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a .. erest (as defined by General unicipal Law Section 809) in
_2=-::EImE'G:d!rlN;Jg the name, residence and nature and exte t of this interest must be filed

- . :ontr.3!Ct,0 the land in question. hereby req est an appearance before

....." """""-!:v m.::r :iledn!OlTIlOari<Xl provided within this application and ccompanying
e. e rther understand that inten ionally providing false or

,.... ,nnmo Board of Appeals and designated City ff to enter the property
::::E!::a::dii.::3::b;-~::r :J~IC:S:S of OOlll:b:B~ .::ny necessary site inspections relating to this a peal.

Date:,_3_·-_I+--_1 ~_

Date:,_'3_--4'_- _I_u_

;:n:l9E~I"• .-f __ .r1lrTPltt owner must also sign.

Date: ---<I-- _

Date: -I_,
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",,-;nPT a Rejuv enation Homes Inc., the company that built the
in araroga Springs, . The following letter is an

a Zoning Board of Appeal application. T e application is to
~_'-"~. c::S::~E:::ct;;s oerween variances that -ere previously granted an the as-built [mal

_ lain the reason behind these discrep ncies.

anplied for. th building lot was assumed to be a rectangle and
assumed to be perpendicular to e fronting street,

applied for based on these assump OILS, as well as the
(Ii rv buildinz that had been appr ed by the Design
of referen e was taken from the porti n of the existing
o e an of the ne home. This ref ence was also an

estimation of where the old and ne foundations could

although ill ne addition was built to th exact dimensions
mally in the shape of a rho us, rather than a

o tl perpendicular to the fron ing street. The fact
- made the Southeast rear comer pro de futher towards
T th intial rariance application. AI 0, the estimate of

together -ith the existing tructure was ff slightly as well.
length to rards the rear of the lot.

original estimate for th eparation between the accessory and
the porch and it's correspo ing overhang has

lanned,

are requesting new relief from b th the rear setback
accessory building requirements, to bett r represent the as-
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New Paved Driveway

New
Garage

Original ~
House ~
To RemainSite Map Scale: ~211 r
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IN THE MA1TER OF THE APPL--1L OF
Rejuvenation Homes Inc.

203 Lake AY
Saratoga Springs ~l'-:2866

Application #2689

from the determination of the Building Inspector involving me premises
of Saratoga Springs, New York being tax parcel numbers 165.68-1-29
on the Assessment Map of said City.

The appellant having applied for an area variance under the Z-Onin~Ordinance
permit the demolition of one existing building and a portion of a second exiS7i--a ~~, , i::: ~
and construction of an addition to a single-family residence, and constmetioa
District and public notice having been duly given of a hearing 0

March and the 20thday of May 2013. The Board notes that there is e second. relE::eC 4r'~' c Ii" ~~~ ~

parcel 165.68-1-30, noted above, also referring to the demolition of
the structure on an adjacent property.

In consideration of the balance between benefit to the applicant
welfare of the commuhity, I move that the following area variam

MINIMUM MEAN LOT WIDTH 100'

TYPE OF REQUIREMENT I DISTRICT
DI\1£\SIO~-\L
REQlilRDtD.1

MINIMUM SIDE YARD ~ETBACK 20'
TOTAL SIDE YARD SETBACK
MINIMUM REAR YARD SETBACK
MINIMUM SEPARA10N PRINCIPAL Ai'ID I 10'
ACCESSORY BUILDfNGS
MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL BUILDING COVERAGE I 25%
As per the submitted plans or lesser dimensions, be approv

1. The applicant has demonstrated this benefit c-annot be achieved OY 0

applicant. Per the materials submitted by the applicant to the Desig
11, 2013, a variety of alternatives in addition to the current pro
requested here and on the related application, were considered including :rerwbLi::z.ia::
existing structures, demolition of all three and replacemem
of two structures and removing one. While the first of these options-a ~',.~; ". :.-..-
structures-would result in maintaining pre-existing nonconformities
resulted in the fewest variances to be submitted to this Board, the



Adopted by the following vote:

oore, K. Kaplan, G. Hasbrouck, S. Carlson, So P

would actually result in a greater number of dimensio
compliant with district requirements than the current propo
structures and enlarging the lot sizes as it is proposed here, th
the district requirements. Additionally, there were fire
cost considerations that made rehabilitation infeasible. Funherm
as noted by the applicant, there is no adjacent property thar co
greater lot width and room for more side setback

2. The applicant has demonstrated that granting this variam
in neighborhood character or detriment to nearby properties,
partial and complete demolition are obviously of an advam
structures, theyrare in an advanced state of disrepair. Furthermore
replacement of hose buildings in a style consistent with the neighborbood, ~!,..•~
Desgin Review Commission, would be a positive con .
neighborhood c~aracter would be advanced by the off-
driveway and garage set forth in the proposal, subject to ap
Works.

3. Several Offese variances, particularly the setbacks, are suhshm:rial:. :hn.~
in mind that t side setbacks are consistent with the density of
immediately p oximate to the downtown district The ~
noted in this c se exists to an even greater degree in the current con:5QL7~Ol:..
notes that the proposal will result in a decrease in scale of
requirements, compared to what would be required if a subsramial
individual properties on lots 26 and 30.

4. These vari I ces will not have significant adverse ph .
neighborhood r district. The proposed amount of penn
meet the distri t requirement of 15%. The board also no
potential fire ard of a wooden structure in disrepair in very
24, the subject of the related application referred to above.

difficulty is self-created insofar as the appli
s, but this is not necessarily fatal to the appli

Conditions/N otes:
Design Review corj'ssion historic review is required.
The DRC issued a fav rable advisory opinion on this proposal on ~
City DPW approval r uired for curb cut.

AYES:

NAYES:

6

o
Do L.•••-'O.

Dated: May 20,2013
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This variance shall expire 18 months following the filing date of
building permit has been issued and actual construction begun

5' '-~3--1>
Date

I hereby certify the above to be a full, true and correct copy of a resohm
Board of Appeals of the City of Saratoga Springs on the date above mentioned,
being present.
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