
Workshop

Salute The Flag

Role Call

New Business

#2877 DUGAS POOL HOUSE

65 York Avenue, area variance to construct a pool house; seeking relief from the minimum side yard setback 

requirement for an accessory structure in the Urban Residential – 3 District.

2877 DUGASPOOLHOUSE_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2877 DUGASPOOLHOUSE_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF

Old Business

#2807.1 MURPHY LANE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
39 Murphy Lane, area variance modification for proposed changes to a previously approved barn conversion to 
single-family residence; seeking additional relief from the minimum front yard and rear yard requirements in the 
Urban Residential – 3 District . Application adjourned to March 21.

2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_39MURPHYLN.PDF, 2807.1 
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_NEIGHBORCORRREDACTED_REDACTED.PDF, 2807.1 
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_UPDATEDMATERIALSRECVD2-18-16.PDF, 2807.1 
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_NEIGHBORCORRRECVD2- 22-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2807.1 
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_CORRMMITTLER_RECVD3-1-16.PDF

#2647.1 NELSON & WILEY PORCH

317 Nelson Avenue, area variance to construct a screened porch addition to an existing single-family residence; 
seeking relief from the minimum rear yard setback and maximum principal building coverage requirements in the 
Urban Residential – 3 District.

2647.1 NELSONANDWILEYPORCH_APPLICATION_REDACTED.PDF, 2647.1 
NELSONWILEYPORCH_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF

#2759.1 ANW HOLDINGS RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
27 Jumel Place, area variance to demolish existing structure and build seven-unit condominium project; seeking 
relief from the maximum principal building coverage, minimum front yard setback and maximum height for a 
residential fence requirements in the Urban Residential – 3 District . Application adjourned to March 21.

2759.1 ANWHOLDINGCONDOS_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 
ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_NEIGHBORCORRREVCD2-21-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 
ANWHOLDINGS_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRSBREWTON_RECVD2-29-
16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRSCOHEN_RECVD3-2-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 
ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_AERIALVIEW_RECVD3-1-16.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_PRESENTATION2-22-
16.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRMPETER_RECVD3-1-16_REDACTED.PDF

#2875 PERRON RESIDENTIAL ADDITION

35 Greenfield Avenue, area variance to construct a three car attached garage to an existing single-family residence; 
seeking relief from the minimum front yard setback (Woodlawn) and maximum principal building coverage 
requirements in the Urban Residential – 1 District.

2875 PERRONRESIDENCEGARAGE_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2875 
PERRONRESIDENCEGARAGE_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF, 2875 
PERRONRESIDENCEGARAGE_REVISEDSITEPLANRECVD2-22-16.PDF, 2875 
PERRONRESIDENCEGARAGE_SSPFLETTER.PDF, 2875 PERRONRESIDENCEGARAGE_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL2.PDF

#2865 BOUGHTON GARAGE

1 Alger Street, area variance to construct an attached garage with second-story master suite addition to an existing 
single-family residence; seeking relief from the minimum front yard setback (Alger), minimum total side yard 
setback and maximum principal building coverage requirements in the Urban Residential – 3 District.

2865 BOUGHTONGARAGE_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2865 BOUGHTONGGARAGE_REVISIONS.PDF

Adjourned Items

#2856 MOORE HALL

28 Union Avenue/35 White Street, area variance to convert the existing building to a 53-unit apartment building; 
seeking relief from the minimum lot size and minimum parking requirement in the Urban Residential – 4 District.

Other Business
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View from middle of driveway 

View from top of driveway 



65 York Ave, Saratoga Springs NY Pool House 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

View from right side of back yard 1 

View from right side of back yard 2 



65 York Ave, Saratoga Springs NY Pool House 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

View from left side of yard 

View from behind building 



65 York Ave, Saratoga Springs NY Pool House 

 

 

 

View from yard of 63 York Ave 

View from behind building on North Street 































         January 11, 2016 
 
To The Saratoga Springs Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
 

I am writing you today to update you on the construction of a barn 
into a house at 39 Murphy Lane.  This was supposed to be a barn 
renovation/restoration project.  It is everything but that, drive by 
sometime and take a look.  A full basement has been dug with 4 large 
windows at ground level, the barn was raised and a foundation poured 
which is very tall only needing to lower the barn inches.  Next the roof 
will be removed and trusses will be added, this will give a steeper pitch 
to the roof.  This also will make the “barn” the tallest house in the 
surrounding area.  All new siding and windows as well as new framing 
will round out my point that nothing from the initial structure will 
remain. 

So this person got away with a building way larger than should 
ever have been approved by the ZBA.  It is only a ploy to build what they 
want in a footprint from an existing building on a piece of land smaller 
than ¼ of a city lot.   

The piece of land itself is too small to have any construction 
material on it.  So at one point a large pile of dirt (about 15 feet high) 
was on one neighbors yard.  The dirt was brought out from the 
basement and they had nowhere to put it, they couldn’t haul it away 
because they needed it for back fill, thus a huge mess in their back yard.  
Another neighbor had a porta- potty placed on their yard for weeks, 
again no room on the property to place one.  The alley is usually blocked 
with trucks and construction material, which is a danger if there is an 
emergency.  Service vehicles cannot get through on a regular basis.  I 
know the construction is temporary but this narrow alley was hardly 
made for cranes, bulldozers, concrete trucks etc.  Not to mention the 
nightmare when the water and sewer lines were installed.  And it will be 
dug up again when they have power\gas services installed, so much for 
the paving that was done several years ago, the road is now a mess and 
will not be repaved. 

A review of this project should be done, this was not what was 
proposed to you by the applicant at the zoning board meetings. 

 
Susan Rodems     White Street 



The 39 Murphy Lane construction project 
February 1, 2016 

 
 

To the Zoning Board, Susan Barden and the Saratoga Springs Building Inspector 
 

We are writing today to make you aware of some problems at the 39 Murphy 
Lane construction site.  Since this is no longer a barn renovation/restoration but 
new construction there are issues that need to be dealt with.  A neighbor of ours 
requested and was granted a stop work order because of what’s going on.   This is a 
nonconforming lot which now has a structure on it that will be way too tall (as per 
building code) if it is allowed to proceed.  They have dug a full basement with 4 very 
large windows at ground level (when I was in city hall reviewing the plans several 
weeks ago the drawing still only showed a crawl space).  The foundation is very tall 
as well and they have built a first floor.  There is absolutely nothing left of the 
original barn, so if they put a second floor on, it will make this house very tall.  This 
has and will change the character of the neighborhood.   

