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ZBA Meeting - Monday, March 21, 2016
City Council Chambers - 7:00 p.m.

AGENDA

6:30P.m.  Workshop
Salute The Flag
Role Call
New Business

1. #2879 FARINA/WEXLER RESIDENCE

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

Documents: 2879 FARINAWEXLERRESIDENCEADD_179NELSONAVE_REDACTED.PDF

2. #2882 BEYER SUBDIVISION
199 West Circular Street, area variance to provide for a two-lot residential subdivision; seeking relief from the minimum lot area requirement in the Urban Residential — 2 District.

Documents: 2882 BEYERSUBDIVISION_APPLICATION_REDACTED.PDF

3. #2881 SARATOGA SPRINGS DENTISTRY
286 Church Street, area variance to erect a freestanding sign; seeking relief from the maximum size for such sign in an Urban Residential — 2 District.

Documents: 2881 SARATOGASPRINGSDENTISTRYSIGNAGE_APP_REDACTED.PDF

4. #2689.1 REJUVENATION HOMES MODIFICATION

30 Lafayette Street, area variance modification for constructed changes to a new single-family residence and detached garage; seeking additional relief from the minimum rear yard
and minimum distance between principal and accessory buildings in the Urban Residential — 2 District.

Documents:  2689.1 REJUVENATIONHOMESMOD_APP_REDACTED.PDF

Old Business

1. #2877 DUGAS POOL HOUSE

65 York Avenue, area variance to maintain a constructed pool house; seeking relief from the minimum side yard setback requirement for an accessory structure in the Urban
Residential — 3 District.

Documents: 2877 DUGASPOOLHOUSE_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF, 2877 DUGASPOOLHOUSE_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2877 DUGASPOOLHOUSE_FENCE PLANS.PDF, 2877
DUGASPOOLHOUSE_FENCE PLANS LETTER.PDF

2. #2807.1 MURPHY LANE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE

39 Murphy Lane, area variance modification for constructed and proposed changes to a previously approved project for renovation and conversion of an existing barn structure to a
single-family residence in the Urban Residential — 3 District.

Documents:  2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_NEIGHBORCORRREDACTED_REDACTED.PDF, 2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_39MURPHYLN.PDF, 2807.1
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_CORRJDAGOSTINORECVD3-11-16.PDF, 2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_CORRMMITTLER_RECVD3-1-16.PDF, 2807.1
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_NEIGHBORCORRRECVD2-22-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_UPDATEDMATERIALSRECVD2-18-16.PDF, 2807.1
MURPHYLNBARNRENO_REQINFO3-14-16.PDF, 2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO_NEIGHBORCORRRECVD3-14--3-21-16_REDACTED.PDF

3. #2759.1 ANW HOLDINGS RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
g OLDINGS R ESIDENTIAL-DEVELOPMENT-27-JumetPlacearear variancetodemotishrexisting-structure-andconstruct severnrsingte-famity residences-{condominiums)y;
seeking relief from the maximum principal building coverage, minimum front and rear yard setbacks, maximum number of principal structures on one lot and maximum height for a
residential fence requirements in the Urban Residential — 3 District Application adjourned to April 11.

Documents:  2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRBMCTAGUE_REVD3-9-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRJVALETTA_RECVD3-9-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1
ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRMPETER_RECVD3-1-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRSCOHEN_RECVD3-2-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1
ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_PRESENTATION2-22-16.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_AERIALVIEW_RECVD3-1-16.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_CORRSBREWTON_RECVD2-29-
16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_NEIGHBORCORRREVCD2-21-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGS_BUILDINSPECTDENIAL.PDF, 2759.1

ANWHOLDINGCONDOS_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGSCONDOS_NEIGHBORCORRREVCD3-11--3-13-16_REDACTED.PDF, 2759.1 ANWHOLDINGCONDOS_POWERPOINT3-14-
16.PDF

Adjourned Items

Application adjourned

to April 11.

b ) P
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Documents: 2865 BOUGHTONGARAGE_APP_REDACTED.PDF, 2865 BOUGHTONGGARAGE_REVISIONS.PDF

2. #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

1. NEXT ZONING BOARD MEETING:
APR. 11, 2016


http://www.saratoga-springs.org/d2e50b6b-9bff-4cf1-ade6-b301a22126f8




[FOR OFFICE USE{
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
wg Hm ., 4.74 Br { (Appiication #)
Saratoge Springy, New-York 12866
Tel: §518-587-3550 faqo 518-580-9480

APPLICATION FOR:
APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

(Date received)

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (¥f not applicant, AIED&NEIQAGEN%
Name JEFFRey TARIvA £ KhRen Wexeer (Sf\mé) ENGINEER) merica G,
Address Tl WASHINE T2V Sr.
SarATOEA SPRINGS, NY 12866
Phone / i 5874340
Email

* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question.

Applicant’s interest in the premises: ﬂ’Owner O Lessee [ Under option to lease or purchase

PROPERTY INFORMATION

I. Property Address/Location: /79 NetSon A”E. Tax Parcel No.: 00 . 7 - |/ .38
(for example: 165.52 — 4 - 37)

2. Date acquired by current owner: MAﬁfH o201/ 3. Zoning District when purchased: K//e'\g
4. Present use of property: 7&)0 F‘ﬂm'Ll! Pgs;DENcé-S. Current Zoning District: tfﬂe -3

6. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal been filed for this property?

O Yes (when? For what? )
M'No
7. ls property located within (check all that apply)?: B/Historic District O Architectural Review District

[0 500’ of a State Park, city boundary, or county/state highway?

8. Brief description of proposed action:

Siwére Srey Rear porcn Aoipion

9. Is there a written violation for this parcel that s not the subject of this application? [ Yes B{Qo
10. Has the work, use or occupancy to which this appeal relates already begun? [JYes mﬁo

I 1. Identify the type of appeal you are requesting (check all that apply).

OJ INTERPRETATION (p. 2) [ VARIANCE EXTENSION (p. 2) [ UsE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) ﬁa\ VARIANCE (pp. 6-7)

Revised 12/2015
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COPYRIGHT € 2010
TOMMELL & ASSOCIATES

SUBDIVISION 2, OF
STATE EDUCATION LAW.

DEED REFERENCE:

1.) CONVEYANCE FROM JAMES M. ROGALSKI AND SUSANA L. DANCY TO
DONALD JEFFREY BEYER BY DEED DATED JULY 17, 2008, AND
RECORDED IN THE SARATOGA COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE ON AUGUST 1,
2008 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 2008026795,

P -

1.) MAP ENTITLED "SURVEY OF LANDS OF WALLACE ALLERDICE, KEITH
POTIER AND ANTHONY R. PENNELL,” DATED SEPTEMBER 21, 1994, AS
LAST REVISED ON SEPTEMBER 29, 1995, AND PREPARED BY PAUL F.
TOMMELL, LS., P.C.

NOTES:
1.) TH%S MAP WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEF!T QOF AN ABSTRACT OF
TITLE OR AN UP TO DATE TITLE REPORT AND IS THEREFORE SUBJECT TO
ANY STATEMENT OF FACTS SHOWN THEREON,

THIS MAP WAS PREPARED FROM AN ACTUAL FIELD SURVEY MAﬁE N
ACCORDANCE WITH THE EXISTING CODE OF PRACTICE ADGPTED BY THE
NEW YORK STATE ASSOCIATION OF PROFESSEONAL LAND SURVEYORS.

ALL QFFSETS SHOWN BETWEEN STRUCTURES AND PROPERTY LiNES
ARE TO ROOF OVERHANGS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

ALL CONTOURS SHOWN HEREON ARE REFERENCED TO THE NATIONAL
GECDETIC VERTICAL DATUM OF 1929 (NGVDZQ)

2.)

1)

4)

CORD OF WORK:
1.) GENERAL REVISIONS ON APRIL. 7, 2010.
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8 ONE SIDE, 20" TOTAL

Subdivision of Lands of
DONALD JEFFREY BEYER

SCALE:
jP= 10

APPLICANT:

CITY OF SARATOGA SFRINGS (ID)
SARATOGA COUNTY, NEW YORK
MARCH 26, 2010

DONALD JEFFREY BEYER
199 West Circular Street

Saratoga Springs, NY 12866 TOMMELL £ ASSOCIATES

2 GIHBERT ROAD
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY 12666
PH: (518) 587-3149 FAX: (518) 587-7251

MAF NO.: 20100072




FOR OFFICE USE
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS 2881

7
0.0

City Hall - 474 Broad (Application #)
Savatoga Springs, New-York 12866
Tel: 518-587-3550 faxi 518-580-9480

(Date received)

APPLICATION FOR:
APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (/f not applicant) ATTORNEY/AGENT
Saratoga Springs Dentistry A Levine Realty LLC Adirondack Sign Company
Name
286 Church Street 286 Church Street 72 Ballston Ave
Address
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866 Saratoga Springs, NY 12866 Saratoga Springs, NY 12866
518-409-7446 518-409-7446  518-409-7446  518-409-7446
Phone / /

* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question.

Applicant’s interest in the premises: O Owner O Lessee O Under option to lease or purchase

PROPERTY INFORMATION

286 Church Street 165 49 1 3
|. Property Address/Location: Tax Parcel No.: . - -
(for example: 165.52 — 4 - 37)
UR-2
2. Date acquired by current owner: 3. Zoning District when purchased:
Family Dentistry UR-2

4. Present use of property: 5. Current Zoning District:
6. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal been filed for this property?

O Yes (when? For what? )

O No
7. Is property located within (check all that apply)?: [ Historic District O Architectural Review District

O 500’ of a State Park, city boundary, or county/state highway?

8. Brief description of proposed action:

Removing existing 17 sq ft free-stander and replace with (4 x 4) 16 sq ft hanging sign and custom Aluminum round post and

bracket system. Town square style with 4" round pole. 48" scroll bracket with curved mount. Sign will be Carved 1.5" HDU
double sided primed and painted with Sherwin Williams marine enamel.

9. Is there a written violation for this parcel that is not the subject of this application? O Yes O No
10. Has the work, use or occupancy to which this appeal relates already begun? []Yes No

I'l. Identify the type of appeal you are requesting (check all that apply):

O INTERPRETATION (p. 2) [ VARIANCE EXTENSION (p. 2) [ USE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) [0 AREA VARIANCE (pp. 6-7)

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE2

FEES: Make checks payable to the "Commissioner of Finance”. Fees are cumulative and required for each request below.

O Interpretation $ 400
O Use variance $1,000
O Area variance

-Residential use/property: $ 150
-Non-residential use/property: $ 500
O Extensions: $ 150

INTERPRETATION — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

I. Identify the section(s) of the Zoning Ordinance for which you are seeking an interpretation:

Section(s)

2. How do you request that this section be interpreted?

3. [f interpretation is denied, do you wish to request alternative zoning relief? []Yes CINo
4. If the answer to #3 is “yes,” what alternative relief do you request?[d Use Variance [ Area Variance

EXTENSION OF A VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

I. Date original variance was granted: 2. Type of variance granted? [ Use [ Area

3. Date original variance expired:

5. Explain why the extension is necessary. Why wasn’t the original timeframe sufficient?

When requesting an extension of time for an existing variance, the applicant must prove that the circumstances upon which the original
variance was granted have not changed. Specifically demonstrate that there have been no significant changes on the site, in the
neighborhood, or within the circumstances upon which the original variance was granted:

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 3

USE VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

A use variance is requested to permit the following:

For the Zoning Board to grant a request for a use variance, an applicant must prove that the zoning regulations create an unnecessary
hardship in relation to that property. In seeking a use variance, New York State law requires an applicant to prove all four of the following

“tests”.

. That the applicant cannot realize a reasonable financial return on initial investment for any currently permitted use on the property.
“Dollars & cents” proof must be submitted as evidence. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return for the following

reasons:

A. Submit the following financial evidence relating to this property (attach additional evidence as needed):

|) Date of purchase: Purchase amount: $

2) Indicate dates and costs of any improvements made to property after purchase:
Date Improvement Cost

3) Annual maintenance expenses: $ 4) Annual taxes: $

5) Annual income generated from property: $

6) City assessed value: $ Equalization rate: Estimated Market Value: $

7) Appraised Value: $ Appraiser: Date:

Appraisal Assumptions:

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 4

B. Has property been listed for sale with [CIYes If “yes”, for how long?
the Multiple Listing Service (MLS)? [ No
1) Original listing date(s): Original listing price: $

If listing price was reduced, describe when and to what extent:

2) Has the property been advertised in the newspapers or other publications? CIYes CINo

If yes, describe frequency and name of publications:

3) Has the property had a “For Sale” sign posted onit?  [lYes CINo

If yes, list dates when sign was posted:

4) How many times has the property been shown and with what results?

2. That the financial hardship relating to this property is unique and does not apply to a substantial portion of the neighborhood.
Difficulties shared with numerous other properties in the same neighborhood or district would not satisfy this requirement. This
previously identified financial hardship is unique for the following reasons:

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE S

3. That the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Changes that will alter the character of a

neighborhood or district would be at odds with the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance. The requested variance will not alter the
character of the neighborhood for the following reasons:

That the alleged hardship has not been self-created. An applicant (whether the property owner or one acting on behalf of the property
owner) cannot claim “unnecessary hardship” if that hardship was created by the applicant, or if the applicant acquired the property

knowing (or was in a position to know) the conditions for which the applicant is seeking relief. The hardship has not been self-created
for the following reasons:

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 6

AREA VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

6.1.53 B1
The applicant requests relief from the following Zoning Ordinance article(s)
Dimensional Requirements From To
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS-One freestanding sign-maximum 4 sq. 4 sq ft 16 sq ft

Current existing has been out of compliance-reducing size

Other:

To grant an area variance, the ZBA must balance the benefits to the applicant and the health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood and
community, taking into consideration the following:

. 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.

Alternative designs within code have been researched but due to the limited size and traffic on this roadway visibility issues could
cause traffic problems for patients and danger to others on Church street.

Effectiveness of 4 sq ft signage would be nonexistent

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

properties. Granting the variance will not create a detriment to nearby properties or an undesirable change in the neighborhood
character for the following reasons:

Granting the variance would bring a positive change in terms of the neighborhood decor. Reduction in size from current signage
along with design will be more in line with the area and building .

Current sign in place for years has not brought any undesirable effects to the character of neighborhood.

Current freestanding sign is 17 sq ft and the proposed reduces this by 1 full sq foot.

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM

PAGE 7

3. Whether the variance is substantial. The requested variance is not substantial for the following reasons:

Not substantial because it would bring the current size down by a full sq foot.

4.  Whether the variance will have adverse physical or environmental effects on neighborhood or district. The requested variance will not
have an adverse physical or environmental effect on the neighborhood or district for the following reasons:

No adverse or physical effects to the neighborhood- New proposed is more ecstatically pleasing along with smaller footprint and

structure. Design better meets the neighborhood architectural environment.

5.

Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created (although this does not necessarily preclude the granting of an area variance). Explain
whether the alleged difficulty was or was not self-created:

Yes- self created- current sign has been in existence for some time.

Revised 12/2015



ZONING AND BUILDING INSPECTOR DENIAL
OF APPLICATION FOR LAND USE AND/OR BUILDING

APPLICANT: TAX PARCEL NO.: . - -

PROPERTY ADDRESS: ZONING DISTRICT:

This applicant has applied to use the identified property within the City of Saratoga Springs for the following:

This application is hereby denied upon the grounds that such use of the property would violate the City Zoning Ordinance article(s)

. As such, the following relief would be required to proceed:

O Extension of existing variance O Interpretation

O Use Variance to permit the following:

O Area Variance seeking the following relief:

Dimensional Requirements From To

Other:

Note:

O Advisory Opinion required from Saratoga County Planning Board

ZONING AND BUILDING INSPECTOR DATE

Revised 12/2015



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS AFPPLICATION FORM FPAGe 8

DiSCLOSURE

Does any City officer, employee, or family member thereof have a financial interest (as defined by General Municipal Law Section 809) in
this application? [ZINo []Yes [If “yes”, a statement disclosing the name, residence and nature and extent of this interest must be filed
with this application.

APPLICANT CERTIFICATION

liwe, the property owner{s), or purchaser(s)/lessee(s) under contract, of the land in question, hereby request an appearance before
the Zoning Board of Appeals.

By the signature(s) attached hereto, Ifwe certify that the information provided within this application and accompanying
documentation is, to the best of myfour knowledge, true and accurate. |fwe further understand that intentionally providing false or
misleading information is grounds for immediate denial of this application.

Furthermore, |/we hereby authorize the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals and designated City staff to enter the property
associated with this application for purposes of conducting any necessary site inspections relating to this appeal.

K ~ -7 ///g/ Date: 2/ s

(‘gppllcant signature)

fn‘:/ég ?__f—" Date: 2%&"//’{
77

(applicant si gnatu‘;'e)

if applicant is not the curr F}I owner of the property, the current owner must also sign.
Owner Signature: : E Date: '2//%/.2 o7

Owner Signature: Date:

Revised 12/2015

































IFOR OFFICE USE[
CIiTY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

-
A Xg

City Hall - 474 Brondway
Serafoge Springy, New York 12866

(Application #)

TJel: S18-587-3550 fav: 5§18 - =
el: 518-587-3550 fow 518-580-9480 Date receved)

APPLICATION FOR:
ArpEal TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERRRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

AFE I aNTIS OWNER(S) (If not applicant, ATTORNEY/AGENT
- = . P . -_/- -
. Dawen and Collecn Grasss \che\ €0 ATom
203 Lake Avenue
Aomress
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866
, — / /

* 2o soolicane must be the property owner, lesse=. or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question.
AopiceT s ro=res © Te reises 2 Owner O Lessee [ Under option to lease or purchase

PROF=T Y DNFORSTION

30 L=iayef= S Sarzioga Springs 165 68 1 73
I Propewy Addressl ozoon: T=x Parcel No.: . - -
(for example: 165.52 — 4 - 37)
41002015 UR2
1 D==acgure=d by aarert owner 3. Zoning District when purchased:
Sssosra UR2
£ Fr==m= == of property- 5. Current Zoning District:

Has 2 prewioes 7BA appiicasion/zppeal been filed for this property?

L

2 V= e For what ArS2 Vanance )
£ No
7. & properny loceesd wishin (check all dhas 2pply)?- 1@ Historic District O Architectural Review District

01 500" of 2 State Park, city boundary, or county/state highway?

& Bnef desonpaon of proposed acioe
N=w == s=ihack =nd disi=nce Tom accessony bullding variances fo correspond fo as-built survey. Please see attached letter

‘E ‘w mm.

