MEMORANDUM

CITY/BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
155 South Seward Street, Juneau, Alaska 99801

DATE: November 21, 2012

TO: Board of Adjustment

FROM: Crystal Hitchings, Planner C /(/#'
Community Development Department

FILE NO.: VAR2012 0023

PROPOSAL: A variance to reduce the front yard setback from 11 feet to 5 feet in
order to construct a 2nd story entry deck.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicants: Vince McElmurry and Anna Latham

Property Owner: Vince McElmurry and Anna Latham

Property Address: 209 Saint Ann’s Avenue

Legal Description: Douglas Townsite Block 48 Lot 6

Parcel Code Number:
Site Size:

Zoning:

Utilities:

Access:

Existing Land Use:

Surrounding Land Use:

2-D04-0-T48-023-0

4,604 square feet

D5, single-family and duplex residential
public sewer and water

St. Ann’s Avenue

single-family residential

North - D5 residential
South - D5 residential
East - St. Ann’s Avenue, D5 residential
West - D5 residential

CITY/BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
* ALASKAS CAPITAL CITY

.-




**Continued from 11/13/12 Planning Commission Meeting**

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Gastineau Channel

@ = > - = e SUBJECT PROPERTY : I
PROPOSAL: Variance to reduce the front yard setback from 11 feet to 5 feet in order to construct a
2nd story deck.
FILE NO: VAR20120023 APPLICANT: Anna Latham; Vince McEImurry
TO: Adjacent Property Owners || Property PCN: 2D 0407480230
HEARING DATE: November 27,2012 Owner(s): Anna Latham & Vince McElmurry
HEARING TIME: 7:00 PM Size: 4604 sqft
PLACE: ASSEMBLY CHAMBERS Zoned: D5
Municipal Building . . '
155 South Seward St Site Address: 209 ST ANN'S AVE
Juneau, Alaska 99801 Accessed via: ST ANN'S AVE

PROPERTY OWNERS PLEASE NOTE:

You are invited to attend this Public Hearing and present oral testimony. The Planning Commission will also consider
written testimony. You are encouraged to submit written material to the Community Development Department no later
than 8:30 A.M. on the Wednesday preceding the Public Hearing. Materials received by this deadline are included in the
information packet given to the Planning Commission a few days before the Public Hearing. Written material received
after the deadline will be provided to the Planning Commission at the Public Hearing.

If you have questions, please contact Crystal Hitchings at 586-0756 or email: crystal_hitchings@ci juneau.ak.us

Planning Commission Agendas, Staff Reports and Meeting Results can be viewed at www.juneau.org/plancomm.

Date notice was printed: November 14, 2012
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Variance and Development Applications

Attachment B: Applicant’s Narrative

Attachment C: Site Plan

Attachment D: Deck Plan and Elevation

Attachment E: Site Photos

Attachment F: Emailed Comments from Applicant, dated November 15 and 18, 2012
Attachment G: Floor Plans

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 11 feet to 2 feet in order
to construct a 2nd story deck and stairs on a new single-family home. However, the stairs meet
exception CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i), and a portion of the deck is behind the front setback line. The
portion of the deck that does require the variance is located at approximately 5 feet from the property
line. The subject site has a reduced front setback from 20 feet to 11 feet due to an average of the
existing substandard setbacks in the neighborhood.

The second story of the new home is accessed by the proposed stairs and deck. The proposed access
consists of a main L-shaped deck, and two sections of stairs with a landing in between. The landing
and stairs are no greater than five feet in width, and meet the setback exception provided by
CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i), which allows entry decks and stairs no wider than 5 feet internal width to be
located up to the front property line. Approximately 4 feet of the depth of this deck is outside of the
11-foot setback and is also allowed without a variance. The portion of the deck that actually requires
a variance is approximately 7 feet, 8 inches wide and approximately 5 feet deep, and is located
approximately 5 feet from the front property line. The drawing below shows the portion of the deck
that is behind the 11-foot front setback and the portion which requires the variance.

