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Items will be heard in the order listed on the agenda unless the Planning Commission rearranges the order or the items are continued. Estimated start times are indicated for each item. The times are
approximate and no item will be discussed before its listed time.

Lunch Break will be given at the Planning Commission’s convenience.

The Planning Commission Chairperson will announce when public testimony can be given for items on the Agenda. The Commission will consider testimony on both the project and related environmental
documents.

The applicant or any interested person may appeal all final decisions of the Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors. Appeals must be filed in writing to the Inyo County Board of Supervisors
within 15 calendar days per ICC Chapter 15 [California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Procedures] and Chapter 18 (Zoning), and 10 calendar days per ICC Chapter 16 (Subdivisions), of the action by
the Planning Commission. If an appeal is filed, there is a fee of $300.00. Appeals and accompanying fees must be delivered to the Clerk of the Board Office at County Administrative Center Independence,
California. If you challenge in court any finding, determination or decision made pursuant to a public hearing on a matter contained in this agenda, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or
someone else raised at the public hearing, or in written correspondence delivered to the Inyo County Planning Commission at, or prior to, the public hearing.

Public Notice: In Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting please contact the Planning Department at (760) 878-0263 (28 CFR
35.102-3.104 ADA Title I1). Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the County to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. Should you because of a disability
require appropriate alternative formatting of this agenda, please notify the Planning Department 2 hours prior to the meeting to enable the County to make the agenda available in a reasonable alternative
format (Government Code Section 54954.2).

May 29, 2019

1A0;8|0 1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.

2. ROLL CALL - Roll Call to be taken by staff.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - This is the opportunity for anyone
in the audience to address the Planning Commission on any planning
subject that is not scheduled on the Agenda.

Action 4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Approval of minutes from the April 24,
2019 Planning Commission Meeting.

Action 5. NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2018-

P'ltj‘f)rl?c 18/SEITER - The applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-Term

Hearing Vacation Rental Permit. The applicant has met all requirements, and
been approved by the Planning Department, for a Hosted Short-Term
Vacation Rental Permit. The applicant is also seeking a Non-hosted
Short-Term Rental Permit, with approval from the Planning
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Commission.

NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2019 -
01/CUMMINGS - The applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-
Term Vacation Rental Permit. The applicant has met all requirements,
and has been approved by the Planning Department, for a Hosted Short-
Term Vacation Rental Permit. The applicant is also seeking a Non-
hosted Short-Term Rental Permit, with approval from the Planning
Commission.

NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2019 -
02/KOLKER - The applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-Term
Vacation Rental permit, located at 3504 Ranch Road, in Bishop. This
permit is required for the applicant to begin renting residential space for
periods of 30-days or less, and to achieve compliance with Inyo County
Code Chapter 18.73.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 2019-02/ SAC WIRELESS-
VERIZON/TELECOM UPDATE 2019-01 SAC WIRELESS-
VERIZON - SAC Wireless, representing Verizon Wireless, has
submitted an application to update Verizon’s existing Telecom Plan and
request a Conditional Use Permit to construct a 100 foot Mono-pole
tower. The Tower will have a pine tree facade housing nine 6 foot tall
antenna and two 6 foot tall microwave antennas, at 950 Tu Su Lane, on
property owned by Richard and Alice Cassel with a Tax Assessor Parcel
Number (APN 011-120-64).

TELECOM UPDATE 2019-02/ SPRINT — — The applicant has
applied for approval of a Wireless Communication Plan (Telecom Plan)
as required by Inyo County Code Section 18.76. The Telecom Plan
covers 3 sites. 2 sites, located in Bishop and near Olancha, are already
operational, allowed by previous approvals from Inyo County and the
City of Bishop, but have not previously been identified as operated by
Sprint through the Telecom Plan process. The other site is a proposed
co-location on an existing telecommunications tower owned by SBA
Communications and located at 20 Gill Station Road at Coso Junction.

VARIANCE 2019-01/VAN STARRENBURG - The applicant Joost
Van Starrenburg has applied for a variance for a single-family dwelling
to encroach 9-feet into the required 20-foot side yard setback for a
property zoned Rural Residential (RR), and located at 557 Sunset Drive,
in the Alabama Hills, Lone Pine. This project is Exempt under CEQA.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORT/COMMENTS

Commissioners to give their report/comments to staff.
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PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT
Planning Director, Cathreen Richards, will update the Commission on various
topics.
CORRESPONDENCE — INFORMATIONAL
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COUNTY OF INYO

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES OF APRIL 24, 2019 MEETING

COMMISSIONERS:

FRANK STEWART FIRST DISTRICT (CHAIR) Inyo County Planning Commission
CAITLIN (KATE) J. MORLEY SECOND DISTRICT Post Office Drawer L
TODD VOGEL THIRD DISTRICT (VICE) Independence, CA 93526
SCOTT STONER FOURTH DISTRICT (760) 878-0263

SCOTT KEMP FIFTH DISTRICT (760) 872-0712 FAX
STAFF:

CATHREEN RICHARDS PLANNING DIRECTOR

JOHN VALLEJO COUNTY COUNSEL

TOM SCHANIEL ASSOCIATE PLANNER

RYAN STANDRIDGE ASSISTANT PLANNER

PAULA RIESEN PROJECT COORDINATOR

CLINT QUILTER COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

MIKE ERRANTE PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

The Inyo County Planning Commission met in regular session on Wednesday, April 24, 2019, in the Administration Building, in
Independence, California. Commissioner Stewart opened the meeting at 10:00 a.m.
These minutes are to be considered for approval by the Planning Commission at their next scheduled meeting.

ITEM 1:

ITEM 2:

ITEM 3:

County of Inyo

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - All recited the Pledge of Allegiance at 10:00 a.m.

ROLL CALL - Commissioners: Frank Stewart, Caitlin Morley, Scott Stoner, were
present.

Staff present: Cathreen Richards, Planning Director; Ryan Standridge, Assistant Planner;
Tom Schaniel, Associate Planner, John Vallejo, County Counsel, and Paula Riesen,
Project Coordinator.

Staff absent: Clint Quilter, County Administrator; Michael Errante, Public
Works Director.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - This item provides the opportunity for the public to
address the Planning Commission on any planning subject that is not scheduled on the
Agenda.

Chair Stewart opened the Public Comment Period at 10:01 A.M. There was no one from
the public who wished to comment on any planning subject that was not scheduled on the
Agenda. Chair Stewart closed the public comment period at 10:01 A.M.
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ITEM 4:

MOTION:

ITEM 5:

MOTION:

ITEM 6:

County of Inyo

APPROVAL OF MINUTES (Action Item) — Approval of Minutes from February 27,
2018, meeting of the Planning Commission.

Moved by Commissioner Scott Stoner and seconded by Chair Frank Stewart to
approve the Minutes from February 27, 2018.

The Motion passed 3-0.

NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2018-07/JELLISON -The
applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental permit, located at
2476 and 2478 Dixon Lane, in Bishop. This permit is required for the applicant to begin
renting residential space for periods of 30-days or less, and to achieve compliance with
Inyo County Code Chapter 18.73

Mrs. Standridge, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report.
Chair Stewart opened the Public Hearing at 10:05 a.m.

e Robert Jellison got up and thanked the Planning Deptartment for all of their work.
Chair Stewart closed the Public Hearing at 10:06 a.m.

Moved by Chair Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Kate Morley to approve the
NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2018-07/Jellison as
presented by staff.

The Motion passed 3-0.

NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2018-15/DAVIDSON -The
applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental permit, located at
260 S Mount Whitney, in Lone Pine. This permit is required for the applicant to begin
renting residential space for periods of 30-days or less, and to achieve compliance with
Inyo County Code Chapter 18.73

Mrs. Standridge, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report. Then handed out complaint
received by Planning Department from Kristi Van Kopp who opposed the permit with
reasons listed.

Chair Stewart opened the Public Hearing at 10:08 a.m.

After discussion of the concerns from Ms. Van Kopp the hearing closed at 10:13 a.m.
Moved by Chair Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Kate Morley to approve the

NON-HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL PERMIT NO. 2018-15/Davidson as
presented by staff.
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MOTION:

ITEM 7:

MOTION:

ITEM 8:

MOTION:

County of Inyo

The Motion passed 3-0.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 2019-04/SIGN DEVELOPMENT INC- The
applicant has applied for a CUP for a new business and digital fuel station sign that is
replacing an existing business and analog fuel station sign. This use permit is part of a
larger project that consists of refreshing the signage at the Independence Shell Station,
which is located at 350 S. Edwards Street in the community of Independence. The sign is
proposed to be electronic in nature, with digital displays that display pricing for various
grades of fuel. The Inyo County Code requires that electronic signs in the Central
Business (CB) zoning, which is the zoning of this property, obtain a conditional use
permit. This project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines 15301, Existing Facilities — Class 1.

Mr. Tom Schaniel, Associate Planner presented staff report.
Chair Stewart opened the Public Hearing at 10:15 a.m.
No one from the public wished to speak the hearing closed at 10:20 a.m.

Moved by Chair Frank Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Scott Stoner
to approve the proposed Conditional Use Permit as presented by staff.

The Motion passed 3-0

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) 2019-05/SIGN DEVELOPMENT INC-The
applicant has applied for a CUP for a new business and digital fuel station sign that is
replacing an existing business and analog fuel station sign. This use permit is part of a
larger project that consists of refreshing the signage at the Lone Pine Shell Station (co-
located with the Lone Pine Carl’s Jr. Restaurant), which is located at 401 N. Main Street
in the community of Lone Pine. The sign is proposed to be electronic in nature, with
digital displays that display pricing for various grades of fuel. The Inyo County Code
requires that electronic signs in the Central Business (CB) zoning, which is the zoning of
this property, obtain a conditional use permit. This project is categorically exempt from
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines
15301, Existing Facilities — Class 1.

Mr. Tom Schaniel, Associate Planner presented staff report.
Chair Stewart opened the Public Hearing at 10:20 a.m.
No one from the public wished to speak the hearing closed at 10:23 a.m.

Moved by Commissioner Scott Stoner and seconded by Commissioner Kate Morley to
approve the proposed Conditional Use Permit as presented by staff.
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ITEM 9:

MOTION:

ITEM 10:

The Motion passed 3-0

ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT (ZTA) 2019-01/INYO COUNTY - COMMERCIAL
CANNABIS - The County of Inyo is proposing to amend sections of the County Zoning
Ordinance, set forth in Title 18 of the Inyo County Code, to amend and add definitions

and to adjust a procedural requirement related to Commercial Cannabis Activities. This
project is Exempt from CEQA under the General Rule.

Ms. Richards, Planning Director, presented the staff report. Stating that this is primarily
a definitions change, to add consistency to match.

Chair Stewart opened the Public Hearing at 10:26 a.m.

No one from the public wished to speak the hearing closed at 10:30 a.m.

Moved by Chair Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Scott Stoner to

approve the ZONE TEXT AMENDMENT (ZTA) 2019-01/INYO COUNTY -
COMMERCIAL CANNABIS.

The Motion passed 3-0

SHORT TERM RENTAL UPDATE - Staff will hold a Workshop with the Planning
Commission on the status of short-term rentals in Inyo County, approximately one year after
accepting applications.

Mr. Tom Schaniel, Associate Planner presented staff report.

Chair Stewart stated that the complaints about Short Term Rentals show a lot of smoke
but not much fire to the claims, does not seem to be affecting the motels TOT Tax either.

Chair Frank Stewart thanked Mr. Schaniel for a great presentation.

COMMISSIONERS” REPORT/COMMENTS -

Commissioners to give their report/comments to staff.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT -

Cathreen Richards presented to Planning Commission the email reminder for
Spring run-off warnings to the County.

ADJOURNMENT -

County of Inyo
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With no further business, Chair Stewart made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 11:30
a.m., and for the Commission to reconvene at the May 29, 2019 meeting, at 10:00 a.m. in
the Board of Supervisors Room, Administrative Center, Independence, California.
Motion by Chair Frank Stewart to Adjourn.
Seconded by Commissioner Kate Morley.
Motion passed 3-0.

Prepared by:

Paula Riesen
Inyo County Planning Department
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Planning Department Phone: (760) 878-0263

168 North Edwards Street FAX: (760) 872-2712

Post Office Drawer L E-Mail: inyoplanning@inyocounty.us
Independence, California 93526

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 5 (Action Item — Public Hearing)

PLANNING COMMISSION

METTING DATE: May 29, 2019

SUBJECT: Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit No. 2018-18/Seiter

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The applicant has applied for a non-hosted short term vacation rental permit, located at 155 N. Mt.
Whitney Drive, in Lone Pine. This permit is required for the applicant to begin renting residential space
for periods of 30-days or less, and to achieve compliance with Inyo County Code Chapter 18.73.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Supervisory District: 5

Project Applicant: Marian Seiter

Site Address: 155 N. Mt. Whitney Ave., Lone Pine, CA 93545
Community: Lone Pine, CA

A.P.N.: 005-073-05

General Plan: Residential Medium Density (RM)

Zoning: Single Residential OR Mobile Home combined

Size of Parcel: 0.17 acres

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

Location: | Use: Gen. Plan Designation | Zoning

Site Developed Residential Medium Single Residence/Mobile home
Density (RM) combined-5,800 sq ft* min (RMH)

North Developed Residential Medium Single Residence/Mobile home
Density (RM) combined-5,800 sq ft* min (RMH)

East Developed Residential Medium Single Residence/Mobile home
Density (RM) combined-10,000 sq ft* min (RMH)

South Developed Residential Medium- Single Residence/Mobile home
High Density (RMH) combined-5,800 sq ft* min (RMH)




West

Undeveloped Residential Low Density | Single Residence/Mobile home
(RL) combined-10,000 sq ft* min (RMH)

Staff Recommended Action: 1.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit 2018-18/Seiter

Alternatives: 1.) Deny the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit
2.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit with additional conditions of approval
3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, and provide
specific direction to staff regarding what additional
information and analysis is needed.

Project Planner: Steve Karamitros

STAFF ANALYSIS

Background and Overview

The applicant has applied for and received a Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit from the
Inyo Planning Department, for the residence located at 155 N. Mt. Whitney Dr., in Lone Pine.
This is a primary residence where the applicants live full time. The applicants have also applied
for Non Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental for the accessory dwelling unit, approximately 512
ft’, located behind the primary residence. This structure was built in compliance with the
standards set by the Inyo County Building and Safety Department and the Inyo County
Environmental Health Department.

The proposed application for a Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit aligns with Inyo
County Code Section 18.73-Short-Term Rental of Residential Property, which allows for the
rental of dwelling units where the owner of the dwelling unit does not concurrently occupy the
dwelling unit with the transient lodger. The application for this non-hosted rental has met the
requirements of the Inyo County Planning Department and, per County Code Section 18.73.060,
now requires that the Inyo County Planning Commission give final approval in order to issue the
Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit.

The residence is in a location surrounded by residential housing to the north, south, east and
west, which are privately owned. The residence is located in Lone Pine, California.




Vicinity Location Map

EMountain\View St

General Plan Consistency

The goal of this review is to allow the applicant to rent residential space in compliance with the
County’s zoning ordinance. The project is consistent with the Short-Term Rental Ordinance, which was
added as Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code, following approval by the Inyo County Board of
Supervisors on February 20, 2018. This use will not conflict with the General Plan designation of
Residential Medium Density (RM) as it does not change the size or density of the residential
development currently on the site and in the General Plan.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency

The applicant’s residence is zoned Single Residence OR Mobile home combined (RMH), which is
defined as an eligible zoning area for short term rentals. The current use will not change and therefore
remains consistent with the current zoning ordinance.




ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

As per Section Two of the approved County Ordinance (Chapter 18.73), the Non-Hosted Short- Term
Rental Permit 2018-18/Seiter was reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), the CEQA guidelines, and the County’s environmental procedures, and was found to be
exempt pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA guidelines, as it constitutes an
extension of residential use, with no new development, and can be seen with certainty that there will be
no significant effect on the environment.

Residents within 300 feet of the proposed rental were notified that an application for short-term rental
was being submitted. These residents were notified following approval of the Hosted Short Term Rental
permit and no complaints were filed. Inyo County staff noticed these residents regarding the public
hearing date. Public notification of the hearing date was published in the Inyo Register on May 4, 2019.

RECOMMENDATION
Planning Department staff recommends the approval of Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit
2018-18/Seiter, with the following Findings and Conditions of Approval:

FINDINGS:

1. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is exempted from further CEQA
review, and the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act have been satisfied.
[Evidence: Pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA guidelines, the proposed
permit application constitutes an extension of residential use and can be seen with certainty that
there will be no significant effect on the environment.

2. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
General Plan Land Use Designation of Residential Medium Density (RM).
[Evidence: The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan’s Land
Use designation of Residential Medium Density, which allows for 4.6 — 7.5 dwelling units per acre.
The applicant’s proposal is to have one dwelling unit for rent on a 0.17 acre parcel, which is
consistent with Inyo County’s General Plan designation for this property.]

3. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
Zoning Ordinance.
[Evidence: The approved ordinance of Short-Term Rentals (Transient Occupancy — a rental for 30-
Days or less), as adopted by the Board of Supervisors on February 20, 2018, allows for the short-
term rental of residential dwellings in the Zoning Districts of: One Family Residential (R1), Single
Residence and Mobile Home Combined (RMH), Rural Residential (RR), Rural Residential Starlite
Estates (RR- Starlite), and the Open Space Zone (OS). The applicant’s property is zoned Single
Residence or Mobile Home Combined and is therefore consistent with Inyo County’s zoning
ordinance.]

4. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is necessary or desirable.
[Evidence: With the proliferation of Short-Term Vacation Rentals through on-line hosts, such as Air
B&B, etc., the Board of Supervisors found it necessary and desirable to create an ordinance that
regulated transient occupancy. In 2006 the Board of Supervisors approved with findings by Inyo
County staff, related to transient occupancy, and issued a finding that stated “one family residential
zone districts do not allow for short-term, transient accommodation uses as a primary permitted use,
a conditional use or an accessory use; therefore, short-term transient accommodation uses in a one



family residence zones is in violation of the - One Family Zone District as set forth in the Inyo
County Code Section 18.30.” This decision guided the Planning Department’s efforts in designing
an ordinance for short-term vacation rentals in residentially zoned areas. The proposed non-hosted
vacation rental permit application is consistent with the requirements stipulated in the short-term
rental ordinance, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors in February 2018. ]

The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is properly related to other uses and
transportation and service facilities in the vicinity.

[Evidence: The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is properly related to
transportation and service facilities and will not adversely affect these facilities. All completed
applications for Hosted/Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permits require site plans that demonstrate
the availability of on-site parking at the applicant’s residence. This will avoid burdens to Inyo
County maintained roads, in this case N. Mt. Whitney Drive, in Lone Pine.]

The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit would not under all the
circumstances of this case, affect adversely the health or safety of persons living or working in the
vicinity or be materially detrimental to the public welfare.

[The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit does not adversely affect public
health or safety of persons living in the vicinity. The Inyo County Public Health Department
evaluated the application for sewer, septic, and water issues and found no problems with the
application. The rental unit, a 512 ft’ guest house, was evaluated by the County’s Building and
Safety Department and no problems were identified. |

Operating requirements necessitate the proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit
for the site.

[Evidence: Use of the applicant’s property for non-hosted short-term rental requires the Non-Hosted
Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit, as per Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code.]

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1.

Hold Harmless

The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless Inyo County agents, officers, and
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its agents, officers, or
employees to attack, set aside, void or annul an approval of the county, its advisory agencies, its
appeals board, or legislative body concerning Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit No.
2018-18/ Seiter. The County reserves the right to prepare its own defense.

Compliance with County Code

The applicant shall conform to all applicable provisions of Inyo County Code. If the use provided by
this Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is not established within one year of the
approval date it will be become void.



SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM

UNION

FRONT VIEW OF
SUBJECT PROPERTY

Appraised Date: April 11, 2011
Appraised Value: $ 195,000
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SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Short Term Rental Agreement
155 N. Mt. Whitney Drive and 157 N. Mt. Whitney Drive, Lone Pine

Welcome to your new studio while you visit our beautiful area.
Owner, Marian Seiter is available at all times to answer questions and
make suggestions on things to do in our area. She ives in the ma n
house on the property and you are welcome to knock on the kitchen
door located on the driveway side of the house.

To keep this property environmentally safe and in compliance with
nyo County rules of occupancy for a non-hosted rental, please respect
and adhere to the fol owing:

1. No pesticides of any kind may be used inside or outside unit.

2. No Smoking allowed. No pets allowed.

3. Garbage containers are ocated on the driveway. Please use the
b ue bins for recyc ing glass, cans, and plastic. All other garbage place
in Preferred Disposa bin.

4 Outdoor fires are prohibited.

5 Outdoor amplified sound is prohibited.

6. Quiet hours shall be from 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.

7

8

Use of outdoor spa is prohibited.

Kitchen with refrigerator, stove, dishwasher, coffee machine,
cooking utensi s and plate ware. Bathroom with shower/tub, includes
linens, and towels provided. WiFi available. Fire extinguisher, CO
detector and smoke detector located n kitchen.

9. Check n time: 3:00 p.m. Check out time 12:00 p.m.

10. Late check is possible. Please notify Marian and a key will be
located in box on the Stud o next to front door.

11. Code Chapter 3.2.0 Transient Occupancy Tax ID number

Contact nformat on

Owner, Marian Seiter 760-937-0932 ives in main house on property
Secondary contact: Ash Seiter 808-782-7566

Main House: 155 N. Mt. Whitney Drive, Lone Pine, CA 93545

Studio address: 157 N. Mt. Whitney Drive, Lone P ne, CA 93545
Emergency dial 911 for ambulance or in case of fre



Planning Department Phone: (760) 878-0263

168 North Edwards Street FAX: (760) 872-2712

Post Office Drawer L E-Mail: inyoplanning@inyocounty.us
Independence, California 93526

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 6 (Action Item — Public Hearing)

PLANNING COMMISSION

METTING DATE: May 29, 2019

SUBJECT: Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit No. 2019-01/Ormande
Cummings

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The applicant has applied for a non-hosted short term vacation rental permit, located at 301 Laws Ave.,
in Keeler. This permit is required for the applicant to begin renting residential space for periods of 30-
days or less, and to achieve compliance with Inyo County Code Chapter 18.73.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Supervisory District: 5

Project Applicant: Sharon Cummings/Anthony Ormande

Site Address: 301 Laws Ave., Keeler, CA 93530
Community: Keeler, CA

A.P.N.: 031-054-08

General Plan: Residential Low Density (RL)

Zoning: Single Residence OR Mobile Home combined (RMH)
Size of Parcel: 0.41 acres

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

&

Location: | Use: Gen. Plan Designation Zoning

Site Developed Residential Low Density | Single Residence/Mobile home combined-
(RL) 10,000 ft* min (RMH)

North Developed Residential Low Density | Single Residence/Mobile home combined-
(RL) 10,000 ft* min (RMH)

East undeveloped Residential Low Density | Single Residence/Mobile home combined-
(RL) 10,000 ft* min (RMH)

South Developed Residential Medium-High | Single Residence/Mobile home combined-
Density (RMH) 5,800 ft* min (RMH)




West Undeveloped Residential Low Density | Single Residence/Mobile home combined-
(RL) 10,000 ft* min (RMH)

Staff Recommended Action: 1.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit 2019-01/Ormande & Cummings

Alternatives: 1.) Deny the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit
2.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental
Permit with additional conditions of approval
3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, and provide
specific direction to staff regarding what additional
information and analysis is needed.

Project Planner: Steve Karamitros

STAFF ANALYSIS

Background and Overview

The applicant has applied for and received a Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit from the
Inyo Planning Department, for the residence located at 120 N. Laws Ave., in Keeler. This is a
primary residence where the applicants live full time. The applicants have also applied for Non-
Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental for an adjacent property, located at 301 Laws Ave., which
has an approximately 800 ft* single modular house. This structure was built in compliance with
the standards set by the Inyo County Building and Safety Department and the Inyo County
Environmental Health Department.

The proposed application for a Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit aligns with Inyo
County Code Section 18.73-Short-Term Rental of Residential Property, which allows for the
rental of dwelling units where the owner of the dwelling unit does not concurrently occupy the
dwelling unit with the transient lodger. The application for this non-hosted rental has met the
requirements of the Inyo County Planning Department and, per County Code Section 18.73.060,
now requires that the Inyo County Planning Commission give final approval in order to issue the
Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit.

The residence is in a location surrounded by vacant land to the east, north and west, which are
privately owned, as well as developed residential parcels to the south. The residence is located
southeast of Lone Pine, in Keeler.




Vicinity Location Map

General Plan Consistency

The goal of this review is to allow the applicant to rent residential space in compliance with the
County’s zoning ordinance. The project is consistent with the Short-Term Rental Ordinance, which was
added as Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code, following approval by the Inyo County Board of
Supervisors on February 20, 2018. This use will not conflict with the General Plan designation of
Residential Low Density (RL) as it does not change the size or density of the residential development
currently on the site and in the General Plan.



Zoning Ordinance Consistency

The applicant’s residence is zoned Single Residence OR Mobile home combined (RMH), which is
defined as an eligible zoning area for short term rentals. The current use will not change and therefore
remains consistent with the current zoning ordinance.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

As per Section Two of the approved County Ordinance (Chapter 18.73), the Hosted/Non-Hosted Short-
Term Rental Permit 2019-01/Ormande & Cummings was reviewed for compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA guidelines, and the County’s environmental procedures,
and was found to be exempt pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA guidelines, as it
constitutes an extension of residential use, with no new development, and can be seen with certainty that
there will be no significant effect on the environment.

Residents within 300 feet of the proposed rental were notified that an application for short-term rental
was being submitted. These residents were notified following approval of the Hosted Short Term Rental
permit and no complaints were filed. Inyo County staff noticed these residents regarding the public
hearing date. Public notification of the hearing date was published in the Inyo Register on May 4, 2019.

RECOMMENDATION
Planning Department staff recommends the approval of Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit
2019-01/0Ormande & Cummings, with the following Findings and Conditions of Approval:

FINDINGS:

1. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is exempted from further CEQA
review, and the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act have been satisfied.
[Evidence: Pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA guidelines, the proposed
permit application constitutes an extension of residential use and can be seen with certainty that
there will be no significant effect on the environment.

2. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
General Plan Land Use Designation of Residential Low Density (RL).
[Evidence: The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan’s Land
Use designation of Residential Low Density, which allows for 2 — 4.5 dwelling units per acre. The
applicant’s proposal is to have one dwelling unit for rent on a 0.41 acre parcel, which is consistent
with Inyo County’s General Plan designation for this property.]

3. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
Zoning Ordinance.
[Evidence: The approved ordinance of Short-Term Rentals (Transient Occupancy — a rental for 30-
Days or less), as adopted by the Board of Supervisors on February 20, 2018, allows for the short-
term rental of residential dwellings in the Zoning Districts of: One Family Residential (R1), Single
Residence and Mobile Home Combined (RMH), Rural Residential (RR), Rural Residential Starlite
Estates (RR- Starlite), and the Open Space Zone (OS). The applicant’s property is zoned Single
Residence or Mobile Home Combined and is therefore consistent with Inyo County’s zoning
ordinance.]

4. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is necessary or desirable.



[Evidence: With the proliferation of Short-Term Vacation Rentals through on-line hosts, such as Air
B&B, etc., the Board of Supervisors found it necessary and desirable to create an ordinance that
regulated transient occupancy. In 2006 the Board of Supervisors approved with findings by Inyo
County staff, related to transient occupancy, and issued a finding that stated “one family residential
zone districts do not allow for short-term, transient accommodation uses as a primary permitted use,
a conditional use or an accessory use, therefore, short-term transient accommodation uses in a one
family residence zones is in violation of the - One Family Zone District as set forth in the Inyo
County Code Section 18.30.” This decision guided the Planning Department’s efforts in designing
an ordinance for short-term vacation rentals in residentially zoned areas. The proposed non-hosted
vacation rental permit application is consistent with the requirements stipulated in the short-term
rental ordinance, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors in February 2018. ]

The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is properly related to other uses and
transportation and service facilities in the vicinity.

[Evidence: The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is properly related to
transportation and service facilities and will not adversely affect these facilities. All completed
applications for Hosted/Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permits require site plans that demonstrate
the availability of on-site parking at the applicant’s residence. This will avoid burdens to Inyo
County maintained roads, in this case Laws Ave. in Keeler.]

The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit would not under all the
circumstances of this case, affect adversely the health or safety of persons living or working in the
vicinity or be materially detrimental to the public welfare.

[The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit does not adversely affect public
health or safety of persons living in the vicinity. The Inyo County Public Health Department
evaluated the application for sewer, septic, and water issues and found no problems with the
application. The rental unit, a ~ 800 f’ single modular house, was evaluated by the County’s
Building and Safety Department and no problems were identified.]

Operating requirements necessitate the proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit
for the site.

[Evidence: Use of the applicant’s property for non-hosted short-term rental requires the Non-Hosted
Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit, as per Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code.]

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1.

Hold Harmless

The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless Inyo County agents, officers, and
employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its agents, officers, or
employees to attack, set aside, void or annul an approval of the county, its advisory agencies, its
appeals board, or legislative body concerning Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit No.
2019-01/ Ormande & Cummings. The County reserves the right to prepare its own defense.

Compliance with County Code

The applicant shall conform to all applicable provisions of Inyo County Code. If the use provided by
this Non-Hosted Short-Term Vacation Rental Permit is not established within one year of the
approval date it will be become void.



Rules and Regulations
For
301 Laws Ave

Keeler, CA 93530

Only 2 renters are allowed per guestroom.

Only 2 vehicles shall be allowed. The off street parking is provided in front of the house on the
driveway.

No outdoor amplified sounds are allowed

Quiet hours are from 9:00 p.m. —7:00 a.m.

Pets are not allowed, unless prior consent ,they shall be secure at all times while on the
property. No continual barking or nuisance is allowed

The trash can is located in the Kitchen and bathroom, a large trash can is outside on the
northern side of the house off of the porch.

Outdoor fire area is provided on the concrete patio, only a small bar-b-q is provided. The fire
must be out by 9:00 p.m.

The transient occupancy tax and fee’s are included in the rental agreement

Contact Sharon Cummings or Anthony Oermondefor other questions. (760) 382-8382
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Plannlng Department Phone: (760) 878-0263
168 North Edwards Street FAX: (760)872-2712
o)JPost Office Drawer L E-Mail: inyoplanning@inyocounty.us

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 7 (Action Item — Public Hearing)
PLANNING COMMISSION

METTING DATE: May 29, 2019

SUBJECT: Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit

No. 2019-02/Kolker

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The applicant has applied for a Non-hosted Short-Term Rental permit, located at 3504
Ranch Road, in Bishop. This permit is required for the applicant to begin renting
residential space for periods of 30-days or less, and to achieve compliance with Inyo
County Code Chapter 18.73.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Supervisory District: 1

Project Applicant: Katherine & Patrick Kolker
Site Address: 3504 Ranch Road
Community: Bishop, CA

A.P.N.: 011-050-05

General Plan: Residential Low Density (RL)
Zoning: R-1-10,000 (R-1 10,000)

Size of Parcel: Approximately 0.44-Acres



SURROUNDING LAND USE:

Location: Use: Gen. Plan Designation Zoning

Site Residential Residential Low Density (RL) One Family Residential —
10,000 square foot minimum
(R1-10,000)

North Residential Residential Low Density (RL) | One Family Residential —
10,000 square foot
minimum (R1-10,000)

East Agriculture Agriculture (A) Open Space -40 Acre
Minimum

South Residential Residential Low Density (RL) | One Family Residential —
10,000 square foot
minimum (R1-
10,000)square foot
minimum (R1-10,000)

West Residential Residential Rural High Density | One Family Residential —
(RRH) 10,000 square foot
minimum (R1-10,000)

Staff Recommended Action: 1.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental
Permit 2019-02/Kolker

Alternatives: 1.) Deny the Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit
2.) Approve the Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental
Permit with additional conditions of approval

3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, and
provide specific direction to staff regarding what
additional information and analysis is needed.

Project Planner: Ryan Standridge

STAFF ANALYSIS

Background and Overview

The applicant has applied for and received a Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit from the Inyo
Planning Department, for the residence located at 3504 Ranch Road in Bishop. There is a
primary residence with an Accessory Dwelling unit which the applicant would like to rent as a
non-hosted rental. This structure was built in compliance with the standards set by the Inyo
County Building and Safety Department and the Inyo County Environmental Health Department.

The proposed application for a Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit aligns with Inyo County
Code Section 18.73-Short-Term Rental of Residential Property, which allows for the rental of



dwelling unit where the owner of the dwelling unit does not concurrently occupy the dwelling
unit with the transient lodger. The application for this non-hosted rental has met the requirements
of the Inyo County Planning Department and, per County Code Section 18.73.060, and now
requires that the Inyo County Planning Commission give final approval in order to issue the
Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit.

The residence is in a location surrounded by developed residential parcels to the north, south,
and west with agriculture directly east of parcel. The residence is in the Bishop community.

General Plan Consistency

The goal of this review is to allow the applicant to rent residential space in compliance with the
County’s zoning ordinance. The project is consistent with Short-Term Rental Ordinance, which
was added as Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code, following approval by the Inyo County
Board of Supervisors on February 20, 2018. This use will not conflict with the General Plan
designation of Residential Low Density (RL) as it does not change the size or density of the
residential development currently on the site as designated by the General Plan.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency

The applicant’s residence is zoned R-1 One Family Residential (R1-10,000), which is defined as
an eligible zoning area for short term rentals with a short term rental permit. The current use will
not change and therefore remains consistent with the current zoning designation.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Short-Term Rental Permit 2019-02/Kolker was reviewed for compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA guidelines, and the County’s environmental
procedures, and was found to be exempt pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the
CEQA guidelines, as it constitutes an extension of residential use, with no new development, and
can be seen with certainty that there will be no significant effect on the environment.

RECOMMENDATION

Find the proposed project is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act; make the findings specified below; and, approve Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental
Permit 2019-02/Kolker, subject to the Conditions of Approval:

Recommended Findings for NH-STR 2019-02/Kolker:

1. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is exempted from further CEQA

review, and the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act have been
satisfied.
[Evidence: Pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA guidelines, the
proposed permit application constitutes an extension of residential use with no new
development or change in density and can be seen with certainty that there will be no
significant effect on the environment.]



. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
General Plan Land Use Designation of Residential Medium Density (RM).

[Evidence: The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General
Plan’s Land Use designation of Residential Medium Density, which allows single family
dwellings within urban type areas. The applicant’s proposal to rent the primary dwelling
unit is consistent with Inyo County’s General Plan designation for Residential Low
Density, , which allows for 2.0 to 4.5 dwelling units per acre. The applicant’s proposal is
to have one primary and one accessory dwelling unit on the parcel, and is consistent with
Inyo County’s General Plan designation for this property and in accordance with
Government Code Section 65852.2.(a)(8) An accessory dwelling unit that conforms to
this subdivision shall be deemed to be an accessory use or an accessory building and
shall not be considered to exceed the allowable density for the lot upon which it is
located, and shall be deemed to be a residential use that is consistent with the existing
general plan and zoning designations for the lot.]

. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
Zoning Ordinance.

[Evidence: The approved ordinance of Short-Term Rentals (Transient Occupancy — a
rental for 30-Days or less), as adopted by the Board of Supervisors on February 20,
2018, allows for the short-term rental of residential dwellings in the Zoning Districts of:
One Family Residential (R1), Single Residence and Mobile Home Combined (RMH),
Rural Residential (RR), Rural Residential Starlite Estates (RR- Starlite), and the Open
Space Zone (OS) with a conditional use permit. The applicant’s property is zoned One
Family Residential and is therefore consistent with Inyo County’s zoning ordinance upon
receiving the conditional use permit.]

. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is necessary or desirable.
[Evidence: With the proliferation of Short-Term Rentals through on-line hosts, such as
Air B&B, etc., the Board of Supervisors found it necessary and desirable to create an
ordinance that regulated transient occupancy. The proposed non-hosted rental permit
application is consistent with the requirements stipulated in the short-term rental
ordinance, as adopted by the Board of Supervisors in February 2018.]

. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is properly related to other uses and
transportation and service facilities in the vicinity.

[Evidence: The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit is properly related to
transportation and service facilities and will not adversely affect these facilities. All
completed applications for Hosted/Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permits require site
plans that demonstrate the availability of on-site parking at the applicant’s residence.]

. The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit would not under all the
circumstances of this case, affect adversely the health or safety of persons living or
working in the vicinity or be materially detrimental to the public welfare.

[The proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit does not adversely affect public
health or safety of persons living in the vicinity. The Inyo County Public Health
Department evaluated the application for sewer, septic, and water issues and found no



problems with the application. The rental unit, was evaluated by the County’s Building
and Safety Department and no problems were identified.]

7. Operating requirements necessitate the proposed Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit
for the site.
[Evidence: Use of the applicant’s property for non-hosted short-term rental requires the
Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit, as per Chapter 18.73 of the Inyo County Code.]

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1. The applicant, landowner, and/or operator shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless
Inyo County agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or proceeding
against the County or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul
an approval of the county, its advisory agencies, its appeals board, or legislative body
concerning Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit No. 2019-02/Kolker. The County
reserves the right to prepare its own defense.

2. The applicant shall conform to all applicable provisions of Inyo County Code, failure to
do so could cause the revocation of the permit. If the use provided by this Non-Hosted
Short-Term Rental Permit is not established within one year of the approval date it will
be become void.

SUMMARY

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission make certain findings with respect to and
approve Non-Hosted Short-Term Rental Permit No. 2019-02/Kolker and find it exempt from
CEQA.

EXHIBITS

A. Vicinity Map
B. Site plan

C. Rules
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Attachment B
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Attachment C

~

House Rules and Regulations

3504 Ranch Road
Bishop, CA 93514

Property Owners:
Katherine & Patrick Kolker
(760) 920-3005 (760) 920-8189

Emergency Contact
*If Katie and/or Pat are not available
Rob Barker (family friend in the neighborhood)
{760) 937-1949

Only two (2) renters are allowed per guestrcom. This humber does not include
children three (3) years and under.

A maximum of one vehicle per guestroom is allowed - all guests must park in the
driveway leading up to the home. Please do not park on the street or anywhere
other than the driveway.

Outdoor amplified sound is prohibited. Please keep noise to a minimum as to not
disturb our neighbors.

Quiet hours are from 9:00pm to 7:00am. Kindly turn porch light off before going
to bed for the night.

Please use provided trash bins and recycling storage containers located along the
side of the main house.

Pets are not allowed.

Outdoor fires are not permitted.

Please, absolutely NO SMOKING in or around the property.

Thank you!

Tax Registration Certificate #:



Planning Department

168 North Edwards Street

Post Office Drawer L
Independence, California 93526

Phone: (760) 878-0263
FAX: (760) 872-2712

E-Mail: inyoplanning@inyocounty.us

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 8 (Action Item — Public Hearing)
PLANNING COMMISSION

MEETING DATE: May 29, 2019

SUBJECT: Conditional Use Permit 2019-

02\Telecommunications Plan Update 2019-
01/Verizon Wireless.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SAC Wireless, representing Verizon Wireless, has submitted an application to update Verizon’s
existing Telecom Plan and request a Conditional Use Permit to add a 100 foot Mono-pole tower.
The Tower will have a pine tree fagade housing nine 6 foot tall antenna and two 6 foot tall
microwave antennas, at 950 Tu Su lane, on property owned by Richard and Alice Cassel with a
Tax Assessor Parcel Number (APN 011-120-64). Verizon’s current plan (adopted in August of
2003) includes a total of ten existing wireless communication facilities. Five sites were approved
in the 2003 plan, and five approved under the Western Wireless Plan adopted in October 2003.
Additionally Gill station was approved in the 2016 Verizon Update Plan. The current Verizon
network consists of the twelve sites within Inyo County with one of them located inside the
Bishop City limits and not under the County’s jurisdiction. This application is updating the
current Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Plan adding the proposed site at 950 Tu Su Lane
upon approval the requested conditional use permit.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Supervisory District: 3
Applicants: Verizon Wireless, represented by SAC Wireless.
Property Owner: The Tower is owned by Verizon Wireless who leases the

Site from the Richard and Alice Cassel.

Address/Community: 950 Tu Su Lane, Bishop, Ca


mailto:inyoplanning@inyocounty.us

A.P.N.:

General Plan:

Zoning:

Surrounding Land Use:

011-120-64

Retail Commercial (RC)

General Commercial (C2)

Location: | Use: Gen. Plan Zoning
Designation
Site Parking/Vacant | Retail Commercial General Commercial with a
(RC) 10,000sq.ft minimum (C2-10,000)
North Auto Repair Retail Commercial General Commercial with a
Shop (RC) 10,000sg.ft minimum (C2-10,000)
East Residence with | Residential Medium Multiple Residential with a
Storage High (RMH) 6,500sq.ft minimum (R2-6,500)
South Residences Tribal Land (TL) Indian Reservation
West Residence with | Tribal Land (TL) Indian Reservation

grazing land

Recommended Action:

Alternatives:

1.) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration of
Environmental Impact pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act, prepared for CUP 2019-
02/Verizon Wireless and Telecomm Plan Update 2019-
01/Verizon Wireless.

2.) Make certain Findings with respect to, and approve,
Conditional Use Permit 2019-02/Verizon Wireless.

3.) Make certain Findings with respect to, and approve,
Telecommunications Plan Update #2016-02/Verizon
Wireless.

1.) Deny Telecom Plan Update #2019-01/Verizon Wireless,
thereby not allowing the applicant to update its
Telecommunications Plan.



2.) Deny Condition Use Permit #2019-02 Verizon Wireless
Thereby not allowing the applicant to

3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, providing
specific direction to staff regarding what additional
information and analysis is needed.

Project Planner: Ryan Standridge, Assistant Planner

STAFF ANALYSIS

Background and Overview

Project Description

This is a request for the approval of an update to Verizon Wireless’ existing telecommunications
plan on file with the County. SAC Wireless submitted an application to the County for 100’
mono-pine tower to house nine panel 6 tall antennas and two 6’ tall microwave antennas to
increase the capacity of the existing Verizon Wireless network in the area the new tower would
be located at 950 Tu Su Lane, in Bishop California. The proposed location is not included in the
approved Verizon Wireless telecom plan on file with the County, which makes this update
necessary per the County’s Telecommunications Ordinance and requires approval by the
Planning Commission.

Inyo County Code

Wireless Communication in Inyo County is governed by Chapter 18.76 of the Inyo County Code
— Regulation of Wireless Communication Facilities. Section 18.76.050(A) requires all
Telecommunications Plans in the County be approved by the Planning Commission, and under
18.76.050(K) it requires that once they are approved, any amendments to telecommunications
plans must also be approved by the Planning Commission. It also establishes that in considering
an amendment, the planning commission shall be guided by the relevant portions of Chapter
18.76. In this case, the applicant has provided the materials needed to address the relevant
portions with regard to the plan update. This includes a map showing Verizon’s existing and
future planned sites (Attachment 2) and a description of how this new site relates to the other
sites in Verizon’s network (Attachment 3). This project is designed to optimize cell service in the
Bishop Area while enhancing call quality in West Bishop and extending service to the Starlite
Community. The Project would provide increased public safety, and bring wireless service to
areas of the County that currently do not have it.

General Plan Consistency

The Inyo County General Plan designates this site as Retail Commercial (RC). The RC
designation provides for retail and wholesale commercial uses; service uses, offices, public and
quasi-public uses, and similar and compatible uses. The communications facility is consistent
with the use as a quasi-public use for utility provision.




In addition to the General Plan land use designation, the proposed project is consistent with the
following two General Plan Policies, which are located within the Public Services & Utilities
Element:

1. Policy PSU 7.1: Provision of Services: The County shall encourage the provision of
communications and telecommunications service and facilities to serve existing and
future needs.

2. Policy PSU 7.5: Communication Towers: The County shall require compliance with the
Wireless Communications Guidelines for siting of communication towers in
unincorporated areas of the County.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency

The proposed site that Verizon Wireless identified to be added to their Telecommunications Plan
is zoned Retail Commercial (C2). The C2 zone allows for public and quasi-public buildings and
uses of administrative, recreational, educational, religious, cultural, or public utility or service.
The monopole and telecommunications antennae are considered a quasi-public utility use.
Chapter 18.76 “Regulation of Wireless Communications Facilities,” allows for wireless
communication facilities within the C2 zone, but requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) or
Variance if such a facility exceeds the maximum height allowed in that district for principal
permitted uses. This is a quasi-public, utility, use and is permitted outright in the C2 zone with
conditional use.

Review of Wireless Plan (ICC §18.76.050)

Section 18.76.050(K) of the Inyo County Code, states that once Telecommunications Plans are
approved, any amendments to those plans must also be approved by the planning commission as
well. It also establishes that in considering an amendment, the planning commission shall be
guided by the relevant portions of chapter 18.76. Section 18.76.050(E) of the ICC outlines the
requirements for approval of telecommunications plans and specifies that "after discharging its
duties as the environmental review board accordance with ICC §15.12.040, the Planning
Commission shall approve the wireless communications plan if it finds:

e That the Plan is in substantial compliance with the requirements of this chapter (i.e.,
Chapter 18.76).
This is an update to the existing Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Plan that was
updated and approved by the Planning Commission in August of 2016. This plan met all
of the requirements outlined in Chapterl8.76 at the time of approval. The update is to
add a location site to the Verizon Plan ensuring that the Plan is compliant with the
requirements of Chapter 18.76.050(K).
e That the applicant has made a good faith effort and commitment to meeting the
standards and goals of this chapter.
Verizon Wireless has an adopted Telecommunications Plan that is on file with the County
and is updating that plan with the proposed site. These actions show a good faith effort
by the applicant to meet the standards as outlined in chapter 18.76.050(E) and (K) and
will result in a Plan that is compliant with County Code.
e That none of the entities listed in subsection B(4) have interposed an objection to the
plan (i.e., Edwards, China Lake or Ft. Irwin).



This is an update to the existing Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Plan. The entities
listed under B(4) did not provide any objections to this proposed plan during the process.
e That execution of the plan will not pose or create a threat to the health, safety, or welfare
of the public.”
This application submittal is an update to a previously adopted Telecommunications
Plan. The project proposes to add a 100-foot Mono-pole tower, with a pine tree facade,
that will house nine 6-foot tall antennae and two 6 foot tall microwave antennas at 950
Tu Su lane. The proposed tower location would require at least 110-feet from the nearest
residence. The Mono-pole's location is approximately 180 feet from the nearest residence
to the northeast, 120 feet from the nearest residence to the south, and 270-feet from the
nearest residence to the northwest. This proposal shall require all pertinent building and
electrical permits to be obtained. This process ensures all State and local building and
safety standards are followed; therefore, the execution of the Plan does not pose threats
to the health, safety or welfare of the public.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed project is to install a 100° mono-pole tower to house nine panel 6’ tall antennas
and two 6’ tall microwave antennas to increase the capacity of the existing Verizon Wireless
network in the area located on a site that is zoned C2. The tower, any antennae or appurtenant
equipment, are allowed as a principal permitted use as a quasi-public utility use under the C2
zoning designation. The height of the tower would require a Conditional Use Permit under 18.76
and/or a Variance under 18.49. The proposed project is covered by CEQA Guidelines Section
15065(b)(1) that states mitigated negative declaration to be a negative declaration where
mitigation measures are added to a project "before the proposed negative declaration and initial
study are released for public review. This update adds a site to the Verizon network outlined in
the Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Plan, and proposes a pine tree facade to mitigate the
aesthetic impact. The proposed location for 100-foot pine tree fagade mono-pole is a previously
disturbed site that has been graded and developed. The existing buildings on the property are
used as storage for Tow Trucks, Cars, and tires, by the Automotive repair shop on the parcel to
the north, which is owned by the Cassels.[]

Public Notice:

Notice of this Planning Commission public hearing was published in the May 11, 2019 edition of
the Inyo Register newspaper and mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the
subject properties.

As of the date of this Staff Report, The Bishop Tribe’s letter of concern is the only
correspondence received as a result of the public hearing notice. The Bishop Tribe submitted a
letter of concern for the projects electromagnetic radiation levels and visual impacts to homes on
the reservation. Inyo County issued a rebuttal letter explaining the Cell tower is within the
federal requirement of 3 KHz to 300GHz as stated in the report. The letter included Verizon
supplied photo simulations to assist with visual concerns. No other public comments have been
received to date.



TRIBAL CONSULTATION

Prior to the Environmental review, consultation invitations were sent to the: Twenty Nine Palms
Band of Mission Indians; Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians; Bishop Paiute Tribe; Fort
Independence Indian Community of Paiutes; Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley;
Timbisha Shoshone Tribe; and, the Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Tribe per Tribal requests. The
Bishop Paiute Tribe requested consultation. The Bishop Paiute Council members, Inyo County
Board of Supervisors Dan Totheroh, Rick Pucci, and Staff met on March 3, 2019. It was
determined that no known historical resources, as defined in Section 15064.5, exist on the
proposed site and tribal consultation closed.

NOTICING

CUP 2019-02 and Telecomm plan update 2019-01/Verizon Wireless were noticed in the Inyo
Register and sent to all property owners 300-feet of the project, ten days before the Planning
Commission Hearing. The Bishop Tribe submitted a letter of concern for the projects
electromagnetic radiation levels and visual impacts to homes on the reservation. Inyo County
issued a rebuttal letter explaining the Cell tower is within the federal requirement of 3KHz to
300GHz as stated in the report. The letter included Verizon supplied photo simulations to assist
with visual concerns. No other public comments have been received to date.[ |

RECOMMENDATIONS

Planning Department staff recommends the approval of Verizon Wireless Conditional Use Permit
No. 2019-02/ Verizon Wireless and the Telecommunications Plan Update 2019-01/ Verizon
Wireless, with the following Findings and Conditions of Approval: (]

Findings:
Conditional Use Permit 2019-02\VVerizon Wireless
1. Based upon the Initial Study and all oral and written comments received, adopt the

Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact and certify that the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act have been satisfied.
[Evidence: An Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration of
Environmental Impact was prepared and circulated for public review and
comment under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality
Act. The 30-day public comment period ended on April 8, 2019. No additional
Potentially significant environmental impacts from the construction and operation of the
tower and antenna were identified by state entities in the course of first circulation. The
State Clearinghouse submitted a letter of acknowledgment of compliance. Furthermore
the publication in the local paper allowed the Public review period to end May 10 with
no additional comments recieved.]

2. The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Inyo County
General Plan Land Use designation of Public Service Facility (PF).
[Evidence: The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the goals and
Objectives of the Public Service Facility LU 5.2 designation, as it is property leased by
public agencies and offer an essential public service by providing the residents of Bishop
with improved phone and wireless internet service. Wireless Phone services are



considered a “quasi-public facility.” No conflicts exist with policies and objectives in the
other adopted elements of the General Plan.]

The proposed Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Inyo County

Zoning Ordinance, which permits “Utility or public service facility” as a Conditional Use
in the C-2 Zoning District.

[Evidence: Section 18.48 - The Highway Services and Tourist Commercial (C-2) Zoning
District allows, under 18.48.030 ,Conditional Uses (P) Public/quasi-public facility when
operating requirements necessitate its location within the district to extend capacity to
existing Verizon wireless network. Telecommunications are considered a use of a public
service nature and the operating requirements necessitate the proposed location in the C-
2 Zoning District and the applicant has applied for the required Conditional Use Permit
for the proposed mono-pole.]

The proposed Conditional Use Permit is necessary or desirable.

[Evidence: General Plan Policy PSU-7.1 encourages the provision of new
communications services to the residents of Inyo County. This project serves the purpose
of providing improved cellphone service to the people who live in the Bishop area;
therefore, this is a desirable use.]

The proposed Conditional Use Permit is appropriately related to other uses and
transportation and service facilities in the vicinity. []

[Evidence: The proposed tower will be sited on the property currently used for an
Automotive Center and all of its related uses. The project is a mono-pine pole that will
hold cellular service antennas. The 100 f.t mono-pine pole will have no impact on
transportation or service facilities.]

The proposed Conditional Use Permit would not, under all the circumstances of this case,
affect adversely the health or safety of persons living or working in the vicinity or be
materially detrimental to the public welfare.

[Evidence: The placement of a 100-foot tall Mono-pole tower will not have an impact on
surrounding properties the tower’s electromagnetic radiation level of 0.038 mW/cm2 is
within the federal requirement of 3KHz to 300GHz.The applicant shall be subject to the
requirements set by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District during the
construction of the site, and building requirements specified in the Uniform Building
Code by the Inyo County Building and Safety Department.]

Operating requirements necessitate the 100-foot tall Mono-pole tower’s location within
the Retail Commercial (C-2) zoning district.

[Evidence: Several Site locations were considered in preparation for the Telecomm Plan
update; however, no viable co-location, or commercial building to build upon, was tall
enough to meet objectives. The project location of 950 Tu Su Lane and construction of
100- foot mono-pole meets the height requirement to expand Verizon’s coverage to West
Bishop, and the Starlite area, which will help to serve the surrounding Bishop area.



Therefore, the operating requirements necessitate the 100 f-t mono-pine pole location
within the C-2 Zone.