S & Ser=2 wrim=s wiok=tion for this parcel thar 5 not the sublect of this application? [ Yes ¥ No
I o= the work. sse or coospency to which this appeal relates already begun? A Yes []No

i

iS==eiy the oype of 2ppeal you are requessing (check 2 thar 2pply}

Oba=rs=rwmon o 2) O Vessaecs EG2EIoN (p-2) [ USE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) [ @ AREA VARIANCE (pp. 6-7)

&



|
|

PAGE8

DSC oS RE

Deo== =y Gy ofic=r. =plloye=. or amilly member thereof have 2 financial interest (as defined by General Municipal Law Section 809) in
S mohcmon” PNo Y= F y=s"_z2s=tement discdlosing the name, residence and nature and extent of this interest must be filed

W TS oo,

ArrucaT CERTCATION

V= = properny owneris). or purchaser{s)flesses(s) under contract, of the land in question, hereby reqyiest an appearance before

e Zomng Board of Appesis.

By e spenwr=s amached hersto, Vwe cartify that the information provided within this application and accompanying

SooumEn=non &, 10 e best of mypfour knowdedge, true and accurate. |/we further understand that intentionally providing false or

misieading infiormasion & grounds for immediare denial of this application.

Fumermors. Dwe hersby sushorizs the mambers of the Zoning Board of Appeals and designated City staff to enter the property

assocsssd wath Shis spplicasion for purposes of conducting any necessary site inspections relating to this al.
. . i 21 - |
- g Date i W
_fopplcas sgranare)
L Date: Z-1-1G

2

—Vir
7 sgranrs)
¥ =gii=rr = nor e cvendly the owner of the property. the current owner must also sign.

Owre Sgar= Date:

Owrer Sgracrs Date:




ROJUVEINATION 5 18-850-8022

= - e INFO @REJUVENATIONHOMES.COM

Febwuary 29, 2016
RE: 30 Lafayette St Area Vaniance

)

My name s Todd Levinson, owner of Rejuvenation Homes, Inc., the company that built the
bome located at 30 LaFayetie Street in Saratoga Springs, NY. The following letter is an
accompanyinge document related to a Zoning Board of Appeals application. The application is to
address discrepancics between variances that were previously granted and the as-built final
sarwey. 1he purpose of this letier is to explain the reason behind these discrepancies.

When the matial vanances were applied for, the building lot was assumed to|be a rectangle and
e cusime structure located upon it was assumed to be perpendicular to the fronting street,
LaFayetic Sireet. Arca use variances were applied for based on these assumptions, as well as the
damensions of the new addition and accessory building that had been approved by the Design
Review Commussion A third point of reference was taken from the portion of the existing
siracture thal was o remain and become part of the new home. This reference was also an
assamption based on the architects best estimation of where the old and new| foundations could

e jomed.

The fnal ssrvey bas revealed that although the new addition was built to the exact dimensions
it were ongimally approved. the lot is actually in the shape of a rhonﬁbus, rather than a
reciansie. and both it and the home are not perfectly perpendicular to the fronting street. The fact
52t the howse is aciually on an angle has made the Southeast rear comer protjude futher towards
e rear of the lot than was assumed for the intial variance application. Algo, the estimate of
where the new addition was to join together with the existing structure was off slightly as well.
Thss to0 bas cansed the home to grow in length towards the rear of the lot.

This srowth has cawsed the original estimate for the separation between |the accessory and
pomcipal bulldines 10 decrease by one foot, as the porch and it's corresponding overhang has
besa forced o 2 different spot than originally planned.

The new homeowners, and 1 as their agent, are requesting new relief from bqth the rear setback
2nd distance between principal and accessory buildings requirements, to better represent the as-
bt fimal servey.

Thank you for any and all help in this matter,




i
-+
i
5_\
;
i
h
|

o
3
£
1

\?;f;::."'
3 \
///&\
/ New
by New Paved Driveway 8 Gara@e
Original P/ N N
dove DA hamon N
Site Map Scale: 2" =1 o Reman bditiprciiion

Structure



)

DIGiH

o

-

o~

ASYE =
o4

< -

J
ra

-

§

14 :
L§ pUD niSM3)qDZS

|
£
|

uonpbsibuoy

H,8/5

Id 2/6%9
falooJS/ YA

Lot 1
Charles B a

4

M.61,15.E9N

™

—

AT I

-

gund 3NOIS
[\.el\J-“ N

—vs

nd Linde R, Gush
nat, Ho 075006.’574
I
| !
. i
Jij
F%
|
|
|
|
|
ol
O e e LY S vy . =
|— S31°3704"W 100,00 REC&MERS 5
i [
l Renee Larrnour and GARAGE ' AspraLT
| Danje/ Palma DRIVEWAY
Inst. ,}4‘2070079760

Map Ref. 4o

(epiM ,0G)

j8844S




CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS o
Kam B. K

ZONING BOARD OF APPEAIS VicE Osus

Cry HALL - 4';4 BroaDWAY ‘ S

SARATOGA SPrRINGS. New Yorx | 2888
PH) 518-587-3550 ) 518-58059480
WWW _SARATOGA-SPRINGS .O=C

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF
Rejuvenation Homes Inc.
203 Lake Ave
Saratoga Springs NY 12866
Application #2689

from the determination of the Building Inspector involving the premises at 26 and 30 Lafayetic St in the Ciny
of Saratoga Springs, New York being tax parcel numbers 165.68-1-29 and 165.68-1-30 in the Inside Disirict.
on the Assessment Map of said City.

The appellant having applied for an area variance under the Zoning Ordinance of said City. 2s amended 10
permit the demolition of one existing building and a portion of a second existing building and the renovation
and construction of an addition to a single-family residence. and construction of 2 detached garase in2a UR 4
District and pubhc notice having been duly given of a hearing on said application held on the 11th day of
March and the 20™ day of May 2013. The Board notes that there is a second. related application regandine t=x
parcel 165.68-1-30, noted above, also referring to the demolition of the structure on that property as well as
the structure on an adjacent property.

In consideration of the balance between benefit to the applicant with detriment to the health. safety and
welfare of the community, I move that the following area variance for the following amount of relict

TYPE OF REQUIREMENT DisTrICT PrOPOSED REL IEF REQUESTED
DIMENSIONAL
REQUIREMENT
MINIMUM MEAN LoT WIDTH 100° 65° 35" 0r35%
MINIMUM SIDE YARD SETBACK 20° 7T 13° orR 65%
ToTAL SIDE YARD SETBACK 45° | 37° Sor178%
MINIMUM REAR YARD SETBACK 25 | 22° 8§~ 2’4" or93%
MINIMUM  SEPARATION  PRINCIPAL  AND | 10° 6 4 or 40%
ACCESSORY BUILDINGS
MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL BUILDING COVERAGE 25% 26.2% 1.2%. 0R 4. 8% RELEF

As per the submitted plans or lesser dimensions, be approved for the following reasons:

1. The applicant has demonstrated this benefit cannot be achieved by other means feasible to the
applicant. Per the materials submitted by the applicant to the Design Review Commission on Apnil
11, 2013, a variety of alternatives in addition to the current proposal, encompassing the variances
requested here and on the related application, were considered including rehabilitation of 2ll thres
existing structures, demolition of all three and replacement with three new ones. and rehabilitation
of two structures and removing one. While the first of these options-a rehabilitation of the thres
structures-would result in maintaining pre-existing nonconformities and therefore may have
resulted in the fewest variances to be submitted to this Board. the Board finds that that option




would actually result in a greater number of dimensional nonconformitics and thercfore be less

compliant with district requirements than the current proposal. By reducing the number of
structures and enlarging the lot sizes as it is proposed here. the properties become closer 10 mesting
the district requirements. Additionally, there were fire safety and building code issucs. as well as
cost considerations that made rehabilitation infeasible. Furthermore. on lot width and side ssthack
as noted by the applicant, there is no adjacent property that could be purchased that counld provids
greater lot width and room for more side setback.

2. The applicant has demonstrated that granting this variance will not create an undesirable chanse
in neighborhood character or detriment to nearby properties. While the buildings proposed for
partial and complete demolition are obviously of an advanced age and are listed as contributing
structures, they are in an advanced state of disrepair. Furthermore. as noted by the applicant. the
replacement of those buildings in a style consistent with the neighborhood. subject to review by the
Desgin Review|Commission, would be a positive contribution to the neighborhood Addinonally.
neighborhood character would be advanced by the off-street parking made possible by the propossd
driveway and garage set forth in the proposal. subject to approval by the city Department of Public
Works.

3. Several of these variances, particularly the setbacks. are substantial: howewver. it should be kept
in mind that the side setbacks are consistent with the density of the neighborhood. which is
immediately proximate to the downtown district. The substantiality of lot width and side sethacks
noted in this case exists to an even greater degree in the current configuration. Therefore the board
notes that the proposal will result in a decrease in scale of non-conformity with disirict zoning
requirements, compared to what would be required if a substantial overhaul was propossd of the
individual properties on lots 26 and 30.

4. These variances will not have significant adverse physical or environmental effect on the
neighborhood or district. The proposed amount of permeable surface of 49.5% will more than
meet the distri¢t requirement of 15%. The board also notes this project includes the removal of 2
potential fire hazard of a wooden structure in disrepair in very close proximity o another on at lot
24, the subject|of the related application referred to above.

5. The alleged| difficulty is self-created insofar as the applicant desires to replace and renovaie the
subject buildings, but this is not necessarily fatal to the application.

Conditions/Notes:
Design Review Commnjission historic review is required.

The DRC issued a favprable advisory opinion on this proposal on May 15. 2013.
City DPW approval required for curb cut.

Adopted by the following vote:
AYES: 6 (B. Moore, K. Kaplan, G. Hasbrouck, S. Carlson. S. Poppel. O. Ludd)

NAYES: 0

Dated: May 20, 2013




=

-

This variance shall expire 18 months following the filing date of such decision unless the necessary
building permit has been issued and actual construction begun as per 240-8.5.1.

S -2z’

Date

I hereby certify the above to be a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly adopted by the Zonins
Board of Appeals of the City of Saratoga Springs on the date above mentioned. six members of the Board

being present.




ZONING AND BUILDING INSPECTOR DENIAL
OF APPLICATION FOR LAND USE AND/OR BUILDING

APPLICANT: MARK DUGAS TAX PARCEL NO.: 166.45-2-71

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 65 YORK AVENUE
ZONING DISTRICT: URBAN RESIDENTIAL — 3

This applicant has applied to use the identified property within the City of Saratoga Springs for the following:

Proposed maintenance of an existing pool house structure.

This application is hereby denied upon the grounds that such use of the property would violate the City Zoning Ordinance
article(s):

240-2.3 Table 3. As such, the following relief would be required to proceed:
[0 Extension of existing variance [ Interpretation

[0 Use Variance to permit the following:

Area Variance seeking the following relief:

Dimensional Requirements From To
Minimum side yard setback: 5 feet 2 feet
Note:

[ Advisory Opinion required from Saratoga County Planning Board

MZ /¢

ZONING ynf BUILDING INSPECTOR




[FOR OFFICE USE]
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

*
o

c"}{y Hall - 474 Broad (Application #)
Savatoges Springs, New York 12866
Tel: 518-587-3550 foxs 518-580-9480

(Date received)}

APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (If not applicant) ATTORNEY/AGENT

Name W\u\:_b Ug S .
Address

Tel./Fax

Email

* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question,
Applicant’s interest in the premises: K Owner [ Lessee O Under option to lease or purchase

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Property Address (No. & St.) GS \{'9 e Avenue Side of St. (north, east, etc.) _ hoetn

Tax Parcel No.: (5 b . "{3, - 9— - 7 i {for example: 165.52 —4—37) Tax District: [ Inside [ Outside

|. Date acquired by current owner: f_-rl Z i3 ﬁMQZ:’ 2. Zoning District when purchased: J {&“ 3

3. Present use of property: Meun e dence 4. Current Zoning District: _{ J R -3

5. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal O Yes (when? for what? )
been filed for this property? XNo
6. Is property located within {check all that apply)?: [ Historic District O Architectural Review District

O 500’ of a State Park, city boundary, or county/state highway?
Codve
7. Brief description of proposed action: (onatouet @@ot horwe  oddin & 'side )(CM"Af

Setbuck LO"( de:}()‘\t‘\'\i’\(:\ "DMK\)Q‘“L(\j Q\' e3 ye““l& Doe

8. Is there a written violation for this parcel that is not the subject of this application? M Yes 1 No

9. Has the work, use or occupancy to which this appeal relates already begun? K Yes O No

10. Identify the type of appeal you are requesting (check afl that apply}):

[] INTERPRETATION (p.2) [ VARIANCE EXTENSION (p. 2) [d USE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) @ AREA VARIANCE (pp. 6-7)



ZONING BOARD OF AFFEALS AFPLICATION FORM PAGE 2

INTERPRETATION — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

[. ldentify the section(s) of the Zoning Ordinance for which you are seeking an interpretation:

Section(s)

2. How do you request that this section be interpreted?

3. Ifinterpretation is denied, do you wish to request alternative zoning relief? [l Yes O No

4. If the answer to #3 is “yes,” what alternative relief do you request? O Use Variance [ Area Variance

EXTENSION OF A VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

|. Date original variance was granted: 2. Type of variance granted? [ Use O Area

3. Date original variance expired: 4. Length of extension requested:

5. Explain why the extension is necessary. Why wasn’t the original timeframe sufficient?:

When requesting an extension of time for an existing variance, the applicant must prove that the circumstances upon which the
original variance was granted have not changed. Specifically demonstrate that there have been no significant changes on the
site, in the neighborhood, or within the circumstances upon which the original variance was granted:




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 3

USE VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

A use variance is requested to permit the following:

For the Zoning Board to grant a request for a use variance, an applicant must prove that the zoning regulations create an
unnecessary hardship in relation to that property. In seeking a use variance, New York State law requires an applicant to prove
all four of the following “tests”.

I.  That the applicant cannot realize a reasonable financial return on initial investment for any currently permitted use on the
property. “Dollars & cents” proof must be submitted as evidence. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable
return for the following reasons:

A. Submit the following financial evidence relating to this property (attach additional evidence as needed):

I) Date of purchase: Purchase amount:  $

2) Indicate dates and costs of any improvements made to property after purchase:
Date Improvement Cost

3) Annual maintenance expenses:  $ 4) Annual taxes: $

5) Annual income generated from property: $

6) City assessed value: $ Equalization rate: Estimated Market Value: $

7) Appraised Value:  $ Appraiser: Date:

Appraisal Assumptions:




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM Pace 4

B. Has property been listed for sale with  E1 Yes If “yes”, for how long?
the Multiple Listing Service (MLS)? L1 No

1) Original listing date(s): Original listing price: $

If listing price was reduced, describe when and to what extent:

2) Has the property been advertised in the newspapers or other publications? (I Yes [ No

If yes, describe frequency and name of publications:

3) Has the property had a “For Sale” sign posted on it? O Yes O No

If yes, list dates when sign was posted:

4) How many times has the property been shown and with what results?

2. That the financial hardship relating to_this property is unique and does not apply to a substantial portion of the
neighborhood. Difficulties shared with numerous other properties in the same neighborhood or district would not satisfy
this requirement. This previously identified financial hardship is unique for the following reasons:




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE S

3. That the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Changes that will alter the character

of a neighborhood or district would be at odds with the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance. The requested variance will not
alter the character of the neighborhood for the following reasons:

4. That the alleged hardship has not been self-created. An applicant (whether the property owner or one acting on behalf of
the property owner) cannot claim “unnecessary hardship” if that hardship was created by the applicant, or if the applicant

acquired the property knowing (or was in a position to know) the conditions for which the applicant is seeking relief. The
hardship has not been self-created for the following reasons:




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 6

AREA VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):
The applicant requests relief from the following Zoning Ordinance article(s) Side Yourd selbacl

Dimensional Requirements From To
o !
offset o ad \ $q cent Proparty (e3 Sork Ave) = d
Other:

To grant an area variance, the ZBA must balance the benefits to the applicant and the health, safety, and welfare of the
neighborhood and community, taking into consideration the following:

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

Wo Feasble meens avealable hecovse Yhe ool howe had already
beex\ \505('\'

2. Whether granting the variance will produce an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood or a detriment to
nearby properties. Granting the variance will not create a detriment to nearby properties or an undesirable change in the
neighborhood character for the following reasons:

/e ondeswable c_b\c-f\r—,e.s Lo ¥he choracier of r\etqhbarb-ooc( hecavse.
of Yo [ocation of Hxa shroclore and des:m. Mot very yisible
("wm ‘Fﬁ\& street end £ 5 a Small C,\‘PUC(*J“‘Q




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FOFRM PAGE 7

3. Whether the variance is substantial. The requested variance is not substantial for the following reasons:
Mot svbsyen ded hecesose v 18 a sual SHvdve ol npices bl
'W\Jrcu:]e o ot CoJErame .

4. Whether the variance will have adverse physical or environmental effects on neighborhood or district. The requested
variance will not have an adverse physical or environmental effect on the neighborhood or district for the following reasons:

The pesl hovse 1w Not' large (n size ond Wb an aPfealing ook
Concrete slohy Loonbadion makes impossible for ondeswable wild 1 /

m&.ﬁ_ﬂﬂ%&oro lade.,

5. Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created (although this does not necessarily preclude the granting of an area
variance). Explain whether the alleged difficulty was or was not self-created: lene w it e,élég g o

TThas é CC«.oH—y Wi s 50,.('9 C'_Na.L.-CA due_do ‘H\p_ Vere o‘p 9@? se} V‘%wrﬁﬂﬂ-{—e
J‘BY {7"‘-'1 "‘i“{ when & was bo B

In accord with Article 240-14.4A(1)(b)(6) of the Zoning Ordinance, "any request for an area variance, which shall effect a
change in density, shall be applied for and considered as a use variance and decided under criteria for the same". A request that
involves any of the following relief will require an application for a use variance and will be decided under the use variance
criteria:

(1} Dimensional relief from minimum lot size requirements that would allow additional permitted units andfor uses

(2) Relief from on site parking requirements

(3) Reduction in land area requirements for multi-family units



ZONING BOARD OF AFPEALS APPLICATION FORM PaGe 8

DISCLOSURE

Does any City officer, employee, or family member thereof have a financial interest (as defined by General Municipal Law
Section 809) in this application? O Ne OYes [f “yes”, a statement disclosing the name, residence and nature and
extent of this interest must be filed with this application.

APPLICANT CERTIFICATION

I/we, the property owner(s), or purchaser(s)/lessee(s) under contract, of the land in question, hereby request an
appearance before the Zoning Board of Appeals.

By the signature(s) attached hereto, |/we certify that the information provided within this application and accompanying
documentation is, to the best of my/our knowledge, true and accurate. lfwe further understand that intentionally providing
false or misleading information is grounds for immediate denial of this application.

Furthermore, l/we hereby authorize the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals and designated City staff to enter the
property associated with this application for purposes of conducting any necessary site inspections relating to this appeal.