The applicant and the engineering /design firm have not been truthful in 
their actions and should be made to come up with a new design to comply with the 
original structure. This should only be allowed to be a single story house.  Otherwise 
we will have a structure with a nonconforming height on an already nonconforming 
lot.  

They also have a front stoop that protrudes from the front of the house. Once 
they have the second step built they will be stepping right into the alley.  This should 
be redesigned and recessed into the house instead.  The front stoop poses a danger 
on the alley, between vehicular traffic, snowplows and service vehicles.  

Please take a look at this project and pay very close attention, the zoning 
board and the building department need to take action and hold them accountable.     
The applicant is trying to pull a fast one and should not be allowed to continue until 
they comply with the height and design constrictions of new construction on a 
nonconforming lot.  We feel the applicant should be only allowed to build the house 
as tall as the original barn structure. 

 
 

Thank you,  Susan and Brian Rodems  
           White Street 



From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: 39 Murphy Lane project

To : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: 39 Murphy Lane project

Wed, Feb 10, 2016 09:45 AM

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: " >
To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2016 6:49:15 PM
Subject: 39 Murphy Lane project

To the zoning Board, Susan Barden and the Saratoga Springs Building Inspector

We share the concerns of our neighbors regarding the construction project at 39
Murphy Lane in Saratoga Springs. The barn/restoration is now being replaced with an
entirely new construction thus not complying with the original zoning board regulations. 

Particular problems are the height and the design of the structure on this
nonconforming lot. Apparently, the applicant and engineering design firm are not following
the regulations.

Please take action on this project.

Thank you,
Linda and Tom Davis

 White Street

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30176&tz=America/...

1 of 2 2/12/2016 12:20 PM



Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30176&tz=America/...

2 of 2 2/12/2016 12:20 PM



From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: 39 Murphy Lane

To : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: 39 Murphy Lane

Wed, Feb 10, 2016 09:46 AM

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
To: "Skip Carlson" <SCarlson@saratogagaming.com>, "Gary Hasbrouck" <g-man-
62@nycap.rr.com>, "James Helicke" <helickezba@gmail.com>, "Keith Kaplan"
<kaplankeith@yahoo.com>, "Adam McNeill" <adam@mcneill-financial.com>, "William
Moore" <bill927@me.com>, "Susan Steer" <shsteer@gmail.com>
Cc: "Diane Buzanowski" <dmbbug153@nycap.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 9:20:52 AM
Subject: Fwd: 39 Murphy Lane

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Loretta Martin" >
To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Monday, February 1, 2016 2:16:13 PM
Subject: 39 Murphy Lane

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30178&tz=America/...

1 of 2 2/12/2016 12:23 PM



I live on the corner of Murphy Lane and Stratton Street.  My address is Stratton and my
phone number is .  I am writing today because of the construction site next
door to us.  

I appreciate your attention to this matter.

39 Murphy Lane Construction

To the Zoning Board, Susan Barden and the Saratoga Springs Building
Inspector

As next door neighbors, on  Stratton Street, we did not object to the initial
building permit that was submitted last year for this proposed renovation. 
What is happening now on that site is NOT what was submitted.   

They have dug an 8 foot basement, taken off all of the siding and torn down the
roof.  That, to me, does not look like the renovation they proposed, but an all
out new house. They have a front stoop that protrudes from the front of the
house that will make it impossible not to step into the alley when they use it.

I am requesting that you take a good long hard look at what they are doing and
take action to make sure this “house” does not exceed height regulations on a
non conforming lot, and stay within the original barn structure height and size.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter

Concerned neighbors

Loretta Martin
Stratton Street

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30178&tz=America/...
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From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: Stop Work Order on construction at 39 Murphy
Lane

To : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: Stop Work Order on construction at 39 Murphy Lane

Wed, Feb 10, 2016 09:50 AM

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Mike Winn" >
To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 12:04:47 PM
Subject: Stop Work Order on construction at 39 Murphy Lane

Dear Ms. Barden.

I am writing you as a concerned neighbor regarding the barn restoration/renovation at 39
Murphy lane.   It has come to my attention that a stop work order has been placed on this
project due to non-nonconforming work.  I am most concerned that the work being done
is not conforming to the project as originally presented to your board.   My yard is
overlooked by 39 Murphy lane.  It is my understanding that this new structure now will be
significantly taller than proposed under the original plans.   I believe this would require
additional zoning variances.   I also believe this structure was approved to be a restoration
to a single family home, not a multi-family dwelling.

I am in favor of this work going forward only if it meets the original specifications and
plans submitted to the city.

Thanks in advance for your time and attention regarding this matter.  Feel free to contact
me at my cell or email below.
Sincerely,

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30180&tz=America/...
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Michael B. Winn

@yahoo.com
l

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30180&tz=America/...
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From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: Feb 22 ZBA Meeting - 39 MURPHY LANE BARN "RENOVATION"

To : Skip Carlson <SCarlson@saratogagaming.com>, Gary Hasbrouck <g-man-
62@nycap.rr.com>, James Helicke <helickezba@gmail.com>, Keith Kaplan
<kaplankeith@yahoo.com>, Adam McNeill <adam@mcneill-financial.com>, William
Moore <bill927@me.com>, Susan Steer <shsteer@gmail.com>

Cc : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org>, Diane Buzanowski
<dmbbug153@nycap.rr.com>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: Feb 22 ZBA Meeting - 39 MURPHY LANE BARN "RENOVATION"

Mon, Feb 22, 2016 04:41 PM

1 attachment

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Paul Tucker" >
To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 4:09:14 PM
Subject: Fw:  Feb 22 ZBA Meeting - 39 MURPHY LANE BARN "RENOVATION"

To whom it may concern:

Maggie Moss-Tucker and I, owners of Clark Street, Saratoga Springs for 35 years, abutters to 39 Murphy Lane, and
former owners of the carriage house that stood on that lot are appalled at what has occurred to that historic structure.
Against great opposition, you granted the developer 7 variances to renovate the building on the basis of the developer's
appeals but what did your actions yield? The worst possible result. The complete destruction of the structure.

To add insult to injury, the developer has completely subverted your directives and begun to rebuild the
structure without informing you, the abutters, or the neighbors. It was a brazen move that must be stopped. 

The structure that has arisen, without your approval or any input from the neighbors, has little to do with the original,
historic building that stood on the site or with the agreement that you had made with the developer. This is
unacceptable and seriously detrimental the neighborhood.

These nefarious actions are typical of the developer. She has never been forthright about her intentions. She directly
lied to us as to who was buying the building; she lied about her intentions for the building; and she lied in front of
you about her plans to "renovate" the structure. Nothing could be more contrary to your raison d'etre. You are the
appropriate arbitrators of such situations. But the developer failed you just as she failed our neighborhood.

We therefore hope that you will continue to impose a cease-and-desist order on her, and insist that she submit
appropriate plans for the building that require her to rebuild it as it had been which includes but is not limited
to: lowering the foundation and the second story to their original heights, revising the proposed window treatment
which impinges on the privacy rights of the abutters and undermines the integrity of the building, and reducing the
"front porch."

The deception that informed every aspect of this so-called renovation is an insult to your committee, the review process
for such developments, and the architectural significance of Saratoga Springs which takes rightful pride in its

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30815&tz=America/...
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architectural heritage.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Tucker and Maggie Moss-Tucker
 Clark Street

********************************************************************************************
ZBA Agenda – Feb 22:

Link to City of Saratoga Springs, Feb 22 ZBA Agenda (with links to the suppor ng documenta on contained in the Agenda).

http://www.saratoga-springs.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/02222016-1273

********************************************************************************************

***********************************************************************************************

Please find below a version of the original variance application with highlighted
comments provided therein:

“IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF Jean D’Agos no 38 Warren St Saratoga Springs NY 12866 from the determina on of the
Building Inspector involving a lot on the south side of Murphy Lane between Clark Street and Stra on Street, in the City of
Saratoga Springs, New York being tax parcel number 165.84‐1‐22, in the Inside District, on the Assessment Map of said City. City of
Saratoga Springs ‐ Zoning Board of Appeals – March 23, 2015 ‐ Page 17 of 20

From ZBA decision (emphasis added): “The appellant having applied for an area variance under the Zoning Ordinance of said City

to permit the renovation and conversion of an existing barn structure to a single family house.”

Noncompliance with decision:  Applicant did not renovate exis ng barn rather removed exis ng barn including slab floor, studs,

siding, second floor, studs, siding and roof and replaced entire historic barn with brand new building that
now is four feet taller than the original barn, a slab foundation replaced with a full basement
and total building volume is about 133% of the original building volume.  No renovation and

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30815&tz=America/...
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conversion was ever conducted.

Proposed relief requested MINIMUM LOT SIZE 6600 SF 2500 SF 4100 SF, OR 62.1%
Another way to think about the tremendous magnitude of the variance requested: lot area provided 2500 sq.  . requested lot size

is a lot two and one-half sizes too small for the district or 264%

From ZBA decision (emphasis added): “As per the submi ed applica on materials, be approved, a er weighing the following

considera ons: 1. The Board notes the applicant has demonstrated this benefit cannot be achieved by other
means feasible to the applicant. The board notes that there is a permi ed use for this structure, that of an accessory
building. However, the applicant is a contract vendee who is seeking the benefit of a principal residence; the board has evaluated
this applica on based on that benefit. There are seven variances in ques on here, so the board’s conclusion on the considera on
of other feasible means is based on the considera on of the individual variances as follows: 1. Principal building coverage: the lot
size, at 2500 square feet, is such that the footprint of a house conforming to the 30% coverage requirement would be small (750

square feet including overhangs). This can be done if the barn is removed, which may be an undesirable
effect as noted by the applicant on page 66 of the application “Tearing down the barn and
starting new would cause a detriment to the neighborhood and community character.”The
applicant does not seek to do this in the proposal as submi ed.

Noncompliance with decision:  When applicant removed every square foot of existing foundation and
the old barn is now gone, the applicant removed the basic reason for granting the
variance—that it was an existing building that could not and should not be changed.  The
purpose of the project was not to restore an historic barn—it was to build a new single-family
house on an accessory parcel that was never intended to be a separate lot on a real street,
never approved as a separate lot as an approved subdivision, on a parcel that was 2 and
one-half times too small.  The board would have been looking at an entirely different
application knowing and the applicant could have provided a totally different project with less
nonconformities.

 2. Setback encroachments (front, rear, side). Given the rear‐to‐front dimensions of the property of 50 feet if fron ng Murphy
Lane, and the district requirements of 10 feet in front and 25 in back, conformity to both is quite difficult and would result in a

very small structure. Total side setback of 12 feet could also be theore cally achieved with a smaller structure. A smaller
structure obviously requires a removal of the existing barn, discussed above. It also would result in
diminished u lity as a single‐family residence.

3. Lot width and parking: Per the applicant, land is not available to purchase on either side and that a parking easement on the
western side of the property has been specifically ruled out a er consulta on with neighbors.

4. Lot size: The subject parcel is greatly undersized as a principal building lot; allowing it to be considered for a principal building

on it cannot be done without a variance since it is held in common with the adjacent parcel. Land on the
south boundary line is currently owned in common City of Saratoga Springs ‐ Zoning Board of Appeals – March 23, 2015 ‐ Page 18
of 20 on a separate parcel; however, a poten al transfer of land appears to the Board to be not feasible due to the placement of a
pool on that parcel. Per the applicant, “There is no adjacent land available for purchase.”

Subdivision regula ons violated.  Separa on of this parcel from the adjoining parcel as a separate lot is a subdivision.  No
subdivision approval has been granted to this lot.  In fact, the parcel as an accessory use has always provided economic value as a
storage barn and providing addi onal area for yard space and off‐street parking in an already‐cramped neighborhood. 

Fact: The parcel was sold (legally?) to another adjacent owner in 2015 for $85,000 for use as an accessory use.  The current
applicant has not tried to minimize impact to the neighborhood, rather, the simply maximize profit and, through the ZBA, impose
significant adverse impact to the neighborhood.

