
CeQA and Variance Findings
CEQA
The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that the project is Categorically Exempt from environmental
review pursuant to the provisions of Section 15305 of the California Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines and Section 18.36.070 of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 5,
Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations). Furthermore, the Board hereby finds that there has
been no new information, nor has there been changes in circumstances to the Project which
would change the CEQA determination (CEQA Guidelines § 15162.)

VARIANCE:
1. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including the heavy

tree coverage, the steep slope of the property, and the canyon on-site. 'Approximately
90 percent of the project site contains slopes ranging from 30 to 50 percent. which
increases towards the east of the property, and therefore, a majority of the subject
property is unsuitable for the construction of a residence. Additionally, the site contains
heavy tree coverage, with approximately 80 percent of the project site covered with
trees, which also limits the availability of a suitable building site. Although there may
appear to be other buildable areas on-site, these areas are developed with sewage
disposal leach lines and repair areas.

In addition, there are special circumstances associated with the location and use of the
road easement to the subject property. The easement runs along and terminates on a
small portion of the subject property and the neighboring parcel to the southeast.
Should this portion o(the easement be improved in the future for access to the adjoining
lot, there would only be three parcels taking access from this section of the easement
and it is unlikely that the existing residence on the subject parcel would have a negative
impact to the potential improvement of the easement.

Therefore, the granting of the Variance to allow for a reduced front yard setback to the
road easement would not negatively impact the community, nor does it create a situation
in the future that would negatively impact the adjoining parcel which may utilize that
portion of the road easement running along the subject property.

Because of such circumstances, the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance has been
found to deprive the subject property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the
vicinity and under identical zone classifications.

2. It is the Board of Supervisor's determination that the granting of this Variance will not
constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other
properties in the vicinity and in the same zone district as the structure is a 2,992 square
foot single-family dwelling which is an allowed use within the Residential Forest zone
district.

3. The Variance does not authorize a use that is not otherwise allowed in the zone district,
given that residential uses are allowed within the Residential-Forest zone district.

4. The granting of this Variance does not, under the circumstances and conditions applied
in this particular case, adversely affect public health or safety, is not materially
detrimental to the public welfare, nor injurious to nearby property or improvements, given
the subject property is 20 acres in size and the house is positioned such that it will not
negatively affect neighboring properties. Additionally, the distance of the house from
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neighboring residences and property lines allows sufficient area to meet fire-safe
standards.

5. The Variance is consistent with the Placer County General Plan.

Variance Conditions of Approval

1. Approval of this Variance (PVAAT20080229) allows for a front yard setback of 30 feet
from the edge of easement of Ridge View Road in order to bring the existing residence
into compliance with County code.

2. The applicant shall obtain all necessary approvals by required special districts prior to
building permit issuance, including the Foresthill Fire Protection District.

3. The applicant shall remove the mobile home located on subject property 064-141-034
prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

4. The applicant shall, upon written request of the County, defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless the County of Placer, the County Board of Supervisors, and its officers, agents,
and employees, from any and all actions, lawsuits, claims, damages, or costs, including
attorneys fees awarded by a court, arising out of or relating to the processing and/or
approval by the County of Placer of that certain development project known as the Hilt
Variance. The applicant shall, upon written request of the County, payor, at the County's
option, reimburse the County for all costs for preparation of an administrative record
required for any such action, including the costs of transcription, County staff time, and
duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to appear in and defend any such
action on its own behalf regardless of any tender under this provision. This indemnification
obligation is intended to include, but not be limited to, actions brought by third parties to
invalidate any determination made by the County under the California Environmental
Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) for the Project or any decisions
made by the County relating to the approval of the Project. Upon request of the County,
the applicant shall execute an agreement in a form approved by County Counsel
incorporating the provisions of this condition.

5. Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall either drill a water
well on Assessor Parcel Number 064-141-034, which meets minimum water quantity
and quality requirements or obtain an Environmental Health Services variance to allow
the well to be located on Assessor Parcel Number 064-141-035 to serve the residence
located on Assessor Parcel Number 064-141-034.

6. The applicant shall provide the Engineering and Surveying Department with a letter from
the appropriate fire protection district(s) describing conditions under which service will be
provided to this project prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

7. This Variance (PVAAT20080229) shall expire on October 23, 2010 unless previously
exercised.
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Attachment: Catherine Eddy Appeal
Hilt Variance (PVAA20080229)

This is an appeal from the Planning Commission's grant ofa Variance to reduce the required
setback from the edge ofeasement from 50 to 30 fe'::t. The applicants, Hilts, constructed a residence
on the property in violation of the existing setback requirement before applyinS "')r a Variance. The
approved site plan for the building, Attachment D, placed the building on the lot ~·o feet from the lot
line and 65 feet from the edge of the easement. Hilts intentionally changed the location of the hGllSe
without plan review or approval by the building department, moving the front of the house to wilbn
55.61 feet of the lot line and 30.61 feet from the edge of the easement.

The decision of the Pldnning Commission to grant a Variance to O\v:1er Craig Hilt violates
Government Code section 65906, in that there was no evidence of special circumstances applicable
to the propeliy, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundin~;s, such that the strict
application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges enjo'yed by other property
in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification. To the contrary, the original site plan
submitted by the Hilts to the Building Department establishes that there was a building site on the
property available that did not encroach on any setback at all.

The staff s "Variance Findings" adopted by the Planning Commission are not supported by
the substantial eVIdence presented to the Planning Commission. Specifically, finding number 1
states:

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including the
heavy tree coverage, the steep slope of the property, and the canyon on-site.
Approximately 90 percent of the project site contains slopes ranging from 30 to 50
percent, which increases towards the east of the property, and therefore, a majority
of the subject property is unsuitable for the construction of a residence. Additionally,
the site contains heavy tree coverage, with approximately 80 percent of the project
site covered with trees, which also limits the availability of a suitable building site.
Although there may appear to be other buildable areas on-site, these areas are
developed \vith sewage disposal leach lines and repair areas.

Commissiont~r Richard Johnson, the only cOl",1missioner to have vlewed the 20-acre site and
a licensed forester, objected to this finding on the basis that there were at least two acres on the
propeliy sunounding the place where the house is now located which were neither steeply sloped
nor heavily wooded. The Approximate Topography, Attachment L, submitted by appellant,
demonstrates that there is an area sufficient to bUlld a home on the propeliy behind the setback line
where the slope is only 2 feet in 50 feet. Attachment G, an aerial photograph ofthe property, clearly
demonstrates that the area behind the house has been cleared of trees and no tree would have to be
removed to accommodate construction of a rouse behind the setback line. Finally, Attachment D,
the original site plan submitted by the Hilts to the Building Department and approved, establishes
that there was a building site on the propeliy available that did not encroach on any setback at all.

EXHIBIT C 1I



Attachment: Catherine Eddy Appeal
Hilt Variance (PVAA20080229)
Page 2
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The final comment of this finding: "Although there may appear to be other buildable areas
on-site, these areas are developed with sewage disposal leach lines and repair areas" reflects that the
Planning Department improperly considered improvements made to the property prior to the
applic?tion for a Variance. In addition, the evidence received by the Planning Commission directly
contradicts this finding and there is no evidence to support the finding.

Attachment C, the site plan, indicates that the septic system and leach lines are more than
seventy feet to the west ofthe house as it was built and the house only encroaches 19.39 feet into the
setback. In addition, Attachment D, the approved site plan, shows the septic system and leach lines
140 feet from the property line. If the system was built as permitted, there is more than adequate
room to place a house on the flat portion of the property. In fact, the leach lines and septic system
would fall on the sloped portion ofthe property according to a measurement against the Approximate
Topography, Attachment L. If the leach lines and septic system are within twenty-five feet of the
present location of the house, they are within 100 feet of the well on the property in violation of
code. Unfortunately, the Planning Commission received no evidence of the actual location of the
leach lines and septic system other than Attachment C and D upon which to base this finding, and
these Attachments are contrary to the finding.

