the sidewalk. The subject property is located on the
west side of Nothomb Street between Dumar and Markerry Avenues, and is addressed 530 Nothomb Street.

Any person interested in the above item may appear and speak before the Planning Commission. If you challenge this
matter in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues that you or someone else raised at the public hearing, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Commission at, ot prior to, the public hearing.

If you have any questions, or wish any additional information, please contact NOAH ALVEY at (619) 441-1773 or via
email at nalvey@ci.el-cajon.ca.us and reference “VAR 954" in the Subject line.
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P.C. -VAR 854
Attachment 10
Application

CITY OF EL CAJON @ PLANNING DIVISION @ (619) 441-1741
VARIANCE APPLICATION NO. /

s

*Applicant’'s Name: \ Enpail B \‘\Ei,\q e

pddress: 5% NoT ot =) GANoN. CA Q‘ZGH
Street No. Cnty - state Zip

Phone:(322)_gz4 =L 10 (u:

.[:piz,/{ 4/{ ‘,/_, // J(‘*_y J(“ﬁg_Jg ’%l} ) ‘A
*Property Owner's Name: "D eo® VB

stax No. ( )

address: 520 Npviore B 1L CATDN Cpe 20\
Street No. . City State Zip
Phone(%”;) At adl) (p\Ow\JCPK Fax

j’/*/ T ADB%D [ HoMES WVV
PROPERTY OWNER'S SIGNATURE
*Architect, Engineer or other apphcant representative:

L\l wegetr  Copprpss License NO.

T ALAN Tv\mquya&ér/&,soi TRC

Address: A-4= 3 CA\“mQ =vbd = L OnioN (o Az020)
Street No. City N State Zip

Phone: (01 )_=88 - 207 FaxNo. (|9 ) 288 4=5"7

Subject property is located on the N%ﬂ“y side of N'OH\OMB 5’?‘.

between Duwar Pue and M&\/Kev’wﬁ /Awe. .
and addressed as 230 MO"H\UY‘UO 6%»
Assessors Parcel No. £ 1| — — A\~ (B 00

Existing Zoning: ‘{2' \“ (0
General Plan Designation: Loty AQ;/\Q—,LWQ\\ ree i dev el (@{y@ ;‘Q:\

cequUEsT: Keduce. Side yurd é@Hocwﬁ ond  excede fence h@\gk‘“ﬁ“ lmiT
L ecletor Side yaud. ‘

NOTE: ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS ON BACK
*These individuals will receive a copy of the staff report if their complete address is glven
CITY USE ONLY

Date Filed: _W-{2-09 Agenda Date: - 1L-10
Received by: __ DL Within SP 1827 (OJ YesﬁNo

Updated: 03/04/2008
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pP.C.~VAR 854
Attachment 11
Disclosure Statement

DISCLOSURE_STATEMENT

DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN OWNERSHIP INTERESTS ON
L REQUIRE DISCRETIONARY ACTION ON THE PART OF
NING COMMISSION AND ALL OFFICIAL BODIES

APPLICANT'S STATEMENT OF
ALL APPLICATIONS WHICH WIL
THE CITY COUNCIL, PLAN

The following information must be disclosed:

List the names and addresses of all persons having a financial interest in the

1.
application.
CEpEE BARKEER

List the names and address of all persons having any ownership interest in the

ry i lved.
Propey BTE S B ARKER

) above is a corporation or partnership, list the

2. If any person identified pursuant to (1
than 10% of the shares in the

names and addresses of all individuals owning more
corporatiﬂw 77]§wning any partnership interest in the partnership.
LA

uant to (1) above is a trust, list the name and address of

3. If any person identified purs
tor of the trust.

any person serving as trustee or beneficiary or trus

/4

ted more than $250 worth of business with any
missions, Committees and Council within th past

use of any such person? Yes No _
ransactions or gifts.

4. Have you or your agents transac
member of City staff, Boards, Com

twelve months or $500 with the spo
If yes, please indicate person(s), dates, and amounts of such t

partnership, joint venture, syndicate,

“Any individual, proprietorship, firm,
organization or

“Person” is defined as
tion, committee, and any other

business trust, company, corporation, associa
group of persons acting in concert.” Gov't Code §82047.