2. The applicant has demonstrated that gran ng this variance will not create an undesirable change in neighborhood character or

detriment to nearby proper es. The applicant notes that the barn has been in existence since 1900 and that the
posi on of the building rela ve to the neighbors would result in it being less noticeable as a residence than
otherwise, and that the barn and surrounding yard are visible now.  

Noncompliance with basic founda on of the applica on and decision: The barn does not exist anymore!
Key impact ignored in the decision: view FROM the barn and pu ng an occupied structure that looms over
what should be private rear yard space of the neighborhood.

The board also notes that the renova on work would improve the outward appearance of the structure, currently in disrepair. 3.
The Board considered the substan ality of the proposed variances. The number of variances sought, and the substan ality of four
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of these in par cular, when taken with the other considera ons noted in this mo on, are found to be large in this case. There are
seven variances that would need to be granted to enable this project to move forward, and the lot size, building coverage,
parking, and front setback relief would all need to be at least 50%. The rear yard variance of 37% is found to be substan al as well.

The applicant notes and the Board agree in this case, that these are pre-existing conditions of the lot, and are
therefore not avoidable. (The “lot” was never a “lot” for residential use and the applicant has now
removed all pre-existing conditions—the applicant failed to make clear that there would be no
existing conditions after they demolished every part of the old barn.): The board lot width relief sought of
16.7% is not substan al in this case, nor is the total side variance of 5%. 4. These variances will not have significant adverse
physical and environmental effect on the neighborhood / district. Permeability requirements of 25% would be met. 5. The alleged
difficulty is self‐created as the applicant wishes to designate this parcel as a principal building; however self crea on by itself is
not fatal to an applica on. Adam McNeill, Secretary seconded the mo on. Bill Moore, Chairman asked if there was any further
discussion. None heard.”

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it contain privileged and
confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or
entity to which it has been addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure,
copying, distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your
cooperation.

image001.png
92 KB 

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=30815&tz=America/...

4 of 4 2/22/2016 4:50 PM



---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Stephen Mittler >
Date: Feb 22, 2016 12:33 PM
Subject: Murphy Lane barn project
To: susan.barden@sararoga-springs.org
Cc:

Susan,

Thank you for discussing the Murphy Lane renovation project with me today.  I
believe you are well in tune to the neighbors concerns.

Of ultimate concern to me as the adjoining backyard neighbor is the final grade of the
earth once the project is complete, or even in the future should a new owner decide
to raise the grade and direct run off to my landscaped back yard.  Simply put, I am
concerned about flooding for me, the Martin's, and the Tucker's (the later who both
have driveways adjoining the property).  What would stop a future owner from
regrading the property to ultimately run all drainage into my yard or onto Murphy
lane?

The original barn Sat approximately 6" below the grade of Murphy Lane.  If I am
correct from the filing, the front elevation now stands 36-48" above Murphy Lane
(depending on how one chooses to measure -current or original elevation).

The original grade/elevation allowed for roof run off to remain on the property of 39
Murphy Lane.  My back yard has always been very dry after a rain or melting snow
event.

Finally, the elevation of the first floor now looks directly into my back yard with little
ability for me to shield my yard above the 6' fence pictured in the attached.  This view
with the approved repair and pour over of original slab would have been at ground
level.  I respect the decision to put in a basement, but I was under the assumption
that the basement dig out would allow for the original structure to be lowered back to
the same elevation.

Many thanks for forward on my concern.  Can you please simply reply that you have
received this email so I am certain it arrived and will be sent to the ZBA?  I would like
this to be part of tonight's discussion to ensure my property and it's value are being
considered.

Thanks!
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Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.
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February 24, 2016 
 
To Whom It May Concern,  
 
My name is Mandy Mittler and I sold Jeannie 
D'Agostino the barn on Murphy Lane. Prior to selling 
the barn to her, neighbors were given the 
opportunity to purchase the barn from myself and 
my now ex-husband. I was in attendance at several 
planning meetings expressing my excitement for 
Mrs. D'Agostino’s project, as Mrs. D'Agostino stated 
that she could restore it. Although I moved off the 
street in May of 2015 when my husband and I 
divorced I am excited to see the finished restored 
carriage house. 
 
Sincerely,  
 Mandy Mittler 



















































































Short Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 1 - Project Information

Instructions for Completing              

Part 1 - Project Information.  The applicant or project sponsor is responsible for the completion of Part 1.  Responses 
become part of the application for approval or funding, are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.  
Complete Part 1 based on information currently available.  If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully 
respond to any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information.   

Complete all items in Part 1.  You may also provide any additional information which you believe will be needed by or useful 
to the lead agency; attach additional pages as necessary to supplement any item. 

Part 1 - Project and Sponsor Information 

Name of Action or Project:  

Project Location (describe, and attach a location map): 

Brief Description of Proposed Action: 

Name of Applicant or Sponsor: Telephone:  

E-Mail: 

Address: 

City/PO: State:  Zip Code: 

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, ordinance,
administrative rule, or regulation?

If Yes, attach a narrative description of the intent of the proposed action and the environmental resources that 
may be affected in the municipality and proceed to Part 2.  If no, continue to question 2. 

NO   YES 

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency?
If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval: 

NO   YES 

3.a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?   ___________ acres 
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?  ___________ acres 
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor?  ___________acres  

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
  9 Urban    9 Rural (non-agriculture)      9 Industrial      9 Commercial     9 Residential (suburban)   
  9 Forest 9 Agriculture   9 Aquatic 9 Other (specify): _________________________ 

  9 Parkland 
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5. Is the proposed action,
a. A permitted use under the zoning regulations?

b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?

NO   YES N/A 

6. Is the proposed action consistent with the predominant character of the existing built or natural
landscape? 

NO   YES 

7. Is the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
If Yes, identify: __________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

8.   a. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels? 

b. Are public transportation service(s) available at or near the site of the proposed action?

c. Are any pedestrian accommodations or bicycle routes available on or near site of the proposed action?

NO   YES 

9. Does the proposed action meet or exceed the state energy code requirements?
If the proposed action will exceed requirements, describe design features and technologies: 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

10. Will the proposed action connect to an existing public/private water supply?

         If  No, describe method for providing potable water: ______________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities?

If  No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment: ________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

12.  a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of Historic 
Places?   

b. Is the proposed action located in an archeological sensitive area?

NO   YES 

13. a. Does any portion of the site of the proposed action, or lands adjoining the proposed action, contain 
wetlands or other waterbodies regulated by a federal, state or local agency? 

b. Would the proposed action physically alter, or encroach into, any existing wetland or waterbody?
If Yes, identify the wetland or waterbody and extent of alterations in square feet or acres: _______________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site.  Check all that apply:
  Shoreline   Forest   Agricultural/grasslands   Early mid-successional

  Wetland    Urban   Suburban

15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal, or associated habitats, listed
 by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered? 

NO   YES 

16. Is the project site located in the 100 year flood plain? NO   YES 

17. Will the proposed action create storm water discharge, either from point or non-point sources?
If Yes, 

a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties?    NO       YES 

b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe:                                                                                               NO       YES 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 
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18. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that result in the impoundment of
  water or other liquids (e.g. retention pond, waste lagoon, dam)? 

If Yes, explain purpose and size: ____________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed
solid waste management facility? 

If Yes, describe: _________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject of remediation (ongoing or
completed) for hazardous waste?

If Yes, describe: __________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

NO   YES 

I AFFIRM THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE 

Applicant/sponsor name: ___________________________________________ Date: ___________________________ 
Signature: _______________________________________________________ 
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From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: ANW Holdings "Downton Walk"

To : Skip Carlson <SCarlson@saratogagaming.com>, Gary
Hasbrouck <g-man-62@nycap.rr.com>, James
Helicke <helickezba@gmail.com>, Keith Kaplan
<kaplankeith@yahoo.com>, Adam McNeill
<adam@mcneill-financial.com>, William Moore
<bill927@me.com>, Susan Steer
<shsteer@gmail.com>

Cc : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>, Diane Buzanowski
<dmbbug153@nycap.rr.com>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: ANW Holdings "Downton Walk"

Mon, Feb 22, 2016 10:38 AM

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Tracy Miller" >
To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Cc:
Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2016 10:28:43 PM
Subject: ANW Holdings "Downton Walk"

Dear Ms. Barden - 

My husband and I live at Jumel Place, across the street from 27 Jumel Place.
 We received the notice of public hearing for the above mentioned project.  It is unlikely
that we will be able to attend the meeting on Monday February 22 in person, but wanted
to make a statement for the record.  

We are in support of the project.  The project is an enormous improvement over the
existing structure, and its previous uses.  
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We understand the request for variance from the front yard setback, and agree it will
maintain a similar look to what exists on the street.  

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Tracy and Johnny Miller

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.
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February 28, 2016    

 

To:  The Zoning Board of Appeals of the City of Saratoga Springs, NY 

 

cc:  Saratoga Springs City Council, Saratoga Springs Planning and Economic Development 

Department, gridsaratoga.com, saratogaspringspolitics.com, Saratoga Today, The Saratogian, 

The Times Union  

 

Re:  Illegal Application for “seven single family condominiums,”   

       and requests for substantial Zoning Variances at  

       27 Jumel Place, Saratoga Springs, by ANW Holdings, Builder, John Witt 

  

Public Hearing #2 to be held at the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on March 7, 2016 

 

Fr:  Neighbors of Surrounding Properties 

 

On Monday night, March 7th, the Zoning Board will be deciding on a major project on Jumel 

Place which is illegal and out of character with the neighborhood. The builder, John Witt, is 

asking for 7 single condominiums which would be selling for up to 1.5 million dollars per unit. 

Condominiums are not allowed in UR-3 zoning and the lot is zoned for only 5 units. The builder 

should be required to follow the zoning law. Mr. Witt is also asking for substantial variances as 

well. 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals needs to protect the residential neighborhoods on East Avenue, 

Lake Avenue, Granger St, and Jumel Place, which surround 27 Jumel Place, from this massively 

overdone and illegal application. This project will negatively impact the value of our homes and 

the quality of life in our neighborhood. There are far too many legal questions and large 

variances being sought, which if granted, would make zoning law useless.  

 

First and foremost, the Land Use category of Jumel Place in our city’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan 

is a Core Residential Neighborhood-1 (CRN-1), allowing a maximum density of 10 units/acre. In 

our city’s Zoning Ordinance, Jumel Place is located in an Urban Residential-3 (UR-3) Zoning 

District, which allows for only single and two-family homes to be built. By law, this particular 

parcel of land is large enough to allow five single family homes or four two-family homes. 

 

The applicant is requesting to build “seven single family condominiums.” Condominiums are not 

allowed on Jumel Place, as by definition in our Zoning Ordinance, condominiums are 

multifamily. The city’s Zoning Ordinance states the definition of a condominium as follows:  

“CONDOMINIUM: A multifamily dwelling containing individually owned dwelling units, 

wherein the real property title and ownership are vested in an owner, who has an undivided 

interest with others in the common usage areas and facilities which serve the development.” 

   

Multifamily structures are not allowed in a Core Residential Neighborhood-1 or a UR-3 Zoning 

District. The request by the applicant must be called what they are, 7 single family homes. 

However, only 5 single family units are allowed on this size lot, or 4 two-family units. (Actually 

only one unit is allowed, as the applicant has not sub-divided the lot.)  



 

The request for seven single family homes is 40% over the density allowed in an UR-3 Zoning 

District and creates a 40% density bonus for Mr. Witt’s $700K to $1.5 million dollar homes. In 

our city’s Zoning Ordinance, a density bonus of this magnitude is only allowed for affordable 

senior housing. This is not affordable housing. 

 

To allow for the density the applicant is requesting, the city council would have to change the 

Land Use category of this area in the Comprehensive Plan from a Core Residential 

Neighborhood-1 (CRN-1), which allows up to 10 units/acre, to a Core Residential 

Neighborhood-2 (CRN-2), which allows up to 15 units/acre.  

 

Why is the applicant insisting on calling these seven single family homes “seven single family 

condominiums”?  

Is it because the applicant believes he will only have to provide back yards for two of the seven 

units, as his application shows? Five of the units have no back yards at all. A 25’ back yard 

setback is required for every unit in a UR-3 Zoning District. 

Is it so the applicant doesn’t have to spend the money to subdivide the lot?  