The staff s finding number 2, adopted by the Planning Commission, is not supported by the
evidence presented to the Planning Commission. Specifically, finding number 2 states:

2. It is the Planning Commission's determination that the granting of this
Variance will not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the
limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and in the same zone district as the
structure is a 2,992 square foot single-family dwelling which is an allowed use within
the Residential Forest zone district.

No evidence was received concerning other properties in the vicinity. Neither an
administrative agency nor a reviewing court may assume without evidentiary basis that the
character ofneighboring property is different from that ofthe land for which the Variance is sought.
(Topanga Asso. for Scenic Cmty. v. County ofL.A. (1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506, 521.) The party seeking
a Variance has the burden of demonstrating before the zoning agency that the subject property
satisfies the requirements that the subject property differs substantially and in relevant aspects from
other parcels in the zone. (Id.; See Tustin Heights Association v. Board ofSupervisors (1959)
170 Cal.App.2d 619, 627.) The Hilts offered no evidence ofthe conditions ofother property in this
zone, much less evidence that the character of neighboring property is different from that of their
land.

Since there has been no affirmative showing that the subject property differs substantially
and in relevant aspects from other parcels in the applicable zone, the Variance granted amounts to



Attachment: Catherine Eddy Appeal
Hilt Variance (PVAA20080229)
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~he kind of "special privilege" explicitly prohibited by Government Code section 65906, as a matter
oflaw. (Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v County ofLos Angeles (1974) 11 Ca1.3d 506 at
p.522.)

It is clear that the grant of the Variance in this case was predicated in the Planning
COinmissioners' concern over the effect that denial of a Variance would have on the applicant.
Specifically, the Planning Commissioners expressed concern over what would happen to the house
ifthe Variance was denied since the house had already been built. It is well settled that self-induced
hardship is not within the purview of the ordinance. (Mznney v. Azusa (1958) 164 Cal. App. 2d 12,
31.) As stated in Placer County's own Variance application:

"The following are the factors against which the hearing body will weigh your
Variance application:
1. Where a hardship was created by the applicant's own acts, he is not entitled to
relief.. Illegal work begun prior to the Variance request is not a hardship."

The finding that the other buildable area of the property has been improved with a septic
system and repair area clearly reflects consideration given to hardship as the result of illegal work
commenced prior to the Variance application. Such consideration was improper.

Notwithstanding the Planning Commission's findings there is no evidence that warrants the
granting of a Variance. Government Code section 65906 specifically states:

Variances from the terms of the zoning ordinances shall be granted only when,
because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape,
topography, location or surroundings, the strict application of the zoning ordinance
deprives such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the viCInity and
under identical zoning classification.

The Hilts failed to offer any evidence ofthe conditions of other properties in the zone or ho\\"
their property is deprived ofpri-v'ileges enjoyed by other property in the Vicinity arId under identical
zoning classification. By this lack of evidence alone, the Hilts have not satisfitd the threshold
requirement [or a Variance.

The Hilts and the findings urge that sinr"e most of the properly is steep and heavily wooded,
the Hilts should be granted a Variance, notwithstanding the fact that there is sufficient area available
to construct a home on the property without the need of a Variance. There is not a finding that there
is no other areil on which the Hilts could have built their home, and their own evidence would
contradict such ;=t finding. Thi s is a 20-acre site with at least 2 acres, over 87,120 square feet, on the
property that is \vell suited for the construction of a house with a 1500 square foot footprint.

13
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It is therefore submitted that the only motivating factor for the granting ofthe Variance is the
Hilts violation of the zoning ordinance and the financial burden they face if a Variance is not
granted. That motivation is entirely improper, and no Variance should be granted.



Project Name: Hilt Variance
Parcel #: 064-141-034

REtCEi\)ED
OCT 0 '\ 2GOf!,

C'OR 1
\j °r\

The request for a variance was brought to our attention by the Code Enforcement Dept. Therefore, we
submitted a variance application as requested by the county, it was accepted, and a hearing date was set.

The opposing neighbor asks why is a variance application being requested by us now and not before we
put the home in. We did not ask a~ it was not needed as our house was to code, over 50 feet off our front
(west) and over 50 feet off our side (southwest) and 30 feet off the easement on the southwest property
line. (see attached onginal site plan) The home is currently over 55 feet off all property lines. The county is
now telling us that our front is the southwest property line, not the west property line as noted on our
original site plan. Please note that the road and road easement ends at our property and the location of
the home in no way obstructs the roadway or easement in any way. 0

After field review by the Planning and Environmental Health Departments, all departments were in
agreement of approval of the variance. In addition, the zoning administrator himself did a field review of
our property the morning of the hearing. Upon hearing from all involved departments, ourselves, and the
opposing party, the zoning administrator approved the var'iance request.

As the Planning Department determined, our parcel does meet the special circumstances due to the
shape and slope of the property Unlike the surrounding properties, our parcel is very narrow and steep.
Ridgeview Road slopes towards our property and then heavily slopes on our property. Our property IS a
triangular shape, unlike the other properties in the viCinity, with minimal building space at the top point,
then continues to slope heavily down to Volcano Creek and into Wheeler Ditch. (see attached vicinity
map) The Planning Department concurs with this fact in their report..

Ms Eddy states that because our home is not 100 feet off the property line (when code is ollly 50 feet)
she is now burdened with clearing her land the remaining 44 feet. We are in agreement of the findings by
the Planning Dept. that the variance will not adversely affect the nelghbonng property. According to the
gUidelines from the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, properties are to have 100 feet of
defensible space away from their building or clearance up to their property lines, which ever is less, and
lImited to their land. Our home meets this requirement. This opposing neighbor does not need to clear
her property in order for us to meet our defensible space requirement, we have already met this
requirement We have cleared out most all of the trees within the 100 ft surrounding the home up to the
property lines. The appellant herself has her home less than 100 feet off her side set back and It is also
not required for her neighbonng property to clear the additional footage

Therefore, the upholding of the approval of thiS variance does not burden the neighboring property as
stated, as she is not required to clear her property In order for us to meet our defensible space
requirement, we have already met those requirements.

The remaining points of the appellants appeal appear to be her chance to vent her dissatisfaction with the
approval of the variance request and the process in determining the approval, and her dissatisfaction with
the county, the staff involved, including the zoning administrator himself, and the variance application we
submitted that was accepted by the county. The appellants opposition to the variance request is to be
vindictive towards the applicants and delay their occupancy of their home. The appellant has a history of
opposition towards us as shown in the several court cases she has filed in the past: A-SC-26~6, S-CV-
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10369, S-CV-13478, , S-CV-12829, S-CV-22051, ,S-CV-14569. This neighbor also has a history of
harassing us via the code enforcement and environmental health departments, has trespassed on our
property with a surveyor to survey our house in Sept 07 and again in Sept 08 to survey our pump house.
It is apparent Ms. Eddy will stop at nothing to harass us and our family and this appeal is another attempt
to do so. Again, the reason for a neighboring property owner to oppose a variance would be because It In
someway affects their property. The only reason Ms Eddy stated that it affects her property is that she
must be burdened with keeping a portion of her land clear so that we meet our defensible space
requirement. As stated above, it is not required for a neighboring property to provide defensible space for
another property.

We are confident that the county has considered all the facts involved and made their decision accordingly
which included the questions the opposing party brought up in her appeal and at the time of the original
hearing Again, it would seem her opposition should be how this approval would affect her neighboring
properties, and that was addressed and determined it would not.

Therefore, her appeal has ho basIs and the approval of this variance should be upheld as previously
decioed by the zoning administrator on August i h

, 2008.

Thank you, Craig and Lisa Hilt
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Hilt Variance
PVAA20080229

BACKGROUND
The request for a variance was brought to our attention by the Code Enforcement Department
from a complaint submitted by Ms. Eddy, the appellant, after she trespassed on our property
and had our home surveyed. We were unaware at the time that our home violated any code
as we were over 50 feet off our front setback and over 30 feet off all sides and easements.
What once was considered our front setback according to our site plan and planning was
suddenly changed to become a side. At this point our house was already constructed and had
passed several inspections, we were never told of any setback violations. We were instructed
to fIle for a variance.

