

	

	PLUMAS COUNTY

	ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

	Minutes of the Special Meeting of February 19, 2025

	


The Plumas County Zoning Administrator convened in a meeting on February 19, 2025, at 10:02 a.m. in the Permit Center Conference Room, Quincy. Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, presiding. Planning Director, Tracey Ferguson, and Marco Velazquez, Associate Planner, are in attendance.
I. PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY
No public comment is presented.
II. VARIANCE: NORTH STATE GROCERY, INC.; APN 100-081-003; T.28N/R.7E/S.5 MDM
As no one is present to represent this item, it is continued later in the agenda.
III. EXTENSION OF TIME OF TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP AND TO RECORD FINAL PARCEL MAP: WEHRMAN, LANCE; APN 125-420-060; T.22N/R.13E/S.3 MDM
The request for an extension of time of two years to record the final parcel map for a previously approved tentative parcel map (TPM 4-21/22-01) dividing a 3.36-acre parcel into two parcels of 1.90 and 1.46 acres for commercial use, located at 73815 S. Delleker Road, Delleker, is presented. Tracey Ferguson, Planning Director, gives a presentation as reflected in the staff report. 
Dan Bastian of Bastian Engineering, representing the applicant, states he has no questions. 
The public hearing is opened at 10:11 a.m. There being no comments, the hearing is closed at 10:11 a.m.
DECISION
Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, finds the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), making Findings A and B; and approves the Extension of Time subject to the conditions of approval outlined in Exhibit 11 consistent with the Zoning Administrator approval on November 9, 2022, along with findings A through F as follows:
ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS
A) That it can be seen with certainty, based upon review of the initial environmental assessment, that there is no possibility that the project may have a significant impact on the environment. An Initial Study checklist was completed for the project; and
B) The custodian and location of the documents which constitute the record of these proceedings is the Plumas County Planning Department, 555 Main Street, Quincy, California.
CONDITIONS
1. All conditions of approval for TPM 4-21/22-01, approved on November 9, 2022, by the Plumas County Zoning Administrator, shall be satisfied, except that Condition #2 is amended to read as follows:
The Tentative Parcel Map date of expiration shall be November 9, 2026, and the Final Parcel Map shall be recorded prior to November 9, 2026, or an Extension of Time shall be filed.
	FINDINGS
A) The project, as conditioned, will satisfy required development standards, as per Plumas County Code, for Periphery Commercial (“C-2”) zoning because:
1. The development will be served by roads which meet the required County Road Standard.
2. All required wet and dry utilities and services are available to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 or can be made available. 
3. Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 is located within the service boundaries of the Beckwourth Peak Fire Protection District which provides structural fire protection and suppression services within reasonable service distance from existing fire protection facilities. 
4. Electrical power is provided to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.
B) The project, as conditioned, will be consistent with the Periphery Commercial (“C-2”) zoning because each parcel will meet the minimum standards for size, width, and use. In addition, both resulting parcels are developed, with one (1) commercial structure on one resulting parcel and two (2) commercial structures on the other resulting parcel. Therefore, land division does not result in any conflict with zoning and density standards.
C) It is found that this project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation of Periphery Commercial because the 2035 General Plan calls for commercial uses on the site and the zoning designation is C-2 (Periphery Commercial).
D) Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are physically suitable for the commercial type of development; the design of the parcels will not cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure wildlife or habitat; the design of the parcels will not cause serious public health problems; and the design of the parcels will not conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property with the proposed parcels.
E) It is found that the design and location of Parcel 1 and Parcel 2, and the project as a whole, are consistent with the applicable regulations adopted by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) adopted pursuant to Sections 4290 of the Public Resources Code, State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations. In addition, the approval of the Request for Exception to Standards from Cal Fire addressed the dead-end road length limit set forth in the State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations.
F) It is found that ingress and egress for Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 would be provided via Delleker Road (County Road DE01), a paved, maintained County road, which is consistent with the 2035 General Plan and meets the regulations regarding road standards for fire equipment access, as applicable, and adopted pursuant to Section 4290 of the Public Resources Code, State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations.