Is it because the applicant thinks he will be allowed more units than the maximum of five single 

family homes allowed on this lot?  

Is it because these $700K to $1.5 million dollars homes may receive a condominium tax break, 

thereby forcing the far more modest homes in the area to virtually subsidize them?  

Is it because of all of these reasons?  We simply do not know. 

 

Legally, whether these seven single family homes are called condominiums, or not, they are not 

allowed on this property site. Only five single family homes are allowed by law on this 

property. Approving this application would be in violation of the city’s Comprehensive Plan 

and its Zoning Ordinance. 

 

In addition to the applicant requesting two units more than legally allowed on this lot, the 

applicant also is asking for the following massive variances. 

 

Variance 1) The maximum building coverage allowed on this lot is 30%. The applicant had 

previously asked for a 43.5% building coverage allowance, or 45% more than what is allowed. 

He has recently increased this request to 46%, or 53.3% more than what is allowed. Granting 

either of these requests would be substantial. 

 

Variance 2) The rear yard setback required for each unit is 25 feet. The applicant is asking that 

this requirement be eliminated by 100% for five units, going from the 25 feet required to zero (0) 

feet. For the remaining two units he is asking for a 76% reduction in the rear yard setback from 

25 feet to 6 feet.  

 

Variance 3) The front yard setback required for the two front units is 10 feet. The applicant is 

asking for one (1) foot, a 90% reduction in the front yard setback. The applicant claims that this 

is so “our (2) front porches [can] be placed on the unit.” However, his drawings show that he is 

not proposing porches, only overhangs. 

 



Variance 4) The fence height allowed in this UR-3 residential area is six feet. The applicant is 

asking for an eight foot fence, a 33% increase in height over what is allowed. Why is this 

necessary only for this development? Is the applicant trying to exclude the rest of the 

neighborhood? A fence this high would create an exclusive walled enclave shutting out the 

existing neighborhood. 

 

Variance 5) The applicant is asking for a maximum principal building on one lot to be increased 

from one to seven, a 600% increase. As mentioned earlier, only five single family units are 

allowed by law on this property, after the property is subdivided. Why is this property not being 

subdivided? 

 

This project will negatively impact the value of our homes and the quality of life in our 

neighborhood.  

 

There are far too many legal questions and large variances being sought, which if granted, 

would make zoning law useless.  

 

This illegal application with its substantial variances needs to be denied by the Saratoga Springs 

Zoning Board of Appeals at their upcoming meeting on March 7th. 

 

The neighbors would support a more balanced project with 5 single family homes on 30% of the 

land with more standard setbacks. 

 

For additional information contact:  

 

 



From:  SANDRA COHEN – Lake Avenue, Saratoga Springs, NY – 

To:   SARATOGA SPRINGS ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 SARATOGA SPRINGS CITY COUNCIL
 SARATOGA COUNTY SUPERVISORS
 SARATOGA SPRINGS PLANNING DEPARTMENT
 REGIONAL PRESS & BLOGS
 
Re:   APPLICATION FOR CONDOMINIUMS 
 AND REqUESTS FOR ZONING VARIANCES 
 27 JUMEL PLACE, SARATOGA SPRINGS, BY BUILDER – JOHN WITT

 It appears that the Saratoga Springs Zoning Board of Appeals might be in danger of 
overstepping its purview if they approve Developer John Witt’s current request which will effectively 
change the zoning ordinance regarding the type of housing allowed in a long-existing Jumel Place 
neighborhood, within a mile of Saratoga Race Course. Witt has requested an area variance, when 
what he needs is a use variance, because the condominiums he proposes are not legally allowed 
within the property’s UR-3 zoning. According to our zoning laws – which have the stated interest 
of maintaining a particular harmony within each of the city’s different districts – such use variance 
would need the approval of the City Council, not an end run through the ZBA. But a vote is 
scheduled for the ZBA meeting on March 7. 

 Although the City offers ample opportunity to build cluster housing in UR-1 and SR-2 
zones (per Article 4, Section 241-13-A of the city code - ecode.360.com), Witt is attempting to 
cluster seven single-family condominiums on a 0.79-acre UR-3 lot. Current zoning only allows 
for either one single family residence or one two-family residential structure. In his proposal, the 
seven owners would each have an undivided interest in the entire property, while they own their 
individual structures that sit on the commonly-owned land (which is what defines its condominium 
status). Contrary to claims that condominiumizing the land alone is only a financial move, it is 
a clear change of use of the land, in that it automatically includes the clustering model which, in 
addition to being restricted to specific other areas of the City, allows for tighter lot-lines between 
homes, albeit they must still follow specific setback and open space codes.

 In addition to such change of use, he has also asked for setbacks that would be in violation 
of code even within a clustered community – as crowded as 1-foot from the existing front sidewalk 
(10 feet is legal) and 6-feet from the rear (25’ is legal). Witt is also requesting additional height, 
approaching three-storeys, on his structures – which would be interruptively noticeable from 
Lake Avenue (Route 29), one of the main thoroughfares into the City. He also wants permission 
to erect an 8-foot fence around three sides of the perimeter to enclose/isolate his Downton Walk 
community, an English-Cotswold-style development, from the rest of the Victorian/American-turn-
of-the-century neighborhood, in which some homes have been there since the late 1800s among 
others from the 1920s.



APPLICATION FOR CONDOMINIUMS 
AND REqUESTS FOR ZONING VARIANCES 
27 JUMEL PLACE, SARATOGA SPRINGS, BY BUILDER – JOHN WITT
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 Saratoga code (Section 241-13-G) states that new clustered housing – which includes 
condominiums, townhouses, row houses, zero-lot-line homes, and other multiples – are ONLY 
allowed in UR-1 and SR-2 locations. In order to build them, even in the specified districts, one 
must first file for a subdivision of the property, which Witt has not done. That would have resulted 
in permission to build only five single-family homes or four two-family homes on that size property, 
along with the requirement that each structure must adhere to code setbacks from existing 
property lines and, within the new multiple community, must meet the percentages of open 
space. 

 The percentage of open space of this project, as presented, does not even adhere to cluster 
code; nor do the requests for relief from setbacks between the cluster structures and existing 
neighboring properties, including the City-owned sidewalk. Much of the builder’s positive 
comparison on building standards are irrelevant, as they take into consideration the structure 
currently on the site, which was built before Saratoga had zoning codes. 