Sworn to before me this date;

Ny~
’ / V(aﬁplicm@é)

{applicant signature)

Revised: September 2005

A, STETKAR
Kﬂ%%’&w PUBLIC
STATE OF NEW YORK
SARATOGA COUNTY
Reg. No. 01574969612
COMM. EXP. 07/23 [{ &




"

617.20
Appendix C
State Environmental Quality Review

SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only

PART 1 - PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor)

1. APPLICANT/SPONSOR 2. PROJECT NAME

3. PROJECT LOCATION:

Municipality County

4, PRECISE LOCATION {Street address and road intersections, prominent landmarks, etc., or provide map)

PROPOSED ACTION IS: L] New O Expansion I Medification/alteration

DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY:

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED: Initialty: (acres) Ultimately: (acres)

8. WILL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?

[ ves I no If N, describe briefly

8. WHAT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PROJECT?

[ Residential O industrial O commercial L] Agricuiture L] Par/Forest’Open Space ] Other
Describe:

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY
(FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL)?

O ves O ne If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit/approvals:

11. DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
3 ves M Ne If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit/approvals:

12. AS ARESULT OF PROPQOSED ACTION WILL EXISTING PERMIT/APPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?
O ves O No

| CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor name: Date:

Signature:




PART Il - IMPACT ASSESSMENT (To be completed by Lead Agency)

A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESHOLD IN 6 NYCRR, PART 617.47 If yes, coordinate the review process and use the FULL EAF,
COvyes [OnNo

B. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COCORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS IN 6 NYCRR, PART 617.67 If No, a negative
declaration may be superseded by another involved agency.

Ovyes [Ono

C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING: (Answers may be handwritten, if legible}
C1. Existing air quality, surface or groundwater qualily or quantity, neise levels, existing traffic paitern, solid waste production or disposal, potential for
erosion, drainage or flocding problems? Explain briefly:

C2. Aesthelic, agricultural, archaeological, historic or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood character? Explain briefly:

C3. Vegetation or fauna, fish, shellfish or wildlife species, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species? Explain briefly:

C4. A community’s existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change in use or intensity of use of land or other natural resources? Explain briefly:

C5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the proposed action? Explain briefly:

C6. Long term, short term, cumulative, or other effects not identified in C1-C5?  Explain briefly:

C7. Other impacts {including changes in use of either quantity or type of energy? Explain briefly:

D. WILL THE PROJECT HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS THAT CAUSED THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREA (CEA)?

O ves O No If Yes, exptain briefly:

E. IS THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS?
ves [lnNo If Yes, explain briefly:

PART Ill - DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCGE (To be completed by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: Foreach adverse effect identified above, determine whether it is substantial, Jarge, important or otherwise significant. Each
effect should be assessed in connection with its (a) setting {i.e. urban or rural); (b} probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d) irreversibility; (e)
geographic scope; and (f) magnitude. If necessary, add attachments or reference supporting materials. Ensure that explanations contain sufficient
detail to show that all relevant adverse impacts have been identified and adequately addressed. If question d of part ii was checked yes, the
determination of significance must evaluate the potential impact of the proposed action on the environmental characteristics of the CEA.

[ Check this box if you have identified one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts that MAY occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL
EAF and/or prepare a posilive declaration.

[J Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above and any supporting documentation, that the proposed action
WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental impacts AND provide, on attachments as necessary, the reasons supporting this
determination.

Name of l.ead Agency Date

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in L.ead Agency Title of Responsitle Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer {If different from responsible officer)
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65 York Ave, Saratoga Springs NY Pool House
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View from top of driveway

View from middle of driveway




View from right side of back yard 1
View from right side of back yard 2
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65 York Ave, Saratoga Springs NY Pool House

View from behind building

View from left side of vard




View from behind building on North Street
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MAP REFERENCE:

MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF LANDS TO BE CONVEYED TO PAUL AND PHYLLIS
TORPEY SITUATE AT 53 YORK AVENUE”, DATED MAY 11, 2012 AND MADE
BY THOMPSON FLEMING LAND SURVEYORS, P.C.
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NORTH ORIENTATION IS MAGNETIC AS OBSERVED DURING AUGUST OF 2015.

THIS SURVEY WAS PREPARED WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN ABSTRACT OF
TITLE OR AN UP TO DATE TITLE REPORT AND IS THEREFORE SUBJECT TO
ANY STATEMENT OF FACT SUCH DOCUMENTS MAY DISCLOSE.

THE POOL SHED (124 SQ. FT.) AND OPEN BUILDING (145 SQ. FT.) HAVE
A TOTAL AREA OF 269 SQ. FT. AND THE AREA OF THE POOL IS 651 SQ. FT.

THUS, THE TWO BUILDINGS AND POOL EQUAL 9.95% + OF THE TOTAL AREA OF
LANDS OF DUGAS AS SHOWN HEREON.

TRUE COPIES.”

"UNAUTHORIZED ALTERATION OR ADDITION TO A SURVEY
MAP BEARING A LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR'S SEAL IS A
VIOLATION OF SECTION 7209, SUB—DIVISION 2

NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION LAW."

"ONLY COPIES FROM THE ORIGINAL OF THIS SURVEY
MARKED WITH AN ORIGINAL OF THE LAND SURVEYOR'S
EMBOSSED SEAL SHALL BE CONSIDERED TO BE VALID

OF THE

Survey of Lands of
MARK S. DUGAS

44

DONALD E. ALBRECHT
P.L.S. NO. 50,302

DATE

RECORD OF WORK

CITY OF: SARATOGA SPRINGS (1.D.)
omiar oo Albrecht & Willson Land Surveyors, PLLC

SCALE: 1" = 20’
DRAWN BY: DEA

CHECKED BY: DEA

AND CAROLINE D. DUGAS

Ammmm@mmmmmmmw

63 GRAY AVENUE
GREENWICH, N.Y. 12834
(518) 281-0046 or (518) 925-1719

awlandsurveyors.com

. ~ | APPROVED BY: DEA DATE: 08-03-2015 PROJ. NO. 15-021 DWG. NO. 15-021 SHEET 1 |\ OF 1
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March 10, 2016

City of Saratoga Springs

Zoning Board of Appeals

Saratoga Springs City Hall

474 Broadway, Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

RE: Area Variance Appeal #2877
Dugas Residence, 65 York Avenue, Saratoga Springs, NY

Dear Ms. Barden:

Please admit the following document and renderings of what was requested at the 3/7/2016
ZBA meeting. It was requested by the Board that a privacy fence replace the temporary chain
link fence between the permanent 4’ fencing and the pool house. The renderings show a top
and front view of the new privacy fence.

A call was made to Garth Briscoe (owner, 63 York Ave) asking for his permission to place
sections of privacy fence on both sides of the pool house. Mr. Briscoe replied with a text
message stating “Hi Mark. Got your message... The privacy fence on each side of the pool house
is fine with me. I’'m sure you’ll make it look good.”

Thank you for your help on this. Please let me know if the Board requires anything further
before the next ZBA meeting on 3/21.

Kind regards,

mzoark‘eﬁuja.r

Mark Dugas
65 York Ave
Saratoga Springs, NY

Attachments



January 11, 2016

To The Saratoga Springs Zoning Board of Appeals

[ 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. Itis 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 %4 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. |
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 [Jj 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. Thisis 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
[l White Street



rrom: ‘>
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 nhow 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
B White Street

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



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

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.

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



From: "Loretta Martin" ||| G-

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

10f2 2/12/2016 12:23 PM



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

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

| 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.

2 of 2 2/12/2016 12:23 PM
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From: "Mike winn I >

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. | 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. 1 believe this would require
additional zoning variances. | 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,

2/12/2016 12:30 PM



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

Michael B. Winn

@yahoo.com

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.

2 of 2 2/12/2016 12:30 PM



ENGINEERING AMERICA CO.

76 WASHINGTON ST. SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY 12866
518 / 587-1340 518 / 580-9783 (FAX)

TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals Tonya Yasenchak

COMPANY: DATE:

City of Saratoga Springs February 1, 2016

FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
3 (10 copies submitted)

PHONE NUMBER: SENDER’S REFERENCE NUMBER:

RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

# 39 Murphy Ln. Zoning
Saratoga Springs, NY

O urGENT M FOR REVIEW [0 PLEASE COMMENT [0 PLEASE REPLY O as REQUESTED

City of Saratoga Zoning Board Membets,

Engineering America Co. herein would like to provide revised information regarding the #39
Murphy Lane barn renovation in Saratoga Springs, NY.

Modifications Duting Construction:

1) Installation of a full basement instead of replacing the existing slab foundation. This
was done due to decision to lift entire batn for ease of foundation construction.
Once the barn was lifted / ctibbed, it was just as easy to install a full foundation than
a slab / frost wall foundation. New foundation wall was installed higher than the
original perimeter slab foundation that was replaced. The attached new Plot Plan is
based on a new sutvey prepared by Sutvey Associates on 1/26/16 which depicts the
existing new foundation footprint. Engineering Ametica Co. has modified the plot
plan, as attached to depict the proposed building changes as proposed.

2) Resulting main floor height from original 14 above grade (along front) to 34” (+/-).
The extended height to the front door requires additional staits. The staits will not be
covered and will only be constructed to the right of the approved covered stoop.
According to the definition of “Building Footprint” in the City of Saratoga Springs
zoning code, uncovered front steps that only setvice the basement and/or 1* floor
level of the building” are an “exception” to the “building footprint.” The area
calculations and setback variances outlined in this cotrespondence do not include the
front steps to the front stoop.




3)

4)

Resulting main floor height to grade along rear of building is now approx.. 48” (+/-).
The Residential Code of NY'S requites a landing outside of an extetior door where mote
than 3 risers are required from grade. Due to the 48” grade to 1* floor height, more
than 3 risers are required to the rear sliding door and a 3’ x 7’ min. landing is also
required. The attached modified Plot Plan, atea calculations and setback variances
outlined in this correspondence include the rear stoop and required stairs.

Reframing of walls and roof required due to detetiorating condition of existing studs
and roof. The Owner’s original intent was to repair and/or sistet any wall ot ceiling
framing members. During construction, it became appatent that there wete more
decaying studs & rafters to be repaited than existing framing membets to be saved.
The Owner decided to reframe the extetior walls and to install new trusses (not yet
installed). The new roof framing will allow the applicant to make modifications to
the overhangs around the perimeter of the building to offset the requited tear stoop
and to reduce the number of variances required for this project.

Current Proposed Variance Modifications vs. Approved Variances

Dim. Req./Orig. / New Relief Approved 2/1/16 Rev. _ Rev. Relief

Min. Lot Size 6,600 sq.ft./2,500sq.ft. 4,100 (62.1%) No Change No Change
Av. Lot Width ~ 60° / 50” (existing) 10° (16.7%) No Change No Change
Front Yard Dim: 10’/ 3.1> / 3.2’ 6.9’ (69%) 6.8 = 68% Reduced 1%
Rear Yard Dim: 25 {157 139 9.3’ (37.2%) 11.17 = 44.4%,) Increase 7.2%
Total Side Dim: 122/11.4 /123 0.6> (5% No Variance No Variance Req.

Building Coverage: 30% / 46.5% / 43.8%  16.5% (55%) 13.8% (46%) Reduced 9%

Min. Parkin, 2/1 /1 1 No Change No Change
1) g 2




Area Calculations:
Total Lot Size: 2,500 sq.ft.

Existing Barn: 1,083 sq.ft. (43.32% coverage = 13.32% > 30% max allowable)
Proposed Barn w/ potch roof & rear Stoop:

1,095 sq.ft. (43.8% coverage = 13.8% > 30% max.)

Permeability:  Barn with Addition: 1,095 sq.ft.
Existing Paving at Alley: 232 sq.ft. (+/-)
Existing Fast Side Paving: 155 sq.ft. (+/-).
Total Coverage: 1,482 sq.ft.

1,482 sq.ft. (59.3 % coverage = 40.7 % permeable > 25% min)

Engineering America Co., on behalf of the Ownets of #39 Murphy Lane, would like to
respectfully request that the Zoning Boatd of appeals teview and approve the modifications made
to the original proposed project. We believe that the modifications requested do not produce any
negative impacts on the neighborhood environment or character for the following reasons:
- The addition of the stoop to the rear of the building to account for the additional
height is a better alternative than changing the grade.
o Changing the grade in the back yard would result in a slope in grade towards
neighbors with potential for drainage issues.
O Maintaining the existing rear yard grade keeps the yard & it’s impact on
neighboring properties exactly the same as it has been for over 100 years.
O The rear stoop will not be visible to neighbors due to the existing and
proposed fencing.
- The reduction of the side roof overhang dimensions reduces the relief required for
two different variances granted:
o The new total side setback at 12.3” is 0.3’ over the min. 12’ requitement. This
modification removes this variance from the project approval.
O The new resulting coverage is reduced from the original project. The actual
variance relief being sought is 9% less than the original granted.

- The reduction of the front stoop roof overhang reduces the relief required for the
front setback by 1%.

Thank you for your time and cooperat;on.

Sincerely,

( -
/> |
Tonya Yasenchak I\E{
Enc.

Cc: D’Agostino
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Dear Building Dept & ZBA

I’'m writing to you in reference of the Zoning Board meeting which took place on Monday Feb 22, 2016
in which the neighbors surrounding my project voiced their opposition to by project as well as
personally attacked my character. | respectfully request that you please consider this letter as my
rebuttal to those such malicious comments. As anyone at the meeting may recall, | was caught
completely off guard by the hateful language projected in the direction of my personal character and |
did not have an opportunity to defend myself or my project.

First, let me introduce myself and this project. My husband and | are both 3" generation Saratogians,
and we each grew up on the west side of town and have never left town. We have a 9 year old daughter
who goes to Lake Avenue Elementary School. | am an associate broker with Realtyusa and have worked
with that company for 18 years. My husband is self-employed in construction. We both are very proud
of our community and respectful of Saratoga’s rich history.

| first became involved in the project at 39 Murphy Lane (referred to throughout as the “barn” or the
“property”) when | received a call from a friend, and parent of my daughters best friend, the prior owner
of the barn who was in the midst of a messy divorce. As a result of the divorce, my friend offered to sell
me the barn seeing it as a possible business opportunity for my husband and I. My friend’s husband, Mr.
Mittler at the time, also reached out to me to offer me the barn. He informed me that he had offered
the barn to several neighbors but that no one wanted it. At the time, | was not searching out or actively
pursuing a restoration project although after rehabbing our own home, my husband and | believed we
had the knowledge and resources to restore the barn to serve as a beautiful single-family home.
However had | known then what | know now about the neighbors and the hateful and bitter backlash |
would experience by taking on this project, | would have never even considered it.

When | first saw the barn, it was filled with neighbor’s belongings. | should have saw this as a warning,
but instead what | saw was tall exposed beams and ship lap walls. | instantly had a vision to transform
this barn into a home, maybe even for my own family. The neighborhood reminded me of the
neighborhood that | grew up in where | would go out and play every day with the neighborhood kids. |
was sold on the project and so excited to take on this project.

| put in a purchased contract on the property and hired Tonya from Engineering America to guide me
through the process. She met me at the property and advised me of ways in which we could turn the
barn into a home. Before | had title to the property, Tonya wanted to remove some shiplap so she could
inspect the construction. | informed her that | did not own it and cannot do that. She then informed me
that we would have to go to the zoning board for approvals. After going through the process, Tonya
recommended | get a three-foot easement for parking. To get that permission, | spoke to neighbor on
the right of the property, Paul Tucker and his wife and they refused. | then asked the neighbor with
property abutting the front of the lot who also refused, despite having a big open lot but offered to let
me buy his lot. When | told him my intentions to restore and possibly live in the barn he then laughed at
me and said good luck. After this, | spoke to my attorney and we make the contract contingent on the
approvals. After going through the process the zoning board approved seven variances and shortly after
| closed on the property and owned the barn and property.



Before even starting construction, | received threats and experienced immature behavior from the
neighbors. The first, of many incidents involved the neighbor to the right, Mr. Martin who was use to
parking his car and stacking his wood on the property. One day he received a load of wood and had it
dumped on the property as he did in the past. Not wanting to ruffle feathers right away, we did not say
anything and figured that Mr. Martin would stack it on his property. After five days my husband asked
Mrs. Martin (Mr. Martin’s wife) to please have her husband remove the wood. A few days later, | visited
the property with one of many contractor’s and Mr. Martin came over on my property and before |
could even greet him, he shouted at me to “tell your weasel husband that I’'m going to kick his butt if he
says anything to my wife again.” He then went on screaming at me so loud that | told him to please get
off my property. The situation escalated fast and a neighbor came over to make sure | was ok. That
evening, | received a call that night from, Mr. Mittler and he told me that Mr. Martin, threaten to kill him
for taking my side and selling me the barn.

After this incident, | started to work on the barn by first contacting plumbers. At the same time, Tonya
did floor plans, water and sewer plans and applied for a building permit. After several weeks of struggles
to get Street opening permits and building permits, my plumber was able to start his part of the project.
After months not being able to work, my plumber expressed to me stating that he could not deal with
the neighbors. | then had to find someone to excavate the property and lift the barn so I did my
homework and found a guy out of Albany (JC MacCashion) who did work on Congress Park. | hired him
to lift the barn and excavate, and do the water and sewer lines. | then ran into more struggles getting
SOP permits setting me back more time, attorney’s fees and architecture fees.

Finally after owning the barn for over five months the work started and the neighbors started harassing
everyone that had come to the property. The barn was lifted to do the work on the foundation. | was at
the property with Mr. Mittler on the day the barn was lifted, Mr. Martin came out once again and made
threatening comments directed toward me and Mr. Mittler and so we called the police. After this, | was
determined to keep an open relationship with the neighbors so that the barn could turn to a home
without daily conflict. My contractor, JC McCashion talked to the neighbors and informed them all
about the building plans and the neighbors expressed to him that they were O.K. with the work. When
the excavation was going on he talked to Mr. Dunn at who lives at 74 White street Mr. Dunn asked the
foreman since they had the equipment there , would they be willing to take out some Concrete piers
and get rid of them and give me some clean fill and in exchange he can store the dirt on the property.
As far as | knew, Mr. Dunn was against my project and so | was skeptical with this agreement. On the day
foundation was poured, some dirt was piled on Mr. Dunns property pursuant to the oral agreement
between him and my contractor. | then received a call from Mr. Dunn demanding that | grade and seed
all his lawn. Since | was not involved in the agreement between him and my contractor, | asked that he
call Mr. McCashion. He swore at me and hung up the phone and later wrote a false and spiteful email to
Steve Shaw. Shortly thereafter, | received a call from Mr. Shaw notifying me that | must put a portable
toilet on the property. | asked a neighbor John Behan if | could put it on his property and he said yes.