IV. [bookmark: _Hlk192596547][bookmark: _Hlk192577757]TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP: ROLSTON, DOYLE; APN 111-160-011; T.26N/R.9E/S.25 MDM
The proposal to divide a 32.96-acre parcel into two parcels of 29.75 and 3.21 acres for single-family residential use, located at 258 Old Arlington Road, Crescent Mills, is presented. Doyle Rolston, applicant/owner, and Leo Bennett of NST Engineering are present. Marco Velazquez, Associate Planner, gives a presentation as reflected in the staff report.
Leo Bennett, NST Engineering, questions Condition 1.A.iii. regarding showing, among other things, the boundaries of Zone “A” Special Flood Hazard boundary on the Additional Information Map sheet. Planning Director, Tracey Ferguson, explains that a flood study was used to create the 100-year flood plain boundary, and Planning staff recommends the Zone “A” Special Flood Hazard boundary be shown on the Final Parcel Map Additional Information Map sheet to document and retain the context. Bennett suggests that instead of using Flood Zone “A”, using the flood zone boundary from the actual flood study prepared by engineer Steven Devin in 2009, which was used to create the 100-year floodplain boundary, which is different than Zone “A” shown on the FEMA maps. Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, responds that the flood zone boundary from the flood study prepared by Steven Devin should be used as it has been further refined. 


Regarding Condition 5, which requires a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) be submitted to FEMA, Bennett questions if the County is asking for a LOMA on individual structures, or one with meets and bounds of an area. Graham responds that the LOMA would amend the section that was the subject of Steven Devin’s analysis, noting that Zone “A” is reflective of the analysis done by Steve Devin. Ferguson adds that the “Special Flood Hazard Area boundary” or 100-year floodplain is the subject matter, therefore, the conditions do not need to specify “Zone A.”
Continuing, Bennett questions Condition 1.A.vii.1.c. regarding showing transmission and utility lines within 100 feet of the scenic corridor. Ferguson responds that those are verbatim requirements of the scenic corridor, which may or may not be applicable, but need to be shown on the additional information map.
Bennett questions the need for a Record of Survey required by Condition 10. Evan Hasse with the Plumas County Engineering Department explains that there were some questions about the north property line and how it was identified. In the review with Tom Hunter, County Engineer, they identified the need for a Record of Survey for that boundary. Graham questions if the applicant were to provide information that would satisfy the Engineering Department, then the Record of Survey might not be needed. Graham suggests conditioning it to state that should additional information be provided to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department it would alleviate the need for a Record of Survey.
Ferguson points out that what is being proposed on the map within the Special Flood Hazard Area is a leach field exclusion area, and that “no building allowed” is noted on the map as proposed. They are asking for a building and leach field exclusion area coterminous with the Special Flood Area Boundary. Structures would only be allowed above the Base Flood Elevation. 
[bookmark: _Hlk192596521]Graham questions the term “development” in Condition 1.A.i. because development means different things to different entities. “Development” is defined as lot division for utilization of a parcel in commercial, industrial, or multi-family areas, and that Condition 1.A.i may mean “general development” not specific to the County Code or the County’s General Plan definition of development. Graham questions if they mean “should construction occur.” Ferguson clarifies that the intent of the CAL FIRE condition means anything requiring a building permit. Graham suggests amending the condition to read “Should development occur requiring a building permit…”
Continuing, Graham questions why Planning staff is recommending “all structures” be shown on an Additional Information Map sheet in Condition 1.A.iii. Ferguson explains that because of the complicated nature of this parcel and what’s occurring with the Special Flood Hazard Area boundary, the relationship of the structures, leach field, easement, utilities, contour lines, roads, waterways, and so forth, is recommended to be shown on the Final Parcel Map Additional Information Map sheet to ensure that information is retained in context.
Ferguson questions if Graham is striking “Zone A” in two places on Conditions 1.A.iii and 1.A.vi. and leaving “Special Flood Hazard Area boundary.” Graham replies he is and on Condition 10 he is amending the language to add “Should the Engineering Department deem necessary, and” to the beginning.
The public hearing is opened at 10:38 a.m. There being no comments, the hearing is closed at 10:38 a.m.
[bookmark: _Hlk192577515]DECISION
Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, finds the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), making Findings A and B; and approves the Tentative Parcel Map (TPM 9-23/24-02), subject to the conditions of approval outlined in Exhibit 23, with the modification of Conditions 1.A.i., 1.A.iii., 1.A.vi., and 10, along with Findings A through F as follows: 


ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FINDINGS
A) That it can be seen with certainty, based upon review of the initial environmental assessment, that there is no possibility that the project may have a significant impact on the environment. An Initial Study checklist was completed for the project; and
B) The custodian and location of the documents which constitute the record of these proceedings is the Plumas County Planning Department, 555 Main Street, Quincy, California.
CONDITIONS
Plumas County Planning Department
1. The Final Parcel Map shall be in substantial conformance with the Tentative Parcel Map (Sheet 1 of 1) prepared by NST Engineering, dated March 12, 2020, and revised February 2025, and received by the Planning Department on February 5, 2025, except as modified by these conditions:
A. An Additional Information Map sheet shall be prepared with the following information: 
i. Include note stating, “Should development occur requiring a building permit, all applicable sections of California Code of Regulations, Title 14. Natural Resources, Division 1.5. Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Chapter 7. Fire Protection, Subchapter 2. State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations found in Public Resource Code 4290 shall be applied.”
ii. Include note stating, “Structures constructed in the State Responsibility Area (SRA) are required to comply with Public Resource Code 4291 and the defensible space regulations in California Code of Regulations, Title 14. Natural Resources, Division 1.5. Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Chapter 7. Fire Protection, Subchapter 3. Fire Hazard.”
iii. Show all structures (house, shop, barn, office, and ancillary building), the approximate location of existing septic tanks and leach fields (on-site sewage disposal systems), easements, utilities, Special Flood Hazard Area boundary, building and leach field exclusion area coterminous with the Special Flood Hazard Area boundary, contour lines, Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 boundaries and labels with associated acreage, adjacent roads, and waterways located on Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.
iv. Depict the designated replacement on-site sewage disposal system areas for Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 that meet all applicable requirements of Title 6, Sanitation and Health, including the required setbacks pursuant to Plumas County Code Sec. 6-11.05 (Surface suitability and evaluation), including sufficient capacity and area to service the existing structures residences.
v. Include a note stating, “All future replacement, expansion, or modification to any on-site sewage disposal system shall be performed under permit by Plumas County Environmental Health and shall meet all applicable requirements of Plumas County Code.”
vi. Include a note stating, “The house existing on-site sewage disposal system (leach field/septic tank) serving Parcel 1 is located within the Special Flood Hazard Area boundary and is within the required 200-foot setback from a pond. The system was identified by the Plumas County Environmental Health Department, in a letter to the Planning Department on February 3, 2025, to be an Existing Non-Conforming sewage disposal system.”
vii. Include a note stating the following for Parcel 1:
1. Parcel 1 shall be subject to the following requirements within 100-feet of the scenic corridor, measured from the edge of the road easement, of County Road No. 207: 
a. No off-premise advertising signs.
b. Signs, on-premise only, shall not exceed 6 square feet maximum for residential uses and one hundred (100) square feet maximum area for commercial uses. Signs will not exceed the height of any on-site building roof line. No pennants or flashing lights shall be permitted.
c. Transmission and utility lines shall be located where they may be concealed by vegetation or topographical features.
d. Building exclusion areas are within fifty (50) feet from perennial streams or irrigation ditches, measured from the top of the bank.
e. Natural topographical features within public road rights-of-way shall be maintained where it is not a clear and present danger to public health, safety, and welfare.
f. Natural vegetation shall be maintained within the scenic corridor. 
2. The Tentative Parcel Map date of expiration shall be February 19, 2027, and the Final Parcel Map shall be recorded prior to February 19, 2027, or an Extension of Time shall be filed.
Plumas County Environmental Health Department
3. Pursuant to Plumas County Code Plumas County Code Sec. 6-11.12(a), an operation and maintenance management document and bacteriological testing results shall be submitted for review and approval by the Plumas County Environmental Health Department prior to recording the Final Parcel Map.
4. Pursuant to Plumas County Code Sec. 6-11.12(d), an Additional Information document shall be recorded concurrently with the Final Parcel Map detailing the legal responsibility of each parcel owner.
Plumas County Public Works Department and Engineering Department
5. Prior to recordation of the Final Parcel Map, a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) shall be submitted to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for review and approval to modify the floodplain boundary and submitted to Plumas County Public Works for review and approval. 
6. A 40-foot right of way declaration of dedication to encompass that portion of Old Arlington Road that lies within the boundaries of the Tentative Parcel Map shall be approved by the County Engineer and recorded concurrently with recordation of the Final Parcel Map pursuant to Plumas County Code Section 9-4.607(a)(1).
7. Prior to recordation of the Final Parcel Map, encroachment permit applications shall be submitted to, and approved by, the Public Works Department, for all encroachments that presently provide access from Old Arlington Road to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.
8. Prior to recordation of the Final Parcel Map, a Firesafe Driveway application(s) shall be submitted to the Engineering Department for review and approval and all existing driveways shall conform to the State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations.
9. Prior to recordation of the Final Parcel Map, if grading or drainage modifications are proposed, including the installation of culverts, a grading and drainage plan shall be submitted to the Public Works Department for review and approval.
10. [bookmark: _Hlk192579032]Should the Engineering Department deem necessary, and Pursuant to Plumas County Code Sec. 9-3.402, Record of Survey, a Record of Survey of the parcel, as described in Plumas County Doc. 2007-000020, shall be filed and recorded prior to the recordation of the Final Parcel Map.
FINDINGS
A) [bookmark: _Hlk173229370][bookmark: _Hlk186715080]The project, as proposed and conditioned, will satisfy required development standards, as per Plumas County Code, for Secondary Suburban (“S-3”) zoning because:

1.	Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 will be served by roads which meet the required County Road standards.
2.	All required wet and dry utilities and services are available to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 or can be made available.
3. Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are located within the service boundaries of the Indian Valley Community Services District which provides structural fire protection and suppression services within reasonable service distance from existing fire protection facilities.
4. Electrical power is provided to Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.
B) The project, as conditioned, will be consistent with the Secondary Suburban (“S-3”) zoning because Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 meet the minimum standards for size, width, and use. Therefore, land division does not result in any conflict with zoning and density standards. Any future development will need to meet all County Code standards. 
C) It is found that the project is consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation of Secondary Suburban Residential because the 2035 General Plan calls for residential uses on the site and the zoning designation is S-3 (Secondary Suburban).
D) Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are physically suitable for development; the design of the parcels will not cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure wildlife or habitat; the design of the parcels will not cause serious public health problems; and the design of the parcels will not conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through or use of property with the proposed parcels.  
E) It is found that the design and location of Parcel 1 and Parcel 2, and the project as a whole, is consistent with the applicable regulations adopted by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) adopted pursuant to Section 4290 of the Public Resources Code, State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations.
F) It is found that ingress and egress for Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 will be provided by Old Arlington Road, a County maintained road, which is consistent with the 2035 General Plan and meets the regulations regarding Plumas County Code road standards for fire equipment access, as applicable, and adopted pursuant to Section 4290 of the Public Resources Code, State Minimum Fire Safe Regulations.
V. SPECIAL USE PERMIT: NORBERG, KIMBERLY / HAMILTON, SAMANTHA; APN 100-481-016; T.28N/R.7E/S.7,8 MDM
The request for a special use permit to allow a 4-H lamb on a parcel zoned single-family residential (7-R), located at 273 Farrar Drive, Chester is presented. Associate Planner, Marco Velazquez, gives a presentation as outlined in the staff report. 
Kimberly Norberg, applicant, states she has no questions regarding the staff report. 
The public hearing is opened at 10:45 a.m. There being no comments, the hearing is closed at 10:45 a.m.
DECISION
Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, finds the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) subject to Findings A and B; and approves the special use permit subject to the conditions of approval outlined in Exhibit 9, along with Findings A through D as follows:


ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FINDINGS
A) There is no substantial evidence in the whole record supporting a fair argument that the proposed project, as conditioned, might have any significant adverse impact on the environment; and
B) The custodian and location of the documents which constitute the record of these proceedings is Plumas County Planning and Building Services, 555 Main Street, Quincy, California.
CONDITIONS
Plumas County Planning Department
1. The special use permit for the keeping of a 4-H lamb at 273 Farrar Drive, Chester, APN 100-481-016-000, shall be in conformance with the special use permit application submitted on November 20, 2024.
2. The project will end on July 31, 2028, with the lamb taken off the property.
3. The applicant’s three (3) dogs will be companion animals for the lamb to help keep the lamb calm and prevent noise.
4. The 4-H member, to the best of their ability, will mitigate and monitor the lamb for noise nuisance and remedy the issues of concerns of noise as quickly as possible. 
5. Any violation of any of the conditions of approval of the special use permit shall be punishable as set forth in Article 12, Administration and Enforcement, of Chapter 2, Zoning, of Title 9, Planning and Zoning, of the Plumas County Code.
6. The special use permit is to be signed by the applicant/property owner and returned to the Planning Department within forty (40) days of the date of approval or the permit will be voided.
Plumas County Environmental Health Department
7. Animal waste must be removed and disposed of in a trash container with a tightly fitted lid at least 3 times per week, or more frequently if so ordered by the Health Officer, to prevent a private or public nuisance or health threat, such as fly breeding conditions and offensive odors pursuant to Plumas County Code Section 6-10.117.
8. Animal waste shall be removed from the premises at least once per week to an approved landfill or transfer site pursuant to Plumas County Code Sec. 6-10.104(a).
9. All grains or other loose feed shall be stored in containers with tight fitting lids to prevent the entrance of vermin pursuant to Plumas County Code Sec. 6-10.108.
VI. VARIANCE: ST. JOHN / ST. ANTHONY PARISH (applicant/owner); APN 110-132-040; T.26N.R.9E/S.2,3 MDM
The request for a variance to allow an increase in the height limit from thirty-five (35) feet to forty-six (46) feet and three (3) inches for a bell tower and cross constructed as part of the proposed St. Anthonys Catholic Church on a parcel zoned single-family residential (“7-R”), located at 207, 209, and 211 Jessie Street, Greenville, is presented. Tracey Ferguson, Planning Director, gives a presentation as outlined in the staff report. 
Ferguson states the Planning Department’s recommendation is to approve the variance up to 40 feet, and the applicant is requesting 46 feet, 3 inches. The church is at 35 feet, which conforms to the height limit, so the variance would only be for the bell tower and cross. Continuing, Ferguson explains that pursuant to Plumas County Code Section 9-2.409, the bell tower and cross are akin to what is a chimney or flue as part of a dwelling unit, which may exceed the zoning height limit by no more than 5 feet. Ferguson clarifies the recommended variance up to the 40 feet would need to encompass both the bell tower and cross; however, the proposed bell tower is approximately 5 feet in height, with the addition of the cross up to the request of 46 feet, 3 inches.
Fr. Matthew Blank, applicant, comments that when we consider the chimney and flue, we’re looking at this by analogy, so the number should not necessarily be equal. Continuing, Fr. Blank states that people have a basic need, so the Code allows for something that goes above the structure for that basic need of burning a fire [for heat]. The Fr. explains there is a basic need for a classic Catholic church like what is seen all over the world [for religion]; therefore, it is a different need than a chimney, but by analogy it’s reasonable.
Ferguson clarifies that from the Planning Department’s perspective, based on the required findings for a variance, the County would need to find special circumstances under this application that would deprive the property owner of privileges enjoyed by other parcels in the vicinity. So, using the analogy between the chimney and the bell tower and cross, Planning staff is recommending to grant a variance to 40 feet or otherwise it would deprive the church of privileges that the adjacent “7-R” zoned parcels are permitted with a 35 foot height exceedance by no more than 5 feet for a chimney or flue.
John Breaux, a member of the public, questions the rules for an antenna on a building. Ferguson responds that Planning staff and the Building Department have looked specifically at the International Building Code and California Building Code, and agree that religious worship falls within occupancy group A-3. When looking at Section 504.3 Height in feet within the 2022 California Building Code, there are exceptions. These exceptions are described as towers, spires, steeples, and other rooftop structures. Additionally, a cross falls under what is called “architectural embellishments” and “ornamental features.” Continuing, Ferguson states that the California Building Code is one thing, the County Zoning Code is another and staff is trying to marry both code regulations. Sometimes these codes are in conflict and, typically, the rule of thumb is that the stricter regulation applies. On the zoning side, there is a 35-foot strict height limit in the County’s “7-R” zoning district. Planning staff is proposing to go to 40 feet based on the evidence that code allows chimneys or flues which are part of a dwelling unit to go up to 40 feet in “7-R” zoning. To go beyond that is the question here. Can an interpretation of the California Building Code [public health and safety] be in conformance, and not in conflict, with the County’s Zoning Code that is silent to any type of exception for a cross, antenna, tower, spire, steeple, and other rooftop structures, although these features are included in the Building Code as exceptions for height. Continuing, Ferguson points out that in the 2022 California Building Code the exception for these structural features differentiates between combustible and non-combustible embellishments. If non-combustible, there is an unlimited height limit, and if combustible, the height is restricted to 20 feet above the allowable building height. Ferguson questions the cross dimension and material type. The construction document set cites the cross as a 4-inch aluminum tube, which is non-combustible. 
Discussion follows about the specifics of the bell tower and cross and whether or not it can be removed for public health and safety. Ferguson states the discussion needs to refer to the bell tower and cross separately. Michael Coelho, Building Official, states that as far as the 2022 California Building Code goes, the cross being of a non-combustible material, it does not have a height limit. Continuing, Coelho states the cross is an architectural embellishment and usually the definition of that is if you’re able to remove it later without affecting the structure as a whole, then it is an architectural embellishment. Fr. Blank feels the bell tower itself could be considered an architectural embellishment. Ferguson notes that a tower is part of the Building Code exceptions for height.
The public hearing is opened at 11:13 a.m. 
Carol Kearns, property owner near the church property, states the variance is fine with her. It doesn’t affect her view, and she feels it’s part of what identifies the building as what it is. It’s a benefit to the beauty of the town. 
There being no further comments, the hearing is closed at 11:14 a.m.
Graham states he will approve the variance to allow the structure to be built as depicted on the plans, making the findings that the bell tower and cross can be considered an architectural embellishment and that it is allowed to exceed 35-feet and the corresponding determination of a 40-foot height limit as determined by the Planning Director. Graham notes that this decision is based on the unique situation and the architectural embellishment exception for height under the 2022 California Building Code. 
Ferguson states that Planning staff will need direction from Graham to amend Findings 1 through 6 based on this decision and make any changes to the conditions of approval. Discussion follows with regard to the required findings and amendment of Condition 1.A.
Fr. Blank points out that if you look at the design of the church, the roof is 35 feet, but right next to the bell tower is a parapet wall with ornamentations, and that he would consider everything that extends above the roof as architectural embellishments and ornamental features but wants to make sure there won’t be any issues with getting approval for the parapet wall. Ferguson recommends Condition 1.A. be amended to read that the height be limited to thirty-five feet from finished grade to the roof peak of the church and that the architectural embellishments including the ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross may exceed the thirty-five-foot height limit by no more than 11 feet, 3 inches, for a total height from finished grade of 46 feet, 3 inches. 
DECISION
Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, finds the project exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), making Findings A through C; and approves the variance V 11-24/25-02 for a structure height of forty-six (46) feet, three (3) inches for the construction of a church, with architectural embellishments including an ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross subject to the conditions of approval outlined in the staff report, along with Findings 1 through 6 as follows:
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION FINDINGS
A) There is no substantial evidence in the record supporting a fair argument that the proposed project, as conditioned, might have a significant adverse impact on the environment; and
B) The project is a variance from the height limit for the construction of a church that will be constructed to meet all building requirements; and
C) The location and custodian of the documents which constitute the record of these proceedings is the Plumas County Planning Department, 555 Main Street, Quincy, California.
CONDITIONS
Plumas County Planning Department
1. The Variance for the height of the proposed church, with bell tower and cross, is approved in conformance with the Variance application and site plan received on November 19, 2024, with revised site plan and building elevations received on December 23, 2024, with the following height restriction:
A. The height shall be limited to thirty-five (35) feet from finished grade to the roof peak of the church, and the architectural embellishments including an ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross may exceed the thirty-five (35) foot limit by no more than eleven (11) feet, three (3) inches, for a total height from finished grade of forty-six (46) feet, three (3) inches.
2. The Variance is to be signed by the property owners and returned within forty (40) days of the date of approval or the permitted Variance will be voided.
Plumas County Building Department
3. Applicant shall submit all necessary building permits to the Plumas County Building Department within eighteen (18) months of the approval of this Variance.
FINDINGS
(1) There are special circumstances applicable to the property under which strict application of the provisions of this chapter would deprive the property owner of privileges enjoyed by other property owners in the vicinity.
The applicant has provided evidence demonstrating, and the Zoning Administrator confirmed during the February 19, 2025, public hearing, there are special circumstances and a unique situation on the property that would support this finding for an increase in the height limit to allow the ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross to exceed the height limit. The ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross are ‘architectural embellishments’ under the exception for height clause pursuant to the 2022 California Building Code (Section 504.3 Height in feet). The granting of the variance to a height of thirty-five (35) feet from finished grade to the roof peak of the church and the ‘architectural embellishments’ including the ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross may exceed the forty (40) foot height limit for a total height from finished grade of 46 feet, 3 inches. 
The strict application of the regulation would result in an exceptional and undue hardship upon the owner of the property as the property owner would be deprived of developing the property in the same manner as is permitted for dwelling units with similar construction on surrounding “7-R” properties and would not result in a violation of this finding.
(2) That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of the substantial property rights of the applicant.
The applicant desires a height for the church, bell tower, and cross of forty-six (46) feet and three (3) inches. Dwelling units in the “7-R” zoning have the ability to have a height of thirty-five (35) feet, with a chimney or flue exceeding the height limit by five (5) feet, for a total height of forty (40) feet. The ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross are ‘architectural embellishments’ under the exception for height clause pursuant to the 2022 California Building Code (Section 504.3 Height in feet). 
Therefore, the granting of the variance to a height of thirty-five (35) feet from finished grade to the roof peak of the church and the ‘architectural embellishments’ including the ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross may exceed the forty (40) foot height limit for a total height from finished grade of 46 feet, 3 inches to vary the strict application of the height to that allowed for dwelling units, with a chimney or flue, is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of the substantial property rights of the applicant and would not result in a violation of this finding.
(3) That the granting of the variance will not result in material damage or prejudice to other properties in the vicinity nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, or general welfare.
The proposed project to allow an increase in the height limit beyond that allowed by the “7-R” zoning was sent for review to various agencies, including the Engineering Department, Department of Public Works, Indian Valley Community Services District, Building Department, Environmental Health, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, and Pacific Gas & Electric. 
No concerns were provided in relation to access, fire protection, building requirements, or utilities. Therefore, the granting of the variance would not result in material damage or prejudice to other properties in the vicinity nor be detrimental to the public health, safety, or general welfare and would not result in a violation of this finding.
(4) That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the same vicinity or zone.
The applicant has identified that dwelling units allowed on surrounding properties in the vicinity and within the “7-R” zoning enjoy the privilege of have a dwelling unit height of thirty-five (35) feet, with a chimney or flue at a maximum height of forty (40) feet. The ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross are ‘architectural embellishments’ under the exception for height clause pursuant to the 2022 California Building Code (Section 504.3 Height in feet). 
Therefore, the granting of the variance to a height of thirty-five (35) feet from finished grade to the roof peak of the church and the ‘architectural embellishments’ including the ornamental parapet wall, bell tower, and cross may exceed the forty (40) foot height limit for a total height from finished grade of 46 feet, 3 inches would not result in a granting of a special privilege inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and within the identical “7-R” zoning and would not result in a violation of this finding.
(5) If any exceptions from the provisions of this code which implement the SRA Fire Safe Regulations are requested, that the requirements of Sec. 9-9.202 - Exceptions of Article 2 of Chapter 9 of this title are met.
The request is for a variance to the “7-R” height limit and no exception is being requested to the provisions of Plumas County Code which implement the SRA Fire Sage Regulations. 
Therefore, this finding is not applicable.
(6) That the variance will not permit uses not permitted by the zone.
Planning staff investigated County records and found that a church was originally constructed on the property in 1925 and was subsequently rebuilt after being destroyed in a fire in 1964. In 2021, the church was destroyed by the Dixie Fire and the property owner, St. John/St. Anthony Parish desires to rebuild. Plumas County Code was adopted on July 8, 1958. 
Therefore, the granting of this variance is for an increase in height and would not allow a use not permitted by the zone as the use is lawful nonconforming and would not result in a violation of this finding.
VII. VARIANCE: NORTH STATE GROCERY, INC.; APN 100-081-003; T.28N/R.7E/S.5 MDM
As continued from January 8, 2025, the request for a variance to allow 1,330 square feet of the first floor of a 4,356-square foot, two story commercial building to be used for residential housing (dwelling unit) on a parcel zoned Periphery Commercial (C-2), located at 274 Main Street, Chester, is presented. Interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, states that this item was continued because the applicant was going to pursue obtaining a building permit for a change of use rather than requesting a variance. Graham questions if there is an update from NST Engineering. There is no representative from North State Grocery present or on the phone.
