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FEB 2 3 2017 Do not write in this space.
/ A Case No, A 217~ 0315
,By e = Date Filed /%T‘b, L'7‘)':5’/ 20/7
To: Board of Adjustment, s [/Z/ AL~
Town of CQ/\\Q,( \\Ebr\QG’\H (signed - ZBA)

Name of Applicant _Szrmelan *\“\o&h\e%
Address M OQQ@,;:’—}Q Lo

Owner __ Scarn
(if same as applicant, write “same”

Location of Property ___ 4 oo 2yt -\ Lane, | 03- O\®

(street, number, sub-division and lot number)
NOTE: This application is not acceptable unless all required statements have been made. Additional informa-
tion may be supplied on a separate pages if the space provided is inadequate.

APPLICATION FOR A VARIANCE

A vatiance is requested from article o 5.1 section 2+ 2 | of the zoning ordinance to

pexmit _fQavess . to ke {O{t’-ff’ﬂ( Ui O existing [awn /091‘”0:
T Z; 1
Sce _aqllached . rwing aad qllacked gheet,

Facts in support of granting the variance: Se g oNhee\ne o S

1. Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because:

ol e naal

2, If the variance were granted, the spitit of the ordinance would be observed because:

DTBNAE!

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:
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4, If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished be-
cause:

NN AT
FAC O

5: Unnecessary Hardship
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area,
denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i.  No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance
provision and the specific application of that ptovision to the propetty because:

\j IS EASE VP Y

and:

ii,. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

- ! | .
VYOS VAN s

B. Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship
-will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish
it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance
with the ordinance, and a vatiance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

I Costoeiest

Applicant /// // ///Z/ Dats_ o2 23~/ 7

(signature)
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To “permit” paving blocks to be laid in place of lawn on an existing lawn patio area. Drawing attached.

Description: There is currently a permitted patio in place on the water front area. A section of the patio
has been issued a permit for pavers. This request is to increase the area coverage of the pavers to fit the
inside of the existing patio area. Notes on drawing assist in understanding request.

1)

2)

4)

5)

Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: The planned
pavers a) have no visual impact to the area, and likely could not be seen by anyone unless they
were physically on the property. b) The pavers meet or exceed all State of NH DES
environmental regulations and restriction. C) The patio, a section of which is now lawn, is in
place, this is a sq footage of pavers change. D) The project scope is minor, it consist of adding
about 350 to 400 sq ft of paver at existing grade.

If a variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because: The project
has little to no visual or environmental impact. There is no vegetation removal other than
previously disturbed lawn area and there is no visual impact. The impact of the propose pavers
is far lower than other projects undertaken on both Lake Winnipesauke and Squam Lake over
the past spring, summer and fall.

Granting the variance would do substantial justice because: The use of the patio would be
restricted to having to remove furniture to cut the lawn, making it hard to use. The proposed
plan is consistent with normal use of this type of property and has no visual or environmental
effect. Further, the valuation impact of the new ordinance on property will be higher without
the variance.

If the Variance were granted, the value of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished because; a) Property values would actually improve. As has been proven in real
estate valuations, property investment into quality development assist in driving local vaiues up;
not down, that said, this change Is so minor it would not have any effect either way.b) Evenina
case where someone may adopt the position that a certain landscaping improvement by a
neighbor has a negative impact, they could not do so with this improvement as they would only
know it was done if they were on the patio. c) The proposed pavers are consistent in nature with
the types of development of the surrounding properties.

Unnecessary Hardship A) Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from
other properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because; i. No fair and substantial relationship exist between the general public purposes of
the ordinance provisions and the specific application of that provision to the property
because; a) Water front property is unusual and differs from other property in that the use of
the area along the water front is a premium. In the case of this parcel, views are extremely
limited from the house and other living and lawn areas. This location is the prime spot for having
any lake view .Patios and water front structures are normal for these types of properties and not
being able to have a water front patio would restrict the enjoyment and purpose of the
purchase of the property. ii. The proposed use is reasonable because: a) It's consistent with the
normal uses of similar properties, it is less impactful than other permitted projects, it lowers the
financial impact to the town, has no negative environmental impact and no visua! impact.

B. Applicant believes that that items | an ii are established at this site, that said, a hardship of
use exist under Simplex due to the fact that a reasonable and anticipated use of a waterfront



property is building a patio that allows for water front enjoyment and views. If fact, one can
argue, without this specific variance, and others similar ones that have no negative impact on
other properties in the community, significant property use and economic value will be lost.



ABUTTERS LIST

Name of Applicant: _ ‘B neolon W\pr\c;\epg
Address: _ M Oo.d i Lane

Conder N bor ERASI
Property Concerned: Tax Map [OR Lot_O 1%

The following are the abutters to the above property. Please include those across
the street.

TaxMap {03 Lot 017  Name:_Andrevd B Yo

Address: Ko sioo -\ Wno e ol U
d Sl Vhous 2 @QQ‘?&H

TaxMap _103 Lot O\F _ Name:_Loc Vudi o

Address: _C0 Oox (1o Cove- Berbor, Nh
' C3=20 (,
Tax Map_w_LOt_QQl Name: C\auc\e_ x- Oa.ﬁr\o\._ :eoﬁ\o'_?__

Address: P S 159 MMers Llls mA -
T OIZHG-4ia®
Tax Map "[QS Lot 20 Name: t-3.\ Gee.rqg_
Address: _22 Orduseu Rl jpleWlosley /A

o248 |
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Address:
Tax Map Lot Name:
Address:
Tax Map Lot Name:
Address:
Tax Map Lot Name;
Address:
Tax Map | Lot Name:
Address:
Tax Map Lot Name:

Address:




