




Board of Zoning Appeals 17 Variance  #11923 
January 21, 2021 162 East Claremont Street 

ATTACHMENT D  
APPEAL APPLICATION  

(November 7, 2020) 
  



PASADENA PERMIT CENTER
www.cityofpasadena.net/permitcenter 
 

REQUEST FOR APPEAL

   APP-RFA  Rev: 1/18/07  

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION PASADENA,  CA   91101 F    626-744-4785 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Project Address:  

Case Type (MCUP, TTM, etc.) and Number: 

Hearing Date:     Appeal Deadline:   

APPELLANT INFORMATION

APPELLANT: Telephone: [        ] 

Address: Fax: [        ] 

City: State:  Zip: Email: 

APPLICANT (IF DIFFERENT): 

I hereby appeal the decision of the: 

   Hearing Officer    Zoning Administrator 

   Design Commission     Director of Planning and Development 

   Historic Preservation     Film Liaison 

REASON FOR APPEAL 
The decision maker failed to comply with the provisions of the Zoning Code, General Plan or other applicable plans in the 
following manner (use additional sheets if necessary): 

_____ 
Signature of Appellant Date 

* OFFICE USE ONLY 

PLN # _______________________________ CASE #______________________________________ PRJ # ____________________ 

DESCRIPTION_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

DATE APPEAL RECEIVED: ___________________________           APPEAL FEES: $_____________________________           RECEIVED BY: ______________________

11-7-2020

162 East Claremont st
818

578-5685

mr8185785685@gmail.comPasadena CA 91103

11-16-202011-4-2020

162 E claremont st, Pasadena CA 91103
Variance #11923

Mike Davidyan
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ATTACHMENT E  
HEARING OFFICER ADDENDUM  

(January 4, 2021) 
 

 
 



ZHO Addendum for 
Variance No. 11923 

  162 E. Claremont Street 
 

 
January 4, 2021 

 
On November 9, 2019, I issued a written determination disapproving Variance No. 11923 for 
property l 162 E. Claremont Street.  I have reviewed the appeal filed by the appellant on 
November 16, 2020. 
 
Prior to the hearing, I conducted a thorough site visit. I also reviewed all documents associated 
with the proposed variance, including substantial information provided by the applicant 
(documents, photographs, and videos).  During the hearing, I afforded the applicant with a 
sufficient opportunity to present information in support of the findings required to grant the 
variance.  Nothing presented before nor during provided a sufficient basis to make the required 
findings. 
 
With respect to the appeal, it is certainly the case that the appellant proposes a better design than 
the original proposal.  Nevertheless, Finding No. 1 (uniqueness) still cannot be made in the 
affirmative.  The lot is rectangular, relatively flat, and there are no tree preservation issues.  It is 
developed with a single-family dwelling ore or less reasonably consistent with other developed 
properties in the neighborhood.  The issues raised by the applicant relative to limited on-street 
parking, potential crime associated with parking off-site, and the need for additional on-site 
parking, are in no way unique to this property.  To grant the subject appeal would invite the 
submittal of variance applications for other properties in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
Again, the applicant has failed to provide any information, documentation, or evidence which 
would allow Finding No. 1 to be made in the affirmative.  Given the foregoing, the appellant has 
not provided a basis upon which to grant the appeal.  The appeal should, therefore, be denied, 
and my original decision (disapproval) should be sustained. 
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	Reason for Appeal:  prior of submitting my application. I was not informed of possible alternative design to have the garage entrance from the front of the property. now  i redesign the  garage  to the front of the property the planning department has no abjection . 
PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT page 3 of 10” ANALYSIS: Variance: To allow an 11-foot back-up aisle width where 20 feet is required’
 page 8 ATTACHMENT A. SPECIFIC FINDINGS FOR VARIANCE #11923 Variance: “To allow an 11-foot back-up aisle width where 22 feet is required”
RESPOND: That is not correct, I only need 20 feet because my garage door is more than 20 feet long customize to feet easily two cars.