{

¥

TWM&/ ol

/Signaturé of applicant / dafte

A TERHE AN EE-.
Print or type name of applicant

NOTE: Atftach appropriate names on additional pages as necessary.

Updated: 03/04/2008
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE
EL CAJON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 11, 2010

VARIANCE NO. 954

This was a public hearing on a request to exceed the 42-inch height limitation
within the exterior yard area of a single-family dwelling. The subject property is
located on the west side of Nothomb Street between Dumar and Markerry
Avenues, and is addressed 530 Nothomb Street. :

APN: 511-461-13

General Plan: Low Density Residential (LR)
Zoning: Residential One-Family (R-1-6)
Applicant: Debbie Barker / 619.442.6383

Project Planner: Noah Alvey / 619.441.1773

SHUTE outlined the staff report. He noted that a variance is a unique procedure
where five findings must be satisfied.

SOTTILE announced the public hearing is open and invited any speakers to the
podium.

Mrs. Shirley JOHNSON, 1526 Norran Avenue, El Cajon, CA, noted that she has
lived there since 1960. She said that the previous owner, Bill Day, installed the
fence. She emphasized that they collected 30-35 signatures on a petition and
there were no objections to the fence. The only complaint is from a neighbor
(Mrs. Dottie MORRIS).

Mr. Humbert CABRERA, 8701 Golf Drive, Spring Valley CA, is the architect
representing the owners. He recalled the Planning Commission meeting that
addressed this issue several years ago. He noted the orientation of the property
and noted that the Commission said there is not to be a fence built within more
than 42 inches high in the front yard setback. He emphasized their request meets
the rules of the Commission and they do not have a fence that is more than 42
inches in the front yard setback.

[He requested additional time and the Chairman granted one additional minute.]
He addressed safety concerns and mentioned that there is not a problem with
this property because when someone drives out of their driveway they could see
oncoming traffic or pedestrians. He hoped that the Commission takes into
consideration the neighbor’s repercussion when it makes its decision.

Planning Commission 1 January 11, 2010
Excerpts of Minutes
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE
EL CAJON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 11, 2010

AMBROSE recalled when the Commission approved it before they
recommended a 15-foot (front) exterior yard setback and that the location of a
fence was an issue. He did not support a fence along the property line.

CABRERA noted that he didn't know why the building inspector approved it.
SHUTE noted that from evidence of the photos you could tell the fence had been
there for some time and staff does not know when it was erected. He said that it
was not probably present at time of final inspection as a planning staff member
would have had to final the project after a building inspector’s review.

BALES asked what was his major reason to support the variance, and
CABRERA replied that in other jurisdictions if a neighbor does something illegal,
there is usually retaliation from the other, and the cycle continues. Other
jurisdictions usually provide some leeway in these instances.

Mrs. Debbie BARKER, 530 Nothomb Street, EI Cajon, CA 92019, was the
applicant. She noted that she is the fourth owner of the house and the fence was
there since 1994. Thirty-six of her neighbors don't object to the fence. She
addressed the concerns of visibility and safety and mentioned there is hardly any
~ traffic on the street. She asked that the Commission grant the variance and
permit the fence.

SOTTILE noted that the Commission was upholding the code and believed they
should comply with code.

MROZ asked if the applicant could move the fence back 15 feet to comply with
the code. She replied that it would significantly diminish the size of her yard. She
initially bought the house for the rather large back yard. The yard gives her
privacy and safety. She stated that crime statistics and burglaries have increased
in her neighborhood.

Mrs. Dottie MORRIS, 500 Nothomb Street, EI Cajon, CA 92019, is the neighbor
on the north side of the subject property. She noted that she objects to the fence.
She had to take her fence down because the driveway was part of an easement.
She noted disputes between both her sons and the applicant's sons. She
objected to the original fence when it was expanded to the sidewalk from the
previous property owner and would not allow her children to play there due to
safety concerns. She emphasized that there are small children that go to a
neighboring school and is concerned about their safety.

Planning Commission 2 January 11, 2010
Excerpts of Minutes
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EXCERPTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE
EL CAJON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 11, 2010

No other speakers approached the podium.