Findings:
Telecommunications Plan Update 2019-01\Verizon Wireless

1. This proposed Telecommunications Plan Update is covered by General Rule 15061 (b)(3)[!
The proposed Plan Update is covered by the CEQA General Rule CEQA Guidelines
Section 15065(b)(1) that states mitigated negative declaration to be a negative
declaration where mitigation measures are added to a project “before the proposed
negative declaration and initial study are released for public review. This update adds a
site to the Verizon network, as outlined in the Verizon Wireless Telecommunications
Plan, and proposes to add a pine tree facade that will mitigate the aesthetic impact. The
100 ft pine tree fagade mono-pole proposed location is on a previously disturbed site that
is graded and developed with existing buildings. The majority of the property is used as
storage for Tow Trucks, Cars, and tires, by the Automotive repair shop on the parcel to
the north, which is owned by the Cassels.

2. The proposed Telecom Plan Update is consistent with the Inyo County General Plan.
The Plan Update conforms to the land use designation of Retail Commercial that allows
for quasi-public uses. The communications facility is consistent with the utility provision.
The Plan Update also complies with Policy PSU 7.1: Provision of Services: The County
shall encourage the provision of communications and telecommunications service and
facilities to serve existing and future needs,; and, Policy PSU 7.5: Communication
Towers: The County shall require compliance with the Wireless Communications
Guidelines for siting of communication towers in unincorporated areas of the County.

3. The proposed Telecom Plan is consistent with the Inyo County Zoning Chapter 18.48
Highway Services and Tourist Commercial (C2).
The Telecom Plan Update, as proposed, meets all the requirements of Chapter 18.76 of
the Inyo County Code, and the required findings as outlined in ICC §18.76.050(E) as
described above.

4. This Commission further finds that the proposed Telecom Plan is consistent with Chapter
18.76 of the ICC [818.76.050(E)] required findings as discussed above:

a. That the plan is in substantial compliance with the requirements of this chapter;

b. That the applicant has made a reasonable effort and commitment to meeting the
standards and goals of this chapter; [

c. That none of the entities listed in subsection B.4. (military) have objected to the
plan; and

d. That execution of the plan will not pose or create a threat to the health, safety, or
welfare of the public.

5. The proposed Telecom Plan necessitate the 100-foot tall Mono-pole tower’s location
within the Retail Commercial (C-2) zoning district.



Several Site locations were considered in preparation for the Telecomm Plan update;
however, no viable co-location, or commercial building to build upon, was tall enough to
meet objectives. The project’s proposed height and location meet the specifications
required to expand coverage to the West Bishop and Starlite area. This will help to serve
the surrounding Bishop area. Therefore, the operating requirements necessitate the
Telecom Plan Update.

Recommended Conditions of Approval for Conditional Use Permit 2019-
02\Telecommunications Plan Update 2019-01/Verizon Wireless

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Hold Harmless
The applicant/developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless Inyo County agents,
officers, and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its
agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul an approval of the county, its
advisory agencies, its appeals board, or legislative body concerning Conditional Use Permit
No. 2019-02/Verizon Wireless2019-01. The County reserves the right to prepare its own
defense. [

2. Compliance with County Code

1. The applicant/developer shall conform to all applicable provisions of the Inyo County
Code. If the use provided by this conditional use permit has not established within one
year of the approval date, it will become void(!

2. Conformance with Approved Wireless Telecom Plan:
All subsequent development of wireless communications facilities under this Telecom
Plan including this update shall be in substantial conformance with the approved Plan
Verizon Wireless Telecommunications Plan. If future proposals are not in substantial
conformance with the approved Plan, a request for approval of a modification to the
approved Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission for approval prior to
consideration of any subsequent applications for Conditional Use Permit and/or Variance
applications, or any subsequent development of wireless communications facilities in
Inyo County.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.) Vicinity Map

2.) Map depicting Verizon site locations within Inyo County
3.) Project support statement
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Nl |

verizon

Inyo County

Proposed Wireless Network Design Plan

Prepared by:
Walt Kohls
RF Engineer

[WINNING |
(| JRCUSTOMERS,
EVERYDAY.

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement
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Currently Verizon owns and operates six (6)
cell sites along Highway 395.

All cell sites provide 4G LTE service.

*Bishop:
Lat/Long: 37-21-32N; 118-23-45W;
*APN 001-117-411

-Centerline & Frequencies
« Bishop - CL 113
« 1720-1730/2120-2130
- 835-845/880-890
« 1890-1895/1970-1975
+ 1885-1890/1965-1970
« T746-757/776-787

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this matenial is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement

[WINNING |
CLJRCUSTOMERS.

EVERYDAY.

2
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Serizen Current Network (Cont.)

* Poverty Hills:
« Lat/Long: 37-03-26N; 118-14-32W
« APN: 018-230-12

« Centerline & Frequencies
- CL79
- 835-845/880-890
. 746-757/776-787

* Lone Pine:
« Lat/Long: 36-36-58N; 118-02-29W
« APN: 026-050-18
» Centerline & Frequencies

« CL65

» 835-845/880-890

> 746-757/776-787 WINNING
(JIJRCUSTOMERS
EVERYDAY

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 3
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=21 Current Network (Cont.)

Haiwee Pass:
Lat/Long: 36-11-36N; 118-00-27W
APN: 033-220-43

-Centerline & Frequencies
+CL 65
+835-845/880-890
«746-757/776-787

-Little Lake:
-Lat/Long: 35-55-34N; 117-54-44W
*APN: 037-120-30

*Centerline & Frequencies
-CL 65
+835-845/880-890
*746-757/776-787

+1720-1730/2120-2130 [WINNING |
CIJRCUSTOMERS.

EVERYDAY.

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement 4
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Verizan Current Network (Cont.)

* Independence
« Lat/Long: 36-47-55.02N; 118-09-34.63W

« APN: 022-150-14

« Centerline & Frequencies
CL 164
- 835-845/880-890
746-757/776-787

[WINNING |
()l JRCUSTOMERS,

EVERYDAY.

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement 5
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Future Network Plans

- New Cell Site Proposals — No estimated In-service Dates
Coordinates provided are an estimated point of proposed new site. Co-location
opportunities will be sought out. Actual location will be determined upon completion of
feasibility study of area.
-Gil Station Coso Rd: 36-02-54.00N; 117-56-39.45W; APN: 037-510-02
Purpose — To help fill in RF coverage gap between Little Lake and Haiwee
Pass
-Benefit - Help to eliminate drop and no-service areas.

1 )RCUSTOMERS,
EVERYD

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 6
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Seizn Future Network Plans (cont.)

‘New Cell Site Proposals — No estimated In-service Dates
Coordinates provided are an estimated point of proposed new site. Co-location
opportunities will be sought out. Actual location will be determined upon completion of
feasibility study of area.
‘West Bishop: 37-22-38.12N; 118-25-22.13W: APN: 011-120-64
‘Purpose — Enhance RF coverage to the Bishop area.
*Benefit — Better call quality.

IWINNING |
CILJRCUSTOMERS

EVERYDAY.

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement f
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\_—

verizon

Conclusion

The current plan of Verlzon Wireless addresses customer demand, optlmlzmg
our current cell site locations.

Future plans of Verizon Wireless will continue to address customer demand.

As a wireless provider, Verizon Wireless looks for co-location opportunities.
The use of existing structures are sought out first as primary candidates for
new cell site locations.

‘CUSTOMERS
EVERYDAY

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement 8
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Inyo County Places

Towers
Pine
— — — — Digital-395 Cable
N
10 20 Miles A
| >
s
z
\ «
P
1 -7< e
* ¢ Wells
14
b 4
. -t
E= =
ES
'L; e
% < -
- v NG
(243
Fa Vew
le
China S ecopa
Naval ;

Canter



Exhibit 3

&=l

verizon

West Bishop
Propagation Maps

Prepared by Verizon Wireless
RF Engineering

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 1
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verizon

West Bishop — Existing Coverage

Vehicle
B outdoor

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 2
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== LTE: RSRP
%, o - Indoor
i ',‘,1_'-:3 Vehicle

- Outdoor

Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 3
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Statement on General Requirements from Chapter 18.76.100 in Compliance
with Chapter 18.76.070.A.9 and Chapter 18.76.070.A.9.a

Verizon Wireless’s proposed “West Bishop” site complies with the general requirements noted in
Chapter 18.76.100. Please see the list below in response to each item requested in the list of general
requirements:

1) The proposed site is over 110’ feet (110% of the 100’ proposed facility) from the two nearest
residences. Please see the map below:

147" between
L proposed site and
M residence

2) To reduce visual impact, Verizon Wireless proposed a monopine design. This faux pine tree
design allows the facility to blend in with the other pine trees in the local area.
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a. Collocation was not an option for this site. As shown in the map below, there are no
existing towers within the search ring. All existing towers are too far away to meet the
objectives for this proposed facility.

b. The site is proposed to be in the back of a car storage facility to minimize its impact in
comparison to being located within the front of the property.

c. The proposed monopine facility will use techniques of faux pine branches and other
material to camouflage the appearance of the tower to appear as a pine tree.

d. All paint and colors will be non-reflective.
The supporting ground equipment will not be more than one story tall, and it will be
located behind a chain linked fence.

f. Lighting at the site will be directed toward the ground and will not cause glare onto the
adjacent property, nor disperse into the night sky, nor be a hazard to birds.

g. Open-mesh design shall be used if determined to be feasible after microwave analysis is
complete.

h. Land disturbance will be kept to a minimum as much as possible during construction.

i. There is no existing vegetation on the site that can be used to screen facilities as the
property is currently being used to store car parts.

j. Not applicable
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k. Not applicable
3) Notices have been sent to the Military entities required.

4) The facility will be designed to minimize deleterious effects on birds and other animals to the

greatest extent possible.

5) For security reasons the proposed facility will be surrounded by a locked 8’ high chain-link fence

with barbed wire. Only authorized personnel will have access to the equipment.

6) North Tu Su Lane will be utilized for access to the property. Once on the property, a new site

access driveway is also proposed for easy access to the proposed facility.

7) The property of the proposed site is zoned C-2 for commercial use. While it is understood that
Inyo County prefers wireless facilities to be in public zones and industrial/manufacturing zones
over commercial zones, as shown below by the zoning map, there are no public zoned areas
within the search ring and there is only one property zoned industrial/manufacturing, which did
not have space to fit a wireless facility. Therefore, the search was focused on commercial

properties, and a commercial property is currently being proposed.

Inyo County GIS Data

u Find address or place ﬂ .

- ,?_, T.K‘-l

e, __._\.:ij 'E

1) . — 115/

'B Zoning oy

e

coB

€1-1,0; C1-10,000; C1-10,000-D; C1-
10,000-MH

€2-1.0-MH - NGNAUO; C2-1.0 - NGNAUO;
C2; C2-0.5; C2-1.0; C2-1.0-D; C2-1.0-MH;
€2-10,000; C2-10,000-MH; C2-2.0; C2-2.5-
MH; C2-5.0-MH; C2-6.0; C2-6.0 - NGNAUO

By ©€3:C3.0.5; €3.2,500; C3.7,500-D

C4.0.5; C4-1.0: C4-1.0-D; C4-1.0-MH; C4-
1.0-PP; C4.10,000; C4-5.0-MH; C4-6.0; C4;
C4.6.0 - NGNAUG

C5.5.0-MH - NGNAUG: C5; C5-10.0; C5-5.0;
C5-5,0-MH; C5-5.0-SAHO

., CBD;CB.D: CB

M2; M2-0.5; M2-0.5-PP; M2-1.0; M2-10.0;
M2-2.0; M2-2.5; M2-2.5-PP; M2-20,000; M2-
5.0; M2-PP; M2-5.0 - NGNAUO

M; K1 M1-1.0; M1-1,0-PP; M1-10.0; M1-2.5-
PP; M1-20.000: M1.40; M1-5.0; M1-PP; M1-
10.0 - NGNAUO

05-40; 05-40-5SAHO; OS-40 - NGNAUO

7: P-10.0; P-40; P-10.0 - NGNAUO: P-40 -
NGNAUD

PUD; PUD-ORD-302; PUD-ORD-326

R1-0.5; R1-0.5-MH; R1-0.5-SAHQ; R1-0.75;
R1-1,0; R1-10,000; R1-10,000-SAHO; R1-
14,000; R1-15,000; R1-5,800; R1-7,200; R1-
1.0-MH
R2-1,0; R2-13,000: R2-13,000-MH; R2-
14,000; R2-14,000-MH; R2-15,000; R2-2,0-
MH; R2-20,000: R2-5.0-MH; R2-6,500; R2-
6,500-MH; R2

8) While it is understood that the County prefers fagade mount, roof mount, and ground mount
designs over free standing monopines, a free-standing facility was the only option feasible for
this site. There are no existing buildings that are tall enough for the antennas to cover this area.
Therefore, a new proposed 100’ monopine is being proposed.
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9) The overall design of the site will follow the Uniform Building Code.
10) Not applicable
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Statement on Removal of Site per Chapter 18.76.070.14

If Verizon Wireless chooses to remove the site, the entire removal process will
take approximately five weeks. During this time all operating equipment will be
shut down and unplugged. All materials will then be removed including footings

up to five feet above grade. The property will be restored to its original
conditional except for reasonable wear and tear. Estimated cost is at
approximately $50,000.
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Statement on Intended Use of Facility in Compliance with Chapter 18.76.070.8

Verizon Wireless is proposing the “West Bishop” site to increase capacity of
current service to the town of Bishop as the existing “Bishop” site is experiencing
high levels of call traffic. This site will improve call quality for the residents of
Bishop.

Verizon Wireless is in the process of completing a lease agreement with the
property owners to lease space for the proposed wireless facility.
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Planning Department . (760) 878-0263
168 North Edwards Street Pone: (e 872.2706
Post Office Drawer L FAX: (760) 878-0382

Independence, California 93526 E-Mail:

Bishop Tribal Council,

Attached is the additional information you requested regarding the Verizon Tower
proposal located at 950 Tu Su Lane , in your letter to staff and consultation meeting.

