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Application Requirements

pravide the following information: Incomplete applications could result in referral or
Taning Board of Appeals. (Maximum size for all drawings is 11" x 17”.)

mm rneating with staff: Prior to submittal of this application, the applicant has met to discuss the
ject and submittal material with the Zoning Administrator.

! Wi o scale. A registered survey is recommended, but not required. Show the following:
Lot lines
Isting and proposed structures, with dimensions and setback distances to all property lines
Aomtoximete {ocation of structures on neighboring properties adjacent to variance
1cIaer 'andscape elements, fencing, retaining walls or other relevant site features
Scale (17 = 207 or 1" = 30" preferred)
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i {/ Slevaniaies from sl relevant directions showing existing and proposed views, with notation showing the existing
(
; ¢ i cropnsed H"ill”‘iOl"(_»,

sting and proposed structure, when relevant to the variance request and required by
znd expansions will require floor plans).

ce ;re»:;gue_u: s only. Show the building location (front setback) of adjacent properties on each side

L t’ roperty to determine front setback average.
- vl e variance requests only. Provide a survey prepared by a registered land surveyor showing
Lh of buildings on adjacent lots, per MGO 28.138.
i - : i specifically involving slope, grade, or trees. Approximate location and amount of slope,
(i Ui of e, location, species and size of trees.
[/ Srigtiat coaies of o plans and drawings should be emailed to: zoning@cityofmadison.com
e
!m i £ SR, L .mc.e:;tand that in order to process my variance application, City Staff will need access to my
{ f-/. porer o that they can take photographs and conduct a pre-hearing inspection of the property. I therefore give
! Cobe LRy perraission to enter my property for the purpose of conducting a pre-hearing inspection and taking
| f Ll Dacknowledge any statements implied as fact require supporting evidence.
! ,/ SHisLAn PR T nave been given a copy of and have reviewed the standards that the Zoning Board of Appeals will
! e Lims o ween reviewing ,ijs for variances.
Oinn AR e Date: MM OZ 7, 90/7
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| DECISION
j The Booo s rordance with its findings of fact, hereby determines that the requested variance for
{
o . o (is) (is not) in compliance with all of the standards for a variance.
Furthes : feor arve stated in the minutes of this public hearing.
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"_‘m“ P et ippeals: | jApproved DDenied DConditionally Approved

Zoning Lozasl of sppasls Chair: Date:




Standards for Variance

+ Board of Appeals shall not grant a variance unless it finds that the applicant
» the following standards are met:

crore zre conditions unique to the property of the applicant that do not apply generally to other
cnerties in the district,

Loz ovariance is not contrary to the spirit, purpose, and intent of the regulations in the zoning district
= rot contrary to the public interest.

~an area (setbacks, etc) variance, compliance with the strict letter of the ordinance would
sonably prevent use of the property for a permitted purpose or would render compliance with the

-

S wlfeged difficulty or hardship is created by the terms of the ordinance rather than by a person who
Do present interest in the property,

« wronosed variance shall not create substantial detriment to adjacent property.

- veeesed variance shall be compatible with the character of the immediate neighborhood.
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ZONING VARIANCE FOR SCREENED BACK PORCH, 105 STANDISH COURT

1.

The architectural design of the house and yard are unique. The house was designed by the
regionally renown architect William V. Kaeser. The back yard contains terraced space with a
series of massive stone retaining walls that coordinate with the stone walls of the house. It is
our intention to not alter the stone walls of the terrace, but to preserve them and incorporate
them into the design of the screened porch. We have considered extensively, and concluded,
that there is no suitable design for a porch that fits within the walls, and we therefore request a
variance of approximately 16 inches toward the rear of the property by which we can
incorporate the stone wall within the porch structure.

The requested design variance is in the best interest of the neighborhood. It preserves, and in
fact showcases, the historic architecture of the property with minimal encroachment toward the
rear lot line of the property.

To create a porch of usable dimensions, the outer porch wall must either butt against the inner
face of the stone wall or incorporate the stone wall as a component of the back wall of the
porch. Abutting the stone wall is poor design from both aesthetic and maintenance perspective.
Building well within the stone wall creates a porch space that is too narrow for most purposes,
creates an awkward gap between the porch and stone wall, and is a design that is not worth the
expense to build. Incorporating the stone wall by means of a 16-inch zoning variance will
enhance both the interior and exterior architecture of the property.

The terms of the ordinance make no individual consideration for the nature or configuration of
existing features of properties. Our property, with its historically important outdoor design, is
slightly out of scale with respect to limitations imposed by the ordinance. The addition of a
screened porch is a reasonable proposition from the perspective of the usability, value, and
aesthetic appeal of the property. It is not reasonable to proceed with a sub-optimal design of
the screened porch because of an absolute limitation imposed by the ordinance.

We are well-acquainted with our neighbors to the rear, and they are in complete agreement
with our proposed design. Our two neighbors to the side will have little or no clear view of the
proposed porch.

The proposed design is precisely in keeping with the interest of this standard. Our neighborhood
was recently placed on the National Register of Historic Places because of its many examples of
unique residential architecture. In the planning meetings for the application for the National
Register, ours was the first house featured in a slide and print presentation of exemplary
properties. We have carefully maintained the character and nature of the property both inside
and out, and our intention is not to alter any of its original features, including the stone walls of
the backyard terrace.
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