Approximate 11° front setback line

This portion of deck requires a variance
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If the portion of deck requiring a variance were reduced from 7 feet, 8 inches in width to 5 feet, it
would not require a variance. The applicant has stated that a smaller deck could not be constructed
without the supporting posts being located in such a manner that the basement door access is
impeded. However, no information has been submitted showing that various cantilever or alternative
structural designs cannot work.

BACKGROUND

The previous home was demolished by the applicant and a new home was built on the same
footprint. The previously existing basement was retained, but the walls were raised during
construction of the new home. The previous home had main entrances on the first floor and on the
second floor. The second floor was accessed by a small deck and stairway on the front of the home,
facing St. Ann’s Avenue, and by a large entry deck on the rear fagade of the building. The new home
utilizes this same general design, but the proposed front deck is larger than the pre-existing deck.
The previously existing second story entry deck does appear to have met the reduced front setback,
per pre-demo photographs submitted with the building permit.

The approved building plans for the new home include a note on the plans stating that the second
story entry porch is not shown, with a handwritten note stating “stairs not to exceed 5’ internal
width”. Plan review notes state that entry stairs may project to the front property line providing the
structure is not more than 5 feet in internal width per CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i). It may or may not have
been made clear to the applicant that this requirement also includes decks.

According to plans submitted by the applicant with building permit BLD2012 0530, the main
living area is on the second floor and three bedrooms are located on the third floor. The first
level floor is considered by the applicant to be an unfinished basement. International Residential
Code (IRC) defines a story above grade as:

“Any story having its finished floor surface entirely above grade, except that a basement shall
be considered as a story above grade where the finished surface of the floor above the basement
is:

1. More than 6 feet (1829 mm) above grade plane.

2. More than 6 feet (1829 mm) above the finished ground level for more than 50 percent of the
total building perimeter.

3. More than 12 feet (3658 mm) above the finished ground level at any point.
In this case, the finished surface of the floor above the ground floor is more than 6 feet above the

finished ground level for 100% of the total building perimeter, and therefore the “basement” is
actually by definition a first story, and therefore the proposed front deck is a second story deck. The
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applicant stated that city tax records had classified the ground floor of the previously existing home
as a basement. However, according to CBJ49.30.500, Nonconforming Development,
Reconstruction, “if a building is damaged by any change so that the cost of renewal of the damaged
parts exceeds 75 percent of the cost of the replacement of the entire building, then current standards
must be met for any reconstruction of that building. In the reconstruction of the new home, the
height of the basement ceiling was raised, and therefore current definitions for basement and story
above grade are applicable.

The applicant has asked staff to consider the exception CBJ49.25.430(4)(E), which states that
“Unenclosed first story porches or decks, with or without roof, and with or without non-sight
obscuring safety rails less than 44 inches in height, may project no more than six feet into any yard
setback, provided, however, such projection is no closer than five feet to a lot line. Eaves may
project a maximum of three feet from these structures.”

The applicant states that the second story deck serves as a roof for a future first story concrete
slab patio. However, a deck and a roof are not the same thing. A deck provides an outdoor
living area and its use can have negative impacts of noise and reduction of privacy when located
too close to adjacent properties. According to the IRC, a roof is defined as a system designed to
provide weather protection. According to the IRC, R312.1 Guards, “porches, balconies, ramps
or raised floor surfaces located more than 30 inches (762 mm) above the floor or grade below
shall have guards not less than 36 inches in height.” Roofs do not require “guards” or railings,
because people are not typically walking on or otherwise using them. The proposed deck
requires a railing, because it’s main intent is for active use, therefore, it is a deck and cannot be
considered a roof.