The first concern I will address is the Electromagnetic Radiation Level. Hammett &
Edison Inc. Consulting engineers of Broadcast & Wireless, provided a letter that
supported information that the tower’s electromagnetic radiation level is within the
federal requirement of 3KHz to 300GHz as stated in the copy of the report provided to
the Tribe during the meeting on March 6, 2019. I have included the study results section
with highlights for your convenience.

After reviewing you letter of concerns, there seems to be a misunderstanding about the
project location. To clarify, tower projects are required by the County to be placed or
erected no closer than a distance equal to one hundred and ten percent of the height of the
tower from any residence. The proposed Mono Pole is 100-feet from the proposed tower
location, meaning it would have to be at least 110-feet from the nearest residence. The
County has verified that no residential homes are within the required 110-feet. The
portrayal of the tower, shared with us by the Tribe, puts it within approximately 50-feet
of the nearest home.

Verizon has prepared Photo simulations from 4 different locations (attached). Also, I
have attached some additional modified pictures to show the relationship of the tower and
the residence located at 874 Tu Su Lane at the approximate, actual, proposed location.
The tower will be located 120-feet from the home located at 874 Tu Su Lane and the
current view (at eye level) from it is of an existing six foot brick wall. From the home
there will be a view of the upper portion of the pine tree fagade if one is looking up. The
picture is located on the forth page of the simulation that is included in the sample
Verizon has submitted (attached). The Tribal Land directly west of the project is vacant
with trees that are similar in height. The residence at 931 Tu Su Lane, located
approximately 350-feet northwest of site location, faces south away from the proposed
tower. The residence at 935 Tu Su Lane is located approximately 270-feet northwest of
the proposed tower location and its front door faces directly into the side of the Auto
Repair Center, The view to the north of it is an apartment complex.

Please let me k ify eedany clari s or if you have qu ons
regardingthep  sed ect. The is te y scheduled for il "
Planning Commission hearing. Opportunities for additional comments will be available
when the project is noticed (10-days in advance of the hearing) and during the hearing. I
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am assuming that the Tribe is not interested in conducting further consultations related to
the project as we have not heard from the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer regarding
to cultural resources. If I am incorrect in this assumption, please let me know.

Thank you for your interest in Conditional Use Permit 2019-02/Telecom Plan Update
2019-01/Verizon West Bishop,

Respectfully,

/4 o ,Z,y %,4.,,)&;/(__

Ryan Standridge

cc: Rick Pucci, Inyo County Board of Supervisor District 3
Dan Totheroh, Inyo County Board of Supervisor District 1
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HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
BROADCAST & WIRELESS

BY EMAIL CASEY.OGATA.TRAN@SACW.COM
March 25, 2019

Ms. Casey Ogata-Tran

SAC Wireless

8880 Cal Center Drive, Suite 130
Sacramento, California 95826

Re: RF exposure levels near radio towers

Dear Casey:

WitLiaM F. HAMMETT, P.E,
RAJAT MATHUR, P.E.
ROBERT P. SMITH, |R.

ANDREA L. BRIGHT, P.E.
NEIL J. Oy, P.E.
BRIAN F. PALMER

MANAS REDDY
M. DANIEL RO

ROBERT L. HAMMETT, P.E.
1920-2002

EpwaRD Epison, P.E.
1920-2009

DaNEE. ERICKSEN, P.E.
CONSULTANT

Thanks for sending us the question regarding how radio frequency power density levels from the
proposed Verizon operation on the 65-foot pole to be constructed at 1351 Rocking Way in
Bishop compare with levels near radio towers. The answer is that the levels from the Verizon
operation — projected to be less than 2.0% of the FCC public limit anywhere at ground and

0.80% at any nearby building — would generally be lower.

The exact comparison depends, of course, on the specific radio tower: whether it is for an AM
or an FM station, how high it is above ground, and how much power is transmitted. For
example, the calculated RF exposure level at ground from the 2.5 kW effective radiated power
FM antenna mounted at an effective height of about 36 feet above ground in my back yard is
24% of the public limit. Levels from lower-power FM antennas or FM antennas mounted on a

taller tower might be lower.

There are other differences between typical cellular and radio antennas, including the fact that
cellular antennas are generally more efficient at focusing signals out toward the hotizon, rather

than toward the ground or nearby buildings.

1 hope that this is a helpful review. Please let me know if any further questions arise regarding

this technical issue or any others.

Sincerely yours,

Pt dfet—

Web:
Delivery:
Telephone:

William FHammett

dm

www h-e.com * mail@h-e.com
470 Third Street West * Sonoma, California 95476

707/996-5200 San Francisco * 707/996-5280 Fax * 202/396-5200 D.C.
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Verizon Wireless Proposed Base Station (Site No. 278524 “West Bishop”)
950 North Tu Su Lane * Bishop, California

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of Verizon
Wireless, a personal wireless telecommunications catrier, to evaluate the base station (Site No. 278524
“West Bishop”) proposed to be located at 950 North Tu Su Lane near Bishop, California, for compliance
with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency (“RF”) electromagnetic fields.

Executive Summary

Verizon proposes to install directional panel antennas on a tall pole, configured to resemble a
tree, to be sited at 950 North Tu Su Lane near Bishop. The proposed operation will comply
with the FCC guidelines limiting public exposure to RF energy.

Prevailing Exposure Standards

The U.S. Congress requires that the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) evaluate its actions
for possible significant impact on the environment. A summary of the FCC’s exposure limits is shown
in Figure 1. These limits apply for continuous exposures and are intended to provide a prudent margin
of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health. The most restrictive FCC limit for
exposures of unlimited duration to radio frequency energy for several personal wireless services are as

follows:

Wireless Service Freauencv Band Neer Limit Public [imit
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5-80 GHz 5.00 mW/cm? 1.00 mW/cm?
WiFi (and unlicensed uses) 2-6 5.00 1.00
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 MHz 5.00 1.00
WCS (Wireless Communication) 2,300 5.00 1.00
AWS (Advanced Wireless) 2,100 5.00 1.00
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 2.85 0.57
700 MHz 700 2.40 0.48
[most restrictive frequency range] 30-300 1.00 0.20

General Facility Requirements

Base stations typically consist of two distinct parts: the electronic transceivers (also called “radios” or
“channels”) that are connected to the traditional wired telephone lines, and the passive antennas that
send the wireless signals created by the radios out to be received by individual subscriber units. The
transceivers are often located at ground level and are connected to the antennas by coaxial cables. A
small antenna for reception of GPS signals is also required, mounted with a clear view of the sky.
Because of the short wavelength of the frequencies assigned by the FCC for wireless services, the
antennas require line-of-sight paths for their signals to propagate well and so are installed at some height

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC,
CONSULTING ENGINELRS ’ M3KW
SAN FRANCISCO Page 1 of 3
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Verizon Wireless « Proposed Base Statlon (Site No. 278524 “West Bishop”)
950 North Tu Su Lane - Bishop, California

above ground. The antennas are designed to concentrate their energy toward the horizon, with very little
encrgy wasted toward the sky or the ground. This means that it is generally not possible for exposure
conditions to approach the maximum permissible exposure limits without being physically very near
the antennas.

Computer Modeling Method

The FCC provides direction for determining compliance in its Office of Engineering and Technology
Bulletin No. 65, “Evaluating Compliance with FCC-Specified Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio
Frequency Radiation,” dated August 1997. F igure 2 describes the calculation methodologies, reflecting
the facts that a directional antenna’s radiation pattern is not fully formed at locations very close by (the
“near-field” effect) and that at greater distances the power level from an energy source decreases with
the square of the distance from it (the “inverse square law”). The conservative nature of this method for
evaluating exposure conditions has been verified by numerous field tests. e

Site and Facility Description

Based upon information provided by Verizon, including zoning drawings by SAC AE Design Group,
Inc., dated August 29, 2017, it is proposed to install nine CommScope Model NHH-65C directional
panel antennas on a new 95-foot steel pole, configured to resemble a pine tree,” to be sited at the back
of the commercial property located at 950 North Tu Su Lane in unincorporated Inyo County, about a
quarter-mile west of Bishop. The antennas would employ no downtilt, would be mounted at an effective
height of about 91 feet above ground, and would be oriented in groups of three toward 0°T, 105°T, and
240°T. The maximum effective radiated power in any direction would be 36,000 watts, representing
simultaneous operation at 11,750 watts for AWS, 10,250 watts for PCS, 7,080 watts for cellular, and
6,920 watts for 700 MHz service. Also proposed to be located on the pole are two microwave “dish”
antennas, for interconnection of this site with others in the Verizon network. There are reported no other
wireless telecommunications base stations at the site or nearby. '

! Study Results

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operz;tion, including the contribution of the microwave antennas, is calculated to be 0.038 mW/cm2,
which is 4.3% of the applicable public exposure Jimit. The maximum calculated level at the second-
floor elevation of any nearby building' is 5.5% of the public exposure limit. The maximum calculated
level at the second-floor elevation of any nearby residence? is 2.0% of the public exposure limit. It

* Foliage atop the pole puts the overall height at 100 feet,
T Located at least 25 feet away, based on photographs from Google Maps.
1 Located at least 120 feet away, based on photographs from Google Maps.

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC,
CONSUL NG ENGINEERS M3KW
SAN FRANCISCO Page 2 of 3
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FCC Radio Frequency Protection Guide

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)
to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have
a significant impact on the environment. The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological
Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the
Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).
Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally
five times more restrictive. The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to
300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and
are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or

health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure
conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

Freauencvy
Applicable Electric Magnetic Equivalent Far-Field
Range Field Strength Field Strength Power Density
(MHz) (V/m) (A/m) (mW/cm?)
03- 134 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100
1.34- 3.0 614  8238/f 1.63 2.19/f 100 180/ f
3.0- 30 1842/ £  823.8/f 489/  2.19/f 900/  180/f
30- 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2
300 - 1,500 354F 150N Nt/106  Ny/238 300 /1500
1,500 — 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 10
1000 Occupational Exposure
100 PCS
5EE 10 N Cell
S FM
5 /AN
al=1C 1 -
— \ -
0.1
3 4 5
0.1 1 10 100 10 10 10
Frequency (MHz)

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of tifhe, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or
thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher
levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not
exceed the limits. However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation
formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for
projecting field levels. Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that
calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any
number of individual radio sources. The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven
terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. FCC Guidelines

CONSULTING ENGINEERS ¢
SAN FRANCISCO Figure 1
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RFR.CALC™ Calculation Methodology

Assessment by Calculation of Compliance with FCC Exposure Guidelines

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) to
adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have a
significant impact on the environment. The maximum permissible exposure limits adopted by the FCC
(see Figure 1) apply for continuous exposures from all sources and are intended to provide a prudent
margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health. Higher levels are allowed for
short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or thirty minutes, for
occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits.

Near Field.

Prediction methods have been developed for the near field zone of panel (directional) and whip
(omnidirectional) antennas, typical at wireless telecommunications base stations, as well as dish
(aperture) antennas, typically used for microwave links. The antenna patterns are not fully formed in
the near field at these antennas, and the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65
(August 1997) gives suitable formulas for calculating power density within such zones.

For a panel or whip antenna, power density § = x , in MW/em2,

and for an aperture antenna, maximum power density S, ., = , in MW/em?2,

where Opw = half-power beamwidth of the antenna, in degrees, and
Pnet = net power input to the antenna, in watts,

D = distance from antenna, in meters,
h = aperture height of the antenna, in meters, and
n = aperture efficiency (unitless, typically 0.5-0.8).
The factor of 0.1 in the numerators converts to the desired units of power density.

Far Field.
OET-65 gives this formula for calculating power density in the far field of an individual RF source:

power density S = , in MW/em2,
where ERP = total ERP (all polarizations), in kilowatts,
RFF = relative field factor at the direction to the actual point of calculation, and
D = distance from the center of radiation to the point of calculation, in meters.

The factor of 2.56 accounts for the increase in power density due to ground reflection, assuming a
reflection coefficient of 1.6 (1.6 x 1.6 = 2.56). The factor of 1.64 is the gain of a half-wave dipole
relative to an isotropic radiator. The factor of 100 in the numerator converts to the desired units of
power density. This formula has been built into a proprietary program that calculates, at each location
on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any number of individual
radiation sources. The program also allows for the description of uneven terrain in the vicinity, to
obtain more accurate projections.

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC,
CONSULTING ENGINEERS Methodology
SAN FRANCISCO Figure 2
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While 65852.2 (e) appears to only address existing structures that are being converted to
ADU?’s, from a practical standpoint this seems to completely open the door. The logic is all
one would have to do to circumvent the existing structure provision is to get a permit and
build an accessory structure. Then once the accessory structure is permitted, they could turn
around and get a permit to convert that accessory structure into an ADU. As a matter of
policy, we might be reluctant to make someone go through that two-step process just because
that is what a strict interpretation of the code leads to. That is, since they can get there
anyways in a way we can’t restrict, we probably would allow ADU’s to be constructed in one
step permitting process, and allow the 5’ setbacks on new ADU construction as well as
retrofits.