Soon after, we were approaching winter and Mr. McCashion had numerous workers there at the
property to maximize our time with good weather. | visited the property every day and took pictures.
Every worker there told me that the neighbors were harassing them and asking questions. For instance
one question was whether | was planning on putting in a apartment in the basement? I’'m not sure
where people got these ideas but they were totally fabricated. | told all the workers not to engage with
any of the neighbors. | said just nod your head and walk away.



Despite being vehemently against the project, the neighbors still managed to ask for favors. Neighbors
have asked for rocks for a wall, clean fill for a yard and barn wood for crafts and furniture, and tap into
my water line. | have tried my hardest to accommodate the neighbors but | can’t help but to feel like |
am wrongfully forced to defend my every action with regard to the barn.

The neighborhood did not take time to look at the total picture. | have every piece of wood that could
be salvaged and | plan to include it all back in the barn to maintain its historic beauty. After months of
being dragged through the mud with this project, | just want to finish what | started sell the property to
a new family and get out of the neighborhood for good. My husband and | have been slandered, bullied
and threatened. Being a realtor, my reputation in the community is extremely important. While | will
not recount the specific details of the Zoning Board Meeting from February 22™, | urge you to review
the minutes so that you can see how the neighbors personally and unjustifiably verbally attacked,
slandered and bullied me. While | am in the process contemplating taking personal legal action against
certain neighbors in attendance of the meeting for slander, | respectfully request that any further zoning
board meetings stay on the topic of the project and within the confines of zoning board matters.

| beg you to please see this situation for what it is, a neighborhood irresponsibly and arbitrarily uprising
against a fellow property owner for making improvements to a single structure so that it may become a
habitable home. Please allow me to complete this project in peace so that | may recover the hundreds
of thousands of dollars | have already invested and take my family out of the pending financial ruin we
face if we cannot complete it. | am available to meet to discuss any further details of this matter and to
give you the other side to horrible story depicted on February 22",

Sincerely,

Jean D’Agostino



February 24, 2016
To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Mandy Mittler and | 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. | 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 | moved off the
street in May of 2015 when my husband and |
divorced | am excited to see the finished restored
carriage house.

Sincerely,

Mandy Mittler



From: "Paul Tucker" || G-

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.CIark 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
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architectural heritage.

Yours sincerely,

Paul Tucker and Maggie Moss-Tucker
[l Clark Street
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ZBA Agenda — Feb 22:
Link to City of Saratoga Springs, Feb 22 ZBA Agenda (with links to the supporting documentation contained in the Agenda).

http://www.saratoga-springs.org/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/02222016-1273
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JER Y CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

ZBA Meeting = Monday, February 22, 2016
City Council Chambers = 7:00 p.m.

6:30pm. Workshop
Salute The Flag
Role Call
New Business

1. #2807.1 MURPHY LANE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
38 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.

Documents:  2807.1 MURPHYLNBARNRENO 3SMURPHYLN.PDF, 2807 .1
MURPHYLNBARNRENC_NEIGHBORCORRREDACTED.PDF
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Please find below a version of the original variance application with highlighted
comments provided therein:

“IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF Jean D’Agostino 38 Warren St Saratoga Springs NY 12866 from the determination of the
Building Inspector involving a lot on the south side of Murphy Lane between Clark Street and Stratton 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 existing barn rather removed existing 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%6 of the original building volume. No renovation and

2/22/2016 4:50 PM
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conversion was ever conducted.

Proposed relief requested MINIMUM LOT SIZE 6600 SF 2500 SF 4100 SF, OR 62.1%06
Another way to think about the tremendous magnitude of the variance requested: lot area provided 2500 sqg. ft. requested lot size

is a lot two and one-half sizes too small for the district or 264%0

From ZBA decision (emphasis added): “As per the submitted application materials, be approved, after weighing the following
considerations: 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 permitted 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 application based on that benefit. There are seven variances in question here, so the board’s conclusion on the consideration
of other feasible means is based on the consideration 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 submitted.

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 fronting 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 theoretically achieved with a smaller structure. A smaller
structure obviously requires a removal of the existing barn, discussed above. It also would result in
diminished utility 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 after consultation 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 potential 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 regulations violated. Separation 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 additional 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 granting this variance will not create an undesirable change in neighborhood character or
detriment to nearby properties. The applicant notes that the barn has been in existence since 1900 and that the

position of the building relative 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 foundation of the application and decision: The barn does not exist anymore!
Key impact ignored in the decision: vView FROM the barn and putting an occupied structure that looms over
what should be private rear yard space of the neighborhood.

The board also notes that the renovation work would improve the outward appearance of the structure, currently in disrepair. 3.
The Board considered the substantiality of the proposed variances. The number of variances sought, and the substantiality of four
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of these in particular, when taken with the other considerations noted in this motion, 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 substantial 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 substantial 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 creation by itself is
not fatal to an application. Adam McNeill, Secretary seconded the motion. 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.

S— image001.png
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Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID
---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Stephen Mittler ||| G -
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. |
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, | 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 | 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. | respect the decision to put in a basement, but | 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 | am certain it arrived and will be sent to the ZBA? | would like
this to be part of tonight's discussion to ensure my property and it's value are being
considered.

Thanks!

2/22/2016 5:25 PM
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Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

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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ENGINEERING AMERICA CO.

76 WASHINGTON ST. SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY 12866
518 / 587-1340 518 / 580-9783 (FAX)

TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals Tonya Yasenchak

COMPANY: DATE:

City of Saratoga Springs February 18, 2016

FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
4

PHONE NUMBER: SENDER’S REFERENCE NUMBER:

RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

# 39 Murphy Ln. Zoning

Saratoga Springs, NY

O urcenT  MrorrREVIEW [ PLEASE COMMENT [ PLEASE REPLY [0 AS REQUESTED

City of Saratoga Zoning Board Members,

Engineering America Co. herein would like to provide revised information regarding the #39
Murphy Lane barn renovation in Saratoga Springs, NY.

Modifications From Original Approval
1) New foundation installation resulted in 1* floor level at 2’ above original plan.

2) Modified front stoop & overhang dimension reduced.

3) Stairs added from grade up to front stoop.

4) New structural elements (walls) will result in overall ht. of building at approx. 30’ 6” — 31’,
raised approx.. 3’ from original overall ht. (60’ max. ht. allowed by Zoning)

5) Side roof overhang dimensions reduced to 6 from 127 original plan.

6) Two risers (1 tread) proposed out rear slider to rear raised, detached patio. The one new
tread falls under house roof overhang. The raised patio & associated stairs are compliant
with setbacks and permeability.




Current Proposed Variance Modifications vs. Approved Variances
Dim. Req./Otig. / New Relief Approved 2/18/16 Rev.  Rev. Relief

Min. Lot Size 6,600 sq.ft./2,500sq.t. 4,100 (62.1%) No Change ~ No Change
Av. Lot Width 60" / 50’ (existing) 10° (16.7%) No Change  No Change
Front Yard Dim: 10’ /3.1’ / 3.2’ 6.9’ (69%0) 68'=68%  Reduced 1%
Rear Yard Dim: 25 / 157/ 15.8 9.3’ (37.2%) 9.2’ = 36.8%) Reduced 0.4%
Total Side Dim: 12’/ 11.4 / 12.3 0.6 (5%)  No Variance No Variance Req,

Building Coverage: 30% / 46.5% / 43.2%  16.5% (55%) 13.2% (44%) Reduced 11%
Min. Parking 2/1 /1 1 No Change No Change

Area Calculations:

Total Lot Size: 2,500 sq.ft.
Pre-Existing Barn: 1,083 sq.ft. (43.32% coverage = 13.32% > 30% max allowable)
Proposed Barn: 1,080 sq.ft. (43.2% coverage = 13.2% > 30% max.)

(New coverage actually decreases by 3 sq.ft. from original barn)

Permeability: ~ Proposed Barn Residence: 1,080 sq.ft.
Assumed Paving at Alley: 300 sq.ft. (+/-) (along front of building)
New Rear Patio & Stairs: 60
Total Coverage: 1,440 sq.ft.

1,440 sq.ft. (57.6 % coverage = 42.4 % permeable > 25% min)

Engineering Ametica Co., on behalf of the Owners of #39 Murphy Lane, would like to
respectfully request that the Zoning Boatd of appeals review and approve the modifications made
to the otiginal proposed project. We believe that the modifications requested do not produce any
negative impacts on the neighbothood envitonment or character as all of the original approved
vatiances may be reduced and one variance may be removed. All other conditions are in
compliance with the UR-3 zoning regulations.

Thank you for your time agd cooperation.

Sincerely, /S '
Tonya chak, PE

Enc.
Cc: D’Agostino




CERTERAIAL

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

0

CITY HALL - 474 BROADWAY
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NEW YORK 12866
PH) 518-587-3550 Fx) 51 8-580-9480
WWW.SARATOGA-SPRINGS.ORG

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF
Jean D’Agostino

38 Warren St
Saratoga Springs NY 12866

Bill Mcore

Chair

Keith B. Kaplan

Vice Chair

Adam McNeill
Secretary

Gary Hasbrouck
George “Skip” Carison
James Helicke

Susan Steer

from the determination of the Building Inspector involving a lot on the south side of Murphy Lane between Clark Street
and Stratton 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.

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 on the above-referenced lot in a UR-3 District and public
notice having been duly given of a hearing on said application held on the 23rd day of February and the 9* and 23" days

of March 2015.

In consideration of the balance between benefit to the applicant with detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the

community, | move that the requested area variances for the following amounts of relief:
2//9/1&[125\/!380\)

TYPE OF REQUIREMENT DISTRICT ' PROPOSED RELIEF REQUESTED

DIMENSIONAL (ori6l NAC

REQUIREMENT APPROY AC)
MINIMUM LOT SIZE 6600 SF 2500 SF(Same )| 4100 SF, OR 62.196 (Sﬂme)
MINIMUM AVERAGE LOT WIDTH 60 FT 50FT (Same) 10FT,0R16.7%  [Bame
MINIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACK 10FT .0FT (3.2) | 6.9FT, OR69% ,87e
MINIMUM REAR YARD SETBACK 25 FT 15.7FT (15.8'] 9.3FT,0R37.2% (30,87
MINIMUM TOTAL SIDE YARD SETBACK 12FT 11.4FT(12.%)] 0.6 FT, OR 5% 0‘70 INJA
MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL BUILDING COVERAGE 309% 46.5% '\ 16.5%6, OR RELA'I’IVE

(43 27’ /| RELIEF OF 55% 3

MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENT 2 PARKING | |  PARKING | | SPACE, OR 50%

SPACES SPACE (3Ame (SML‘>

As per the submitted application materials, be approved, after weighing the following considerations:

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 permitted 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 application based on that benefit.

There are seven variances in question here, so the board's conclusion on the consideration of other feasible
means is based on the consideration of the individual variances as follows:

a.

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
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ZONING INFORMATION:

ZONING DISTRICT: UR-3
MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 8,000 SQ. FT.
(6,600 SQ. FT. FOR SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE)
MINIMUM MEAN LOT WIDTH: 80 FT.
(60 FT. FOR SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE)
MAXIMUM PERCENT OF LOT TO BE OCCUPIED BY:

PRINCIPAL BUILDING: 30 %

ACCESSORY BUILDING: 10%
MINIMUM YARD DIMENSIONS:

FRONT: 10 FT.

REAR: 25 FT.

ONE SIDE: 4 FT.

TOTAL SIDE: 12 FT.

Zev. 2—/19/1&«75/—

NOTE: THE RECENT 1/26/16 UPDATED SURVEY WAS MODIFIED BY
ENGINEERING AMERICA CO., WITH PERMISSION FROM SURVEY ASSOCIATES, TO
CREATE THIS PLOT PLAN TO DEPICT PLAN CHANGES REQUIRING AREA
VARIANCES. AN AS—BUILT SURVEY PLAN MUST BE PREPARED

FOR THE BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION AFTER CONSTRUCTION

HAS BEEN COMPLETED, FOR FILING WITH THE CITY.

PRINCIPAL BUILDING:
MINIMUM FIRST FLOOR AREA:
1 STORY: 1,200 SQ. FT.
2 STORY: 800 SQ. FT.
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 60 FT.
MINIMUM DISTANCE FROM ACCESSORY BUILDING TO:
PRINCIPAL BUILDING: 5 FT.
FRONT LOT LINE: 10 FT.
SIDE LOT LINE: 5 FT.
REAR LOT LINE: 5 FT.
MINIMUM PERCENT OF LOT TO BE PERMEABLE: 25%

NOTES:

THIS SURVEY WAS DONE WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF AN ABSTRACT OF TITLE
OR A TITLE REPORT.

MAP REFERENCES:

MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF LOTS OWNED BY A.S. MAXWELL”, DATED 1854, MADE BY
H. SCOFIELD, C.E. AND FILED IN THE SARATOGA COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE AS
CARD 2, POCKET 3, FOLDER 2.

MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF LANDS OF DANIEL M. AND LORETTA A. MARTIN", DATED
APRIL 23, 2009 AND MADE BY THOMPSON / FLEMING LAND SURVEYORS, P.C.

DEED REFERENCE:

DEED DATED APRIL 13, 2015 FROM STEPHEN J. MITTLER AND MANDY R.
MITTLER TO SOUTH ALLEY, LLC AND RECORDED IN THE SARATOGA COUNTY
CLERK'S OFFICE AS DEED NO. 2015011306.

UNAUTHORIZED ALTERATION OR ADDITION TO THIS MAP IS A VIOLATION OF ARTICLE 145, SECTION 7209,
SUB—PARAGRAPH (2) OF THE NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION LAW.

RVYEY DpaNELC. WHEELER, LS

SOCIATES, LLC

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYING
DANIEL C. WHEELER

P.LS. LIC. NO. 50137 | 432 BROADWAY, SUITE 5, SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY 12866
PH. (518) 583-7302  FAX (518) 583-7303

TITLE:

SURVEY OF LANDS OF
SOUTH ALLEY, LLC

(DEED NO. 2015011306)

LOCATION: DATE:

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS (I.D.) JANUARY 26, 2016
SARATOGA COUNTY, NEW YORK

SCALE:
1 INCH = 10 FEET MAP NO. 2016-01-02
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susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org

39 Murphy Lane - ZBA requested info

From :
Subject :
To

Cc

Tonya Yasenchak <tonyay@nycap.rr.com> Mon, Mar 14, 2016 06:03 PM
39 Murphy Lane - ZBA requested info 222 attachments

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

: 'Jean D'Agostino’ <jdagostino@realtyusa.com>

Respected ZBA members:
Attached you will find the following information as requested by the ZBA for #39 Murphy Lane:

1) Section Details of the existing and proposed structures.

Engineering America Co. has reviewed our original measurements and has drafted a
section of the original barn structure.
The old structure had an approx. height of 27’ (+/-).
EACo. has measured the existing siding pieces which remain as well as siding on the
adjacent house at 22 Clark St. (which has matching siding).
The siding ranged from 4 %4” to 5”. Noted along the left side of this sketch are various
heights assumed if someone were to “count the siding”.
One can see that if 4” were used, the assumed height difference could be substantial.
The section has been drafted using actual measurements taken prior to construction; a
more accurate means than counting siding.

A new proposed section has been included which depicts the height of the an floor wall
at 6’ and a 7/12 pitch on the roof.

The new and currently proposed height difference between the old barn & the new
structure is approx. 15” (1’ 3”)

2) New Proposed Elevations: The elevations have been revised to reflect the proposed structure.

3)

a) The front elevation depicts standard horizontal fiber cement board siding to match the old

b)

c)

barn structure as best possible.

The optional elevations depict the use of vertical board & batten fiber cement siding along the
top and horizontal fiber cement siding along the bottom.
This option is included to help the ZBA & public visualize that the use of another type of siding
would help the aesthetic of the new structure to a more “cottage fee
Also, the variation of the sidings help to reduce the overall perceived mass along the alley.

Ill

For ease of visualization, the carport area has been shaded. The carport “cut out” also reduces
the mass of the front wall of the residence.

d) The siding is proposed to extend within 6-8” (or as allowed by NYS Code) of the front grade to

minimize the foundation reveal.

Streetscape: A streetscape has been drafted, at the request of the ZBA, to aid in visualization of
mass and scale of structures along Murphy Lane.
Please note that dimensions & depictions of neighboring structures are assumed from

3/15/2016 3:32 PM
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measurements taken as best possible from Murphy Ln. without accessing neighbors’ lots.
a) The peak of the new residence appears to be approx.. 24” higher than the house to the West
(22 Clark St.). However, the front roof eaves will almost align in height.
- Thereis approx. 116’ horizontal distance between the new roof structure & the tallest roof
peak of the neighboring house.
- The foundation of the home to the West is approx.. 22-26" above the grade level and the
house is approx.. 72" in length along Murphy Ln.
- The new residence is proposed to have a 6” foundation reveal along the front, is only 36’
in length along Murphy Ln. and has a greater front setback than that of it’s neighbor.
b) The peak of the new residence appears to be approx.. 3’6” higher that the house the East (17
Stratton). There is an approx.. 75’ distance between the roofs of each building.

- The house to the East has an approx.. 6” foundation reveal to grade.

C) The peak of the new residence and new roof eaves will be very similar to that of the white
barn to the across Murphy Ln. and to the West (24 Clark).

- The peak of the new residence will be less “massive” than that of the 24 Clark barn in that
the new residence peak is set back 13’ (+/-) from the front.

- The peak of the new residence appears to be lower than that of the house directly across
Murphy Ln to the North (74 White St.)

Engineering America Co., on behalf of our Client, would like to respectfully request that the ZBA approve the
requested modifications to the original approvals:

1) The Benefit cannot be achieved by any other feasible means: The an floor exterior walls have
been lowered to 6’ and the roof pitch has been lowered. The existing structure is sited in the same
location of the old barn. The home is situated on the lot so as to be furthest away from homes on
adjacent lots. The residence in itself will be only 1700 sq.ft. which is smaller than most homes in
the neighborhood. Changes in the proposed lot & residence have resulted in a reduction of
requested variances from the original approval.

2) Granting the variances should not have an undesirable effect on the neighborhood: The variances
requested are less than those previously approved. The project remains a one family residence
which should only increase the level of safety along Murphy Ln., reducing the likelihood of
trespassers in the Alley. The abandoned barn did have structural issues that if not fixed could have
resulted in safety hazards. The size of the structure is consistent with other residences and
buildings along the alley. The size of the residence in itself is only 1700 sq.ft. — much less than other
homes in the neighborhood. The size of the lot itself limits the use of the exterior yard for large
gatherings. . The new proposed rear stoop is sized to allow egress from the back of the house and
is not large enough for entertaining. There is / will be a 6’ fence along the back & sides of the
property for further privacy

3) The Variances are not substantial — they are actually decreased from the original approved
variances and the original barn.