ANALYSIS
Variance Requirements

Under CBJ §49.20.250 where hardship and practical difficulties result from an extraordinary
situation or unique physical feature affecting only a specific parcel of property or structures lawfully
existing thereon and render it difficult to carry out the provisions of Title 49, the Board of
Adjustment may grant a Variance in harmony with the general purpose and intent of Title 49. A
Variance may vary any requirement or regulation of Title 49 concerning dimensional and other
design standards, but not those concerning the use of land or structures, housing density, lot
coverage, or those establishing construction standards. A Variance may be granted after the
prescribed hearing and after the Board of Adjustment has determined:

1. That the relaxation applied for or a lesser relaxation specified by the Board of Adjustment
would give substantial relief to the owner of the property involved and be more consistent

with justice to other property owners.

The applicants state that the proposed deck is necessary to provide access to the home, and that, if



Board of Adjustment
File No: VAR2012 0023
November 21, 2012
Page 6 of 9

the variance is not granted, access to the main entrance to the home would not be possible, and that
the main entry of the home would have to be closed off and a new entrance would have to be
designed. The applicant also states that allowing the larger entry deck would provide for emergency
egress.

Both primary access and emergency egress would be adequately provided by an entry deck that
meets the exception provided for in CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i). As the above sketch shows, an adequate
stairway and smaller deck are allowed without a variance. Additionally, the main living area is
provided with a large exterior deck at the rear of the second floor and an entrance off that deck that
leads directly into the kitchen.

Other properties in the area have existing substandard setbacks per CBJ49.25.43 0(4)(K), which
allows a reduced setback based on an average of the three closest adjacent buildings. Some of these
substandard lots contain homes which are located within even the reduced front yard setback and
sometimes very close to the street. A number of entry stairs and ramps appearing to meet the 5-foot
width maximum allowed by CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i) are located within the front setbacks along this
street. A new second story deck (BLD2004-00702) and a new home with a covered front porch
(BLD-0551701) were recently constructed in this neighborhood, both of which were subject to
reduced setbacks, and both of which meet these setback requirements. A nearby home was recently
granted a variance to the rear setback to allow an addition to an existing structure (VAR2012 0016).
That lot was found to be encumbered by a City drainage way cutting off a significant portion of the
site.

Daily and emergency access for the main living area is not dependent on the approval of a larger
deck. Emergency access is potentially best achieved via the rear deck, which will have fewer stairs
and turns. Adequate access can be provided by constructing a deck that meets zoning requirements.
Therefore, the existing entrance does not need to be closed off if the variance is not granted. As
noted before, if the portion of deck requiring a variance were reduced in width, most of the proposed
deck could be constructed without a variance. Constructing a smaller deck area than proposed would
result in lesser or similar expense, and therefore financial relief is not necessary. Other homes in the
neighborhood have accomplished similar new development in recent years while still meeting
reduced front yard setbacks.

No. This criterion is not met.

2. That relief can be granted in such a fashion that the intent of this title will be observed
and the public safety and welfare be preserved.

The intent of Title 49 is established in Section CBJ § 49.05.100 Purpose and Intent. The intent of
Title 49 is to: implement the policies of the Comprehensive Plan; ensure that growth and
development is in accord with the values of its residents; secure the benefits of growth while
minimizing the negative impact; ensure that future growth is of the appropriate type; design, and
location; promote public health, safety, and general welfare; provide adequate open space for light
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and air, and ensure proper and beneficial use of land.

Because the proposed deck is on the street-facing fagade, it does not interfere with light and air for
any adjacent properties. The CBJ Engineering Department stated that they had no concerns
regarding public safety due to the proximity of the proposed deck to St. Ann’s Avenue because of the
existing retaining wall that is located between the street and the base of the proposed deck.

Yes. This criterion is met.
3. That the authorization of the Variance will not injure nearby property.

The proposed deck is not near any other structure, and does not interfere with light, air, or views.
The deck is consistent with other development in the neighborhood and is in keeping with the
residential development of the site. No injuries to nearby properties are anticipated.