 Neighbors have no issue with Witt as a quality builder. Nor do they have issue with multiple 
structures on the property, as long as there is adherence to existing codes. Overloading the space 
and radically cutting setbacks endangers both the new property and the neighboring structures. It 
also presents quality of life issues for the current residents, including increased noise and the effect 
of being walled-off from the contiguous neighborhood. As it is currently planned, the project will 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood and will present an adverse physical impact on 
the community in which it would be situated. The concept of allowing condominiums in UR-3 
neighborhoods is a slippery slope that would present an even greater threat to the entire City. Such 
disregard of our zoning codes will open the door to requests and expectations of similar divergent 
development in other neighborhoods.
 

###



Witt Construction
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Downton Walk

Aerial View
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Proposed Downton Walk 



Examples of drives, paving areas, yards 
and green space 

 











1. Whether granting the variance will produce an undesirable 
change in the character of the neighborhood or a 
detriment to nearby properties 

 
2.  Whether the benefit sought by the applicant can be 

achieved by other feasible means. Identify what 
alternatives to the variance have been explored 
(alternative designs, attempts to purchase land, etc.) and 
why they are not feasible 

 
3. Whether the requested area variance is substantial 

 
4. Whether the proposed variance will have adverse physical 

or environmental effects on neighborhood or district 
 
 5.  Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created 

Area Variance Criteria 



 
1. Whether granting the variance will 

produce an undesirable change in the 
character of the neighborhood or a 
detriment to nearby properties  

Granting the use and area variance will not produce an 
undesirable change, but rather enhance the neighborhood.  
 
By eliminating a large commercial & multi-family structure 
that takes up ~50% of the lot and fails to meet the front, 
side and rear setbacks.  Its replacement will be a very 
attractive single-family condominium project. 



 
2.  Whether the benefit sought by the applicant 

can be achieved by other feasible means. 
Identify what alternatives to the variance 
have been explored (alternative designs, 
attempts to purchase land, etc.) and why 
they are not feasible 

Other feasible means are not available: 
Alternative designs options are fewer units, smaller units or 
taller units. 
• Fewer units will make the cost of the land for each unit 

prohibitive. (See following slide) 
• Smaller units would be both undesirable and smaller 

than the surrounding homes.  The proposed home sizes 
are consistent with that of the existing neighborhood. 

• Taller units would not be in keeping with the homes in 
the existing neighborhood 

All adjacent land is currently occupied with single family 
homes. 

 



Jumel Place Project 
 
Land Purchase 370,000 
4103 Land Development-Professional Fees 23,000 
4116 Land Development - Interest 42,000 
4117 Land Development - Taxes 20,000 
4132 Land Development - Soil Testing 11,700 
4140 Land Development - Construction 60,000 
4141 Land Development - Fill Dirt 21,000 
4142 Land Development - Demolition & Asbestos Removal 155,000 
4142 Land Development - Lot Clearing 10,000 
4145 Land Development - Silt Fencing 6,000 
4155 Land Development - Electric lines 24,000 
4183 Land Development - Trees 12,000 
Total 754,700 
 
Reasonable Return for Development Risk 150,700 
Total Cost of Land to Be Divided by number of Home Sites 905,460 

Estimated Development Costs 



The requested variance is not substantial due to : 
 
• The new setbacks requested are less than what 

currently exists with the existing structure. 
• The new setbacks are consistent with the 

setbacks of other single family homes in the 
neighborhood. 

• The percent of lot to be covered is less than the 
existing multi-use structure. 

• The permeable area of the lot will be increased 
with the new development as compared to the 
existing development 

3.  Whether the requested area variance 
is substantial  



 
4. Whether the proposed variance will 

have adverse physical or environmental 
effects on neighborhood or district 

 

The proposed variance will not have adverse physical 
or environmental effects on neighborhood or district. 
 
• The proposed single family development will be 

contained on the one lot with one curb cut for all 
vehicle access to the property 

• The net permeability of the development will be 
great than the existing development 

  



 
5.  Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created 
 

The difficulty was  self-created, however: 
 
It was created by the need to change the deteriorating  non-
conforming multi-family/ mixed-use structure to a use 
consistent with the existing neighborhood.  
 
• The change will be a win for the neighbors with the 

replacement of a multi-use / commercial structure with 
single family homes. 

• The change will be a win for the city with additional tax 
revenues and a higher tax base. 

 



Lot Statistics  



Existing Building 





















Neighborhood 

















Proposed Downton Walk 



Proposed Downton Walk 





From : Susan Barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>

Subject : Fwd: ZBA area variance at 27 Jumel Place (#2795.1)

To : Lindsey Gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>

Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

Fwd: ZBA area variance at 27 Jumel Place (#2795.1)

Wed, Mar 02, 2016 09:54 AM

Jumel Pl comment letter

Susan B. Barden, AICP
Senior Planner
City of Saratoga Springs
474 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY
518-587-3550 ext. 2493

From: "Max Peter" >
To: "Kate Maynard" <kate.maynard@saratoga-springs.org>, "Bradley Birge"
<bbirge@saratoga-springs.org>, "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>,

>, 

Sent: Tuesday, March 1, 2016 10:14:03 PM
Subject: ZBA area variance at 27 Jumel Place (#2795.1)

March 1, 2016

To: Saratoga Springs Zoning Board of Appeals

RE: #2795.1, ANW Holdings, seeking area variance for 27 Jumel Place

Dear members of the ZBA board,

I appreciated the opportunity to speak to the board during the previous ZBA mee ng on Feb 22,
and would like to re‐iterate my concerns with this area variance request.

In particular, I am concerned about ANW Holding’s request for a variance on the minimum
rear setback. My understanding is that UR-3 zoning requires a 25’ minimum rear setback.
My understanding is that ANW Holdings seeks a variance to reduce this to a 6’ setback
across the entire rear of the property line.

I ask the board to deny this rear setback variance for two reasons.

Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=31385&tz=America/...
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The variance is substantial. I acknowledge that there is a building with an existing
variance on the rear setback. However, this existing rear variance is a 1-story
structure limited to the northeast corner of the lot. The northwest rear corner is
currently open space. ANW’s request will substantially increase the existing rear
variance. It will extend the variance upwards by at least one full additional story as
well as an additional gabled roof. There also appears to be a steeple structure on a
rear building. I do not know the exact proposed heights, but I am guessing it
increases the rear variance from a 10’ height to 30’. It will also extend the rear
variance from the northeast half of the lot to the entire rear lot line. This is a
significant increase in the mass and scale of the existing rear setback variance.

1. 

The variance will be a detriment to nearby proper es and will produce an undesirable change in the

neighborhood. My property is   Lake Ave, corner to the northwest. If the proposed variance is
approved, a 2‐story gabled roof building will be only 6’ from my backyard, and will overshadow my

back yard and invade my family’s privacy and be a detriment to our enjoyment of our back yard.
Although ANW’s rendering appeared to show some foliage along this rear setback, I believe that this

6’ setback is likely to be insufficient to plant any trees along the setbacks. I believe that allowing
large mul ‐story dwellings 6’ from the rear lot line will in fact be a detriment to my property and will
produce an undesirable change in my neighborhood.

2. 

I ask the board to consider a compromise, whereby the rear setback is limited to the
existing variance on the northeast corner. The northwest corner should be left as open
space, reducing the number of proposed buildings from 7 to 6, and allowing open space
for the planting of trees and green space.

Thank you for your considera on,

Max Peter

 Lake Ave

Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it
contain privileged and confidential information from the City of Saratoga Springs and are
intended solely for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it has been addressed. If
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or taking any other action with respect to the contents of this message is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete it and notify the
sender by return e-mail. Thank you for your cooperation.
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January 21, 2015 
 
City of Saratoga Springs 
474 Broadway 
Saratoga Springs, NY   
12866 
 
Re: 35 Greenfield Ave 
 
Attn: Zoning Board Members 
 
The zoning district is UR-1 which requires a 30 front yard setback and 20 percent lot coverage 
for the principal structure and 8 percent for an accessory structure. The house is located on the 
corner and therefore is subject to 2 front yards. The intent of the applicant is to restore the 
residence back to its original character (Historically as a Second French Empire Style known for 
mansard roofs and dormers) and thus remove the existing rear portion of the house which is not 
original or historically significant to the main residence. The front main house will remain and be 
restored.  
 
There is presently a carriage house on the lot that is considered a contributing historic structure. 
It also has structural concerns and does not display the same extent of detailing and character as 
the original house. The client has considered the idea of re-locating the structure however it 
would affect the lot coverage percentage. The client is willing to re-locate and retain the structure 
provided that approval for a new 3 car garage is not compromised. However, it cannot stay 
where it presently is located with the location of the new proposed 3 car garage. 
 
This application is a request to remove the rear addition that is not original and replace it with a 
new kitchen/mudroom addition and an attached garage. This will integrate architecturally with the 
house and provide the owner’s desire to have an attached garage/mudroom and master 
bedroom suite. 
The increase in lot coverage in order to do this will exceed the 20% allowable maximum, and be 
at 27.2% lot coverage. There is a precedent with large homes in this neighborhood that have 3 
car garages. The 30’ front yard setback is technically infeasible to comply with as the setback 
presently cuts through the original house- thus the existing house is already non-conforming. Any 
expansion at the rear cannot possibly comply along Woodlawn avenue (as the side of the house 
that is subject to front yard setback requirements. 
 
There has been extensive time and effort put in to considering design options to meet the 
program needs and desires of the applicant/client. The proposed submission reflects the 
preferred option after considering many alternatives. 
 
I trust that this will help clarify. 
 
 
Susan L Davis – Principal Architect 
  
 
 
 
 
 











SD ATELIER ARCHITECTURE 1

Perron’s Residence
Zoning Board of Review
35 Greenfield Avenue

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 

January 22, 2016



Proposed Site Plan

Lot Size: 16,289 +/- sq.ft.           12,500 sq. ft.

Principle Struct. (overhang) 2,740 +/- sq.ft.           3,257.8 sq. ft. (20% Coverage)           4,427 +/- sq.ft. (27.2%)             7.2% total

Principle Struct. (footprint):       2,424 +/- sq.ft.                      - 3,869.5+/- sq.ft. (23.8%)                   -

Accessory Structure: 943 +/- sq.ft.               1,303.2 sq. ft. (8% Coverage)                         - -

Setbacks: Front (Woodlawn) 4.4 ft. 30’-0” min                                     4.4 ft. (closet point)             25.8’

Front (Greenfield) 3.6 ft.                               30’-0” min.                                                - To allow exist’g to remain

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total Coverage: 22.6% +/- 28%                                               27.2%+/- 7.2% (principle structure

after removal access. Struct.)

Existing Allowed UR-1:                                 Proposed: Requested Relief:

Proposed New 

Addition Footprint

Exist’g House 

Footprint

Exist’g Carriage House 

– To be Removed

Approx. location 

condensing units (T.B.D.)



Aerial View –
Comparing Surrounding Building

Proposed Residence:  4,427 sq.ft.

Including overhangs (27.2%)

Surrounding calculations based on Tax maps and Google Earth

655 N Broadway:

3 car garage 

2 Clement Ave.

3 car garage

649 N Broadway:

3 car garage 
53 Greenfield Ave:

3 car attached garage

203 Woodlawn Ave.

Principle struct: 3,763 sq.ft. ( 27%)

Access. (pool) 360 sq.ft. (3%)



Perron’s exist’g Residence

Front Facing Greenfield Ave. Side yard – garage( to be removed)

Side – Indicating later additionFront Corner



Surrounding Views

Woodlawn Ave Facing Greenfield Ave. Greenfield Ave Facing West

Greenfield Ave. Facing East Greenfield Ave Facing South



Neighboring Homes

203 Woodlawn Ave 2 Clement Ave.

53 Greenfield Ave637 N Broadway



Proposed Elevations

West (Front – towards Greenfield Ave.)

North (Side)



Proposed Elevations

East (Back – towards Woodlawn Ave.)

South (Front – towards Woodlawn Ave.)



Proposed Renderings

Front – from Greenfield Ave (existing bldg. shown white)

Back (towards Woodlawn Ave. – tress not shown for clarity)

(existing bldg. shown white)
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