Planning Director, Tracey Ferguson, states that based on the meeting minutes for January 8, 2025, the interim Zoning Administrator, Jim Graham, directed two things: 1) that the Planning Department talk with the State Department of Housing & Community Development (HCD) to understand the employee housing permit process; and 2) talk to the Building Official regarding occupancy types in the building code as it relates to lodging. 
Ferguson reports that she talked with Stacey Stephenson, the representative from HCD, who inspects employee housing permit locations. Stephenson explained that employee housing comes in two forms with the State, agricultural employee housing and hospitality employee housing. During the employee housing inspection process, HCD limits the scope of review to the structure in which the employee housing is being provided and evaluates certain criteria such as square footage per person occupying the housing, sanitation requirements per person, and the structure and area being safe for human habitation. Continuing, Ferguson states HCD does not check with the County as far as if the use is compliant with local zoning and that it is incumbent upon the applicant to check with the County and go through the local zoning code process. Ferguson also notes that State regulations for employee housing do not override local zoning and ordinances.
Continuing, Ferguson states that a plan set was provided by the applicant for what is a proposed 2022 California Building Code occupancy group of R-2, which is defined as dormitories occupancy group. It also shows a B-2 office occupancy group, which is the commercial portion of the building. Ferguson states this is a case of looking at what uses the County Zoning Code permits in the parcel’s “C-2” zoning district in comparison to what the associated building occupancy groups are under the 2022 California Building Code. Ferguson questions if the entire structure is to be dormitories or if the first floor would be dormitory and the second floor would continue as a dwelling unit. Jeff Morrish, NST Engineering, responds that the office space is considered a B occupancy and will remain that, and the remainder of the building will be R-2 occupancy under dormitories.
Ferguson states the Planning staff recommendation is to deny the variance because the findings to grant a variance in accordance with Plumas County Code cannot be met. Ferguson explains that a lodging facility is permitted, and dwelling units on the second floor if the entire first floor is commercial. Lodging is a commercial use, and a dwelling unit would be non-transient in nature. If we look at the Zoning Code, what we consider a dormitory would be a rooming facility, which is a group of two or more guest rooms for non-transient lodging. 
The issue is that rooming facility per the Zoning Code is not permitted in the C-2 zoning, lodging facilities are. However, the definition of lodging facilities is two or more guest rooms for transient lodging, so we’re getting back to the 30 days or less.
Michael Coelho, Building Official, states that in the Building Code R-1 deals more with transient, while R-2 is non-transient. Ferguson adds that we need to look strictly at C-2 zoning and the uses permitted, because a variance cannot change the uses permitted in zones. A potential path forward for the applicant, pursuant to the current Code and without the need for a variance, could be to keep the second floor as a dwelling unit, which would be non-transient and that’s where the housing of employees would occur, and only the first floor could have tenant improvements for lodging, which is transient, and would not be for housing of employees.
Graham questions how long-term transient lodging, such as extended stay hotels, work, and how those are called in the Building Code. Coelho responds that he would need to do some research on that. 
Morrish states he will talk to the applicant about the possibility of first floor B occupancy (office) and R-1 occupancy (lodging), and second floor R-2 occupancy (dwelling). 
Morrish requests the hearing be continued so the applicant can decide how they want to move forward.
Graham continues this item to the March 12, 2025, Zoning Administrator meeting.
Zoning Administrator Notation: Any decision made as a result of this meeting may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) calendar days of the decision. If the tenth day lands on a Saturday, Sunday, or County holiday, the end of the appeal period will be the next working day. The appeal shall be based on relevant information stated or submitted at or prior to this meeting by (a) the applicant; (b) any owner of real property within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property involved who was present at the hearing or who presented written testimony before the Zoning Administrator, or who may be adversely affected by the decision of the Zoning Administrator; (c) such other person whom the Board determines to have been adversely affected by the decision; or (d) any County department head whose department has an interest in the decision (Plumas County Code, Title 9, Chapter 2, Article 10, Section 9-2.1001). Appeals shall be filed with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, paying the fee according to the Planning & Building Services Fee Schedule.

ADJOURN
There being no further business, the meeting adjourns at 11:36 a.m. The next regularly scheduled meeting of the Zoning Administrator is set for March 12, 2025, in the Planning & Building Services Conference Room, located at 555 Main Street, Quincy.

			
Heidi Wightman, Dept. Fiscal Officer II	Jim Graham, Interim Zoning Administrator
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