The variance which Ms. Eddy mitiated us having to obtain was approved. by the Zoning
Admimstrator on August 7, 2008. Then appealed by Ms. Eddy on August 14, 2008. The
variance was again approved on December 11, 2008 by the Planning Commission. Then
appealed once again by Ms. Eddy on December 17, 2008. As Mr. Brentnall asked Ms.
Eddy's attorney, Mr. Charles Tweedy, at the October 9th appeal hearing, "What do you want,
there must be more to it". Then asked again at the December 11th appeal hearing, "What
relIef are you seeking?' It remains to be seen what this neighbor is hoping to gain or achieve
from these appeals other than our family's suffering. Ms. Eddy stands to neither gain or lose
anything from the approval of this varIance. As determined by the Zoning Administrator, the
Planning Commission, and the Foresthill Fire Department, the approval of thIS vanance does
not affect her neighboring parcels in any way.

We can only assume this neighbor just wants us out and is trying to keep us out of our home
and WIll go to great lengths to try and ruin us financially and emotionally.

Ms. Eddy has a history of harassing us via the county by filing several complaints in the past,
this is another means for harassment. As stated above Ms Eddy seeks no relief by means of
this appeal. She simply would like us to destroy our newly completed home. The location of
the house does not harm or affect her neighboring parcels in any way. In fact, the house has
been in construction for approximately 5 years and she never complamed about it's location
prior to thIS. Ms. Eddy would not see the home from the road if she had not cut down all the
tree's and had a drainage dug to drain run off to our home. Ms. Eddy has been aware of the
homes location and all property lines since and during its construction. Only after the home
was completed has she found this new source in which to waste our time and deplete our
resources.

After the December 11, 2008 hearing we obtained our Certificate of Occupancy and currently
we are demolishing our trailer per Placer County.

Ms. Eddy is also in the process of suing us in civil court for over $25,000 for alleging that we
are a public nuisance. Eddy and her attorney are counting on the approval being overturned
~o that they may sue us further. At the initIal hearIng on November 13, 2008, her case was

1

J7



found to have no merit. This substantiates the lengths that this neighbor will go to In
harassing us.

It should be noted the neighboring home on parcel #30 owned by the Pryors' is also closer
than 50 ft. from the edge of the easement. I would ask anyone to place themselves in our
position, to raise children, work full time, and build a home only to be constantly under
attack by false allegations and lies from someone whose resources are a trust fund and
unlimited time. We still do not know why this neighbor has this vendetta against our family
despite our efforts to try and live peacefully as neighbors. Our family and Mary Eddy would
benefIt greatly by coexisting peacefully but to our dismay she has no interest in anything of
the sort.

FACTS
We placed our home based on the west property line being our front as indicated on our site
plan. We indicated +/- 90 feet for the south property lIne. It was not our Intent to vIOlate
any code, we made sure we were in code; 50 feet off our front and 30 feet off our sides and
easement. Due to th~ topography of the property, we were unable to place the home the
entire 90 feet back.

As determined by both the Zoning Administrator and the Planning Commission, speCIal
circumstances are applicable to our property. The appellant submitted an "approximate"
topography taken by her hired surveyor at a distance from our property. This topography is a
"guesstimate" at best. The Zoning Administrator as well as staff have been to the site and all
concur that there is heavy tree coverage and that most of the property contains slopes ranging
from 30-50 percent. Attached is the USGS Quad that was contained in our TImber Harvest
Plan from August 2000. (Exhibit A) This clearly indicates how Ridgeview Road slopes
down to our property, and then heavily slopes at our property in 40' contours, unlIke the
other properties in the vicinity. Also, unlike other propeIties in the vicinity is the shape of
our property. ThIS parcel is very narrow at the top where the only buildable area exists which
provides for a very minimal buildIng site once all setbacks are met and given the tree
coverage and steep slope. Please refer to (Exhibit B), which indicates the shape of the other
parcels in the vicinity. .

In addition, contrary to Commissioner Richard Johnson's opmIOn, as brought up in the
appellant's 2nd appeal to this variance approval, there is not 2 acres on the property
surrounding the place where the house is now located which were neither steeply sloped nor
heavily wooded.. As we explained to the Planning Commission, Mr. Johnson was including
the adjacent parcel when determining his 2 acre theory the fact is there is approx 1,4 acre to
build on. There was a reason the purchase price of this property was less than one acre in the
nearby Todd Valley, and that it was on the market for over a year. In addition, to meet
defensible space we have cleared several trees surroundIng the home. All 6 of the other
Planning Commissioners agreed to this and voted to uphold the Planning Department's
approval and the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve the variance.

Also, contrary to the appellant's statement in her appeal, as shown in the attached site plan
submitted as evidence to the Planning Commission (Exhibit C), the septic and leach lines are
approximately 98 feet from the house and over 100 feet from the well.
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As Commissioner Larry Stafford stated, and made it an addition to the findings, the fact that
our front setback was changed after the home was built and that we placed the home based
on what our front set back is according to our site plan, is a special circumstance in itself.
And that we did not intentionally place the home into what is now considered our front set
back.

It is also a combination of the heavy tree coverage, steep slope, property shape, in addition to
the front set back being changed that we were not aware of that makes for special
circumstances along with the fact that once all set backs are met, there is a very mmimum
buildable area on the parcel.

Finally, the Planning Director, Michael Johnson, stated at the October 9th variance hearing,
that he grants Administrative Approvals for thIS type of variance on a regular basis. Had we
requested an Administrative Approval prior to building, he would have granted it. We dId not
request one, as we did not feel it was needed as we had met all set backs. We invite you to
look at the sIte to fully understand the homes location.

In conclusion, special circumstances are present with this parcel, and we ask that you uphold
the variance approval as previously decided by the Zoning Administrator and the Planning
Commission..

Respectfully submitted,

Craig and Lisa Hilt
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ATTORNEY OR PARTY 'MTHOUT ATTORNEY (NamfJ. Sta/a Bat number. and address)

Charles A. Tweedy, SBN 096234
>-PARSHALL & TWEEDY, LLP

11341 Gold Express Drive, Suite 110
Gold River, CA 95670

TELEPHONE NO. (916) 631-8388 FAX NO (Optional) (916) 631-8188
E-MAil ADDRESS (Opllonal):

AnORNEY FOR (Neme) Plaintiff M. Catherine Eddy

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF

STREET AODRESS 10820 Justice Center Drive

MAILING ADDRESS

CITY AND ZIP CODE. Roseville, CA 95678
BRANCH NAME

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: M. Catherine Eddy

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Craig E. Hilt, Lisa M. Hilt, et al.

FOR COURT USE ONLY

CM·110

CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT CASE NUMBER'

(Check one): [Z] UNLIMITED CASE 0 LIMITED CASE SCV 23761
(Amount demanded (Amount demanded is $25,000
exceeds $25,000) or less)

A CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE is scheduled as follows:

Date: February 10,2009 Time: 10:00 AM Dept.: 40
Address of court (if different from the address above):

W Notice of Intent to Appear by Telephone, by (name): Charles A. Tweedy

Div.: Room:

INSTRUCTIONS: All applicable boxes must be checked, and the specified information must be provided.

1. Party or parties (answer one):

a. [Z] This statement is submitted by party (name): Plaintiff M. Catherine Eddy

b 0 This statement is submitted jointly by parties (names):

2. Complaint and cross-complaint (to be answered by plaintiffs and cross-complainants only)
a. The complaint was filed on (date): 10/15/2008
b. 0 The cross-complaint, if any, was filed on (date):

3. Service (to be answered by plaintiffs and cross-complainants only)

a. m All parties named in the complaint and cross-complaint have been selVed, or have appeared, or have been dismissed.

b. 0 The following parties named in the complaint or cross-complaint

(1) 0 have not been served (specify names and explain why nol).