4) There should be no environmental or physical effects on the neighborhood by granting the
modified variances. Roof runoff remains the same or will be better than the original barn as the
yard will be graded &
landscaped to limit runoff so as not to exceed the original, undeveloped rate.

Please feel free to contact EACo. with any questions or concerns.
Thank you for your time & consideration.
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ENGINEERING AMERICA CO.

“Quality Design with Integrity”
Tonya Yasenchak, PE
76 Washington St., Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

518 /587 — 1340 tonyay@nycap.rr.com

39 Murphy 3-14-03142016164622.pdf
443 KB

39 murphy street-03142016165139.pdf
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March 14, 2016

.Stratton Street
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866
518-339-0192

To the City of Saratoga Springs Zoning Board of Appeals, City Planner Susan Barden, City of Saratoga
Springs Building Department, City of Saratoga Springs Attorney and Assistant Attorney:

| am writing with regard to “#39 Murphy Lane Zoning” and my firsthand knowledge of the lot and barn
that previously existed on the property.

For background, | have lived on Stratton Street for 11 years, and the “barn” has been my silent backyard
neighbor for all of those years. | had the luxury to purchase the barn property in May of 2014 from
neighbors Paul Tucker and Maggie Moss Tucker — joining the Stratton Street and Murphy Lane
properties (through the simple removal of a fence) for my family’s personal use.

As indicated to you in previous communications from the current and the other previous owner (Mandy
Mittler), | “lost” the barn in a divorce less than one year later. | reluctantly agreed to the sale of the
barn, but remained neutral during the original variance application period in March 2015. My ex-wife
originally negotiated to stay in the family home on Stratton Street, yet upon approval of the 7 variances
that permitted the sale of the barn to move forward, she immediately informed me that she would be
moving from the family home and wanted to place our house on the market. | chose to buy the home
with the full knowledge that the existing structure on #39 Murphy Lane was approved for renovation
and would one day soon become a residence tucked into the neighborhood, but with the main living
areas shielded behind my fence. Please re-read the last sentence.

Jean D’Agostino and | have had many friendly discussions around her project, and | believe that the
project has morphed and changed in scope as the renovation progressed. This would certainly be
expected, and | do not feel Jeannie’s actions were with mal-intent towards the project or the neighbors.
| did not stay in front of, nor did | have much interest of what was approved or not approved for
construction. | assumed the inspections taking place were indicative of “passing code inspections of
what had been approved to be constructed/ installed.”

Jeannie shared her thoughts with me of considering to put in a crawl space. Immediately my thought
was, why go through the expense of a crawl space if digging deeper would allow for a full basement? |
expressed this to Jeannie. In my mind, and regardless of a repair and pour over slab, a crawl space, or a
full basement, | expected the elevation of the first floor to remain as it always was. | did not expect a
48" rise in the rear elevation as depicted on the 2/1/16 plans submitted to the ZBA. This and the
elevation of the second floor have become my concerns for this project.

Facts:

1) I never offered the lot/barn for sale to anyone. My ex-wife initiated and orchestrated the deal
and its details with Jeannie. | reluctantly agreed to sign the agreement at the urging of my
divorce attorney.

2) The barn was fully accessible at time of contract:

a. There were items stored in the barn.
b. Interior shiplap was on 90% of the first floor walls.



c. The entire second floor beams, posts, trusses, studs, interior side of siding, roof and
floor were exposed for inspection with no articles on the second floor for storage.

d. The property had clearly not been weather tight for a period of many years.

e. lremoved the bottom section of siding with the intention to assess and replace the sill
plate. Materials to do so were in the barn, but did not progress prior to winter
2014/2015. This exposure did remain open from the exterior for inspection of sill plate
and lower portion of first floor studs.

3) The elevation of the barn’s concrete slab sat below the grade of Murphy lane as a slight
downward slope away from the ally caused puddling inside the large rolling barn door.

4) The rear exterior of the slab foundation sat just above grade.

5) The rear exterior of the first floor of the structure now sits 48” above current grade.

6) The current grade is not the original grade.

7) Engineering America communicated to the ZBA on 2/1/16 the following:

i. We {Engineering America Co.} believe that the modifications requested do not
produce any negative impacts on the neighborhood environment or character
for the following reasons:

1. The addition of the stoop to the rear of the building to account for the
additional height is a better alternative than changing the grade.

a. Changing the grade in the back yard would result in a slope in
grade towards neighbors with potential for drainage issues

b. Maintaining the existing rear yard grade keeps the yard & its
impacts on neighboring properties exactly the same as it has
been for over 100 years.

c. The rear stoop will not be visible to neighbors to neighbors due
to existing and proposed fencing.

8) The most recent plans on the ZBA website (2/18/2016) now call for an Elevated Patio at the 48”
elevation mark.

9) The original grade of the property was even to that of the rear yard of my 15 Stratton Street
property as | had the property professionally graded in May 2014 and then | personally installed
sod over the entire #39 Murphy Lane yard area.

10) The drip line of the water runoff was contained, and permeated the earth directly below the
overhang of the roof on both north and south sides (with exception of the front barn door area
that had a small concreate pour in front of it).

11) An elevated patio or landing with steps were not a consideration during the March 2015
variance approvals and will now further intrude on my property and privacy .

12) Factual Math - If an average 5’5" person were standing in the home on the first floor, or on the
48" elevated exterior platform structure, they would have a 9’5” elevated vantage point with
the ability to clearly see over my fence — directly into my yard, my pool, and play area for my 2
young girls. This is a substantial change to the neighborhood environment.

13) Changes to the grade or permeability of a project are indicative of new construction, not
rehabilitation/renovation.

14) We do not know the integrity of the new foundation. If there are water issues, | have no
protection of a new owner one day installing an impermeable surface and grading the property
towards my land.

15) | have no protection from a new owner installing gutters that run towards my land.

16) During significant rain, there are already leaky basement issues in the neighborhood.




17) As an act of friendship to Jeannie and the neighbors, | always made power available to Jeannie

and her workers in an effort to ease construction and avoid loud noise from running generators
to those neighbors impacted by construction on the North, East, and West sides.

My Opinions:

1) Engineering America has stated that drainage will be an issue if the grade is raised and then
sloped towards my property.

2) Engineering America is now proposing a 48” raised earth patio that will now runoff and drain
towards my property.

3) Engineering America is not measuring their elevations from original grade.

4) Engineering America represents that they have increased the permeable earth around the
property. There was grass surrounding all sides of the building when | owned it and no other
impermeable area on the property.

5) Engineering America states that the steps to the rear “landing” (or now proposed elevated rear
patio) will not be visible from my yard. What Engineering America chooses to leave out is that
any individual using those steps WILL be visible from my yard unless | am granted a variance to
install an 11’ fence.

6) Why should | have to install an 11’ fence?

| do not know the answer for this property. | do not wish my friend Jeannie D’Agostino ill will. | do wish
to protect:

1)
2)
3)

My financial investment in.Stratton Street
My privacy
My health and safety from drainage issues

| am generally unavailable on Monday evenings during the ZBA meeting times. | am however available
to discuss this matter with you directly should you wish to reach me at the phone number above. Please
ensure this letter is entered into public record for this project.

Many thanks,

Stephen Mittler
Owner of Adjacent Property to #39 Murphy Lane
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3/19/16

A letter to the ZBA and Building Department in regards to the
39 Murphy Lane project

I would like to bring up a few points in regards to the construction at 39 Murphy
Lane.

Original plan: Was a structural assessment of the barn ever done by Engineering
America? If so this would have shown what parts of the barn were sturdy and
strong and what parts if any were in poor shape (mold, rotten boards, etc). If major
problems were found at that point they should have gone back to the ZBA with a
renovation plan (nowhere in this application do [ see one). The ZBA could have
reviewed it and determined with the applicant and Engineering America how to
proceed.

New Modifications for the new construction: Engineering America states that
1700sgq. ft. is less than most homes in the neighborhood, that is not the point. The
homes in this neighborhood are on standard city lots with front doors and walkways
on the streets, not the alley. For new construction on this non-conforming lot, it was
determined by EACo that the square footage allowed at this site was 750sq.ft. So the
modification is still over two times what is actually allowed for new construction!

My experiences with the barn:
- It was not abandoned
- The Tuckers who owned the barn for years stored many items there
(furniture, yard equipment, pictures and dishes)
- Ithad a concrete floor and was not wet

Engineering America also states the variances requested are less than those
previously approved. Those variances were approved for the renovation of an
existing barn, since the barn is gone the variances are null and void.

Engineering America and the applicant act like they are making concessions on
behalf of the neighbors when all along this project has not been above board. They
created these problems, this is a tiny parcel of land with new construction that looks
nothing like a barn. They should be made to start over.

Susan Rodems
[l White Street



From: "Blaine Dunn"

To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Cc:

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2016 11:40:55 AM

Subject: Dunn response to undated applicant letter

03/17/2016

ZBA Members,

I am writing today in response to an undated letter related to the Murphy Lane barn renovation
project, in which I was directly named.

I speak only for myself and my wife as residents of. White Street. | cannot speak to the
words or actions of other neighbors. Below | take direct quotes from the applicant’s letter, and
denote my responses with a “>" symbol.

“He informed me that he had offered the barn to several neighbors but that no one wanted it.”

>Neither the previous owner, Mr. Leslie Burton, nor my wife and | were ever offered the
opportunity to buy the barn. Had we been offered the chance to own the barn, we would have
bought it. The barn would have served us well, and | believe that it was originally part of our
property, albeit many years ago. | would have used the barn for storage and parking. It
would have been a perfect and ideal addition to our property.

“When the excavation was going on he talked to Mr. Dunn at who lives at. White street Mr.

1 0of3 3/21/2016 3:14 PM
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Dunn asked the foreman since they had the equipment there, would they be willing to take out
some Concrete piers and get rid of them and give me some clean fill and in exchange he can
store the dirt on the property.”

>Factually incorrect. Incorrect timeline and facts. We were never asked our permission to
store dirt, it was a negotiation | made after our property was used as repository for the dirt.
As for the “concrete piers”, this was a cash transaction between me and a crew member — had
nothing to do with the clean fill.

“Mr. Dunn was against my project and so | was skeptical with this agreement.

> This is incorrect. While | was never excited for the project, I was never against it. 1 am a
rule follower, and the applicant followed the rules and got seven variances for the project.
While I am not required to be happy with the outcome, | do respect the process and the
applicant successfully navigated the process. However, | am against a project that is not
approved, and one which is materially different than proposed.

“On the day foundation was poured, some dirt was piled on Mr. Dunns property pursuant to
the oral agreement between him and my contractor.”

>This is factually incorrect. The oral agreement between me and Mr. McCashion was done
after the fact. We had never granted permission for dirt to be placed on our lawn prior to the
dirt being dumped there.

“I then received a call from Mr. Dunn demanding that | grade and seed all his lawn.”

>This is partially true, in that | asked for the affected area (—10-15 feet off Murphy Lane) to be
graded and seeded. | believe this was a reasonable request.

“Since | was not involved in the agreement between him and my contractor, | asked that he
call Mr. McCashion.”

>This is true. The applicant did not take responsibility for the project.

“Despite being vehemently against the project, the neighbors still managed to ask for favors.
Neighbors have asked for rocks for a wall, clean fill for a yard and barn wood for crafts and
furniture, and tap into my water line. ”

>This is 100% true — because we are all neighbors. We help each other out. We shovel one
another’s walkways. We help in each other’s gardens. We have a community snow blower.
We respect each other’s spaces and help out on home improvement projects.

When my father suddenly passed away this past autumn, all of my neighbors came out of their
house to express their grief, often with a lasagna or flowers in tow. If I am throwing away
rock, and someone on the street wants it, they are welcome to it. It helps me and it helps
them.

2 of 3 3/21/2016 3:14 PM
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The dirt from the barn excavation was going to be helpful to me (I needed dirt, grading) and to
the crew (they needed a place to put dirt). | took a bad situation (people putting fill on my
lawn without my permission) and turned it in to a better situation (give them a place to put the
fill, and help me grade my property better).

In conclusion, we were ok with this project at the outset and perhaps we can be once again. |

would recommend the applicant knock on our doors, or perhaps arrange a community meeting

to discuss the project in an open and honest manner; working together to find a solution that is
acceptable for all.

However, | am compelled to reiterate that the barn, as it once was, is gone. In my opinion,
the seven variances that were granted for that project should be null and void. It is also my
opinion that the applicant self-created this situation and should present new plans to the ZBA
for new construction — new construction which should conform to the lot size.

Thank you for your time. | can be reached anytime to go in depth further.

Regards,
Blaine Dunn
White 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.
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From: "bob mctague" |

To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2016 11:23:46 AM
Subject: John Witts application for variences on Jumel Place

Susan, | just can not believe this application is even considered. It is absurd. Bob
McTague, Saratoga Springs

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,

3/10/2016 10:02 AM
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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.

2 of 2 3/10/2016 10:02 AM
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Zimbra lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-springs.org

#2759.1 ANW HOLDINGS RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

From :J Valetta ||| | GG Wed, Mar 09, 2016 01:10 PM

Subject : #2759.1 ANW HOLDINGS RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENT
To : susan barden <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org=>

Cc : kate maynard <kate.maynard@saratoga-
springs.org>, bbrige@saratoga-springs.org, cindy
phillips <cindy.phillips@saratoga-springs.org>,
lindsey gonzalez <lindsey.gonzalez@saratoga-
springs.org>, christina carton
<christina.carton@saratoga-springs.org>, joanne
yepsen <joanne.yepsen@saratoga-springs.org=>, skip
scirocco <skip.scirocco@saratoga-springs.org=>,
christian mathiesen <christian.mathiesen@saratoga-
springs.org>, michele madigan
<michele.madigan@saratoga-springs.org=>

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

Re: Application for “seven unit condominium project,”
and requests for substantial Zoning Variances at
27 Jumel Place, Saratoga Springs, by ANW Holdings

We are writing to ask you to deny the zoning appeal from ANW Holdings for variances to
build 7 unit condominium project on the property of 27 Jumel Place. We would welcome
the development of our adjoining property; however we feel the variances that have been
requested are too excessive. In addition, according to the definition of condominium in
our city zoning ordinance as a multi-family dwelling, it is not allowed in the UR-3 zoning
district.

The Saratoga Springs Zoning Ordinance defines 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

3/10/2016 10:09 AM
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development.”

A subdivided lot this size, of which this request for a variance is not, in a Core Residential
Neighborhood-1 or a UR-3 Zoning District would allow for 5 single family homes or 4
two-family homes.

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 request for seven single family condominiums is 40% over the density allowed in an
UR-3 Zoning District and creates a 40% density bonus. In our city’s Zoning Ordinance, a
density bonus of this magnitude is only allowed for affordable senior housing. This project
has not been presented as neither senior nor 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.

The substantial variances the applicant is asking for include:

1) The maximum building coverage allowed on this lot is 30%. The previous request was
for a 43.5% building coverage allowance, or 45% more than what is allowed. The request
has been increased to 46%, or 53.3% more than what is allowed.

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.

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.

3/10/2016 10:09 AM
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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.

5) The applicant is asking for a maximum principal building on one lot to be increased
from one to seven, a 600% increase.

We hope you will agree that this appeal to the Zoning Board of Appeals by ANW Holdings
should be denied at this time.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Jane Valetta
John Valetta

B Jumel Place

30f3 3/10/2016 10:09 AM
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From: "Max peter” N >

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

>, I

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,

| appreciated the opportunity to speak to the board during the previous ZBA meeting 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.

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

3/2/2016 10:03 AM
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1. The variance is substantial. | 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. | 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.
2. The variance will be a detriment to nearby properties 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, | believe that this

6’ setback is likely to be insufficient to plant any trees along the setbacks. | believe that allowing
large multi-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.

| 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 consideration,

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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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

PAGE 2 OF 2

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.

#H#
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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

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




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.

e Fewer units will make the cost of the land for each unit
prohibitive. (See following slide)

e Smaller units would be both undesirable and smaller
than the surrounding homes. The proposed home sizes
are consistent with that of the existing neighborhood.

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

All adjacent land is currently occupied with single family

homes.




Estimated Development Costs

Jumel Place Project

Land Purchase

4103 Land Development-Professional Fees
4116 Land Development - Interest

4117 Land Development - Taxes

4132 Land Development - Soil Testing
4140 Land Development - Construction
4141 Land Development - Fill Dirt

4142 Land Development - Demolition & Asbestos Removal
4142 Land Development - Lot Clearing
4145 Land Development - Silt Fencing
4155 Land Development - Electric lines
4183 Land Development - Trees

Total

Reasonable Return for Development Risk
Total Cost of Land to Be Divided by number of Home Sites

370,000
23,000
42,000
20,000
11,700
60,000
21,000

155,000
10,000

6,000
24,000
12,000

754,700

150,700
905,460



3. Whether the requested area variance
is substantial

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.

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




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

27 Jumel Place Witt Construction

Saratoga Springs NY 6/12/2013
Depth  Width Area (sq. ft.)

Lot Size 231 150.5 34,765.50

Area Existing % of Lot As Drawn % of Lot

Principle Building 17,161 49.4% 14,801 42.60%

Accessory Building 160 0.5% 344 0.98%

Misc./ Overhangs 2.42%

Total 46.00%

Driveways/Road 8,357 18.3% 7,157 20.60%

Premeable Areas 11,088 31.9% 12,191 35.10%

Setbacks Foundation {ft)

Front 0

Rear ]

Right Side NMeet UR-3

Left Side Meet UR-3
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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: |
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From: “Tracy Miller" |EEEE >

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 1 live at [Jfjoumel Place, |jlfJacross 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.

2/22/2016 1:06 PM
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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.

2/22/2016 1:06 PM



ZONING AND BUILDING INSPECTOR DENIAL
OF APPLICATION FOR LAND USE AND/OR BUILDING

APPLICANT: ANW HOLDINGS, INC. TAX PARCEL NO.: 166.13-1-50.2

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 27 JUMEL PLACE
ZONING DISTRICT: URBAN RESIDENTIAL-3

This applicant has applied to use the identified property within the City of Saratoga Springs for the following:

Proposed construction of a seven-unit condominium project (detached single-family residences).

This application is hereby denied upon the grounds that such use of the property would violate the City Zoning Ordinance
article(s)

240-2.3 A, Table 3 and 6.4.5 A. As such, the following relief would be required to proceed:
O Extension of existing variance O Interpretation

O Use Variance to permit the following:

[X] Area Variance seeking the following relief:

Dimensional uirements From To
Max principal building coverage: 7 units combined 30% 46%
Max principal buildings on one lot: ! 7
Minimum front yard setback: 10 ft. | fe.
Minimum rear yard setback: 25 ft. 6 f.
Maximum height residential fence: 6 ft. 8 ft.