We would like your views on our current interpretation of this section of the Government
Code. Until this point in time, we have made ADU’s adhere to residential setbacks. As
mentioned we have at least two inquiries that would be affected by the interpretation of this
Code section.
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Planning Department Phone: (760) 87.0263
168 North Edwards Street FAX: (760) 872-2712
Post Office Drawer L E-Mail: inyoplanning
Independence, California 93526 @ inyocounty.us

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 9 (Action Item — Public Hearing)

PLANNING COMMISSION May 29, 2019
MEETING DATE:

SUBJECT: Telecom Plan 2019-02/Sprint

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The applicant has applied for approval of a Wireless Communication Plan (Telecom
Plan) as required by Inyo County Code (ICC) Section 18.76. The Telecom Plan covers
three sites. Two sites, located in Bishop (1280 N. Main St.) and near Olancha (1241 Sage
Flats Drive), are already operational, allowed by previous approvals from the City of
Bishop and Inyo County, but have not previously been identified as operated by Sprint
through the Telecom Plan process. The other site is a proposed co-location on an existing
telecommunications tower owned by SBA Communications and located at 20 Gills
Station Coso Road at Coso Junction.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Supervisory District: 2 & 5 for tower locations, but County Wide impacts along the
395 corridor

Project Applicant: Sprint
Property Owner: SBA Communications and American Tower Corporation

Site Address: 1280 N. Main St., Bishop;
1241 Sage Flats Drive, Olancha;
20 Gill’s Station Coso Road, Coso Junction

Communities: Bishop, Olancha, Coso Junction, California and the 395 corridor
A.P.N.: 008-040-03-03; 033-220-29; and 037-510-02-03
General Plan: City of Bishop; Residential Ranch (RR); and Retail Commercial (RC)

Zoning: City of Bishop; Rural Residential — ten acre minimum — Mobilhome Overlay
Zone (RR-10.0-MH); and Heavy Commercial (C4-10,000)

Size of Parcel: 1.36 Acres; 5 Acres; and 18.55 Acres



Staff Recommended Action: Make certain Findings with respect to and Approve
Telecom Plan 2019-02/Sprint, subject to the Conditions
of Approval as recommended in this staff report.

Alternatives: 1.) Deny the Telecom Plan.

2.) Approve the Telecom Plan with additional
Conditions of Approval.

3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, and
provide specific direction to staff regarding what
additional information and analysis is needed.

Project Planner: Tom Schaniel, Associate Planner

STAFF ANALYSIS

Background and Overview

The tower owner, on behalf of the applicant, applied for a building permit to co-locate
wireless facilities at an existing tower located at the Coso Junction Chevron Station,
which has an address of 20 Gill’s Station Coso Road. The applicant was informed that
Sprint does not currently have a Wireless Communication Plan (Telecom Plan) in Inyo
County. Sprint subsequently prepared and applied for approval of a Telecom Plan.

Wireless communications in Inyo County are governed by Chapter 18.76 of the Inyo
County Code (ICC) — Regulation of Wireless Communication Facilities. Section
18.76.050(A) requires all Telecom Plans in the County be approved by the Planning
Commission. It also establishes that when considering a Telecom Plan, the Planning
Commission shall be guided by the relevant portions of Chapter 18.76. The applicant has
2 existing locations within Inyo County, which are currently permitted, but are not under
a Sprint Telecom Plan. The application covers 3 sites, the 2 existing sites and the one
proposed co-location site. The Project would provide increased public safety, and bring
wireless service to areas of the County that currently do not have it from this provider.

The two existing locations are properly permitted, but are included in this Telecom Plan,
because existing permitting does not connect these sites to the current operator, Sprint.

e The communications tower site at 1280 North Main Street is located in the back
portion of a property that contains a tire repair facility and offices and a small
yard for a trash and septic company. This site is within the City of Bishop. As
such, the City of Bishop is the jurisdiction that permitted the installation and
operation of the communication tower. The site is included because some of the
aims of Chapter 18.76 of the Inyo County Code are to “facilitate the provision of
county-wide wireless communications, while addressing”.... “the unregulated
placement of wireless communications facilities in the unincorporated part of the
county (that) may result in incompatible land uses.” While this site in in an
incorporated portion of the County, it is in close proximity and serves
unincorporated portions of the County, and as such, recognition of the facilities at
this location in a Telecom Plan helps to create a complete accounting of this

Telecom Plan 2019-02/Sprint 2



provider’s facilities in Inyo County. This information may help guide decisions
for Sprint and other providers proposing to change or expand operations in the
County and specifically in the greater Bishop area.

e The site at 1241 Sage Flats Drive is located on a rural residential lot. There is
currently a mobile home also located on the property. The communication tower
was permitted in 2001 by Conditional Use Permit (CUP) #2001-03 and Variance
#2001-03 by Com Plus. The site was covered under the Interconnect Towers,
LLC Wireless Communications Plan last revised April 2, 2003, and originally
served the wireless carrier Nextel. Nextel was acquired by Sprint and it is appears
that these operations were acquired through that merger. This site is covered
under the old Interconnect Towers telecom plan, but, with the requirement of a
new Sprint plan for the proposed facilities, it is appropriate to include these
existing Sprint facilities in the new Sprint Telecom Plan, keeping a current record
of Sprint’s facilities within the County.

The one proposed location is already a permitted tower and is covered under existing
permits.

e The site at 20 Gill’s Station Coso Road is located on a property that is zoned both
Highway Services and Tourist Commercial (C2) at the Chevron Gas Station and
Mini-Mart, and Heavy Commercial at the communications tower location. The
communication tower was permitted in 2000 by Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
#2000-09 and Variance #2000-04 by SBA Communications. The site was covered
under the AT&T Wireless, Wireless Communications Plan last revised February
14, 2003. While properly permitted as a tower and for the AT&T communication
facilities, Sprints co-location of facilities has not been permitted or recognized in
any Telecom Plan. Therefore, this installation necessitated the creation of a Sprint
Telecom plan for Inyo County. Sprint will also obtain required building permits
for the communications equipment to be added to the tower and support facilities
within the existing fenced area on the ground.

General Plan Consistency

The location in Bishop is not in the County’s jurisdiction and therefore consideration of
the General Plan consistency is not appropriate for this site. The consistency of the
General Plan was reviewed for both the Sage Flats and Coso Junction sites at the time of
their CUP issuance.

General Plan policy PSU-7.1 reads: The County shall encourage the provision of
communications and telecommunications services and facilities to serve existing and
future needs. General Plan policy PSU-7.5 reads: The County shall require compliance
with the Wireless Communications Guidelines for siting of communications towers in
unincorporated areas of the County. The telecom plan process helps to further these
General Plan goals.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency

The location in Bishop is not in the County’s jurisdiction and therefore consideration of
the Zoning Ordinance consistency is not appropriate for this site. At the Sage Flats site
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“Public and quasi-public buildings and uses of ... public service nature” are allowed by
CUP, which was obtained for this communication tower installation. At the Coso
Junction site, “Public and quasi-public buildings and uses of ... public service nature”
are allowed as a principal permitted use. Both sites exceed code height limits and
obtained Variances to address this limit.

Review of Wireless Plan (ICC §18.76.050)

Section 18.76.050(K) of the Inyo County Code, states that: Any person wishing to
construct, install, expand, or modify any wireless telecommunications facility in the
unincorporated part of Inyo County shall, prior to such activity, apply for and gain
approval by the Inyo County planning commission of a wireless communications plan in
accordance with this chapter. 1t also establishes that in considering a plan, the planning
commission shall be guided by the relevant portions of chapter 18.76. Section
18.76.050(E) of the ICC outlines the requirements for approval of telecommunications
plans and specifies that: after discharging its duties as the environmental review board
accordance with ICC §15.12.040, the Planning Commission shall approve the wireless
communications plan if it finds:

e That the Plan is in substantial compliance with the requirements of this chapter
(i.e., Chapter 18.76).

This plan meets all of the requirements outlined in Chapteri8.76, including
information on sites that are under other jurisdictional areas and are covered
under previous Telecom Plans. By including existing and proposed site, the Plan
provides a complete assessment of Sprint’s current facilities within the County.

e That the applicant has made a good faith effort and commitment to meeting the
standards and goals of this chapter.

Sprint has created a complete Telecom Plan, including both existing and
proposed facilities, as well as graphics and photographs for a thorough
presentation of their facilities. These actions show a good faith effort by the
applicant to meet the standards as outlined in chapter 18.76.050(E) and (K) and
will result in a Plan that is compliant with County Code.

e That none of the entities listed in subsection B(4) have interposed an objection to
the plan (i.e., Edwards, China Lake or Ft. Irwin).

The entities listed under B(4) were contacted and did not provide any objections
to this proposed plan during the process.

e That execution of the plan will not pose or create a threat to the health, safety, or
welfare of the public.”

All locations covered under this site are either existing or are co-locations at an
existing telecommunications tower. The Plan will not create a threat to the
health, safety and welfare of the public. The Plan will help facilitate prevention
of unregulated placement of wireless communication facilities, as is one of the
main purposes of the County’s Code Section 18.76
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Noticing and Review

The applicant noticed public agencies, including military agencies, of this Telecom Plan,
as required by the Section 18.76 of the ICC. None of these agencies have contacted the
applicant or Planning Department at the time of this report’s preparation. The City of
Bishop Public Works Department was consulted about this report’s covering of a tower
in their jurisdiction, and they requested copies of all materials that pertained to their site,
but otherwise had no comments. The Planning Commission hearing for Telecom Plan
2019-02/Sprint was advertised in the Inyo Register on May 18, 2019 and notices were
mailed to properties within 300-feet of all there referenced telecommunication sites
location. Staff has received no comments from the public.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

As per Section Two of the approved County Ordinance (Chapter 18.73), the Telecom
Plan was reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the CEQA guidelines, and the County’s environmental procedures, and was
found to be exempt pursuant to Section 15031, Existing Facilities, of the CEQA
guidelines. Section 15031 reads: Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance,
permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures,
facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no
expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination. ...
The key consideration is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an
existing use. The two existing facilities are included in this Telecom plan to complete the
record of Sprints facilities but are entirely existing facilities. The proposed facilities at
Coso Junction are an existing tower, with only co-location of antennas and support
facilities. This is a minor alteration and within the scope of the existing CUP and
Variance.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning Department staff recommends the approval of Non-Hosted Short Term Rental
Permit No. 2018-17/Wilson, with the following Findings and Conditions of Approval:

FINDINGS

1. The proposed Telecom Plan is exempt under CEQA Guidelines 15031, Existing
Facilities, and the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act have
been satisfied.

[Evidence: Pursuant to Section 15031, Existing Facilities, of the CEQA
guidelines, the proposed permit application constitutes minor alteration of
existing facilities.]

2. The proposed Telecom Plan is consistent with the Inyo County General Plan Land
Use designation of Residential Very Low Density (RVL).

[Evidence: The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the
General Plan’s Land Use designations and with PSU-7.1 and PSU-7.5 which
address telecommunication facility goals in the County.]
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3. The proposed Telecom Plan is consistent with the Inyo County Zoning Ordinance.

[Evidence: The Telecom Plan Update, as proposed, meets all the requirements of
Chapter 18.76 of the Inyo County Code, and the required findings as outlined in
ICC §18.76.050(E) as described above.]

4. The proposed Telecom Plan is necessary or desirable.

[Evidence: The expansion of telecommunications services while limiting the
unregulated placement of wireless facilities is one of the stated goals of Chapter
18.76 of the ICC. This plan is aligned with both of those goals and is therefore
necessary and desirable.]

5. The proposed Telecom Plan would not, under all the circumstances of this case,
affect adversely the health or safety of persons living or working in the vicinity or
be materially detrimental to the public welfare.

[Evidence: The Telecom Plan will not cause any additional impacts to persons
working or living in the vicinity of any sort. The implementation and completeness
of the Telecom Plan will help limit the possibility of future adverse impacts to
public welfare.]

6. The Telecom Plan is necessary

[Evidence: Chapter 18.76 states that all telecommunications facilities (barring
exemptions under 18.76.030 D, which do not apply to these facilities) must be
covered under a Telecom Plan approved by the Planning Commission. Not only
do the proposed facilities necessitate this plan, but existing facilities are also
covered, even though they are either in another jurisdiction or under a previous
Telecom Plan. This helps to facilitate the completeness and usefulness of the
Telecom Plan in guiding future telecommunications development.]

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. The applicant, landowner, and/or operator shall defend, indemnify and hold
harmless Inyo County agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or
proceeding against the County or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set
aside, void or annul an approval of the county, its advisory agencies, its appeals
board, or legislative body concerning Non-Hosted Short Term Rental Permit No.
2018-17/Wilson. The County reserves the right to prepare its own defense.

2. Compliance with County Code

a) The applicant/developer shall conform to all applicable provisions of the Inyo
County Code. [

b) Conformance with Approved Wireless Telecom Plan:

All subsequent development of wireless communications facilities under this
Telecom Plan including this update shall be in substantial conformance with
the approved Sprint Wireless Communications Plan for Inyo County. If future
proposals are not in substantial conformance with the approved Plan, a request
for approval of a modification to the approved Plan shall be submitted to the
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Planning Commission for approval prior to consideration of any subsequent
applications for Conditional Use Permit and/or Variance applications, or any
subsequent development of wireless communications facilities in Inyo
County.

Attachments
Sprint Wireless Communications Plan for Inyo County

Telecom Plan 2019-02/Sprint
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12657 Alcosta Blvd. Suite 300
Bishop Ranch 15
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Richard.Cascio@Sprint.com

Submitted: February 12, 2019



1. Introduction
Sprint provides wireless service in Inyo County.

This wireless plan for Inyo County is presented to comply with Inyo County’s
telecommunications ordinance.

Sprints existing and proposed facilities, in combination with the approval of this
telecommunications plan, will be in compliance with Inyo County Code. Sprint is committed to
maintaining existing facilities, developing proposed facilities, and any future, as yet unforeseen
facility development, being in full compliance with Inyo County Code and the standards and
measures of that code concerning design, location, configuration, deployment and removal of
wireless facilities in Inyo County. Current and proposed facilities include 2 co-location sites out
of 3 sites total, in keeping with the goals of the Inyo County telecommunications ordinance.