Motion was made by AMBROSE, seconded by BALES to close the public
hearing; carried 5-0.

CIRCO addressed safety concerns that a large fence diminishes visibility
drastically.

AMBROSE reiterated his previous comments. He sympathized with the applicant
but couldn't support this request. SOTTILE noted that the applicant could appeal
to the City Council.

Motion was made by MROZ, seconded by CIRCO, to adopt the proposed
Resolution No. 10591 denying Variance No. 954; carried 5-0.

SHUTE informed the audience that the appeal period for this item ends at 5 p.m.,
Monday, January 25, 2010. '

Planning Commission 3 January 11, 2010
Excerpts of Minutes Q‘{ ‘
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
APPEAL OF VARIANCE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that at 7:00 p.m., Tuesday, March 23, 2010 the £l Cajon City Councit will hold a public
hearing in the City Council Chambers, 200 Civic Center Way, El Cajon, CA, to consider:

AN APPEAL OF VARIANCE NO. 954, as submitted by Deborah Barker, requesting to exceed the 42-inch height
limitation within the exterior yard area of a single-family dwelling. The subject property is located on the west side of
Nothomb Street between Dumar and Markerry Avenues, and is addressed 530 Nothomb Street.

On January 11, 2010, the Planning Commissioh adopted Resolution No. 10591, denying Variance No. 8954, if you have
any questions or wish any additional information about the project, please contact NOAH ALVEY at (619)441-1773 orvia
email at nalvey@ ci.el-cajon.ca.us and reference “VAR 954" in the Subject line.

The public is invited to attend and participate in this public hearing. If you challenge the matter in court, you may be limited
to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice or in written
correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. The City of El Cajon encourages the
participation of disabled individuals in the services, activities, and programs provided by the City. Individuals with
disabilities who require reasonable accommodation in order to participate in the City Council meetings should contact the
City Clerk’s Office at (619) 441-1763.

At




03/23/2010
ITEM 101

Documents Submitted By Appellant: Deborah Barker

1. Legal Opinion

2. Site Plan — 2 pages

3. Planning Commission Resolution No. 9274
4. Planning Commission Resolution No. 9473
5. Planning Commission Resolution No. 9690

6. Copies of “Petition to Let Fence Stand”

7. Photographs (in color, for Council and Staff)

H:\Forms\Documents ~ Variance No. 954 a qa
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Williamson & Brown
4404 Caminito Cuarzo
San Diego, CA 92117
March 11, 2010

City Council

City of El Cajon

200 Civic Center Way

El Cajon, CA 92020

Re:  Owner: Debbie Barker
Resolution No. 10591
Property Address: 530 Nothomb Street, Kl Cajon, CA

{ssue: Height and Location of Rear Yard Fence
Complainant: Ms. Morrison
Address: 500 Nothomb Street, El Cajon, CA

This Legal Opinion is submitted on behalf of Ms. Debbie Barker, owner of the property
located at 530 Nothomb Street, El Cajon, This fivm was asked to review the issue of
whether a 6 foot fence installed along the rear property line (over 18 years ago) constitutes
a violation of § 7.64.220 of the zoning regulations of the City of El Cajon.

Factual Background: .

This raatter arises out of a spat between neighbors who share a common driveway. Ms,
Barker’s neighbor (Ms. Morrison) filed a complaint with code enforcement after she (Ms.
Morrison) was forced to remove a spite fence she installed in the middle of the driveway
easerent she shared with Mrs. Barker. The spite fence was constructed when Ms. Barker
obtained a Restraining Order against Ms. Morrison and her sons to curb ongoing verbal
abuse and harassment. Since the Restraining Ovder was issued, we can assume that Ms.
Morrison and her sons had engaged in sufficiently egregious behavior as to warrant the
court’s jntervention.