(2) 0 have been served but have not appeared and have not been dismissed (specIfy names)"

(3) 0 have had a default entered against them (specify names)"

c_ 0 The following additional parties may be added (specify names, nature of involvement in case, and the date by which
they may be served):

4. Description of case
a. Type of case in W complaint 0 cross-complaint (Describe, including causes of action):

The Complaint includes injunctive relief and abatement of a public nuisance
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PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: M. Catherine Eddy

f-OEFENDANT/RESPONDENT' Craig E. Hilt, Lisa M. Hilt, et al.

CASE NUMBER

SCY 23761

CM-110

4. b Provide a brief statement of the case, including any damages. (If personal injury damages are sought. specify the injury and
damages claimed, including medical expenses to date [indicate source and amount], estimated future medical expenses, lost
earnings to date, and estimated future lost eamings. If equitable relief is sought, descn1Je the nature of the relief.)

Plaintiff seeks to enjoin the occupation of the home without a valid certificate of occupancy The house

encroaches and has no valid variance to allow the issuance of a certification of occupancy.

o (If more space IS needed, check this box and attach a page designated as Attachment 4b.)

5. Jury or nonjury trial

The party or parties request 0 .a jury trial m a nonjulY tnal.
requesting a jury trial):

(If more than one party, provide the name of each party

6. Tr[al date

a. 0 The trial has been set for (date):
b. m No trial date has been set. This case will be ready for trial within 12 months of the date of the filing of the complaint (if

not, explain):

c. Dates on Which parties or attorneys will not be available for trial (specify dates and explain reasons for unavailability):

3/24-3/31/09 - Trial (Sac. Co.); 4/27/09 - MSC (Sac. Co.); 5/18-5/20/09 - Trial (Sac. Co.); 7/17/09­
MSC (Placer Co.); 7/24/09 - CTC (Placer Co.); 8/3-8/5/09 - Trial (Placer Co.)

7. Estimated length of trial
The party or parties estimate that the trial will take (check one):

a. m days (specify number): 1 day .
b. 0 hours (short causes) (specify):

8. Trial representation (to be answered for each party)
The party or parties will be represented at trial W by the attorney or party listed in the caption 0 by the following.
a. Attorney:
b. Firm:
c. Address:

d. Telephone number:
e. Fax number:

f. E-mail address:

9 Party represented:

o AddiUonal representation is described in Attachment 8.

9. Preferenceo This case is entitled to preference (specify code section):

10. Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)
a. Counsel [Z] has 0 has not provided the ADR information package identified in rule 3.221 to the client and has

reviewed ADR options with the client.

b. 0 All parties have agreed to a form of ADR. ADR will be completed by (date):

c. 0 The case has gone to an ADR process (indicate status):

CM-110 (Rev. January 1.20091
CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT
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PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: M. Catherine Eddy

-DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT. Craig E. Hilt, Lisa M. Hilt, et al.

CASE NUMBER:

SCV 23761

CM·110

10 d. The party or parties are willing to participate in (check all that apply):
(1) 0 Mediation
(2) 0 Nonbinding judicial arbitration under Code of Civil Procedure section 1141.12 (discovery to close 15 days before

arbitration under Cal. Rules of Court. rule 3.822)

(3) 0 Nonbinding judicial arbitration under Code of Civil Procedure section 1141.12 (discovery to remain open until 30 days
before trial; order required under Cal. Rules of Court. rule 3.822)

(4) 0 Binding judicial arbitration
(5) 0 Binding private arbitration
(6) 0 Neutral case evaluation
(7) 0 Other (specify):

e. 0 This malter is sUbject to mandatory judicial arbitration because the amount in controversy does not exceed
the statutory limit.

f. 0 Plaintiff elects to refer this case to judicial arbitration and agrees to limit recovery to the amount specified in Code of Civil
Procedure section 1141.11.

g. [Z] This case is exempt from judicial arbitration under rule 3.811 of the California Rules of Court (specifY. exemption):

Complaint seeks injunctive relief -- Rule 3.811(b)(l)

11, Settlement conference
o The party or parties are Willing to participate in an early settlement conference (specify when),'

12, Insurance
a. 0 Insurance carrier, if any, for party filing this statement (name):

b Reservation of rights: 0 Yes 0 No

c 0 Coverage issues will significantly affect resolution of this case (explain):

13. Jurisdiction
Indicate any matters that may affect the court's jurisdiction or processing of this case, and describe the status
o Bankruptcy 0 Other (specify):
Status:

14 Related cases, consolidation, and coordination
a. 0 There are companion, underlying, or related cases.

(1) Name of case'
(2) Name of court:
(3) Case number:
(4) Status:

o Additional cases are described in Attachment 14a.

b. 0 A motion to 0 consolidate 0 coordinate will be filed by (name party):

15. Bifurcation
o The party or parties intend to file a motion for an order bifurcating, severing, or coordinating the following issues or causes of

action (specify moving party, type of motion, and reasons):

16. Other motions

o The party or parties expect to file the follOWing motions before trial (specify moving party. type ofmotion, and Issues):

CM·, 10 IRev. January 1.2009]
CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT
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CM-110

PLAINTIFF/PETITIONER: M. Catherine Eddy

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT: Craig E. Hilt, Lisa M. Hilt, et al.

CASE NUMBER

SCV 23761

17. Discovery

a. 0 The party or parties have completed all discovery.

b. m The following discovery will be completed by the date specified (descnbe all anticipated discovery).

E§.!:!y Description Date

Plaintiff Deposition of Craig Hilt April 30, 2009

c. 0 The following discovery issues are anticipated (specify):

18. Economic litigation
a. 0 This is a limited civil case (i.e., the amount demanded is $25,000 or less) and the economic litigation procedures in Code

of Civil Procedure sections 90 through 98 will apply to this case.

b. 0 This is a limited civil case and a motion to withdraw the case from the economic litigation procedures or for additional
discovery will be filed (if checked, exp/am specifically why economic litigation procedures relating to discovery or trial
should not apply to this case):

19, Other issues

o The party or parties request that the following additional matters be considered or determined at the case management
conference (specify):

20. Meet and confer
a. D The party or parties have met and conferred with all parties on all subjects required by rule 3.724 of the California Rules

of Court (if not, explain):

Plaintiff is awaiting the hearing on the appeal to the Board of Supervisors on the Hilt variance
which may moot this action.

b. After meeting and conferring as required by rule 3.724 of the California Rules of Court, the parties agree on the follOWing
(specify): .

21. Total number of pages attached (if any): 0

I am completely familiar with this case and will be fully prepared to discuss the status of discovery and ADR, as well as other issues
raised by this statement, and will possess the authority to enter into stipulations on these issues at the time of the case management
conference, including the written authority of the party where required.

Date: January 27, 2009

(SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY)

~-----------

~-----------

Page 4 of 4

(SIGNATURE OF PARTY OR ATTORNEY)

o Addilional signatures are attached.
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M. Catherine Eddy vs. Craig Hilt, et aL .
Placer County Superior Court Case No. SCV 23761

2

3 PROOF OF SERVICE

4 I, BETSY TAYLOR, declare that:

5 1. I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in Sacramento County, California; I
am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a party to the within action; my business address is

6 11341 Gold Express Drive, Suite 110, Gold River, CA 95670.

7 2. I am familiar with this Company's practice whereby the mail, after being placed in a
designated area, is given the appropriate postage and deposited in a U.S. mail box in the City of

8 Sacramento, California, after the close of the day's business.

9 3. That on January n, 2009, I served the

10 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT

11 --L on all parties in the action by placing a true copy thereofenclosed in a sealed envelope in the
designated area for u.s. mail addressed as set forth below.

by personally delivering a true copy thereof to the person and at the address set forth below.

by Federal Express Overnight on all parties as indicated below.

on all parties in the action by telefaxing the a.bove listed document(s) as follows:

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Craig E. Hilt
Lisa M. Hilt
P.O. Box 583
Foresthill, CA 95631

Craig E. Hilt
Lisa M. Hilt
29295 Ridge View Road
Foresthill, CA 95631

19 I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
20 is true and correct. Executed on January .21 ,2009, at Gold River, California.

