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MADISON BOROUGH ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
RESOCLUTION

David & Theresa Blackwell - Application No. Z-05-67
6 Washington Drive - Block 3782, Lot 36
Approved April 6, 2006

WHEREAS, David and Theresa Blackwell applied to the Madisen Borough Zoning
Board of Adjustment for variances from the side setback, principal building coverage ratio and
impervious lot coverage ratio requirements in Schedule I of the Land Development Ordinance to
permit construction of additions and related modifications to their residence on property located
inan R-2 Zone at 6 Washington Drive and designated on the Borough Tax Map as Lot 36 in
Block 3702; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Adjustment conducted a public hearing on the application at
meetings on February 9 and March 9, 2006 at the Madison Borough Hall, for which public notice
and notice by applicants were given as required by law; and

WHEREAS. the application was amended to reduce the extent of variance relief: and

WHEREAS, the Board of Adjustment considered the testimony and exhibits presented
during the public hearing; and

WHEREAS. at the meeting on March 9, 2006, the Board of Adjustment adopted an oral
resolution approving the amended variance application subject to certain conditions and based on
findings and conclusions as memorialized herein;

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the Madison Borough Zoning Board of
Adjustment. this 6th day of April 2006, that approval of the amended variance application of
David and Theresa Blackwell is hereby memorialized as follows:

Findings of Fact and Statement of Reasons

I. The applicants reside in the single-family home on the property.

2. The existing residence is nonconforming due to jot width (98’ vs. 100’ minimum), lot
depth (104.3" vs. 135" minimum), lot size (10,377 sq. ft. vs. 15,000 sq. ft. minimum), front
setback (23.05" vs. 40" minimum}, left side setback (10.31" vs. 19" minimum as adjusted based on
inadequate lot width), principal building coverage ratio (16.0% vs. 12.5% maximum) and
impervious lot coverage ratio (30.9% vs. 25% maximum), as shown on a corrected zoning table
presented at the second public hearing.

3. The appigicams propose to expand their residence to the rear by constructing a one-

story rear addition to provide a breakfast room and enlarge the kitchen, as shown on plans
prepared by Robert Dutter. Architect, dated December 2005. The addition would replace a
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smatler portion of the residence.

4. As initially proposed, the proposed improvements would increase the nonconforming
principal building coverage ratio from 16.0% to 18.1%, requiring a variance from the 12.5%
max i,

5. As initially proposed. the proposed improvements would increase the nonconforming
impervious lot coverage ratio from 30.9% to 33.7%, requiring a variance from the 25%
maximum,

6. As initally proposed, the rear addition would have a rear setback of 31', requiring a
variance from the 50" minimum.

7. No neighbor or member of the public objected to the application.

8. Atihe second hearing, the application was amended to correct the coverage figures
and climminate a walkway to reduce the lot coverage. The applicants also indicated that they
could reduce the depth of the proposed addition by 2', as shown on revised plans, dated February
2006. Discussion of this additional potential modification resulted in a decision by the
applicants to amend their proposal. This resulted in a proposed principal building coverage ratio
of 17.5% and an impervious lot coverage ratio of 32.9%. This change also increased the rear
setback to 33"

9. The nonconforming principal building coverage and impervious lot coverage ratios
are attributable to the limited lot size, which is about 70% of the minimum requirement. If the
applicants had a conforming lot size. the expanded residence would comply with these
requirements.

10. The rear setback variance is required for a one-story addition. Due to the angled
orientation, the minimum rear sctback would only apply to a corner of the addition with a greater
setback for the remainder of the addition.

11. Since the addition will be limited to the rear of the residence, there will be no change
m the appearance of the residence when viewed from the sireet. The enlarged residence will be
compatibie with nearby homes, and the proposed improvements wiil enhance the functional
utility of the residence.

2. Based on the foregoing factors, the proposed improvements will not result in any
adverse impacts on adjacent properties.

13. Under the particular circumstances of this property, including the limited lot size and
the Jocation and characteristics of the existing and proposed improvements, strict enforcement of
the zoning requirements would impose peculiar and exceptional practical difficuities on the
applicants by precluding the proposed rear addition.

14. The requested variances can be granted without substantial detriment to the public
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good and without substantially impairing the intent and purpose of the Master Plan and Zoning
Ordinance of the Borough of Madison,

Description of Variances and Conditions

1. A variance is hereby granted from the maximum principal building coverage ratio
requircment of 12.5% in Schedule T of the Lapd Development Ordinance to allow improvements
that will increase the ratio from 16.0% to 17.5%, as shown on architectural plans prepared by
Robert Dutter, Architect, dated December 2005, revised February 2006, and required to be
further revised as a condition of this approval.

2. A variance is hereby granted from the maximum impervious lot coverage ratio
requirement of 25% in Schedule I of the Ordinance to allow improvements that will increase the
ratio from 30.9% to 32.9%, as shown on the revised plans,

3. A variance is hereby granted from the 50' minimum rear setback requirement in
Schedule I of the Ordinance to allow an addition with a rear setback of 33, as shown on the
revised plans.

4. These variances are granted subject to the condition that the plans shall be revised to
show reduction of the depth of the addition by 2/, the revised rear setback and related corrections
to the zoning table consistent with discussion at the public hearing, subject to review and
confirmation by the Board Attorney.

5. These variances are based on and authorize only the specific improvements proposed
by the applicants as set forth in the application, testimony and plans, as required 10 be revised.
New or amended variance relief may be required for any different or additional improvements.

6. Pursuant to Section 195-10(H) of the Ordinance, these variances shall expire if the
approved construction is not commenced within 2 years after the date of publication of the notice

of decision for this resolution.

Yeote on Besolutions

For the Oral Resolution: Kroll, Northrup, Moore & Poeter.

Against the Oral Resolution: Ciulla.

For the Form of the Written Resolution: Moore.

Against the Form of the Written Resolution: None.

Certified to be a True Copy
f.** )’

By: [ 38 P R e SR S
Patricia Puorroe, Secretary

Bated: April 6, 2@06

3. a : ME 115449063 1