Yes. This criterion is met.
4. That the Variance does not authorize uses not allowed in the district involved.

The primary use of the site is a single-family home with a second story entry stairs proving access to
the residence, which is an allowed use in the residential district.

Yes. This criterion is met.
5. That compliance with the existing standards would:

(A)  Unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permissible
principal use;

Construction of a deck that meets the exception and front setback would provide reasonable access to
the main living area and would not prevent the home or existing entry way from being used. A
second entry deck is also provided at the rear of the home, with direct access to the kitchen.

No. This sub-criterion is not met.

(B)  Unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property in a manner which is
consistent as to scale, amenities, appearance or features, with existing development
in the neighborhood of the subject property;

The proposed deck is consistent with existing development in the neighborhood in that there are
many existing non-conforming structures in the neighborhood. Many lots along St. Ann’s Avenue
are developed with buildings that are located within the standard D5 setback of 20 feet. Most of
these lots, including the subject site, have a reduced setback due to the existing substandard setbacks



Board of Adjustment
File No: VAR2012 0023
November 21, 2012
Page 8 of 9

of the neighborhood, but many of these buildings are nonconforming despite the allowed reduction.
Some of the homes appear to be built right up to the front property line. Development within these
reduced setbacks includes one and two story homes.

However, new developments have been achieved in recent years that meet even these reduced front
setbacks. A newer second story deck several lots to the north of the subject site meets the reduced
setback for that lot of 17 feet. A newer home with a covered first story porch north of the subject site
also meets the front setback. A number of entry stairs located within the front setbacks along this
street appear to meet the 5-foot maximum internal width, as allowed by CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i). The
proposed front deck can also be constructed to meet this setback exception. No variances have been
granted in the area for decks that don’t meet the exception.

No. This sub-criterion is not met.

(C)  Be unnecessarily burdensome because unique physical features of the property
render compliance with the standards unreasonably expensive;

The subject site, like many sites in the neighborhood, is undersized and little room is available for
development that meets even the reduced setback requirements. However, other similar new
developments on sites with reduced setbacks do meet the reduced setbacks for these sites. If the
proposed deck were reduced in size, compliance with CBJ49.25.430(4)(C)(i) could be achieved, the
deck could be constructed without a variance, and the only expense would be an amendment to the
building plans.

No. This sub-criterion is not met.
or
(D)  Because of preexisting nonconforming conditions on the subject parcel the grant
of the Variance would not result in a net decrease in overall compliance with the
Land Use Code, CBJ Title 49, or the building code, CBJ Title 19, or both.
The subject site already has a reduced front setback from 20 feet to 11 feet per CBJ49.25.430(4)(K),
Existing substandard setbacks. Although there was a non-conforming house on the site, it was
removed and the new structure is required to meet current setbacks. Allowing a 6-foot setback for

the deck would result in a significant decrease in overall compliance with the front setback
requirement of the D5 zone.

No. This sub-criterion is not met.
Criterion 5 is not met.

6. That a grant of the Variance would result in more benefits than detriments to the



DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION
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Sign Approval
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Permits

Zone Change

Application

STAFF APPROVALS

Other
(Describe)

*=*Pyblic Notice Sign Form filled out and in the file.

Comments:

NOTE: DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION FORMS MUST ACCOMPANY ALL OTHER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT APPLICATIONS

ATTACHMENT A Revised November 2009



VARIANCE APPLICATION

_l Project Number Project Name (15 characters) Case Number Date Recejved

V30130093 10/8]12-

| TYPE OF VARIANCE REQUESTED:

D Variance to the Sign (VSG) D Variance to Dimensional (VDS)
Standard Standards

D Variance to Habitat (VHB) D Variance to Parking (VPK)
Setbacks Requirements

Variance to Setback (VSB)

Requirements

| DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY WHICH REQUIRES A VARIANCE:
. . bk ‘ Lo i 2

| Previous Variance Applications ? [] ves o Date of Filing:

| Previous Case Number(s):

Was the Variance Granted? D YES D NO
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OWNER?
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For more information regarding the VARIANCE FEES

permitting process and the submittals L}OO .
required for a complete application, | Application Fees
please see the reverse side. Adi

justment

$
00 _'TB I
If you need any assistance filling out | Total Fee LfOJ' Sﬂ Qﬁgd_ Q/S_O___ /

this form, please contact the Permit
Center at 586-0770.

go Fees Check No. Receipt Date

s .

NOTE: MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION FORM

Revised December 2009 - I:\FORMS\2010 Applications Page 10f 3



DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY WHICH REQUIRES VARIANCE

| am writing this narrative to request a variance in the setback requirements of 11 feet to 2 feet
for front stairs and a deck for my home located at Lot 6, Block 48, Douglas Subdivision, 209 St
Anns Ave, Douglas.

| am constructing a home on the above parcel, which is zoned D-5, residential district. This past
year | demolished the existing home on the parcel that was constructed in 1920. The home

did have a deck and stairs to the main entrance facing St. Anne Street and within the required
setback. | salvaged the foundation and used the foundation to construct a new home. | went
through the City of Juneau building permit process to obtain the necessary permits for the home
construction. Unfortunately, the plans for the front stairs and deck were left off the plans.

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTIC OF LAND OR BUILDING
The existing home foundation is approximately 12.1 feet from the property line, which is within
the required 20 foot setback required by City of Juneau code.

WHY WOULD A VARIANCE BE NEEDED FOR THIS PROPERTY REGARDLESS OF THE

OWNER

The front entrance to the new home is at the second level of the home facing St. Ann Street.
The variance request is to construct the stairs and deck to provide access to the main entry of
the new home.

The home is near completion and as mentioned previously, the original home’s foundation was
used to construct the new home. If a variance is not granted, access to the main entrance to
the home will not be possible.

WHAT HARDSHIP WOULD RESULT IF THE VARIANCE WERE NOT GRANTED

If | was denied the variance | would have to close off the main entry of the home, and design
another entrance. The redesign of the main entry to the home would both cause delays to
construction and be very costly.

The variance request is consistent with the neighborhood, as there are multiple homes on St.
Anns Ave that are within a few feet of the front property line. In fact it is my understanding that
my adjacent neighbor's home was built over the property line and encroached onto city property
until the 70’s when the city vacated 4.8’ of the right-of-way to remedy the situation.

I would like to ensure the board if the variance was granted it would preserve the public safety
and welfare of the neighborhood, and is consistent with other structures built along St. Anns
Avenue in Douglas. There is an existing retaining wall that would separate the the stairs and
deck from the road. In addition the overall safety of the home would be increased by providing
an additional emergency exit.

The authorization of the variance will not impact nearby properties. The stairs and deck will be
built on my property in the front of the house and will not be covered, therefore no snow or rain-
will be directed to the adjacent properties.

The variance would not authorize any uses that are not allowed in the district. It would simply
grant access to the main entry of the home.

If the variance was not granted and | had to comply with the existing standards | would be

forced to close off the main entry to the home, this would unreasonably prevent me from using
the a portion of the property for it’s principal use.

ATTACHMENT B



In regard to this particular neighborhood, many homes are built very close to St. Ann’s Ave.
Homes along St. Anne’s Avenue are within 2 to 5 feet of the right-of-way and some have decks
and stairs ways within a few feet of the right-of-way.

Compliance with the existing standards would be burdensome because the construction of the
house is nearly complete, would cause a financial burden for the owners.

Approval of the variance would allow me to finish my home as designed and is consistent with
the homes within the area.

arT 0002910
u{g AR ETA

INTAKE REVIEW
SenEng._
POC
|OC

Tech. ZZ:_




ou

Ol

© I Wk

T : 62 Yewsser - ,'3Imn) € pue 3dol NoA SAID 0 suejd ‘noA Liliey o} J0U pue noA Jadsoid o) suejd, ‘pioT 3yl sa.epap ‘oA 1oj dARY | sueld 3Ly mouy I 104,

3NN SLHONI TV 20T

§3>/>,_\a§

-gnioisag ..S.rz-nimw S——

1682-68L
ANOHJ

L ATNEEN
3lva

BYSE[Y "Se[sno(g

NVIA0HIHL XOR

AS NMY¥Q

SRV S U0 1S 60C

Q3ALON SV
37vOS

J(

noﬁ%@«suuomuao.ﬁ
ATINWZIN/UeyIe ]

Wi¥ ¥3LN00E X2 J
Wa8X¥ Lld

i

J0mb = .2lL 9[8Is

€
ONINVYd X030\

O30 ¥3ddN HLOB SLHOddNS €8 18O0d

1SOd IVHONVH ¥O4 030 IA0CEY £
¥9% '€ 'Z0 'va '8 ‘28 '€V SLSOd %030 ANILXI

HIONIMLS ZL X ¥ °L'd

ONIONYT HIVLS ¥

: ' SQvENL ALVHO |
il Ivi3W 03ZINVATYD |

‘dAL WId Y3100 0}

XT

T

‘We ok

N‘

0LYONH|

‘“ W0
3

N
x
3
Sav3uL 3Lvao [ b
VL3N A3ZINVATYS | T
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, P
HiE]
01108 LSIOr g
““““““““““ @ 1v1d v Xz —H H
22110 NOS s_ml/ : m m
- ; 2
Tt~ - — |
AT U oip | —
il onH oNH ! A B - oo
0 . - -
|l ¥ : o ¢ \ 0L 150d
: ; LSIOF TH 4H 8 X T L'd : vas08
ﬂw “ ~ 4, 8% @)
-+
2GS b b b ke o.__— I 9*? o || ed|aned] ||
_&_L“\E L H L Ll L b/\rL
" “ 1 [ Lt
; .
! g2l
wllh 8L

ueewep
Ut 910U 10 b 810yds B 4o eBessed By} MOJIB JOU OP YOIYM SSINSO[O [EJUSWIBLIO

10 Sjfel alRPeULBIUl BARY {{eys AeMiie)s O 89PIS uedo uo spienB paunbey

“s|felpuey Je|Noifo-UBU 10} Z# £'9°CL LEY 089 DX] 99S *,Z Uey) 19)ee1B Jou pue b/l
| 1889] 38 JO JO}SLEIP BPISING UB BABY [[EYS UDKOSS SSOI0 JBNDJID B LM S|IBIPUBH
‘lelpuBY puE Jlem USeMIeq eords Z/| | Bpjaold

*sjeulus)

Aiejes 10 5)80d |[eMeU Uf S3BUILLIGY J{BYS JO S|IBM O} UIN}a) [{BYS Spue jlBipuBH

JUBIY

QY3 JO 19811 }SeMO| SAaqe ARoeuip Jujod & o} JyBiy ey} 4o 1esu doj Sy) sAoqe ARdaip
uiod e woy Wby 8y} jo YBuUS| [iny Y} Jo} SNONURUOCD 3q jjeys SABMIEIS 10} SjeipuBH
"Buisou @ sueid padojs oAoqe 8¢ "XBW ', pE Ul 8q 0} JuBIaY |leipUEH

WL L Xew p/e ujw Buisou pesy) epiacld

"401 P8O 11B}S "UIW |, p/C £ OSY N1EYS XY

" §'LLEY DN 900Z Ui Aiduios o :sjielpiene B ‘sijeipuey ‘sie)g

:
\

Attachment D



=
—~
Z
=
=
=
&
<
—~
>
<

Syoeg o TV O







