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After rveviewing your appli a%i0ﬁ ané the information submitted
in b%half of ‘it, the Planning Director by this letter ﬁezc%y’ R
Q%rﬁifgé bfw'é§mV@va4 of youy. v&ri&nc% reguest to allow ran ewistiy
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1. That there are %@ﬁ@lgl o ﬁuuual 'iraukwtdnaéﬂ whiéﬁ ﬁ%§337
£ the subliect pr Q?w{ﬁi g&;?h @}Lwﬁ te & degres that ﬁj§' 

otherwige ba avaiilablie gﬁﬂ to ‘degree which “é?&bh%&?
Angarf@rﬁﬁ‘gltﬁ tbﬁ && ar manner GE a@?w;swm&nc i
ﬁnﬂ §?G§€ztv@_-gf- ’ :
$ﬂm ﬁ@ﬁigdi“hg?ﬂﬁé ‘Subdivision Unit 1, was appiov
CABE0. ﬁighemgm there is: n@ evafence Gt & po éﬁibf’

Cgovernmental ?-§z in the ap@ oval of the construc G
Cthe dwelling in 1974, there is no record of the appruvaa j‘j/
i%?’-ﬁﬁﬁ%tzzgﬁz@r pileng on Tile in cider to éétexnzn@ how -

- and who the error occurred. Therefore, it cannot be v
o gonclus lv&iy‘ﬁﬁ%@ mined whether the error was done by the
S previous owner; contractor, Planning Department or by the
‘-jﬁﬁgiglgg.znsgﬁctaz. Nevertheless, the petitioners,; Mr. and

HMrs. Howard Konanul, purchase& ths subject proygrty and
Tdwelling three vears after itg construction. They assumed
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that its siting and copstruction complied with all

governme ental regulations However, a new field survey nade
in November of 1982, fouﬁﬁ that the sxisting dwelling
encroached ‘into the side yvard setback. The setback
violation of the existing Jdwelling cannot ba attributed to
the petitioner's own negligence, as it was not a
self-created problem, but one that was passed on to thew.
Therefore, the denial of the variance would impose an undue
conomic, as well as a Jdesign hardship on the petiticner,

That there are n¢ other reasonable alternatlives to resclve
the difficulty. The alternative to relocate the single
family dwelling te comply with the minimum setback
reguiremnsnts would be an uvnresagonable golution.  This
relocation alternative would be uvnreasonable and burdensone
to the petitionsr, as it was not a gelf-created ;r@blém,
but cone which was attributed to & pogsikle contractor's or
governmental eryor mades ¥ vears 2
i

go. The aotion of the
petitioner to legitimize the structure 18 oné which is
being done of thelr own sceord,  The ziternative of
purchasing portionz of the adiacent property for &
consolidation and re-subdivision has been nullified by the

refugal ¢f the adijzcent landowner o negotiate on this
matter. In view of the above considsrationsz, any other
alternatives in resclving this issue would be putting
excessive demands upon the applicant when a mors reascnable
solution is avsilakle.

That the granting of the variance ig consisgtent with the
ceneral purpoae of the zoning district, the intent and
purpose of the Zonilng Code, and the General PFlan. The
intent and au”psse of the setback reguirements sre to
ensure thab light, &sirv, phyvsical and visual circulatory
functiong arve available between structures and properiy
lines.  In this particular application, the location of the
existing dwelling will still provide for these functions,
aithough it would not meet the minimum a8 reguived by the
Zoning Code,  The dwelling on the adiacent lot (parcel 93)
alec followed the wrong property line when 1t was
constructed, Therefore, phvsically, there is 25 feet
between the twe dwellings, woich would more than meet the
minimum & feet sidevard setbacks for these two loks. iIn
addirtion, bacause éf the encroachment of the overhany into
parcel 8%, an air easement document will be reguired as
part of the variance approval. Thus, the existing lcecation
would 8till empley and afford the zir, light and
circulatory functions that is the basis of reguiring
setbhacks.
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I view of the above lsgues, it is Ffurther determined that
the granting of the variance would not be considered o be
maﬁ@fiaflv detrimental to the publicis weli nor cause
any. g stantial or adverse impact to the area's charactex
or tc &Agsining properties.

The variance reguest is approved, sublject to the ifollowing
conditions:

its assigns oOr successors, shall be

1. mhe petitioner,
R vz complving with all conditions of zpproval.

regpongible

2. A gite plan showing the location of the air easament
"'%eﬁwwan Lot 218 and 217 shall be submitted for the official
"f 1w,with,%h@.Pzannigc Departnent.

TN “~Aj¢ %ﬁturb ﬁﬁﬁlﬁlﬁﬁgg renovations and improvemants on the

Cocgubdect property shall be in conformence with the
creguirements of the Zoning Code. Repair and maintenance 0.
'tf. non~conforming part of the dwelling shall be permitted

.ﬁﬁm@r ‘the ﬂ@ﬁwﬂaniﬁxmiﬁg criteria established in the Zening

LC’?QEC ° -

4. éii'mthezrﬁﬁat@ and County rules, regulations and
r irements shall also be couplied with.

Should any Qf'tﬁé;f:rwqu ﬂg w@ﬁuﬁ*éoﬁg not bhe Pﬁﬂ§¢¢v§ with, the
veriance application shall aut@mmtzmaiiv be vol ﬁ@@ :

s

If you have any %u%afﬁwég30ﬁ e§1w u%tﬁﬁf5:§l§a$& feel free to
contact us, e R o :

SIDNEY M,
Planning Director
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