X1 Advisory Opmlo Fequired f » Sargsoga County Planning Board

/ g
ZONING p D BUILDING |NSPECI'OR

/

2/2a/;
/ 14

DATE



]FOR OFFICE USE[
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

o:o
CiTY HALL - 474 BROADWAY
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NEW YORK | 2866
TEL: 518-587-3550 Fax: 518-580-9480
WWW SARATOGASPRINGS.ORG

APPLICATION FOR:
APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

{(Application #)

(Date received)

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (I not applicant) ATTORNEY/AGENT
‘ i . e
Name YN T g [
Address ___4b4 Abrity Hrabduwa
Sarats 20 J) plaigs MY 15t

Tel./Fax —4&f7/ [~ 0260 / [
Email
* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question.

Applicant’s interest in the premises: [ Owner [0 Lessee [ Under option to lease or purchase

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Property Address (No. & 5t.) A1 jx.md /ﬂ/Qc < Side of St. (north, east, etc.) [%‘ﬁ%

Tax Parcel No.: / A (a . /3 - 52} - Z (for example: 165.52 - 4—37) Tax District: dlnside [0 Outside

|. Date acquired by current owner: {!ﬁ‘a/ e {ontract. 2. Zoning District when purchased: é{/( 3

3. Present use of property:l lol b léﬂlly - 2&[&'} \ ?ﬂ/{b‘? Current Zoning District: UI( 3

5. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal Iﬂ’és (when? [0]31 /|4 for what? )
been filed for this property? [0 No r
6. Is property located within (check all that apply)?: O Historic District [0 Architectural Review District

[ 500 of a State Park, city boundary, or county/state highway?

7. Brief description of proposed action: 7;4( {loW/) @ktéh?}f ﬁw)o/,hj; avd &1/6/

. . ) . .
Xvien (,Lnrf’ fmjl_g Afam?x/ Condle Miniurd /ﬁf‘zf}i(c'f.

8. Is there a written violation for this parcel that is not the subject of this application? O Yes I;R/No
9. Has the work, use or occupancy to which this appeal relates already begun? O Yes %No

10. Identify the type of appeal you are requesting (check all that apply)-

[J INTERPRETATION (p.2) 1 VARIANCE EXTENSION (p.2) [J UsE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) !XAREAVAR\ANCE (pp. 6-7)

Revised 01/05/201 |




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE2

FEES: Make checks payable to the "Commissioner of Finance” and attach to top of original application. Fees are
cumulative and required for each request below.

O Interpretation $ 400
O Use variance $1,000
‘Area variance

-Residential use/property: @
-Non-residential use/property: ~ $ 500
[ Extensions: $ 150

INTERPRETATION — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

I. Identify the section(s) of the Zoning Ordinance for which you are seeking an interpretation:

Section(s)

2. How do you request that this section be interpreted?

3. If interpretation is denied, do you wish to request alternative zoning relie? [ Yes O Neo

4. If the answer to #3 is “yes,” what alternative relief do you request? [0 Use Variance [J Area Variance

EXTENSION OF A VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary).

I. Date original variance was granted: 5 ] ) ) J Ll 2. Type of variance granted? [ Use D@a

3. Date original variance expired: [ ! | ! ’5 4. Length of extension requested:

5. Explain why the extension is necessary. Why wasn’t the original timeframe sufficient?: V \/Q \/ V et

Lnoble 10 Cipse on Hne ety clu 1D i

X

eing held Up 1V probate For fhe lost severad
NoRENS. e Are. Qi BYenlals o dose wibhin e
eV Een) Weeks J
When requesting an extension of time for an existing variance, the applicant must prove that the circumstances upon which the

original variance was granted have not changed. Specifically demonstrate that there have been no significant changes on the
site, in the neighborhood, or within the circumstances upon which the original variance was granted:

NOPwng NGS Changed fp S Q0. b N0 nelp deaelopment

Revised 01/05/201 |




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE3

DO o neac Yoy S

USE VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary): /

A use variance is requested to permit the following: /

N\ /

t a request for a use variance, an applicant must prove-that the zoning regulations create an
State law requires an applicant to prove

For the Zoning Board to g
unnecessary hardship in relationto that property. In seeking a use variance, New Y

all four of the following “tests”.

nvestment for any currently permitted use onthe

I. Thattheapplicant cannot realize a reasonable financial return on initi
he property in question cannot yield a reasonable

property. “Dollars & cents” proof Wust be submitted as evidenc

return for the following reasons:

N\
N\
N

A. Submit the folly/iéncial evidence relating to this property (attach additional evidence as needed):

1) Date of purchdse: Purchase amount:

Cost

2) Indicate dates and costs of any improvements made to property after purchage:
Date Improvement

Revised 01/05/201



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM Pace4

3) Annual maintenance expenses:  $ 4) Annual taxes: $

5) Annual income generated from property: $

6) City assessed value: $ Equalization rate: Estimated Market Value: $

7) Appraised Value:  $ Appraiser: Date:

/

B. Has property been listed for sale with [ Yes If “yes”, for how jong?
the Multiple Listing Service (MLS)? O No

Appraisal Assumptions:

I) Original listing date(s): Original listing price: $

If fisting price was reduced, describe when and to what extent:

2) Has the property been advertised in the newspapérs or other publications? OYes O No

If yes, describe frequency and name of publicatiéns:

3) Has the property had a “For Sale” sigh posted on it? O Yes 0 No

If yes, list dates when sign was postgd:

4) How many times has the groperty been shown and with what resuits?

/

2. That the finangfal hardshi is unique and does not apply to a substantial portion of the
neighborhoog! Difficulties shared with numerous other properties in the same neighborhood or district would not satisfy
this requirement. This previously identified financial hardship is unique for the following reasons:

Revised 01/05/2011



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGES

/
/
/
/

3. Thatthe variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of wéhborhood. Changes that will alter the character

of a neighborhood or district would be at odds with the purpose 9fthe Zoning Ordinance. The requested variance will not
alter the character of the neighborhood for the following reasefis:

/

4. That the alleged hardship has not been self-created. An applicant (whether the property owner or one acting on behalf of
the property owner) cannot claim “unnecessary hardship” if that hardship was created by the applicant, or if the applicant

acquired the property knowing (or was in a position to know) the conditions for which the applicant is seeking relief. The
hardship has not been self-created for the following reasons:

Revised 01/05/2011



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE6

AREA VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

The applicant requests relief from the following Zoning Ordinance article(s)

Dimensuonal Requirements From To — T
; !
ZM/m/z (C}L{Z/m/ ‘/;'/\((’ nn\v\ b !

| o CoVM/mo " Jo0%  (45a435%  Ho0%
Gt Sard Y Setback " ( "qupg)..i R

Other:

To grant an area variance, the ZBA must balance the benefits to the applicant and the health, safety, and welfare of the
neighborhood and community, taking into consideration the following:

I. Whether the benefit sought by the applicant can be achieved by other feasible means. Identify what alternatives to the
variance have been explored (alter‘native designs, attempts to purchase land, etc.) and why they are not feasible.
Our fencing request is new, asking for the height limit to go from 6 - 8’ (exterior fence only). This '
creates privacy along the perimeter, a benefit to both sides of the fence. What is currently there is
dilapidated and run down, hence aesthically a great improvement. Our modified request for front
setback of 1’ is what currently exists and consistent with surrounding homes. The 5’ granted does not
allow for our (2) front porches to be placed on the unit. This style entry fits with the street scape.
Finally, the area coverage request of 46% is what was originally asked for, and necessary for the option
of adding additional back porches on the homes; an opportunity for our clients to enjoy their backyards,
since their fronts are quite limited-in size. Thesé variance alternatives are reasonable and contiguous

with the urban feel of downtown.



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE7

2. Whether granting the variance will produce an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood or a detriment to
nearby properties. Granting the variance will not create a detriment to nearby properties or an undesirable change in the

neighborhood character for the following reasons:

é{an\lﬂm ’ﬂ\c Qi eo Valiahe f«/;)l enhnpee 7%@.
hichszl hood bu creatioe, Dpvacy , Alish  the tups
Iy /Lfc;\cs ‘wibn He peioh bor//ml hathes  and allow
Ay '2.5%  puce in arcb/ Ceve ajx w/'xm/) as

OCLs 1ha 117 e Z;wafm[,

3. Whether the variance is substantial. The requested variance is not substantial for the following reasons:

This vequest is miinal ond less 4han _what
bt etf\%l i €x5H on The Dmlr’)('/ﬁ/ 4& Lence Neht
increase 15 pot Substantial _amnd  henetits
both  he  cuwent Qo new horcowms.

4. Whether the variance will have adverse physical or environmental effects on neighborhood or district. The requested
variance will not have an adverse physical or environmental effect on the neighborhood or district for the following reasons:

//)75 15 ane M7, seven /)omd 2 Snauler clrb cut and z)i/M/fmé/e
Use of +he /d/’)o/ in few m[ [f durvent  aon c’onﬁrmmo/
e al Lse. /Of’/’/"lﬁd-bl/%l/ eilcecols the m//’)/maﬂ/l /Qea//dno e7
7{/0% [)m’f(/,m 0([0n1/770da7Ll)”5 are onsite /mo! 711414€¢

IS /(7([[/(‘60/ /1'1,/¢ B Yhe M/)//caé/f/ Urbon /éﬂa’dﬂﬁdd Zne€ ..
77\( kit will he /ﬂf)lﬂe//u/ é/fﬁha/ ant dléa/ca/ A ‘F/j?ﬂ/fab/e
inFluance bavh /0/\\7'51@2//7 ahd am/zrznﬁynﬁfly on The
/)Uj})bdf/)oud

Revised 01/05/201 1



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PaGe8

5. Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created (although this does not necessarily preclude the granting of an area
variance). Explain whether the alleged difficulty was or was not self-created:

4 /f/#ﬁca//v ral (’/{af(a/ Au the Ne<d 74) C/)anq’é

/ J
Q__1dn ~on r@fmmo Shruchure P oo refdnpal
2con dl’"fICa/ v[;mzble Solutror . A win for all /ﬂw//c‘a/;
hmnﬁborf. c:h/ and. @ /Q/Me/ sultninable afaf/
bel Cﬁ‘t/ ﬂd//la/afc/f

In accord with Article 240-14.4A(1)(b)(6) of the Zoning Ordinance, “any request for an area variance, which shall effect a
change in density, shall be applied for and considered as a use variance and decided under criteria for the same". A request that
involves any of the following relief will require an application for a use variance and will be decided under the use variance
criteria:

(1) Dimensional relief from minimum lot size requirements that would allow additional permitted units and/or uses

(2) Relief from on site parking requirements

(3) Reduction in land area requirements for multi-family units

DisCLOSURE
Does any City officer, employee, or Jgfiily member thereof have a financial interest (as defined by General Municipal Law
Section 809) in this application? No [Yes If“yes”, astatement disclosing the name, residence and nature and

extent of this interest must be filed with this application.

APPLICANT CERTIFICATION

l/we, the property owner(s), or purchaser(s)/lessee(s) under contract, of the land in question, hereby request an
appearance before the Zoning Board of Appeals.

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I/we certify that the information provided within this application and accompanying
documentation is, to the best of my/our knowledge, true and accurate. |/we further understand that intentionally providing
false or misleading information is grounds for immediate denial of this application.

Furthermore, I/we hereby authorize the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals and designated City staff to enter the
property associated with this application for purposes of conducting any necessary site inspections relating to this appeal.

Sworn to before me this date:

(applicant signature)

Date:

(applicant signature)

Notary Public
Revised: January 2011

Revised 01/05/2011



617.20
Appendix C
State Environmental Quality Review

SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only

PART | - PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor)

1. APPLICANT/SPONSOR 2. PROJECT NAME

MW fld pas

3. PROJECTLOCATION: Jr] Mne{ / lacc

Municipality <ﬂj‘/‘ /7) ;c Jl;gr nas N \/ County )/Q/Qﬁ/{:qcz

4. PRECISE LOCATION (S!reeta ress arfd road(ljteréectlons prominent fandmarks, efc., or provide map)

s /

PROPOSED ACTION IS: w New O Expansion 1 Modification/alteration

DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY: r~ -

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED: Initially: (acres) Ultimately: {acres)

8. L PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?
ves D[Ino If No, describe briefly

Residential [ mdustrial [J commerciat [ Agriculture [ Pari/Forest/Open Space [ Other

9, %AT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PROJECT?
scribe:

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL)?
Yes O no If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit/approvals:

Ao, Dot~ Jaradoan, Cﬂn‘naf

11. DOES ANY ECT OF THE ACTION HAVE/A CURhENTLY VALID PERMIT DR APRﬁOVALi?/
O Yes No If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit/approvals:

12. AS A RESULY OF PROPOSED ACTION WiLL EXISTING PERMIT/APPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?
[ Yes No

~ | CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor name: Date:

Signature:

Revised 01/05/2011




PART Il - INPACT ASSESSMENT (To be completed by Lead Agency)

A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESHOLD IN 6 NYCRR, PART 617.4? If yes, coordinate the review process and use the FULL EAF.
[ Yes 0 No

B. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS IN 6 NYCRR, PART £17.67 If No, a negative
declaration may be superseded by another involved agency.

COyes DONo

C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WiITH THE FOLLOWING: (Answers may be handwritten, if legible)
C1. Existing air quality, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, noise levels, existing traffic pattern, solid waste production or disposal, potential for
erosion, drainage or flooding problems? Explain briefly:

C2. Aesthetic, agricultural, archaeological, historic or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood character? Explain briefly:

C3. Vegetation or fauna, fish, shellfish or wildlife species, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species? Explain briefly:

C4. A community’s existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change in use or intensity of use of land or other natural resources? Explain briefly:

C5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the proposed action? Explain briefly:

C6. Long term, short term, cumulative, or other effects not identified in G1-C5? Explain briefly:

C7. Other impacts (including changes in use of either quantity or type of energy? Explain briefly:

D. WILL THE PROJECT HAVE AN IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS THAT CAUSED THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL AREA (CEA)?
Oves [INo  IfYes, explain briefly:

E. IS THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS?
Oves [INo  IfYes, explain briefly:

PART Il - DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be completed by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effectidentified above, determine whether it is substantial, large, important or otherwise significant. Each
effect should be assessed in connection with its (a) setting (i.e. urban or rural); (b) probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d) ireversibility; (e}
geographic scope; and (f) magnitude. If necessary, add attachments or reference supporiing materials. Ensure that explanations contain sufficient
detail to show that all relevant adverse impacts have been identified and adequately addressed. If question d of part ii was checked yes, the
determination of significance must evaluate the potential impact of the proposed action on the environmental characteristics of the CEA.

[ Check this box if you have identified one or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts that MAY occur. Then proceed directlyto the FULL
EAF and/or prepare a paositive declaration.

[ Check this box if you have determined, based on the information and analysis above and any supporting documentation, that the proposed action
WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental impacts AND provide, on attachments as necessary, the reasons supporting this
determination.

Name of Lead Agency Date
Print or Type Name of Responsibie Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer
Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (If different from responsible officer)

Revised 01/05/201



BitL MOORE
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS e s,
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS VICE CHAIR
L ADAM MCNEILL
Crry HALL - 474 BROADWAY SECRETARY
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NEW YORK | 2866 G"ARY *‘ff\SBROUCK
PH) 518-587-3550 0 518-580-9480 GEORGE "SKIP" CARLSON
WWW.SARATOGA-SPRINGS.ORG SHIRLEY POPPEL
OKSANA LUDD
RECEIVED
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF 0CT 3 1 2013
ANW Holdings, Inc. of 564 Broadway
ACCOUNTS DEPARTMENT

Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

from the Building Inspector’s Denial of Application for Land Use and/or Building for the premises at
27 Jumel Place, Saratoga Springs, New York, identified as Tax Parcel No.: 166.13-1-50.2 in the inside district

of the City. :

The Applicant has applied for an area variance for relief from the current City Zoning Ordinance
applicable to the Urban Residential - 3 zoning district to construct a seven unit condominium development
seeking relief from the maximum principal buildings permitted on one lot, maximum principal building
coverage, the minimum front yard setback requirements for the two units fronting on Jumel Place, and from
the minimum rear yard setback requirements for the two units located at the rear of the property, and public
notice having been duly given of a hearing on said application on July 9, 2013 and October 28, 2013.

In consideration of the balance between the benefit to the Applicant with the detriment to the health,
safety and welfare of the community, the Board makes the following resolution that the requested area
variance for the following relief or such lesser amount, as described in the submitted application, BE

APPROVED:

Type of Requirement Required Existing Proposed Total Relief Requested
Maximum Principal | One (1) One (1) Seven (7) 6 (600)%
Buildings on one lot
Maximum Building 30% 49.4% 43.5% 13.5% (45%)
Coverage

| Minimum  Front Yard
Setback for the 2 wunmits 10 feet 1 foot 5 feet 5 feet (50%)
fronting on Jume] Place
Minimum  Rear  Yard
Setback for the 2 units 25 feet .7 foot 6 feet 19 feet (76%)

located at the rear

1. The Applicant has demonstrated that this benefit cannot be achieved by other means feasible. This
Board has been asked to consider several prior applications to redevelop this property. It is currently used for
mixed commercial and residential purposes with a large cement structure, formerly a manufacturing facility,
located on the property. The current use is not conducive to a residential neighborhood and the noise and
traffic generated by the current use has been an issue of concern for many of the neighbors. The unique nature



of this property and the prior failed attempts to arrive at a use for this property that is acceptable to neighbors,
conforming with the neighborhood and economically feasible has demonstrated that the redevelopment of this
property raises unusual and distinct issues. Not only has the Applicant explored alternate means to achieve
the requested benefit including a smaller number of units which were evaluated and found fo be economically
unfeasible, but prior applicants have also attempted to use the structure for varied uses, all of which
demonstrates that other alternatives have not been shown to be practical or economically feasible. The
applicant has demonstrated that redeveloping this property from an unsightly cement structure used for
commercial purposes into a seven unit residential condominium development is the best economically feasible

use as shown on the proposed site plan for this property.

2. The Applicant has demonstrated that granting these variances will not create an undesirable change in
neighborhood character or a detriment to nearby properties. Applicant had shown that removal of the current
cement structure and construction of 2 seven unit condominium will result in a development that substantially
conforms with the residential homes in the neighborhood. The Applicant has demonstrated, and several
neighbors have testified in support, that this redevelopment will have a very beneficial impact on the
neighborhood. The granting of these variances will result in the removal of a varied use (ballet school),
unauthorized use (karate school) and prior nonconforming use (manufacturing facility) and result in a
conforming use which is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. We note that the City Planning
Board issued a favorable advisory opinion identifying that “This site can adequately accommodate
development of this scale, and that the overall density proposed is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood.” Based on the foregoing, the granting the variances will improve the appearance of the
property and will not create an undesirable change in neighborhood character or impact on nearby properties,

but rather a desirable and valuable change.