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

J?7



Craig & Lisa Hilt
APN 064-141-034
Site Plan
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APN 064-141-033
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COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency

John Marin, Agency Director PLANNING

Michael Johnson, AICP
Planning Director

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Placer County Planning Commission

Development Review Committee

December 1, 2008

HEARING DATE: December 11,2008
ITEM: 6
TIME: 11 :00 AM

SUBJECT: Third-Party Appeal- Hilt Variance (PVAA 20080229)
(Continued from the October 9th Planning Commission hearing).

GENERAL PLAN AREA: Placer qounty General Plan

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: AgriculturalfTimberland 20 Acre Minimum

ZONING: RF-B-X 20 AC. MIN. (Residential Forest, combining minimum Building Site of
20 acres

STAFF PLANNER: Melanie Jackson-Couch, Assistant Planner

LOCATION: The project site is located on the north side of Ridge View Road,
approximately one-third of a mile northeast of the intersection of Sequoia Way and Ridge
View Road in the Foresthill area (APN 064-141-034; 29295 Ridge View Road).

APPLICANT: Craig Hilt

APPELLANT: Catherine Eddy

PROPOSAL:
Catherine Eddy is appealing the decision of the Zoning Administrator to approve a
Variance (PVAA 20080229) that allowed for a setback of 30 feet from edge of easement
of Ridge View Road, where 50 feet from edge of easement is required, in order to bring
an existing residence into compliance with County Code. '

CEQA COMPLIANCE:
The project is Categorically Exempt from environmental review pursuant to the
provisions of Section 15305 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and
Section 18.36.070 of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 5,

31
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Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations). Furthermore, there has been no new
information, nor has there been changes in circumstances to the Project which would
change the CEQA determination (CEQA Guidelines § 15162.).

PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS:
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site.
Other appropriate public interest groups and citizens were sent copies of the public
hearing notice. Community Development Resource Agency staff and the Departments of
Public Works, Environmental Health, and the Air Pollution Control District were
transmitted copies of the project plans and application for review and comment.

BACKGROUND:
Planning Commission Hearing
On October 9, 2008, a Planning Commi~sion hearing was held for the Variance appeal.
The Planning Commission heard reports from Development Review Committee staff
and received public testimony' from the appellant's attorney, Mr. Charles Tweedy, and
from the applicant's. Topics that were brought up at the hearing included questions
related to the road easement on site, the front setbacks imposed on the applicant's
property, and special circumstances on the subject property (including the heavy tree
coverage on site and the steep slope of the property). The Planning Commission found
merit in the applicant's justification for the Variance, and took action to close the public
hearing and continue the appeal to the December 11, 2008 Planning Commission
hearing. The Planning Commission directed staff to prepare findings specific to the
testimony that was entered into the record at the October 9th Planning Commission
hearing. For further background information, see Attachment M - October 9, 2008
Planning Commission Staff Report. .

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
On April 23, 2008, Mr. Hilt submitted an application for a Variance to the front setback
requirement of 50 feet from the edge of easement of Ridge View Road to allow for 30
feet from edge of easement of Ridge View Road in order to bring an existing residence
into compliance with County code.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Development Review Committee (DRC) recommends that the Planning
Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve
the Variance, based on the following findings and the attached conditions of approval.

FINDINGS:
CEQA
The Planning Commission hereby finds that the project is Categorically Exempt from
environmental review pursuant to the provisions of Section 15305 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 18.36.070 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 5, Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations).
Furthermore, the Commission hereby finds that there has been no new information, nor

2
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has there been changes in circumstances to the Project which would change the CEQA
determination (CEQA Guidelines § 15162.)

VARIANCE
Having heard and considered all evidence contained within the October 9, 2008 staff
report for the project, the pUblic testimony received at the October 9, 2008 hearing for
the project, and the further evidence presented in this report, the Planning Commission
hereby finds that:

1. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property, including the
heavy tree coverage, the steep slope of the property, and the canyon on-site.
Approximately 90 percent of the project site contains slopes ranging from 30 to
50 percent, which increases towards the east of the property, and therefore, a
majority of the subject property is unsuitable for the construction of a residence.
Additionally, the site contains heavy tree coverage, with approximately 80
percent of the project site covered with trees, which also limits the availability of a
suitable building site. Although there may appear to be other buildable areas on­
site, these areas are developed with sewage disposal leach lines and repair
areas.

In addition, there are special circumstances associated with the location and use
of the road easement to the subject property. The easement runs along and
terminates on a small portion of the subject property and the neighboring parcel
to the southeast. Should this portion of the easement be improved in the future
for access to the adjoining lot, there would only be three parcels taking access
from this section of the easement and it is unlikely that the existing residence on
the subject parcel would have a negative impact to the potential improvement of
the easement.

Therefore, the granting of the Variance to allow for a reduced front yard setback
to the road easement would not negatively impact the community, nor does it
create a situation in the future that would negatively impact the adjoining parcel
which may utilize that portion of the road easement running along the subject
property.

Because of such circumstances, the strict application of the Zoning Ordinance
has been found to deprive the subject property of privileges enjoyed by other
properties in the vicinity and under identical zone classifications.

2. It is the Planning Commission's determination that the granting of this Variance
will not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations
upon other properties in the vicinity and in the same zone district as the structure
is a 2,992 square foot single-family dwelling which is an allowed us~ within the
Residential Forest zone district.

3



3. The Variance does not authorize a use that is not otherwise allowed in the zone
district, given that residential uses are allowed within the Residential-Forest zone
district.

4. The granting of this Variance does not, under the circumstances and conditions
applied in this particular case, adverseiy affect public health or safety, is not
materially detrimental to the public welfare, nor injurious to nearby property or
improvements, given the subject property is 20 acres in size and the house is
positioned such that it will not negatively affect neighboring properties.
Additionally, the distance of the house from neighboring residences and property
lines allows sufficient area to meet fire-safe st;:mdards.

5. The. Variance is consistent with the Placer County General Plan.

Respectfully submitted,

Melanie Jackson-Couch
Assistant Planner

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A - Conditions of Approval
Attachment B - Vicinity Map
Attachment C - Site Plan
Attachment D - Approved Site Plan on File with the Placer County Building Department
Attachment E - Parcel Map
Attachment F - Topo Map
Attachment G - Close-up Aerial Exhibit
Attachment H - Zoning Map
Attachment I - Assessor's Page
Attachment J - Applicant's Statement
Attachment K - Appellant's Statement
Attachment L - Survey Map, Guiliani & Kull, Inc.
Attachment M - October 9, 2008 Planning Commission Staff Report Without Attachments

CC Cathenne Eddy - Appellant
Craig Hilt - Property Owner
John Mann - CORA Director
Michael Johnson - Planning Director
Paul Thompson - Deputy Planning Director
Holly Hemzen - CEO Office
Scott Fmley - County Counsel's Office
Karin Schwab - County Counsel's Office
Sharon Boswell - Engineering and Surveying
Vicki Ramsey - EnVIronmental Health
APCD
SubJectichron files

o \PLUS\PLN\PROJECT FILES\PVAA 20080229 HILT\PVAA-SR-APPEAL-Cont-F-20080229 doc
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To:

From.