On the following page is a map of all facilities, in the County, existing and proposed.
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2. Existing Wireless Communication Facilities

The two (2) existing wireless communications facilities are described as follows:

Existing Site, SB72XC007-Cox:

Sprint is collocated on an ATC 151’ tall monopole. Sprint’s Rad. Center is at a height of
140’ up the tower.

Site is located at 1241 Sage Flats Drive, Olancha, CA 93549
Latitude: 36.209306 / Longitude: -117.999304

Service provided using 2 Andrew antennas, UMWD-06513-XDH for alpha & beta
sectors.

Site operates at 800 MHz & 1900 MHz

Coverage Objectives: Highway 395 & immediate surrounding vicinity in the
Olancha/Haiwee area.
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1241 Sage Flats Drive, Olancha — SB72XC007-Cox




Existing Site, SB72XC009-Bishop:

Sprint is collocated on an SBA 62’ tall monopole. Sprint’s Rad. Center is at a height of
60’ up the tower.

Site is located at 1280 North Main Street, Bishop, CA 93514
Latitude: 37.37530555 / Longitude: -118.39438890

Service provided using 3 RFS antennas, APXVSPP18-C-A20 for alpha, beta & gamma
sectors.

Site operates at 800 MHz & 1900 MHz
Coverage Objectives: Highway 395, Highway 6, and the community of Bishop.
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1280 North Main Street, Bishop — SB72XC009-Bishop




3. Proposed Wireless Communication Facilities

The proposed wireless communications facilities are described as follows:

Proposed Site, SB68XCDQA-Olancha:

Sprint is proposing to collocate on an existing SBA 150’ tall monopole. Sprint’s proposed
Rad. Center is at a height of 130’ up the tower.

Site is located at 20 Gill’s Station Coso Road, Olancha, CA 93549
Latitude: 36.048326 / Longitude: -117.944303

Service to be provided using 2 RFS antennas, APXVSPP18-C-A20 for alpha & beta
sectors.

Site operates at 800 MHz & 1900 MHz
Coverage Objectives: Highway 395 in the Coso Junction/Rose Valley area.

Construction drawings for proposed site, including co-location and support facilities are included
as Attachment A.
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4. Future Wireless Communication Facilities

The existing plus the proposed facilities are the extent of Sprint’s telecommunications build-out
plan for Inyo County at this time.

Since no anticipated facilities are included within this Plan, any future facilities will necessitate
an amendment to this plan. Sprint understands that future amendments that are beyond the scope
anticipated by this plan will require approval of the Inyo County Planning Commission.

5. Coverage

Following are coverage maps, showing the coverage first of existing facilities, then of existing
facilities plus the proposed facilities anticipated by this plan.

6. Required Notification

After the coverage maps is proof of mailings of this plan to the agencies required in the Inyo
County Code. Any response received from these agencies will be forwarded to the Inyo County
Planning Department.



Sprint Coverage with Existing Facilities




Sprint Coverage with Existing plus Proposed Facilities






















Attachment A



















































Planning Department Phone: (760) 878-0263
168 North Edwards Street FAX:  (760) 878-0382
Post Office Drawer L E-Mail: inyoplanning@
Independence, California 93526 Inyocounty.us

AGENDA ITEM NO.: 10 (Action Item — Public Hearing)

PLANNING COMMISSION March 29, 2019
MEETING DATE:

SUBJECT: Variance #2019-01/Starrenburg
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An application for a variance for a single-family dwelling to encroach 9-feet into the
required 20-foot side yard setback for a property zoned Rural Residential (RR) that is
located at 557 Sunset Drive, in the Alabama Hills, Lone Pine.

PROJECT INFORMATION.

Supervisory District: 5

Project Applicant: Joost van Starrenburg, 557 Sunset Drive, Lone Pine

Property Owner: Joost van Starrenburg, 557 Sunset Drive, Lone Pine

Site Address/
Community: 557 Sunset Drive, Lone Pine

A.P.N.: 026-320-04
General Plan: Residential Rural Medium Density (RRM)
Zoning: Rural Residential, Two and a Half Acre Minimum (RR-2.5)

Size of Parcel: Approximately 2-Acres



Surrounding Land Use:

Location | Use General Plan Designation Zone
Site Vacant/open Rural Residential Medium Rural Residential 2.5 —
Density (RRM) acre minimum (RR-2.5)
North Vacant/open Rural Residential Medium Rural Residential 2.5 —
Density (RRM) acre minimum (RR-2.5)
East Vacant/open Rural Residential Medium Rural Residential 2.5 —
Density (RRM) acre minimum (RR-2.5)
South Developed - Rural Residential High Density Rural Residential (RR),
Single family (RRH), 1 du/acre l-acre minimum lot size
residence
West Vacant/open Rural Residential Medium Rural Residential 2.5 —
Density (RRM) acre minimum (RR-2.5)

Staff Recommended Action:

Alternatives:

Project Planner:

STAFF ANALYSIS

1.) Approve Variance 2019-01/Starrenburg with
the Findings and Conditions as provided for in
the staff report and certify that it is Exempt
under California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA).

1.) Deny the Variance.

2.) Approve the Variance with additional

Conditions of Approval.

3.) Continue the public hearing to a future date, and
provide specific direction to staff regarding what
additional information and analysis is needed.

Cathreen Richards

Variance Request & Site Characteristics

Joost van Starrenburg owns a 2-acre parcel located at 557 Sunset Drive in the Alabama
Hills community. The available building area of this parcel is constrained by unique rock
formations found in the Alabama Hills as well as large areas of underground rocks. The
project site has been designed to build around the rocks necessitating the variance. The
proposed parcel is currently undeveloped and under the 2.5-acre minimum required in the
RR-2.5 Zone. Substandard parcel sizes do not prohibit development as long as setback
requirements can be met. Development surrounding the parcel is intermittent and there is
no development located to the north, east or west of the proposed project. There is one
single family dwelling across the street (Sunset Drive) to the southeast.




All of the parcels surrounding the proposed project parcel are zoned RR-2.5 and all of
those that are located to the east do not meet the 2.5-acre requirement. The RR zone
requires the following setbacks:

e Front: 50 feet

e Rear: 30 feet

e Side: 20 feet
in addition, the RR zoning requires a minimum lot width of 125-feet. The project parcel
easily meets 125-feet requirement with a lot width of 200-feet. The parcel slopes up to
the north at about an 11% grade and there are large rock formations at the south center
that runs east to west and another formation covering the north quarter of the property.
There is also an area of smaller rocks on the surface and below ground that spread
between the two larger formations that covers the area between the proposed single-
family dwelling and office sites. These areas of rock and rock formations limit the
building area. A high water table, along with septic tank and leech field area
requirements, also eliminates the flat south end of the parcel for building as it is the only
location on the property free enough of rock to site the septic system. The building area
selected by the applicant is the most logical place on the parcel where the building can
occur without the removal of large iconic rock formations or a sizable area of
underground rocks. The proposed single-family dwelling encroaching into the side yard
set back by approx. 9-feet results in an 11-foot side yard setback. An accessory building
(office) is also proposed for the parcel, it meets all setback requirements (site plan
attached).

Picture of property looking south to north




Map of Parcel with aerial photo




Vicinity Map

Previous Variance History
No prior variances have been applied for regarding this property.

Provision for Variances

The Inyo County Zoning Ordinance states that any variance to the terms of the Zoning
Ordinance may be granted if such a variance would “not be contrary to its general intent or
the public interest, where due to special conditions or exceptional characteristics of the
property or its location or surroundings, a literal enforcement would result in practical
difficulties or unnecessary hardships” (Section 18.81.040).

Further, the Zoning Ordinance states that the following three Findings must be affirmed
in order for any variance to be granted:

1. That there are exceptional circumstances applicable to the property involved,
or to the intended use, which do not generally apply to other property in the
same district.

2. That the result would not be detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to
property in the vicinity.



3. That the strict application of the regulation sought to be modified would result
in practical difficulties or hardships inconsistent with, and not necessary for
the attainment of, the general purposes of this title.

In addition to the above Findings specified in the Inyo County Zoning Ordinance,
California State Government Code requires the following Findings for any variance:

4. The proposed variance does not constitute a grant of special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone
in which the property is situated.

5. The proposed variance does not authorize a use or activity that is not
otherwise expressly authorized by the zoning regulation governing the parcel
of property.

6. The proposed variance is consistent with the General Plan.

7. The requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act have been met.

Affirmative variance Findings must describe the special circumstances that act to
physically differentiate the project site from its neighbors and make it unique, and thus
uniquely justified for a variance; alternatively, negative findings must describe how the
project’s physical characteristics are not unique or exceptional, and therefore do not
justify a variance.

ALL seven of the Findings must be affirmed in order for a variance to be approved.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project is Categorically Exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), under the Class 3 exemption, 15303 “New Construction or
Conversion of Small Structures (a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling
unit in a residential zone.”

NOTICING REQUIREMENTS

The project was noticed for a Public Hearing in the Inyo Register ten days in advance, on
May 18, 2019 and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300-ft of the
proposed project. No comments have been received by staff as of the date of this staff
report.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Approve Variance 2019-01/Starrenburg with the Findings and Conditions as provided for
in this staff report and certify that it is Exempt under CEQA.

Findings
Staff has reviewed this application and can find that all seven of the required Findings
can be affirmed:



1.

That there are exceptional circumstances applicable to the property involved, or to
the intended use, which do not generally apply to other property in the same
district.

(Affirmative — Evidence: The property is zoned Rural Residential (RR), which
requires a 2.5-acre minimum, a minimum width of 125-feet; and, a front yard
setback of 50-feet, rear yard of 30-feet and side yards of 20-feet. The loss of
buildable area on this parcel is due to iconic rock formations and large areas of
underground rocks that reduce the buildable area by about 1/3. This along with
the logistics of siting the septic system and leech field in the flat area at the front
of the property at a higher elevation than the well has made it difficult for the
owner to design the site in relation to the RR setback requirements. The other
properties in the area have the same type rock formations, but they are less
spread out and cover less of the overall area than the rocks on the proposed
project parcel. Finding a way to configure the single-family home and accessory
structure posed exceptional circumstances that made developing the property
nearly impossible without an encroachment into one of the setbacks.)

That the result would not be detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious

to property in the vicinity.

(Affirmative — Evidence: Approving this variance will allow for a single-family
dwelling to encroach into a side yard setback by 9-feet. Currently there is no
development on either side of the proposed parcel and the side setback
encroachment would not affect the ability of the surrounding parcels to be
developed. It will also not affect the views from the developed parcels located to
the east. The encroachment also will not cause a situation that could be
considered detrimental to the public welfare as any development subsequent to
the variance approval will be required to follow all building and safety, waste
disposal and water regulations per the State and County. The variance request to
encroach into the side yard setback is also not allowing for activities that are
unusual to the surrounding neighborhood since all existing development in the
area is made up of single-family dwellings.)

That the strict application of the regulation sought to be modified would result in
practical difficulties or hardships inconsistent with, and not necessary for the
attainment of, the general purposes of this title.

(Affirmative — Evidence: The proposed project site area is constricted by iconic
rock formations and large areas of underground rocks common to the Alabama
Hills causing its buildable area to be severely limited with regard to development.
These factors create difficulties/hardships in meeting the required setback
requirements for the RR zone. Granting a variance to encroach 9-feet into the
side yard setback would still allow the general purposes of Title 18.21 of the
Zoning Code to be fulfilled, as the encroachment would not change the low-
density, single-family, rural, residential character or use of the property.)



4. The proposed variance does not constitute a grant of special privileges
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in
which the property is situated.

(Affirmative — Evidence: The project site is non-conforming with respect to area
and its buildable space is severely limited by large iconic rock formations. The
applicant has designed the site so as not to disrupt the rock formations and avoid
areas where highly disruptive rock removal would be necessary or where the
required septic and leech fields must be located. All of the parcels located to the
east of the proposed variance also do not meet the 2.5-acre minimum lot
requirement and those that are developed do not have the extent of area covered
by rock as the proposed project parcel does. For all of these reasons, the
requested variance to encroach into the side yard setback cannot be said to
constitute a grant of special privileges. It would, instead, allow the property
owner the ability to use the property in the same manner as the other properties
in the vicinity.)

5. The proposed variance does not authorize a use or activity that is not otherwise
expressly authorized by the zoning regulation governing the parcel of property.
(Affirmative — Evidence: The proposed variance applies to side yard setback
requirements. The proposed low-density residential use and accessory structure
are permitted out right in the RR Zone.)

6. The proposed variance is consistent with the Inyo County General Plan
(Affirmative — Evidence: The requested variance presents no inconsistencies with
the General Plan land use designation of the project site, which is Rural
Residential Medium Density (RRM) a single-family landuse designation.

7. The requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act have been met.
(Affirmative — Evidence: The requested variance is not subject to the provisions of
CEQA, being categorically exempt under Class 3 15303(a).)

Conditions of Approval
1.) Hold Harmless: the applicant, landowner, and/or operator shall defend, indemnify
and hold harmless Inyo County, its agents, officers and employees from any
claim, action, or proceeding against the County, its advisory agencies, appeal
boards, or its legislative body concerning Variance #2019-01/Starrenburg or
applicant’s failure to comply with conditions of approval.

2.) The applicant/developer shall conform to all applicable provisions of Inyo County
Code including the Building and Safety Code and the Health and Safety Code.
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