3. The reliefrequested may be considered substantial, but is mitigated by the fact that the current existing
structure is non-conforming and by the fact that the lot, at 34,765.50 square feet, would accommodate either
five single-family lots or four two-family buildings for total of eight residences. The requested variance, for
seven units, is one less than the permitted 8 residences. In order to develop this property in a manner that is
most conducive to current needs of our citizens, creating smaller free standing condominiums is beneficial.
The construction of one continuous unit would have eliminated the need for a variance for seven units, but
would not have resulted in a project that meets the current needs of some members of the community. The
minimum front and rear setback variances are necessary to maximize the available parking and the need for
service vehicles to access the property. Due to the non-conformance of the current structure and some of the
existing structures in the neighborhood, these variances will not have a substantial impact on the
neighborhood and therefore mitigates the substantial nature of the variances.

4, The Applicant has demonstrated that the variance will not have a significant adverse physical or
environmental effect on the neighborhood. The Applicant has demonstrated, and several neighbors have
testified in support, that this redevelopment will have a significant beneficial physical impact on the
neighborhood. Not only will the current commercial use with resulting traffic and noise generated by such use
no longer interfere with the quiet residential neighborhood, but the physical change to the property will be a
significant improvement to the appearance of the neighborhood. Additionally, the proposed construction will
improve the permeability of the lot to 35.1%, in excess of the required 25%. T

e i s

PUUNERRUTT S st

5. The alleged difficulty may be considered self-created in that the Applicant desires to re-develop this
property in a manner that will meet the needs of residents of Saratoga Springs who are looking to down size
and still create a development that conforms to the neighborhood as a residential development in an economic



manner, however, this is not necessarily fatal to the application.

Notifications/Approvals/Conditions of Approval:

Prior variances are discontinued.
Saratoga Springs City Planning Board site plan review is required — the Planning Board will address local

concerns as identified by the Saratoga County Planning Board.
Saratoga County Planning Board issued a finding of no significant county side or inter community impact.

Adopted by the following vote:

AYES: 6 (B. Moore, K. Kaplan, A. McNeill, G. Hasbrouck, S. Carlson, O. Ludd)
NAYES: 0

Dated: October 28,2013

This variance shall expire 18 months following the filing date of such decision unless the necessary
building permit has been issued and actual construction begun as per 240-8.5.1.

/0/36'/)3 wﬁ)‘ ITVASENE,

Date Chair

I hereby certify the above to be a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly adopted by the Zoning
Board of Appeals of the City of Saratoga Springs on the date above mentioned, six members of the Board

being present.
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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. 1f 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

Jumel/Downton Walk - Witt Construction, Inc.

Name of Action or Project:

Downton Walk

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

27 Jumel Place

Brief Description of Proposed Action:

7 Individual Family Condominiums

Name of Applicant or Sponsor: Telephone: 515.587.4113
John witt E-Mail: m——
Address:
563 N. Broadway

City/PO: State: Zip Code:
Saratoga Springs NY 12866

1. Does the proposed action only involve the legislative adoption of a plan, local law, ordinance, NO | YES

administrative rule, or requlation?
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.

2. Does the proposed action require a permit, approval or funding from any other governmental Agency? NO | YES

If Yes, list agency(s) name and permit or approval:
Building Department |:| @

3.a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action? 791 acres
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed? 791 acres
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned

or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor? .791 acres

4. Check all land uses that occur on, adjoining and near the proposed action.
[JUrban [JRural (non-agriculture) []Industrial []Commercial [OJResidential (suburban)

CForest  [CJAgriculture [CJAquatic ~ [JOther (specify):
[JParkland

Page 1 0of 3


http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90156.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90178.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90533.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90533.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90380.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90372.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90372.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90372.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90372.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90390.html

5. s the proposed action,

<
m
w

<
>

b. Consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan?

NO
a. A permitted use under the zoning requlations? D

[1]

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

<
m
(72}

WEIEIE
B

7. ls the site of the proposed action located in, or does it adjoin, a state listed Critical Environmental Area? NO YES
If Yes, identify:
8. a. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels? YES

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?

E(EN

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:

<
m
(92}

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

If No, describe method for providing potable water:
Per site plan approval we need to add a new water-main that runs from Jumel up the private drive.

L1 |5 [ |s[d=ls

= 5 O

11. Will the proposed action connect to existing wastewater utilities? NO | YES
If No, describe method for providing wastewater treatment:
12. a. Does the site contain a structure that is listed on either the State or National Register of Historic YES

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

(1]

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:

_<
m
wn

BIESEEE
(1]

14. Identify the typical habitat types that occur on, or are likely to be found on the project site. Check all that apply:

[ Shoreline [JForest [J Agricultural/grasslands I Early mid-successional

] Wetland [JUrban O] Suburban
15. Does the site of the proposed action contain any species of animal, or associated habitats, listed NO | YES

by the State or Federal government as threatened or endangered? @ I:l
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? YES

If Yes,
a. Will storm water discharges flow to adjacent properties? [Ino []YEs

b. Will storm water discharges be directed to established conveyance systems (runoff and storm drains)?
If Yes, briefly describe: [CJNOo  []YEs

ElcE

Page 2 of 3



http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90444.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90444.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90449.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90449.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90454.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90470.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90492.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90497.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90507.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90512.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90512.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90517.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90517.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90194.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90545.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90545.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90565.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90575.html

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

If Yes, explain purpose and size: @ |:|

19. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the location of an active or closed NO | YES
solid waste management facility?

If Yes, describe: IE' I:l

20. Has the site of the proposed action or an adjoining property been the subject of remediation (ongoing or NO | YES

completed) for hazardous waste?
If Yes, describe:

There as been asbestos found on location. We have an asbestos report and working with Cristo Demolition who is licensed

and experienced in moving this hazardous waste properly.

[]

O]

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

KNOWLEDGE

Applicant/sponsor name: Date:

Signature:

PRINT FORM Page 3 of 3



http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90580.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90580.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90585.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90585.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90590.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90590.html
http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/90595.html

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY HALL - 474 BROADWAY
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NEW YORK 12866
PH) 518-587-~3550 FX) 518-580-9480
WWW.SARATOGA-SPRINGS.ORG

BUL Moove

Chair

Kelth B. Kaplan

Vice Chair

Adam MeNeill
Secrefary

Gory Hasbrouck
George “Skip? Corlson
Olsona Lundd

Joames Helicke
Appeal #2759

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPEAL OF
ANW Holdings, Inc.
564 Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

from the Building Inspector’s Denial of Application for Land Use and/or Building for the premises at 27 Jumel Place,
Saratoga Springs, New York, identified as Tax Parcel No.: 166.13-1-50.2 in the inside district of the City.

The Applicant has applied for modification to Appeal # 2714, a variance granted October 23, 2013, seeking
modification of the relief from the maximum principal building coverage and the minimum front yard setback
requirements for the two units fronting on Jumel Place, and for additional relief from maximum height of a residential
fence, all as provided in the current City Zoning Ordinance applicable to the Urban Residential - 3 zoning district, and
public notice having been duly given of a hearing on said application on April 21, 2014 and April 28, 2014.

In consideration of the balance between the benefit to the Applicant with the detriment to the health, safety and
welfare of the community, the Board makes the following resolution that the requested area variance for the following
relief or such lesser amount, as described in the submitted application, BE APPROVED:

Type of Required/ Previously Proposed Total Relief Requested
Requirement Permitted Approved
Maximum Building 30% 43.5% 46% 16% (53%)
Coverage
Minimum Front Yard
Setback for the 2 10 feet 5 foot 1 feet 9 feet (90%)
units fronting on
Jumel Place
Maximum  Height
residential fence 6 feet N/A 8 feet 2 feet (33%)
1. The Applicant has demonstrated that this benefit cannot be achieved by other means feasible. This Board has

previously determined in Appeal #2714 that the Applicant has demonstrated that redeveloping this property from an
unsightly cement structure used for commercial purposes into a seven unit residential condominium development is the
best economically feasible use as shown on the proposed site plan for this property. The modifications to the maximum
principal building coverage and the minimum front yard setback requested by Applicant, subject to the conditions
provided below, do not change the Board’s prior determinations. The request to increase the maximum height of the
residential fence is requested to ensure added privacy for the units and for adjacent neighbors. Providing this privacy
cannot be achieved by other means due to the limited size of the property.

2. The Applicant has demonstrated that granting the modification to these variances will not create an undesirable
change in neighborhood character or a detriment to nearby properties. In granting variance #2714, the Board concluded
the granting the variances will improve the appearance of the property and will not create an undesirable change in



neighborhood character or impact on nearby properties, but rather a desirable and valuable change. The modifications do
not change this conclusion. Additionally, granting the variance for an increased height in the fence will enhance the
character of the neighborhood.

3. The modifications to the relief requested may be considered substantial. However, due to the proximity of the
proposed developed structures to the neighbors and to one another, the Board finds the benefit of privacy fencing to
offset the adverse impact.

4. The Applicant has demonstrated that the modification of the variances will not have a significant adverse
physical or environmental effect on the neighborhood. In the prior Appeal, the Applicant demonstrated and several
neighbors testified in support, that this redevelopment will have a significant beneficial physical impact on the
neighborhood. The modifications requested in this application do not alter the conclusions reached by this Board in
Appeal #2714. Additionally, the request for an increase in the height of the fence does not have an adverse physical or
environmental effect on the neighborhood.

5. The alleged difficulty may be considered self-created, however, this is not necessarily fatal to the application.

Notifications/Approvals/Conditions of Approval:
The minimum front yard setback of 5 feet previously approved in Appeal #2714 is modified only to permit front stoops
or stairways within the 5 foot setback to the 1 foot setback.

No eight (8) foot fence shall be permitted to be constructed along Jumel Place or extending beyond the front foundation
line along Jumel Place.

County Planning Board issued a decision of “No Significant County Impact” on April 17, 2014.

Adopted by the following vote:
AYES: 7 (B. Moore, K. Kaplan, A. McNeill, G. Hasbrouck, S. Carlson O. Ludd and J. Helicke)

NAYES: 0
Dated: April 28,2014

This variance shall expire 18 months following the filing date of such decision unless the necessary building permit
has been issued and actual construction begun as per 240-8.5.1.

S -~ 1-14

Date _ Chair

I hereby certify the above to be a full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly adopted by the Zoning Board of
Appeals of the City of Saratoga Springs on the date above mentioned, seven members of the Board being present.

RECEIVED
MAY U C 7tit4

ACCOUNTS DEPARTMENT
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From: “stephanie waring" [N

To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Sunday, March 13, 2016 2:06:36 PM
Subject: Downton Walk

Dear Ms. Barden,

I've read the Saratogian article on Downton Walk and | have been aware of this project.
I'm worried that it is a clever way to get around zoning laws. What is the point of zoning
laws if you can get around them so easily? I'm not from this neighborhood. I live in
Saratoga. If John Witt is granted what he's asking for then why do we have laws if any
developer can come in and develop any way he/she wants in this City? | don't understand
how this project was approved the first time and why it is being considered again. Thank
you and | appreciate the opportunity to make my feelings known.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Waring
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

3/15/2016 5:05 PM



From: [

To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Ce: "Linda" |

Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2016 11:36:51 AM

Subject: Fwd: Witt Construction Downton Walk

Ms. Braden -

My wife Linda and I live at ] East Ave. and also own the residence at ] East Ave. As
we have previously communicated to Mr. Witt, we are in support of his project and believe
it will ultimately improve the neighborhood. Our one concern, also communicated to Mr.
Witt, is in regards to the demolition of the current property. Specifically, this property has
been (mostly) vacant and in disrepair for several years and we are worried that there may
be various 'pests’ living in/on the property that may become dislodged during demolition
and then relocate throughout the neighborhood. Mr. Witt has assured us that he will take
proper measures to ensure this does not happen. We would ask that the city be aware of
this concern and stress/ensure remediation measures are taken when granting Zoning
approval.

Regards,
Jeff & Linda Anderson

I East Avenue
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

10f3 3/15/2016 5:08 PM



Zimbra https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=31881&tz=America/...

Ph.

- sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Marci Robinson [ >

Date: March 11, 2016 at 11:38:09 AM EST

To: Marci Robinson | -

Subject: Witt Construction Downton Walk

All,

We are pleased to inform you that we are moving along with our plans for the property on 27 Jumel Place,
Saratoga Springs. Due to the lengthy probate process the City approvals we received have expired. We
received approval for an extension from the Planning Board last night and we are scheduled to go before
the Zoning Board again this month to apply for an extension. Attached is a drawing of the proposed 7 lot
single family condominium project. The project will improve the neighborhood by eliminating the existing
commercial building and constructing attractive homes which will fit in the neighborhood with similar
setbacks to the existing homes on the street. This project is sure to enhance the neighborhood and increase
property values.

We hope that you will express your support by sending a brief email to Susan Barden (the planner
assigned to the ZBA) susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org. as we go before the City Zoning
Board of Appeals for approval on Monday, March 21, 2016 at 7pm. It is important to include your name and
physical address on the email. Please send the email to Susan Barden and cc me so that John Witt will have
a copy of all letters supporting the project.

Once the extension is approved, we plan to close on the property and move full speed ahead with
construction!

Best,
MR

Marci Robinson
Sales Assistant

Witt Construction, Inc.
563 North Broadway
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866
518.587.4113

=

[image/jpeg:image002.jpg]

2 of 3 3/15/2016 5:08 PM



From: “John Cashin [N >

To: "Susan Barden™ <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 3:09:21 PM
Subject: Downton Walk Zoning Variance

Dear Ms. Barden,

| wish to add my voice to those City residents in opposition to the proposed zoning variances necessary to
permit the Witt subdivision called Downton Walk. John Witt has repeatedly shown his insensitivity to the
needs of the communities where his subdivisions are being developed. His only concern is to maximize the
return on his investment in the parcels he purchases. He has wantonly cleared in a designated “no cut” zone
in the Town of Greenfield and has proposed clear cutting in a designated “Open Space” in a planned
Conservation subdivision in the town of Saratoga. In the furtherance of his plans, he has repeatedly
attempted to misconstrue the provisions of the zoning regulations and the explicit provisions of the
Comprehensive Plan to achieve his ends.

While he is fully aware of the Zoning requirements in a Urban Residential-3 zone, Witt simply believes that
the Zoning laws and the provisions of the City’s Comprehensive Plan do not apply to him. Below | have
reproduced an excerpt from an well written and researched article by City resident, Sandy Cohen. The
article succinctly describes Witt’s attempt to manipulate the zoning provisions well beyond their original
intent and shows his total disregard to the explicit provisions of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. His lack of
concern for community character simply knows no bounds.

Please advise the Zoning Board of Appeals to deny this application.

Respectfully,
John Cashin

10f3 3/15/2016 5:10 PM



Zimbra

2 of 3

https://m.saratoga-springs.org/h/printmessage?id=31884&tz=America/...

The most basic of the issues was the seven condominiums he is proposing to build. All
will be free-standing structures. So, in his mind, they are basically single-family homes.
However, the owners will only be buying the walls and the space within them. The land
under and around them will be owned by all the homeowners with an undivided interest
and managed by a Homeowners Association that they will direct to maintain and care for it
— thus the condominium moniker. The ZBA feels that such ownership is not enough to
consider the project a “regular” condominium for zoning purposes — because it will “look
like” it's made up of single-family homes. This becomes a confusing issue, because, on one
hand, the builder is admitting he is building condos, only because of the land-ownership
factor; but, on the other hand, he wants special consideration for his request to place
more structures on the lot than allowed by law.

Most communities refer to Witt's model as “zero-lot-line” homes and do not
“condominiumize” the land. Zero-lot-line homes are considered cluster housing and, in
Saratoga Springs, are allowable only in the Urban Residential-1 (UR-1) and Suburban
Residential-2 (UR-2) districts. The codes for those types of communities require the land
to be subdivided before it can be approved. Witt has not applied for subdivision, which
requires much heavier oversight before approval. The codes addressing cluster housing
require adherence to proper set-backs to existing properties, although they can be
ignored between the homes within land being developed. They also require a strict
percentage of the land to be left green. Witt is requesting relief from those setbacks; and
has not even made a request for as much relief as he would need, because of the
orientation of the homes on the land. And he is not leaving anywhere near as much green
land surrounding those homes as required by law. But even those two issues are trumped
by the fact that these are condos that may NOT be built in a UR-3 district.

If Witt wants to continue to ask for such allowances, especially for condos/multi-family
housing in a UR-3 area, we believe it is incumbent on him — by the City’'s Comprehensive
Plan, Charter, and Zoning Codes — to petition the City Council, which we also believe is the
only group that can make such exception, by changing language in the Comprehensive
Plan itself to allow multi-family housing in a Core Residential Neighborhood-1 (CRN-1)
category. However, such a drastic change as this would be opposed by most of the more
than 10,000 homeowners throughout the residential neighborhoods in our city.

We contend that the Zoning Board of Appeals will be operating outside of its purview, if it
approves Witt's application.

Confidentiality/Privilege Notice: This e-mail communication and any files transmitted with it

3/15/2016 5:10 PM
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From I

To: "Susan Barden" <susan.barden@saratoga-springs.org>
Cc: "Marci Robinson”

Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 11:24:45 AM

Subject: Witt Construction Downton Walk-Jumel Place

Meghan O'Connor

Realty USA-Scott Varley Team
66 Warren St

Saratoga Springs, NY 12866

Susan,

I'm writing this email in support of the Downton Walk on 27 Jumel Place. | have several
clients that are very interested in building in this neighborhood. The proposed plans and
neighborhood concept will only help and increase the value of existing homes. This John
Witt project will be a great addition to the city of Saratoga Springs. Please make sure that
this emalil is recorded in favor of the project. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Meghan OConnor

3/15/2016 5:14 PM



3/14/2016
To: Saratoga Zoning Board of Appeals

Saratoga Council and Planning Board,

First of all | can appreciate the awkward position in which the proposal to develop 27 Jumel
Place puts the Zoning Board of Appeals, after having already approved the numerous substantial
variances two years ago. Having said that, this also gives the Zoning Board, the neighborhood,
and the Saratoga Community at large, another opportunity to take a second look at this
proposal and its potential city wide long term effects.

| think we all agree the development of the property into residential use could be an asset to the
neighborhood and the City Tax Rolls as well.

The broader questions, First : Is this is the right development for this piece of property? John
Witt and his construction company are well-known at producing high quality, high end units. By
John’s own description this would add six million + to the tax rolls. However, a project of this
magnitude on this property is requiring numerous (at least 5) and substantial variances (90%
and more) relief with major modifications to the zoning regulations in a residential area.

Second: There are questions as to this type of development in the UR-3 zoning. This kind of
development seems to be a first for the City’s residential areas...Do we really want to make
quasi-single family / condominium a precedent for change for other parts of the City’s
residential zoning?