Date:

Ann Holman, Clerk of the Board /\~ t{M /
Catherine Eddy, Property Owner~. v y
January 15, 2009

RECEIVED
JAN 15 2009

CD~ECE,vcr
JAN 15 tJ.' i

CDRI-
Re: Appeal to be heard by Board of Supervisors

Variance (VAA-T020080229) RECEIVED

FEB 19 2009

Please enter to the above referenced variance file the following documents:

1. Placer County Building Department Permit Number B02-3520 signed by applicant
Craig Hilt dated June 17,2002;

2. Placer County Building Department Owner-Builder Verification signed by Craig
Hilt dated June 17, 2002;

3. Inspection card for building permit number B02-3520 for owner-builder Craig Hilt
issue date June 17, 2002;

4. Inspection card for building permit number B05-19860 for owner-builder Craig
Hilt issue date September 19, 2005 (two pages);

5. County ofPlacer-Environmental Health Services Septic Construction Permit for
APN#064-140-080 Signed by Environmental Health Specialist Robert Patterson
dated September 21,2001;

6. Placer County Environmental Health Services approved septic plans for APN 064­
140-080 dated September 20,2001;

7. On-Site Sewage Disposal "As-Built" Plot Plan submitted by owner Craig Hilt for
APN 064-140-80 and approved by Robert Patterson, Environmental Health
Specialist with Placer County, dated June 20, 2002;

8. Placer County Environmental Health On-Site Sewage Disposal System Final
Inspection Report/Certification for APN 064-140-080, E.H.S.R ON# 430 signed by
Robert Patterson, Environmental Health Specialist, dated June 20, 2002;

9. Re-submission ofexhibits"A" and "D" depicting topography behind home under­
construction, fall and winter views.
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which thIS pemut IS I>sued, F====-'-'---------'----------ll
01 have and WIll maintain workers' compensation InSurance, as required by SectIOn 3700 11;89.52
Of the Labor Code, for the performance of the wori< for whIch this permlt)s Issued My Il--------------f~~:-----~I
workers' compensation Illsurance carner and policy number are ELECTRICAL PERMIT

Camer L
Pohcy Number
(TIllS =non need not be completed If the pcrrrutlS for one hundred dollars (t I00) or less)
01 certify that m the performance of the work for WhlCh thlS pc:mut LS Issued, I shall notemploy any "- -r-S89:::.;.:;;.5"2::.. -f
person in any manner as to become subJcct to the workers' compensation laws of CWJforma V­
and agrec that If I should become subject (0 the workers' compensatIon prOViSIons of
Sec ,nO.Oofthe ~orCod•• 1shall fort~com~ly", tho,eprovls,ons

te U 17-6:;- Applicant LAM U-- ADJUSTMENT
'ARNING' FAILURE TO SECURE=~7:():::;::'RKERS=~·-::C-:OMSpEN.~:s,..,Ac::11::-;O:-::'N:-C::-:O:-:VE=RA"7G:::;r:=-l.,.,S:- 1-~~~~~-----....l::S8"'9'"'.5:'::2,.------1I

WFUL, AND SHALL SUBJECT AN EMl'LOYER TO CRIMINAL PENALTIES
AND CIVIL FINES UP TO ONE HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS ($lOO,OOOJ,lN
ADDITION TO THE COST OF COMPENSATION, DAMAGES AS PROVIDED FOR
IN SECTION 3706 OF THE LABOR CODE, INTEREST, AND ATTORNEY'S FEES

D Hy checkmg and ~ngnmg ht:rl:. I c~rtlr)' that I ..m "howlhg a vahd WOIkcn'Compemahon MH PERMIT
tn,urance Cemfieate to the Placer County BUlldmg Department Ih:===.....-m=-------j
Apphcant 1~~R=E~Nr.E~W=ALS=""'E=T"'C==~---__1

ADJUSTMENT/OTHER



o
APN OR PERMIT NO.

'0oA:9!5tH)01- 3 520

PLACER COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT.

AUBURN OFFICE (6301 889-7487
11424 °Bo AVENUE
AU8tJllN, CA 95603

ATTENTION PROPERTY OWNER:

OWNER-BUILDER VERIFICATION

TAHOE OffiCE (5301 68Hl200
PO. BOX 6036
TAHOE CITY, CA 96146

An ·Owner-Bullder" building pennlt haa been applied for in your name and bearing your slgnature. P1eate oomplete
and return this infOl1Tllltlon in the envelope provided at your earliest opportunity to avoid unnaoellllllry delay In

\ il~ce~n:~:::u:::::rp:~::::ee:~r :::ru~:n:::::::~:U:::ft::~::::np::;:ed.s--;. improvement. It><' 1Yell I J No

~ I [ IJ have [ J have not signed an application for a building permit for the propOdd work.

I 3. I have contracted with the foUowlng person (flrrnl to provide the propolled oonstructlon:

Name -- _

Address Cltv _

Phone ,COntrector'lI LIcense No. _

4. I plan to provide portions of this work. but I heve hired the following person to coordinate. aupervite end
provide the major work:

Neme ,Addren, Cltv _

Phon. Contractor·lI Ucenn No,, _

5 1 will provide lome of the work but I have oontnlctlld (hired) the folowlng p8f'8ons to provide the work
Indicated:
NAME ADDRESS PHONE TYPE OF WORK

y;:SIGNEO: PROPERTY OWNER 22rt '"f'~
DATE ~- (2· c>:t=

OTE: nu. Owner-Bullder v.rfflcatlon Is sent to you •• required by ,ll(Itlon. 19831 end 19832 of the CaBfomla
Health and SafetY Cod••

THIS VERIFICATION MUST BE COMPlETED AND RETURNED TO OUR OFfICE BEFORE WE ARE PERMITTED TO
ISSUE THE PERMIT.

ctr 101 rev 01/12/00



• •

PLACER COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT

'jr='" FCUNDATI' NtSLABIC IRDER!'iIF.T(" FRAME/I~ ISULA VA l'.TC I
I' (TPM II<SPECTOlUDATE ITEM II<SPECTORJDAn:
~~,.« .~ "". oL n .... t.-_ Jr, r"_/-tP7 ~()()~ PlV/S1llAPS ~/.L- //-/~-t:>;::'

··1Jru l'A.7J1T.... /7- /-0 SHC,AR PLV EXT rue. "'10 ,4- .~ (".r'::;i.~

FOUNDAtioN
.., /,1"<'- --- 5R/~ SHrAR PLY-I:-lT

INI PlrkS 0 ORYWAlLSHUR

EXT PfrRS II 1 fUI::l U t c;\lI'"1 ROUGH PLBG

Bl.OCK
., - ROUGH t:1 Fe'

BLOCK lOUCilIMECK

GROUND PLOCi ~ <:;-1-117 ROUGH GAS

QROUNOFLEC ROUGH FRAME

GPOUM) MEet! FlREPLACr.K'HASE

n.OORt-RAME EXT LATH

INSULAnON snx:co IINSUL. ("ERT

WALL PANE~ INSULATION

SL,AlJ.GRAVEl~t1 I~q--- s-/Wt:'3 DRYWALL

~SCELLANEOUSAPPROVALS FINAL APPROVALS-APPROVED FOR OCCUPANCY

". ~.,t."AD r~CROACHMENl fiNAL PLBG

PUHLlC S[WLR FI~AL FINALMECII

• ['.·IVE~rh" INAl

·1 AIRIOLLUflO'lF1N'AL. fJNAL DUILD(N(j

~ MISC£LLANEOUSINSPECTIONS ELECTRICAL GAS/CONNECTION APPROVAL<;.. .r.
~I"MP roWEiC POLE {\ POE/S\4un/SPI"

• ~IJ<L \ POW'~ '-~ b/\\ /6"1... ~ O"E I);~JDfS P P ~ -~ 1.J'-/t?·O~
,SdRVlCE CHANG" \ PG E JSMUD/S~P

.........
f.ARLYGAS TAGGCD PliS/SW<j

POOUSPA INSPECTIONS
r.,. n;'T-BI fJG IT£i\1 INSPECTOR/DATE

(j \S TCST.YARD PRe Gu~m_

srWER L1'JE OTIIER ..... ROUNOS

WAI~II.UNElVARD POOL ENCLOSURE

ROOF ICE nAM pfl£-PlAntR

<;TOP lIND DRAIN POOL riM)

~~(Il. 1..\ r-(..~ f'V\l)!.I \L. ex... ci§t> \0\ l '6\~\--

1&-- .- ~ .- - - ..... ~'.. ""':::lr- _ :..r _ II"W". --..- .. .. -&, ~"_-:-"7"••_~ • .,. -.. .. -. -.
-~

•~ ...C'J'''uTT."Rc;rr7i'OIR~o.;;;h=GllNi'1'·Ci'iCR;--------------t-;-U;;-~"N"'O-----'IIIIlLSJDPN11AL 0
I