Withijn a few days after Ms. Morrison was forced to remove the spite fence by code
enforcement, the neighbor complained that Ms. Barker's rear fence violated zoning
regulations and that it created a safety hazard. Ms. Morrison haslived in her home since
the property was constructed (approx. 1993). Ms. Morrison never complajned about the
fence before, but once Ms, Barker obtained the Restraining Order and forced her to remove
the spite fence it suddenly became a health and safety issue for her adultsons. There have
never been any complaints from any of the neighbors about the rear yard fence and in fact,
Ms. Barker has collected over 40 signatures of other owners in the neighborhood, including
the neighbor living immediately adjacent to the fence as evidence of that fact. All of the
other neighbors agree that fence is not and never has been artissue, let alone a safety issue.
ltis not hard to see that this matter is more about retaliation, than it is about zoning.

1
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$552747885 Williamaon and Brown 06:53:14a.m 01-01-2000 313

The record reflects that Ms. Barker’s home was developed, and the fence in question was ‘
constructed in accordance with a Special Development Plan No. 446 that was approved by
the City of El Cajon on or about January 27,1992 According to the Specific Plan, Ms.
Barket’s property was to be constructed so that its front yard faced a driveway thatcuts
between two interior facing Jots. In this case, what would traditionally have been
designated side yard lines are now front and rear boundary lives. The houge was rotated
around, one turn, i.e. 90 degrees counterclockwise so that it faces the access easement. The
right side of the house faces the street. '

The minutes taken from the public hearing approving the Specific Plan reflect that the City
Council backed away from requiring Ms. Barker's Jot to have two front yard setbacks. At
page 26 the minutes reflected a discussion between Council and the developer in which the
Council realized that “Staff was treating the side yard as a second frontyard..” After some
discussion Council approved the layout of the lot recognizing the front yard (exteriot
setback) to be the line facing the driveway off of Notho mb.

According to the zoning regulations, a 6 foot fence is permitted along the rear boundary
line'of a property. ln this case, that is exactly what has been done. The fence in question
was constructed within the rear boundary and side yard boundary lines.! Accordingly, the
City is without authority to unilaterally change the map and re-orient the house after the
building permits have been issued and the house has been constructed. The permits vested
and the right of Ms. Barker to maintain her fence on theline that the City designated as the
rear Jot line would constitute a violation of Ms. Barker’s property rights.

[n summary, the tatter is not about a zoning code violation, as 1o such violation has
occurred. Nothing has changed since the plans were approved and the homes and fences
were constructed over 18 years ago. All that has happened is thatone neighbor is looking
to use the City and waste precious public resources in order to retaliate against her
neighbor. This is a private matter, and should be left to the individual homeowners to
resolve. :

Sin

Michelle Brown
williamson & Brown

Cc: Ms. Debbie Barker

e

! For purposcs of discussion in response to Ms. Barker's application for 3 variance, Stalf have attempted to re-
designate the lotas a "reverse corner ot In paintof fact, the house ishoton a veoener” so {Lis not per se, a
“reverse corner lot” Code § 17.04.600 defincs a "Cornet Lot” as a lot situated at the in tersection of two ot
more streets. Code § 17.04.1030 defines as "Strect” as & thoroughfare not lest than 30 feot wide that is
dedicated to public use. The private driveway is not  “Street” therefore, the lotis noton a corner.
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RESOLUTION NO. 9274

ARESOLUTION GRANTING VARIANCE 924 TO ALLOW AN
INCREASE IN THE MAXIMUM FENCE HEIGHTUP TO 8 FT.
IN THE R-P (RESIDENTIAL PROFESSIONAL) ZONE; APN
487-331-14 & -15; LUC 6516; GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION: MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL.

WHEREAS, the El Cajon City Planning Commission duly advertised and held a
public hearing on May 3, 1999, to consider Variance 924 as submitted by Littlefield/Carroll
for Willie Carroll Enterprises, Inc., requesting to exceed maximum 6 ft. fence height in the
R-P (Residential Professional) zone on property located on north side of West Lexington
Avenue between Van Houten Avenue and El Cajon Boulevard, and addressed as 444 W.
Lexington Avenue; and

WHEREAS, the following findings of fact have been made in regard to said
variance:

1. The applicant spoke in favor and no one spoke in opposition, as recorded in the
Planing Commission minutes.

2. The proposed project is exempt from environmental review in accordance with
Sectton 156303 of CEQA Guidelines. :

3. The Planning Commission determined that said variance should be granted subject

to certain conditions and for the following reasons:

A. The location of a drainage channel adjacent to the subject property and-the .

alleged security problems are considered unusual and extraordmary
circumstances.

B. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a
substantial property right possessed by other property with similar zoning.
The security of the residents being cared for on this property is affected by
the lack of a sufﬁc/lentiyhigh fence along the northerly and westerly property
lines. In addltlomjlef similar variances have been granted within a zone
that is similar to the zoning on the ‘subject property.

C. The granting of the requested variance will not be detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to the property orimprovements in such vicinity and zone
in which the property is located as long as the applicant complies with the
conditions of approval.

D.  The granting of this variance will not adversely affect the comprehensive
General Plan.

4§



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings of fact, the
El Cajon City Planning Commission hereby GRANTS Variance 924 to allow anincrease in
the maximum fence height up to 8 ft. on the above described property, subject to the
following conditions:

1. Prior to the installation of the 8-ft.-high fence, the applicant shall obtain a building
permit from the Building Division and shall comply with the requirements indicated in
comments dated 3/26/99.

2. Prior to the installation of the 8-ft.-high fence, the applicant shall comply with all
requirements of the Fire Dept. indicated in comments dated 3/25/99.

249



PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon City Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held May 3, 1999, by the following vote:

AYES JIHAD, TURNER, AMBROSE, KENDRICK, BUTCHER

NOES :  NONE
ABSENT: NONE

Vickie BUTCHER, Chairperson

ATTEST:

James S. GRIFFIN, Secretary

ASD



RESOLUTION NO. 9473

A RESOLUTION GRANTING VARIANCE 929 FOR A SIX-FOOT-HIGH
WALL WITHIN THE FRONT SETBACK IN THE PRD-LOW (PLANNED
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT-LOW) ZONE; APN 400-250-15;
EXISTING LUC 9110, PROPOSED LUC 1110A; GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION: MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL.

WHEREAS, the El Cajon City Planning Commission duly advertised

and held a public hearing on January 22, 2001 to consider Variance
929 as submitted by San Diego Interfaith Housing Foundation
requesting a six-foot-high wall within the front setback, in the
PRD-TLow (Planned Residential Development-Low) zone on property
located on the west side of East Main Street between Sydney Terrace
and Lavala Lane, and addressed as 1958 E. Main Street; and

WHEREAS, the following findings of fact have been made in
regard to saild variance: . ’

1. Two persons spoke in favor, one person sought clarification
and no one spoke in opposition, recorded in the Planning
Commission minutes.

2. The staff has prepared a proposed Negative Declaration for
Planned Residential Development 54 and Tentative Subdivision
Map 495 which are companion items and which indicates that the
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the
environment; and '

3. The City has circulated draft documents which reflect its
independent judgment as required by Section 21082.1 -of the
Public Resources Code; and

4. The Planning Commission adopted the proposed Negative
Declaration for Planned Residential Development 54  and
Tentative Subdivision Map 495, finding that it has been
completed in compliance with CEQA and the State Guidelines;
and

5. The Planning Commission determined that said variance should
be granted, subject to certain conditions and for the
following reasons:

A There are exceptional circumstances associated with the
request because of the irregularly shaped property.

B. This variance is necessary for the preservation and
enjoyment of a substantial property right possessed by
other property in the same vicinity and zone. Many
recently approved PRD projects have received the maximum
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NOW,
of fact,

number of dwelling units allowed per acre. Subject
proposal 1s less than that recommended by the General

Plan for this property.

The granting of the requested variance will not be
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the
property or improvements in such vicinity and zone in
which the property is located. The proposed wall within
the front setback will have little to no affect on the
surrounding properties. The location of the proposed wall
will not affect wvisibility for drivers exiting the
subject property.

The granting of this variance will not adversely affect
the comprehensive General Plan.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings
the E1 Cajon City Planning Commission hereby GRANTS

Variance 929 for a six-foot-high wall within front setback, in the

PRD-Low

(Planned Residential Development-Low) zone on the above

“described property, subject to the following conditions:

1. Approval of the two companion items, PRD 54 and TSM 495.

2. Any future construction on the subject property shall conform

to all other development standards including setbacks in the
PRD-Low zone.