One of the criteria that the Zoning Board of Appeals must consider is “Whether the benefits
sought by the applicant can be achieved by any other means”.

Does anybody really believe you need a six million dollar plus project to reasonably and
economically develop this site? It seems reasonable that a scaled back project even in the 3 to 4
million dollar range that stays within zoning requirements would be feasible and lucrative. Even
at that level it far surpasses the value of any property in the area, perhaps even the Eastside.
Understandably a developer wants to maximize their investment; however it should not be the
role of the Zoning Board of Appeals to grant variances to ensure increased profitability of the
development. A more modest development that remains within the guidelines is in order.

Another criterion the ZBA must consider is “Whether the variances will produce an undesirable
change in the neighborhood or a detriment to nearby properties”.



An increase of lot coverage over 50% above Zoning restrictions is very significant, especially
considering this is one of the largest parcels in the neighborhood. Although none of the public
materials available indicate the height of any of the buildings, presumably all are well under the
60 ft zoning limit. Pertaining to the two Jumel Place facing structures however, the graphics
indicate 3 stories with copula’s which are well above the surrounding 1 to 1 % story homes; in
addition they rise up 1 foot from the sidewalk. Slightly smaller homes appear to be depicted
toward the rear of the property. At such heights privacy to the surrounding neighboring back
yards is reduced. The development is also surrounded with a 6 to 8 foot opaque wall separating
the older neighboring properties from the new development. All of these would seem to be an
undesirable change if not a detriment to the neighborhood. A more modest development that
remains within the guidelines would be appropriate.

A third consideration of the ZBA is “Whether the variance is substantial”

All Five of the variances sought after seem very substantial, ranging from a 50% to 90% relief in
the codes. A more modest development that remains within the guidelines is obtainable.

And the last ZBA consideration: “Was the alleged difficulty self created?”

The concerns of criteria 1, 2, & 3 can all be resolved with: A more modest development that
remains within the guidelines of the zoning.

| urge the Zoning Board of Appeals to deny the zoning variances and to suggest a redesign of the
proposed development.

Respectively Submitted,

Gerald Mattison
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[FOR OFFICE USE]

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

7/
0’0

CITY HALL - 474 BROADWAY

My sioi st b REC'D OCT 2 5 2015
WWW.SARATOGA-SPRINGS.ORG
APPLICATION FOR:

APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN

INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

(Application #)

(Date received)

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (Ifnot applicant) AFF@RN%AGENT)

Luke 4.

(4ame) “Tonyp VagenchAl PE
EnGingerRiNG  America Co.

T WASMNGTON ST, SKRATDGH, NY

UEHTON

Name
Address

Tel.[Fax / 518|158 7-1340

* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or purchase the property in question.
Applicant’s interest in the premises: E’Owner O Lessee O Under option to lease or purchase
PROPERTY INFORMATION

Property Address (No. & St.) il ALGER ST ' Side of St. (north, east, etc.) SDUIP\-

Tax Parcel No.: 15 .43 - 3 .18 (for example: 165.52 -4 -37) Tax District: E/inside I Outside

. Date acquired by current owner: W—\” ! 2003 2. Zoning District when purchased: UR~3

3. Present use of property: Si Mgre Fﬁm?t‘*! “Kesibence. 4. Current Zoning District: __ &L £-3

5. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal O Yes (when? for what? )
been filed for this property? M'No (vmkwown)
6. Is property located within (check all that apply)" O Historic District [ Architectural Review District

NyS Rre. q &50 [#500’ of a State Park, city boundary, or@ounty/state highway?

7. Brief description of proposed action:

F _knpcden & CmacA/eMe, MTH WO MASTER. Suite ABIVE.

Aopi+isan

8. Is there'

9. Has the.}'\‘

'V\Q{,\ UMJ«/;;,_(Z

10. Identify»-i |
5  acH R/ro114oq495 ,./ ‘ e
o M\,@ < o F

M)
_— = e ST, ae

Raviead A1 /nq((«««(\'(\'(«\’(\'((((1(11IJI!I!!.IJIJJJJJJJnn:un. e L Y ‘




[FOR OFFICE USE]

CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS

/7
0.0

‘Application #

CiTY HALL - 474 BROADWAY (App )
SARATOGA SPRINGS, NEW YORK | 2866 = 11h
32 {3 12N
TEL: 518-587-3550 Fax: 518-580-9480 R B, D QCT 2 6 Z\* I
WWW, SARATOGA-SPRINGS.ORG

APPLICATION FOR:
APPEAL TO THE ZONING BOARD FOR AN
INTERPRETATION, USE VARIANCE, AREA VARIANCE AND/OR VARIANCE EXTENSION

(Date received)

APPLICANT(S)* OWNER(S) (ff not applicant) A%RNE@AGENT)

Luke A BowsHToN

Name
Address

(snme) “Tonya Yagewcuar pe
ENGINCERING America Co.

T WASHOGTON ST., SKRATDAA, NY
519]58 7-1340

Tel./Fax

Email

* An applicant must be the property owner, lessee, or one with an option to lease or p
Applicant’s interest in the premises: [ Owner O Lessee O Under option to lease or purchase

PROPERTY INFORMATION

Property Address (No. & St.) ﬂ:l ALGER ST Side of St. (north, east, etc.) SDL(J'H-
TaxParcelNo: 165 .43 - 3 . |8 (for example: 165.52 -4~ 37) Tax District: Eﬁnside [J Outside

|. Date acquired by current owner: 17—\17 ! 2008 2. Zoning District when purchased: UrR~3

3. Present use of property: Si o474 F.Z’mftbl 'PéSFDéP(&A}. Current Zoning District: Ur-3

5. Has a previous ZBA application/appeal O Yes (when? for what? )
been filed for this property? H'No (vmkwown)
6. Is property located within (check all that apply)?: [ Historic District [0 Architectural Review District

NyS Rre. 9450 @500’ of a State Park, city boundary, or(éounty/state highwayb

7. Brief description of proposed action:

Aopition oF Aunachen A CAREARASE. wiTH weiw MASTEL. SuiTe ABNVE.

8. Is there a written violation for this parcel that is not the subject of this application? O Yes ' No

9. Has the work, use or occupancy to which this appeal relates already begun? O Yes B/K]O

10. Identify the type of appeal you are requesting (check all that apply):

O INTERPRETATION (p. 2) I VARIANCE EXTENSION (p.2) 1 USE VARIANCE (pp. 3-6) [ AREA VARIANCE (pp. 6-7)

-

Revised 01/05/201 1



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE2

Fees: Make checks payable to the "Commissioner of Finance” and attach to top of original application. Fees are
cumulative and required for each request below.

O Interpretation $ 400

O Use variance $1,000

[ Area variance

-Residential use/property: $ 150

-Non-residential use/property: $ 500

O Extensions: $ 150

/
INTERPRETATION — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary).
I. Identify the section(s) of the Zoning Ordinance for which you are seeking an interpretation:
Section(s)
2. How do you request that this section be interpreted? ' /e /
%
c?‘%/
¥
£ b
y

3. If interpretation is denied, do yoLu wish to request alternative zbning relief? [ Yes O No
4. If the answer to #3 is “yes,” what alternative relief do ygd request? [0 Use Variance [ Area Variance

EXTENSION OF A VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary):

|. Date original variance was granted: 2. Type of variance granted? [ Use O Area

3. Date original variance expired: 4. Length of extension requested:

5. Explain why the extension is necessdry. Why wasn’t the original timeframe sufficient?:

Reviced 01/05/201 |



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE6

AREA VARIANCE — PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING (add additional information as necessary).
The applicant requests relief from the following Zoning Ordinance article(s) Section 2: ThBle 3 :Areh & Butk

Dimensional Requirements From To

£) Min. VARD SETBACK : FRONT (riger ST 10! 1.8' (LZ%)

2) min. yaro SeTaack : FronT (BoLSTER LN) 10 7 (3%

2) Min. yARD SETBACK: ToTAL Sipes 12! 44" (63.3%)

7 {

H) Marimom_Buitoing (ueease : Prinipae geng.  30°Te 55.5 %7
Other:

5) Mivi mum DISTAVCE To A llessory BLDS- 10" 2 (50’/1)

Y (FRgT Li

To grant an area variance, the ZBA must balance the benefits to the applicant and the health, safety, and welfare of the
neighborhood and community, taking into consideration the following:

I. 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.

THe el/STiNG <ot Size, RESiDende AND reiple FRIWTHSE MALES THIS pwﬂe/a@

et DeveLop. /Arfe/vmws EXoloReo : a) Miwimizivg THe Size oF r/,:e,
CARABE. (iDTH T0 REDUCE THE BOLSTER LN, VARANCE DIES piT Allow Fol. BArASe.
DooR. WIDTHS WELESHLY T FIT THE IneRs’ LAes b) Retow mr Buging THe

BARALE TD YT o727 3&45’7216 LN & pARROWING CARASE THAT /Mq es poT”
work BélAuse A ButlDiNE o THE w,eﬂfwgsr/weass THE LAre" Lim] TS

LPNINE MD/?/S 70 BACE putT. /uo ADOITIONAL LAND A2 ABLE. .
Revnle—{)/ﬁ)SfflﬂlfA%;)mBA?SZMEW EXSTS Frl. STIRACE 2077 ,u A




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE7

2. Whether granting the variance will produce an undesirable change in the character of the neighborhood or a detriment to
nearby properties. Granting the variance will not create a detriment to nearby properties or an undesirable change in the
neighborhood character for the following reasons:

4) THe elSTNG weBHBICHDOD, Developan (N THE LATE /5?05 /eﬂezq 190055, 1S
l/é.&/ DEVSE. . WITH mIST Humeés LOLATED VERY CUSE 7p 7'//6 73Mﬂ & vETEw AT
e SiDewALI) A5 WELL AS CLoSC T EACHOTHER. THE plapdSep PRITECT [ VISuAlly
CLOVSISTENT /i TH THS CHALACTEL,

b THe Tuw S'me,q, ADDITION) 15 (9 EATED ALPVE THE ALl AND IS DESIENED 72

Be_ARCHITELTURALLy _LoWSISTERT 12T LI 0IASe Houses. BaedS £ ghetses
HIo6 THE 4/554, OTHis Hhuse wice Remain ()FAmiLy ()1 pisHBoks 7 | fmiey)
d) THere ARe “7yRee (3)oTHAR RESIDEPCES 11 T?E AROA VR 5070 JyvlRAfe 707 AL.

3. Whether the variance is substantial. The requested variance is not substantial for the following reasons:
a) THe ple-eXiSTIVE, \ow-CONEPEMIVS LOCATION IF THE HouSe ALovE
AlEel. St & wnoDLAww D0 WOT CHANEE., THE BARASE AcTuhLLy “Mrves” ary
FIom ALEEA. #S OME. FOLLOWS THE GARASE m THE LWesT
D) THe pe-cHisrine., mpo-ConREemMIVS 1hise Coverss /'S piretpy AT #.3%
A HowSe wiTH A DETACHED BARASE | Mm/ Covel. Y0% juTats Zope. TH'S

A00LiCanow Foe. 55.5% oty Dﬂ//ﬂ/(S By 15. 5% whicd i's poT” SuBSTAVTIAL,
O)THe si 7€, HAVIN & THRee FROVTS, MAkES THE TOTAL S/0f SETBACE DMHcueT ™ méer

4. Whether the variance will have adverse physical or Penvironmental effects on neighborhood or district. The requested
variance will not have an adverse physical or environmental effect on the neighborhood or district for the following reasons:

a;‘) TH_CX(STING DRIVEWAY ALONE ALGER ST: wit Be RAmOved AWD
Seepeo FoR moee Ereen spdce |peRmensie AR,

b) THe LAren BASIN T THE NORTH OF THE p2PAETY WILe REMATN B
FHtiLiThre. Si7e DRAwAsSe.

C) WO _LARBE 28 SIswiBlANT TR2ES witt Be REmMIvED.

J) THE ADDITION, ALTHPUEH X _STORIES Wi L REMAIN _pttt pwded
THE MAK. ALLOWABLE HEisHT Dbnposed HT OF 25-2¢ /mffx 60")

e) THE PROJECT SITE IS lomplifu'r WITH THE premedsiciTy-
REOUIREMENTS (S22 ATTALHeD LALLUIAD 0/0S)

Raviead N1/NR/HNL ]



ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATION FORM PAGE 8

5. Whether the alleged difficulty was self-created (although this does not necessarily preclude the granting of an area
variance). Explain whether the alleged difficulty was or was not self-created:

2) THE_Flpuse i3 pRe-eriSTvG R wIN-LoNTEmING Jw A SmAk LOT, /v A
NELEUBIRHILD i TH DTHEL WIN-YNFRMING LOT S, ‘
b) THe_tlouse HAS THRée FROMTS wHilH maKes IT pieutt 7o Meer
RLOUIRLY SLTBALILS. THE TRUE, ZIVINE Lolptl ANT HOUSE [ROTPRILIT
woned BE 1013 ' (WITH RIE 1VERHANS THE Hhuse [ TSOF wolLd oLy Be /! )

C) THe Hpuse Is wor SDuhle 10 THE PRPERTY mAKING SETBACLS DINFTCULT
) LOVSTRULTION RLLISS THE ALLEY LimiTs ACLLSS T2 A SARASE IV THS Site,

In acdord with Article 240-14.4A(1)(b)(6) of the Zoning Ordinance, "any request for an area variance, which shall effect a
change in density, shall be applied for and considered as a use variance and decided under criteria for the same". Arequest that
involves any of the following relief will require an application for a use variance and will be decided under the use variance
criteria:

(1) Dimensional relief from minimum lot size requirements that would allow additional permitted units and/or uses

(2) Relief from on site parking requirements

(3) Reduction in land area requirements for multi-family units

é) THe exisTING House HAS NO BASCMENT FoR ANY Stor hce.

DISCLOSURE

e S ST T

Does any City officer, employee, or family member thereof have a financial interest (as defined by General Municipal Law
Section 809) in this application? No OYes If “yes”, a statement disclosing the name, residence and nature and
extent of this interest must be filed with this application.

APPLICANT CERTIFICATION

I/we, the property owner(s), or purchaser(s)/lessee(s) under contract, of the land in question, hereby request an
appearance before the Zoning Board of Appeals. :

By the signature(s) attached hereto, I/we certify that the information provided within this application and accompanying y
documentation is, to the best of my/our knowledge, true and accurate. l/we further understand that intentionally providing
false or misleading information is grounds for immediate denial of this application.

Furthermore, l/we hereby authorize the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals and designated City staff to enter the
property associated with this application for purposes of conducting any necessary site inspections relating to this appeal.

/\é\/ (/ k Sworn to before me this date:

(applicant signature) Norary Buhe, St of Naw Yori
. Mo, 01YAG148554
Certificate filad: Seratoga Caunty
Commission Expires: 7[” 20[5

Date: (OCT. 20“', 2015

(applicant signature) ‘/%/ M
. el N

Notary Pblic

Revised: fanuary 2011

Revised 01/05/201 |



€1 3avd — S13Iisid SININOZ 3svdg :0°3 a A

ow, m — m s S mom;%m””nmm w NF eo ; or‘ - 8 fvom = ao a%.m, m:oz
T4 g g ol g 09 owwﬂuub%%mur 4} 4 74 oL ol 0 m__umm mm M__m”w mwmnw Z-NON
sz S g ol S 09 owwm_wruua%%wmr 4 v 5z ot oL oe w__“um wm w__m”w wwm”w 1-NON
0z g g 0l S 1 000'L 8 4 ol oL ol Sy 0S 000'% 2-dn
74 5 S 52 g g 006 0z 8 5z 5z oL 0 09 008'y 9-dn
Gl oL oL 0z 0z g8l %wnw “nmm m S 0z 52 74 Gl 74 001 Naso00's g-un
sl S S oL S 0L 208 Fuuﬁo%mwr 2l ¥ 14 oL ot oe m__mmm ww Na/000'z vH-un
Sl g S 14 0l 0L mmm“” ”nmm m S 0z 5z T4 gl T4 001 Naro00's -dn
@ |5 | s | o | o |w @i el e[| o | v |ARIANEE ew
5z g g 0l g 09 mwm ”mwm w 0z 8 sz | o oL 0 09 (v) 009'9 z-un
0 g S 0 S 09 o%mruu%%mmv 0 4} 0 0 8 0z 0oL (v) oos'zh 1-dn
0 g g 0 g ¢ | - 0 4! oe 0e 8 14 00l (v) 000'02 z-¥s
or oL oL ov g g¢e | @ - ge ] ov oy 8 0z g2l 000'0% (d) 1-us
08 0 0 09 g g | - 001 o 001 09 g Sl 002 same g () 9y

JOaNVNIAHE O 9NINOZ

TN

SaONRG vaolvavg 40 ALl




ENGINEERING AMERICA CO.

76 WASHINGTON ST. SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY 12866
518 / 587-1340 518 / 580-9783 (FAX)

TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: FROM:

Zoning Board of Appeals Tonya Yasenchak

COMPANY: DATE:

City of Saratoga Springs October 26, 2015

FAX NUMBER: TOTAL NO. OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
1

PHONE NUMBER: SENDER’S REFERENCE NUMBER:

RE: YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

Boughton Addition

#1 Alger St., Saratoga Sptings, NY

O urceEnT MFrorREVIEW [ PLEASE COMMENT  [1 PLEASE REPLY [0 AS REQUESTED

City of Saratoga Zoning Board Members,

Engineering Ametica Co. herein would like to provide information regarding the proposed
Boughton atea vatiances proposed at #1 Alger St in Saratoga Springs, NY. This correspondence
includes the information as follows:

Area Calculations:
Total Lot Size: 4,701 sq.ft.
Existing House Coverage 1,944 sq.ft. (41.3% coverage = 11.3% > 30% max allowable)

Proposed House with Addition: 2,609 sq.ft. (55.5% coverage = 25.5% > 30% max. allowable)

Permeability:  House with Addition: 2,609 sq.ft.
Existing & New Driveways: 430 sq.ft. (+/-)
Patio & Shed: 350 sq.ft. (+/-).
Total Coverage: 3,389 sq.ft.

3.389 sq.ft. (72 % coverage = 28 % permeable > 25% min)

Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,

Tonya Yasenchak, PE
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BOUGHTON RESIDENCE
#1 ALGER ST.
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY

EXISTING
MAIN FLOOR PLAN

10/26/15 SCALE: 3/16"=1'0"

DRAWN BY:
ENGINEERING AMERICA CO.
76 WASHINGTON ST., SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY
518/ 587 - 1340
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BOUGHTON RESIDENCE
#1 ALGER ST.
CITY OF SARATOGA SPRINGS, NY

PROPOSED
NORTH ELEVATION
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