Ci/L 7'17-01 Z..J :IONENO

OhLI.1.:10.0Sl0
OTl(ER. 'l:;.IU'o'IT "lOS

Aufll JRN OFFice (530) SS'l-/4H7

o VN[):')NAME

CRAIG HILTm-n<.ANr' ....'UNG ADDRESS

;-r 0 BOX 583 FORESTHTI,L 95631
( -rt'RACI Oil S NAMt

(".\'NER·BUlLDER
,,~ ,.ITRACYV.lS loWul'<!<i ADDRfS

ISSUED lJ\TE

rHONi:. Nil

U NO

.11 1 7 2002
PCR\IH NO

TAHOl>OFFlCE (530)581-6200

B02-3520

u.rIR;'IIONCATL

TYPe O. WORlUUSt 0', 'RucrUR•

COM "eaCIAL lJ Onwt lJ

j) 'oLE HUBER ENGINEERING 47421 DESCMIPTIO,,,rwotu- TO.EDONV
-Ai ~lll' CCT Oil W'GJNI:.EIt S NAllNG ADQftESS ./

;:- Pl) (lOX 253 NEVADA CITY 95959 (\ SJN~FAMlLY DWELLING

~
l.lJDI<E>S0. BUll Dl ojQ SI1 E () \L/./ ( J
-g)",,,'n..,,TS ••?Q?Q~ '1m"" 1">-1- '1-//..'-.1\.9

CillO ""• ..r.. ),+0., M...... \lo...-.) ~"'.""-tJlIl-.l..-..,'c.....,/,.<--.-f'iVI\1r-"=t-u.=----------------11
SI;QUOIA FORESTHILL RD "T'O S~<lvc.~ Uf'. L,<ll,.L. ..l(W / J / \. \

f,"UIlOlV'''ON :t:~:> c~ Q..~,l.l) 10l~ //III-_HA,,......~'-_\ --1

/ U

\ C\.o 0'0s \ , _

DATE~\~~~

/
/

SQ rr OCCUP'MCY VALUAno~

Id1? VIlJr. ~d ?<l7

1496 GARAGE 23936

66 PORCH 759

88 DECKS 528

r



l

FOUNDATION/SLABIGIRDERS/ETC FRAME/INSULATION/DRYWALL ETC.

ITEM INSPECTORIDATE ITEM INSPECTORIDATE

seTBACKS lIt, 1,.' 'I\:''' 11<1.", ILL S' 'j c'] ROOF PLY/STRAPS t~~ I, 11 .1 ~

. ....Q!:F.R r... • c '''- n I, ~ i '" SKE'R PL'·EXT , V)( G-L-..v\; 1L;..-,\ C~... ~ : , ."-;
;:~v"NnAT!ON

f'- l v ________ ".' I c· 10' )
SKEAR PLY·INT

INT PIeRS .....< ;) I DRYWALL SHEAR ~

Fl., PIERS ( I \ n1~ 1'1 \ I ) I,) Y ROUGH PLOG (. -7 I

blOCK - ROUGH ELEC l: / ('.

t UIOCK ROUGH MECII c:· /~ <.. 2/ ~j .
'11 ..: ·1 . ..., J ROUGIl (jAS

~. / \.J ,
GROUN[) ["LOG

GrotlN!) I:U (' 'I. ,I ~7 - ROU(,!t I RAMI: ....;. ---
GF:OU~DM( CH nR.DILACIJCHASE

11 flOR 1 R<\\U: eXl 1ATH

::--';SL;I \ liON S Iveco IJN~Ut. CLRr (

WALL r"NELS INSUI.ATION }/L.v ?f(2...[ OG-J
SL, I1!GRP VISL illy\C. ~L.'A_ \- ];} ~ \ DRYWALL <- '.\ '1_11_,\'1

'---
MISCELLANEOUS APPROVALS FINAL APPROVALS-APPROVED FOR OCCUPANCY

I n~v IIEALTH ~rpllCIWEI.L j. FINAL flEC ,'-
. ,

I~Rn \D E"CRO IClI\lENT IINAt PLBG /7'\ f. _.1. ,. ,-</}

I runLiC \I'WER fiNAL FINALMECH ( I J /1QJ)..' .
I~

I 1"1(;\)J. I·h1.{(-:-7(tAtlt ·tt ./-., /1"", DR1\'EW/.Y rlNAL

jl~r~ I'O! LUTION rJN,\L FINAL DU(llllNG ~-,~~ c... '~ 11/1-.1';-'>

1"

MISCELLANEOUS INSPECTIONS ELECTRICAUGAS/CONNECTION APPROVALS

r;:RM PowER POLC P,G E I SMUO 1SPP.

I r:~1P POW[R POLe n - raE ISMUDISPP ..-.
, I

",1\N1i (" ItfGE"SMUDISPP If) "Ij ~" t:- v)

I
(ARI \' POWl:.H f (<J;' I i'

I~p-GE I SMUD I.IP P '-
SI'RVICE CHANGe

II CARL .... GAS TAGGeD " rGE/SW(i

LP GAS TAGGED ...:> ....... i \. '7,.~ l,-J POOUSPA INSPECTIONS

GAS TEST·BLDG ''/ '/r~ t:./ -, .... -;' ITEM INSPECTOIVDATE

GAS TEST.YARO " "',1/.1·'),' /), PRF.·GUNITE

SEWFR LINE lAY ~Iil..) Iff( >JwlI,-rh...",'A oIHER GROUNOS

WATER llNfJY·\RD .7----' : \~ "", 0 rOOL F.NCI.OS""

ROOFICEI;~ rRE·PUSTER rr=NO DRAIN POOl. FINAL

~ ....,-"","--I,. , I ........ -\,(,,,'1 ;1'"" (,J_: C It ~"C'·Z~ '-' L. \_ .. ..

'-- )