3. The wall shall reflect the serpentlne design shown on the
proposed PRD 54 site plan.

4. The City Council shall concur with the Plannlng Commission
decision on Variance 929.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the El Cajon City Planning Commission at
a regular meeting held January 22, 2001, by the following vote:

AYES: BUTCHER, JIHAD, AMBROSE, TURNER, KENDRICK
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: NONE

Gary KENDRICK, Chairman

ATTEST :

James S. GRIFFIN, Secretary
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RESOLUTION NO. 9690

A RESOLUTION GRANTING WITHDRAWAL OF VARIANCE 937 FOR A
FENCE/WALL GREATER THAN 42 INCHES IN HEIGHT IN THE FRONT
SETBACK IN THE R-S-14 (RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN 14,000 SQ. FT.)
ZONE; APN 497-250-08; LUC 1111A; GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
LOW-LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL.

WHEREAS, the El Cajon City Plannihg Commission duly advertised and held a

public hearing on August 12 and continued public hearings on August 26 and September
30, 2002, to consider Variance 937 as submitted by Lee, requesting a fence/wall greater
than 42 inches in height in the front setback in the R-S-14 (residential suburban 14,000 sq.
ft.) zone on property located on the west side of Avenida Cherylita between Horizon Hills
and a dead end, and addressed as 1784 Avenida Cherylita; and

WHEREAS, the following findings of fact have been made in regard to said
variance: '

1. At the meeting of August 12, 2002, the applicant spoke and requested a
continuance for a full commission (Commissioners Ambrose and Butcher were
absent on 8/12/02); at the meeting of August 26, 2002, the applicants spoke in favor
and submitted drawings and no one spoke in opposition; and no one spoke at the
meeting of September 30, 2002, but the applicant had submitted a letter requesting
withdrawal, as recorded in the Planning Commission minutes; and "

2. The project is exempt from environmental review in accordance with Section 15305
of CEQA Guidelines.

3. The Planning Commission determined that said variance shou‘ld be withdrawn for
the following reasons:

A. The applicant can construct a combination retaining wall and wrought iron
fence at a height acceptable to the applicant without a variance.

B. There was no basis to grant the requestéd variance.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that based upon said findings of fact, the
El Cajon City Planning Commission hereby GRANTS WITHDRAWAL of Variance 937 fora
fence/wall greater than 42 inches in height in the front setback in the R-S-14 (Residential
Suburban 14,000 Sq. Ft.) zone on the above-described property.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the EI Cajon City Planning Commission at a regular
meeting held September 30, 2002, by the following vote:

AYES: BURGERT, AGURS, AMBROSE, BUTCHER, TURNER
NOES: NONE
ABSENT: NONE

Debra TURNER, Chair

ATTEST:

James S. GRIFFIN, Secretary
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PETITION TO LET FENCE STAND

The City of E1 Cajon Code Enforcement received a complaint that the side yard/back yard fence of my property
at 530 Nothomb Street was in violation of the Municipal Code for being too high to be situated against the
sidewalk. The solution to remedy this violation is to either cut the fence down to 42" or to move the fence back
10 feet.

The other option to remedy this violation is to file for a variance to let the fence stand as itis. Iam in the proces‘s
of filing for the variance, and I am asking for signatures of those neighbors who agree that the fence is not-2
nuisance, nor does it create a problem for anyone. ' .

By signing this petition you agree that you support the decision to allow the fence to remain as it stands.
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PETITION TO LET FENCE STAND

The City of El Cajon Code Enforcement received a complaint that the side yard/back yard fence of my property
at 530 Nothomb Street was in violation of the Municipal Code for being too high to be situated against the
sidewalk. The solution to remedy this violation is to either cut the fence down to 42" or to move the fence back
10 feet.

The other option to remedy this violation is to file for a variance to let the fence stand as itis. Iam in the process
of filing for the variance, and I am asking for signatures of those neighbors who agree that the fence is not a
nuisance, nor does it create a problem for anyone.

