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the subject property which exisis to.a degree thet deprives the
appllcant of substantial property zights that would othe ?w&39 be
availeble and to a degree which obvious ly dAnterferes with the
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sibdivision to'the rear of the subject property are 3 _
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_e[mg.z&ggaﬂanig slternativés to resolve the mifficgi?y
ernative to. ﬁ@vaiug the property without the variancs
use undue design herdshins on the applicant, when other

. aﬁn&%i@_aiiérnaziV$s are aveailable. ' Furthermore, 1t is
mined thalt the denial of éhﬁ verisnce would not serve as o
ple mlternative in this situstion. The width of 13,82

not s reascnable area in which the applicant could
construct & single fTamily dweliing. The oropertv which is-
racognized as pert of s "Grandfathered® subdivision and a legal
parcel, is not a fault of the spplicant, The acquisition of the
property and subsegusnt development design oroblem is not o '

‘sglf-created one, but results Trom the application of the Zoning

rengs. f“am ? Zotot 2 feel and lengihs range @&?%b&ﬁ 36 i@“* 7”
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ﬁﬁjg & ﬁinﬁ?gm gard setback IQGLA3%¥3Q§S an a ﬁ“fdm fathered”
ﬁaﬁ cond ﬁrﬁiﬁf iot. :

?hwzwggzgg %ea&u%% of these consider iiﬁﬁgg any dasign solubion -
‘which would have to adhere to the minieum Zoning Code's yard
satback r@gdif@@%ﬁt , would be unreasonabls and foreclose any,
ﬁptl@ﬁb An dey %l&@Aﬁﬁ im& GTO 3@riv for the proposad single
fm%ll? ﬁwéli? Elap L ST -

Taﬁ ﬁvag@adé design: Q Vid@m f@x g ten (10 ) foot side ard _
‘sethaok and fourteern: {lé} foot front vard setback is d&t%rmlnaa
to he zga%aﬂaﬁla in lioght of ine constraints and clrcumsiancas _
being soplied o zﬁﬁ'gﬁﬁpgriys_' Any cther design alternatives in
cxesolving this issus wobld not only be putting excessive demands
uﬁ@ﬁ the ap Sli&aﬂwg'%ﬁ@ﬁ a more raaSGﬁaﬁié m@lﬁi on I1s. a%@iiabig,

'-Bs.

?&?iaﬁﬁs.gh 11 éa;g&%gigiéﬂi_g

_ﬁﬁ% Zonino District, the intent and g§?$§$ _

cand the Ggneral Blsn. o Thedntent and i aﬂ“$$wi
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rifeu nsoate avallabls between structursl '
ipvel *&ggzii o cInithis particulsrospplication,
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# ;Zﬁ_,f_ii ;suﬁg %%? ﬁ%@? e minimus reguireg setbacks imposed
-%y”%&ﬁfzgﬁiﬂg-wﬁﬁmg' lggs, the proposed. design would -
§t111 enploy and aff Py light end clreglelory Tunctions
that is the %ﬁgég_&?~§§5ﬁéfiﬁ§jgﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁkme] Therefore, the : R
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iﬁ% ¥a?i§ﬁ$% wﬁmjf'ﬁﬁmfﬁﬁ_ﬁﬁﬁgiﬁﬁrﬁﬁ to be materislly L0
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aﬁveyﬁﬁ'i&gﬁci gﬁ ih@ arﬁﬁ 5 s&&zaaiar or to adioining L
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3@5%4 on the fo cobng, the. @&d%?iﬁa'giféitﬁi has concluded that
this request be oved §QMs,wi t@ the Eﬁgiﬁwiﬂgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi%iﬁﬁﬁsv_ S
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1. 1?%%%jté§_$ﬁiiiighﬁ§_$ é; _gzi d NP,
responsible ?@f]@g@@lyiﬁg“witﬁjaiiginf_s?ﬁtag a&naitiang of
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2,0 That & ”*uii@;ﬁg Fermith éﬁ secured’ ?a? i%a @fﬁw&ﬁﬁﬁ single

-;fgﬁily dwelling within one (1) g%a;'fz@m tﬁa affactive date
of epproval g? the Varlance and be ﬁmgi ted within two (2)
YBELS %&f&a ar. BRI, . L

P Tha% the %ggaﬁi ment of Public Works reguirenments relative

Lo graﬁiﬁgs drainage, and ﬁr;vawa;g”shall be compllied with.

4. That th% State Eeaartm@mt of Heelth and the Da?azimeni of
water Supply be complied with. ' SRR .
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5. That all bther applicabls State and County rules,
' .zagu¢dtzmns and z@qu%r@menis be Cﬂﬁﬁlléd wzah

*hﬁuid any of th& furegging Céﬁditi@ﬂ$ ﬁsi ba me% the Vafiance
Permit shall be deemed void. : o

?lﬁallyg since the Planning D%E%rtw%ﬁﬁ dfd receive a letter of
objection to the variance, we %ave the lsgal responsibility to
inform the "interested pmrty“ that ih@y da ha?é a right to agpeal'
_th% ?1ann1ng Blractnr’s ﬁec;siﬁn. _ :
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Fimterggtaé party” to request that the ?laaﬁiﬁg Commission review

‘the Director's action,  Such reguest must be made within ten (10) -
working days after notice of the %irwctaz s declsion aaﬁ shall be in

'__wri?zﬁg e@ngaimino k: wbﬁ%&mﬁn% af its Qfagﬁd@.
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“ten (10) day Mappeal period® hes psssed and if no reguést 1s made E¥ : 

U the v interested: Qariy$ﬁ _Qhau?§ the Yinterssted party” make a

request, we shall ;ﬁ?&fﬁ gay of the @?ﬁcﬁduxgg L%at must b@ eaﬂaliﬁ@'57“
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