TAHOE OFFICE (530) ;81 6200
PERMIT NOrHONENO

PLACER COUNTY BUILDING DEPARTMENT
Issum DATE: 19-5EP-2005

~~~==~=-...;.;;.;,;.;..;,~;;.;;.;,,;;,,;,;;;~

AUBURN OFFICE (130) 8863010
OWNER'S NAME

COMMERCIAL 0

B05 - 19860
ArN ./ •

064-141-034-000/'7~/..s--0'l (~ 1

DESCRJPTION OF WORK TO DE: DONE

RESIDENTIAL 0

PI-IONL NO

o

. '(' , (~<'

.,):' /. ,,;>{-..>...:.>

JI,:,rUCANTS MAILING ADDRESS

1'.0. BOX 583
rORESTIlILL 95631

CONl RACTOR'~ NAME

OTHER PE.J(MIT NOS ~ExrlRAnoN~~ATE
OWNER-GUILDER
-_iiOtiNlii'~AfCTfco~R~S'i;iM'f,AIf,L1~~G6-'iiADDcD;RRE£'S"S-----------jf--,;L1r.CE"'N;;,SE'>N:;;'U"'M""UC"'-R,----1111 /' J9-:sEP:2:,...

/"TYPE 0' WORlWSE 0' STRUCTURE I A L· , j.

OTHEllO ( _:.[~·,~so:. OF nUILDING SITE

~ 29295 Ridge View .Rd Foresthill ,'2:( F J
i, cr,O;,SIRC[T, \ :J

' .. I Renewal of building permit 02 3520 SINGLE FAMILY
'r6rOUOIA FORESTHILL D 9/10 MY PAST MICHL,., \'--X."x DWELLING

svI).J)I"'I~IO:-< : I \ ~ ~ 1. • ~ I \ •

lO Ac P~I' rar Il Pmor 14 92 ~ ----, ...;: ., l:...-\.-'-\- (.l,l.,,V.......... 1432 living

CRAIG HILT

/
i:.\

VALUATION

(.\.' ..:"~ ,,/£ (()J. ,~1)~.>_, <.,-'
:) '1 .~.. ~ \.,~ .;:...

BUILDlNG

OCCUPANCY

1496 garage

66 porch

88 deck

(1EV.lti.l€ /l.LtI rii&.. k. r~ l'-("

SQ. IT



l'El~\'flT 1'10., _
.~- nr.......

II
,

TENANTrMPROVEMENTS SIGN INSPECTIONS
y'" 1::0 ,0," c "~""M~''''~
..- i\YWALUrNSULAnON IIGN ELEC

.-El}.R,(PF.M} SICNFINAJ..

FlNA ..

!.-ll..
,~::
I, ,.
~_~_.l__

J.D 'l.? ,C' 1, • (0...."",\\ "'j \2,t.\~,,,,,;N'.r' Ct, .... (2-'\\ (\i'~o \X,rC"',+ Y!""? f'1')c'.j" ;-e,.~ m-,-~~_

--,,.--;- --..:0...,,,."',,- k"~ J"?~,\ . .
.1..L5.to.£L.-p..e Fo(Lwl.cd --.S..Jltr: t//J:T- tutTh [;UV/lt/c. /)0/, Jl/d,;/.aL'..~ccPU-~

~!?oe&'2.- _ .?§-----.- RG"\~>c' I".s.-, \~z.lf.:y lliE: Ut£p,Jy2\jl')!V02

~"""'*'(' /-\(IA:::/.\ I', C:M"L.(~il...('''KL'I· "-.;-'; _
~ CJ

-H..::..L" -. ;'-'-'__J7-'("f~.c.:.I.._'_='",\-'c.:.:-:....-,,-'> -,-1".:.;,1...:'':........c,•..:..,:....-.:...c'i--c.:,-,-r:.:..,-".',---'.'..:..''4'~'''-"''"'-,-:":\--'2.:'~:::'-"':'-,-':,.::'":.'-',.::."t:-)""'-'\~(...:v..:..rv..:..\..:..r,:.::~:.:..c',----)L-L:(\,.~):.2,....,_'re_,..:..,·G,·.,..!..\\I.___,..!..' :~._.__I: I'" ,," ~ C~·.',,_\l- .. -'I T ~ ,.! (\ ,i:;{rv, \'. "'1"-

7
i

'4,;JI"~ (',It



Caunty of Placer - EnvIronmental Health Services
11454 B Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

y>30) 889-7335 Sep?Spectlon Recorder (530) 889-7360

o/~4F J·/'J.J0 ,~_:~~-it4 ric-#- 11~\
r- ' SEPTIC CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO 04 - /40 - rfp E.H,# _

LOCATION Q:J.Sc.., \ «.t--.J QJ ~c~, 5.\1i \ \ c, S S7.c1 /
Street No Street Name Area ZIp Code

OWA~~", " I I I '-1-1- MMLING ADDRESS '- Ci'Sfc" TELEPHONE NO_
'-.;'v'-_ 11\ J (!O, 6c''''-S~3 ~"'edk\llC~ f{t(PQ1,?¥)-./{

CONTRACibR- MAILING ADDRESS TELEPHONE NO

/ {)'~Se tic Permit Fee: d
.. '- -' ~ " ,

IF ON COMMUNITY SYSTEM
Name of District

IF ON PRrvATE WELL
Pem11t Re U1rcd?

PLAN

I
LOT NO,c;'i.l- / '10 ~ g>()

EXfSTING BUILDINGS ON PROPERTY

Date Paid:

----_. -,-----'1 1 - , 1__
Zone DiSt. Front Setback Sides Rear Dat

X APPROVED o APPROVED WITH CONDfTIONS o DENIED

THIS PERMIT EXPIRES 1 YEAR FROM DATE OF ISSUE
MAYBE RENEWED A MAXIMUM OF TWO (2) TIMES PROVIDED RENEWAL

APPLICATION IS MADE PRIOR TO PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE

DISTRIBUTION, WHITE-Health CANARY-Owner PINK-Installer/Contractor '-,I {r,-,--I '
'-, If )/!,' f 41
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SR # 12,.) 11 4 ?O

ON-SITE WAGE DISPOSAL "AS-BUILT" OT PLAN
(To be provIded to system Installer for submlttal to ErIS at job completion)

Owners Name:. £l<C0-'S \--\ \' \'r APN# b L-j -I L! D - 50
Job Location d'" ?-c;S (2.,1:1<:,(,'-(1 (J l_\ Scale: _

Company Name & Address. 0 ( .) tJ IJ)7- 'oY - ," 0 .. eo

l),,,>\A~L.\L ~VM.~'1

A - c. : 101 ~\-

'P.:> - (... :. \?, ,; ~"'"

D - L, ; t'6' ~r

t. - L, -:. \ \'·H
c.:;-L~I.'S"'\

(, _ ~ 0 "S H

r: - \= -:. L\to0\-
S-r\- 71.t+·

ft'l4 :: liD

Date Completed' (i- /1- ~ J-- Installer's signature:-{D~U<:tl<"'-'f'l---'"IiA.J.X--.::...:--------------
~~NT1JSE

As-Built Approved: &- Z0 '-0 ( By: £.J Z~tj:uk
G 3~d o 1vTL Ovs 9~6:'~~ S8W:QI ov:60 GO, OG/90 69v'ON 3l1~



ON-8ITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM FINAL INSPECTION REPORT/CERTIF1CATION

New Construction rzJ Repair 0
AP# W ~- - t IfD .~. QW
E.H.S.R.# C'tJU-1-{2tJ

Expansion 0 Tank Replacement 0
Building Pennit#B - () '2 - 3:)z.o

C I I... /.,

Owner: L.~A.( c= e, H./L r Installer: ~/£
Address of Property: 7--Cfz-1S- 12(PW~ J1i:-w ,-t=cJ-=--rr-.-f"-:r-h"'-,-/-r-·-----

J

As-built Received: Yes lEI Consultant's Certification Received 0
Installation Conforms to the Plot Plan Drawing: Yes m No 0
Type of System: 5'1 A r-J 12tl-t D Design Flow: '152 gpd

Septic Tank: Materials: C.O'v\.C.:U-U-- No: of Gallons Liquid Capacity: IdLKJ <::oeP?~a/~
Leachfield Design: Disposal Trenches: Total Linear Ft.: IdO Number:;z.. t--v/A/S,.G..(.>

-:J I _ I, ,f! U
Width: :'7(0' Depth: qu
Gravelless IRI Gravel 0 /;';J/('h/l In c C~£4.>

Curtain Drain Yes 0 No [5g Depth. _

Pump Tank Yes 0 No rn Size. _

'SE e5 AS r6I.-U (r- Dr<{'1{v!/.;CJ
N ()Ttf2 (t) 'P t~() f" ~ tAl N i:: t2 :

i .' 772 /1'( I. IE1< t:7'n jJt/vi.CJ2l 7 9 ll.uol5 'Ie: ke.
CJ/}1. rlQ.c-ieQJ '& (]..A! ~;J~ 5,>'k~ t:' }U(~_
'1 d £,\.. ..~I1- t..(\,iiti-:;; INt.!f 1N~:J bu( (~> /1d tfSe..

13/,11 fdA,"i D;~vr 0-;/1 rJ'o'>;'leC'.! C d'r1JL(£J4~

Z. wW 1-;-t:JVf~, /5 ~At>~ *O~cl.-{;Jr jdlj.
I'M (A 5(' .:s lA ~V!'tt j- (?(. C(e~ (/J- G /'1---¥(/I (yStS
0' ",,,,.e.( { W14 Y-<A..

~. vLpcv'\. ~~ A'Pf-lc")JoL! ~ /fC-CeyJ 7
11 a Vl~ 77'-f -r, )'1 ~ leA. lYf V1 >( b:e
~{'(s (~r\R.J:-Ye tJ y::~v\. se;J'f<.~ '9/5k

/--bV ~ te (,'/I{{h,"t C!J 'It/0¥\. fU r/)1fA!o.

Special Notes: _

THIS ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM HAS BEEN INSPECTED AND
FOUND TO MEET CURRENTJ1!iC~UNTYCONSTRUCTION STANDARDS

EnvironmentalH~th(J 01 A~~!J (j •~ .f _ 2IJ ~&J Z-
Representative: K<~A, Date'--lf.to:-'~'-----':'--- _

DIstribution: WHITE: AP file CANARY: Assessor PINK: Owner GOLDENROD: COlltractor
ref I; \forJ1\4\finalona (rc:vwcd 4/96)

, 50
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