By signing this petition you agree that you support the decision to allow the fence to remain as it stands.
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PETITION TO LET FENCE STAND

The City of El Cajon Code Enforcement received a complaint that the side yard/back yard fence of my property
at 530 Nothomb Street was in violation of the Municipal Code for being too high to be situated against the
sidewalk. The solution to remedy this violation is to either cut the fence down to 42" or to move the fence back
10 feet.

The other option to remedy this violation is to file for a variance to let the fence stand as itis. I am in the proicess
of filing for the variance, and I am asking for signatures of those neighbors who agree that the fence is not a
nuisance, nor does it create a problem for anyone.

By signing this petition you agree that you support the decision to allow the fence to remain as it stands.
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PETITION TO LET FENCE STAND

The City of E1 Cajon Code Enforcement received a complaint that the side yard/back yard fence of my property
at 530 Nothomb Street was in violation of the Municipal Code for being too high to be situated against the
sidewalk. The solution to remedy this violation is to either cut the fence down to 42" or to move the fence back
10 feet.

The other option to remedy this violation is to file for a variance to let the fence stand as itis. I am in the process
of filing for the variance, and 1 am asking for signatures of those neighbors who agree that the fence is not a

nuisance, nor does it create a problem for anyone.

By signing this petition you agree that you suppoft the decision to allow the fence to remain as it stands, |
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PETITION TO LET FENCE STAND

The City of El Cajon Code Enforcement received a complaint that the side yard/back yard fence of my property
at 530 Nothomb Street was in violation of the Municipal Code for being too high to be situated against the
sidewalk. The solution to remedy this violation is to either cut the fence down to 42" or to move the fence back

10 feet.

The other dption to remedy this violation is to file for a variance to let the fence stand as it is. am in the process
of filing for the variance, and I am asking for signatures of those neighbors who agree that the fence is not a
nuisance, nor does it create a problem for anyone. ~

~ By signing this petition you agree that you support the decision to allow the fence to remain as it stands.
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1. Picture of 530 Nothomb Street, 10/08, when I first placed an offer on the
property. Southwesterly frontal view. '

2. Prior to purchase (escrow closed on 01/28/09). Picture of the east facing view
of the backyard/patio area depicting both sliding glass doors, kitchen window,
storage area and front of the backyard. 261



n of the house. Three mature palm trees in

3. Front view of the southeast portio
View looking toward the

the front yard, bordering the fence of the back yard.
west. The palm trees are approximately 40 feet tall.

g

4. View facing south from the front yard of the house. Three mature m trees
against the north fence of the enclosed storage area.
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5. View of the fence foundation against the sidewalk of Nothomb Street,
wrapping at the corner of the shared property line with 550 Nothomb Street.

6. View of the fence, wrapped from the Nothomb Street side, from the neighbors
at 550 Nothomb Street. View is looking northbound from 550 Nothomb Street. 22



7. Mature palm trees on the north side of the north fence (front yard) of the
storage area of my back yard. Picture taken northerly.

8. Northeast view of the northeast corner of the back yard. The gate to the left
of the picture leads into the enclosed storage area. 24



9. Inside view of the storage area, through the gate of the back yard. The paver
bricks are set in concrete.

10. Back yard view from the northwest corner of the back yard, looking to the _
east, on the front side of the property at 530 Nothomb Street. 205



11. North facing view of the back of the house. Patio door leads into the family
room. The window is over the kitchen sink. Picture is taken from the backyard.

The storage area can be seen to the right of the photo.

12. Overall view of the north facing view of the back/patio area of the house. Qb



13. Picture of my fence board punched in by Johnny Radecliff (500 Nothomb
Street).

14. Picture of the barrier erected, at the suggestion of the El Cajon police officer
who responded to the scene, by the residents of 500 Nothomb Street, taken from

the driveway of 530 Nothomb Street, facing northeasterly. a(or’



15. Picture of the barrier erected by the residents of 500 Nothomb Street, taken
from the driveway of 530 Nothomb Street, facing north.

cted by the residents of 500 Nothomb Street, taken

16. Picture of the barrier ere
treet, facing southwesterly. 1A

from the sidewalk in front of 500 Nothomb S



