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TO:  Development Review Board 

FROM: Scott Gustin  

DATE: July 2, 2019 

RE:  19-0664CA; 51 Staniford Road 

======================================================================

Note:  These are staff comments only; decisions on projects are made by the Development 

Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project.  THE APPLICANT 

OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING.  

Zone: RL   Ward: 4N 

Owner/Appellant: Anne Lawson & Adam Frowine   

Request:  Appeal of administrative zoning permit denial for front mudroom addition. 

Overview: 

The appellants are seeking approval for a front mudroom addition to their detached single family 

dwelling.  The basics such as lot coverage, setbacks, and building height are acceptable.  The 

singular deficiency with the application is that the entry to the new mudroom does not face the 

street as required.   

 

Recommendation:  Uphold administrative denial based on the following findings and 

conditions: 

 

I. Findings: 

The subject home was built in 1955 and is located in a suburban style neighborhood of detached 

single family homes on ~ ¼ acre lots.  The area is zoned residential – low density (RL).  While the 

area is not within the city’s design review overlay, nonconformities such as substandard lot size 

and/or street frontage trigger design review.  A “basic” zoning permit (i.e. no design review) is 

only for detached single family dwellings on conforming lots in the RL zone per Sec. 3.2.2 (a), 

Basic Zoning Applications.  The subject property has only 50’ of street frontage whereas 60’ is the 

minimum required (Table 4.4.5-1: Minimum Lot Size and Frontage: RL, RL-W, RM, & RM-W).  

As a result, the design review standards of Article 6 apply.   

 

The proposed mudroom addition will be constructed on the front of the existing home.  The 

mudroom entry will become the primary entry into the home.  Rather than face the street, the door 

into the mudroom will face sideways towards the driveway.  Sec. 6.2.2, (h) Building Location and 

Orientation, states, in part, that “principle buildings shall have their main entrance facing and 

clearly identifiable from the public street.”   

 

Following discussions with the appellant, the zoning permit application was denied May 8, 2019 as 

noted below.   
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Sec. 3.2.2 Application Types and Submission Requirements 

(a) Basic Zoning Applications 

A Basic Zoning application is necessary for those requests pertaining to single-

family dwellings on conforming lots located in a non-design review portion of a 

RL zoning district as defined in Sec. 4.4.5. 

 

While the property contains a single family residence, the lot itself is not 

conforming.  Table 4.4.5-1 Minimum Lot Size and Frontage: RL requires a 

minimum lot frontage of 60 ft in the RL zoning district.  The subject property has 

50 ft of frontage along Staniford Road, and is therefore non-conforming.  As a 

result, the application is a Certificate of Appropriateness and is subject to the 

design review standards of Article 6. 

 

Sec. 6.2.2 Review Standards 

(h) Building Location and Orientation 

Principle buildings shall have their main entrance facing and clearly identifiable 

from the public street. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The applicant proposes a new mudroom on the front façade of the home, with the 

entrance door located to the side of the mudroom, not on the street facing side as 

is required. 

 

The application does not comply with Sec. 6.2.2 (h) and, therefore, cannot be 

approved. 

 

An appeal of this denial was filed May 15, 2019, within the 15-day appeal period.  The appellant 

requested deferral of the appeal hearing until July 2, 2019.   

 

The appeal requests relief on four grounds as addressed in the following paragraphs. 

 

The appeal asserts that most properties in this neighborhood have ~ 50’ wide lots, and that 

triggering design review due to this 10’ deficiency is unreasonable. 

 

The intent in triggering design review is simply to afford a more detailed look at development 

proposed on nonconforming lots.  The rationale is solid.  As with any standard, this trigger could 
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be revised through the zoning amendment process to be more narrowly construed, but as presently 

written, substandard street frontage triggers design review.   

 

The appeal asserts that the proposed design minimizes potential damage to an existing maple tree 

in the front yard.   

 

Relocating the mudroom door to the front (or simply adding another door on the front) would not 

necessarily affect the footprint of the mudroom structure.  The front door could be placed off-

center to avoid location immediately behind the tree if need be.   

 

The appeal asserts that the front mudroom addition suggests a front entrance, even though the door 

faces sideways to the west.   

 

The applicable standard of 6.2.2 (h) requires more than a suggestion of a front entry.  It expressly 

requires that the front entry is clearly identifiable and faces the street.  This standard is routinely 

applied and readily addressed.   

 

Finally, the appeal asserts that side-facing front doors are common in the neighborhood. 

 

A tour of the neighborhood does turn up some such entries; however, front-facing primary entries 

are common as well, including all of the immediate neighbors of the subject property.  In fact, the 

subject home presently has a street-facing front door.  It presently conforms to the standard of 

6.2.2 (h).  The proposed design would replace a conforming design with a nonconforming one.   

 

The applicable standard at issue here – a street-facing front door – is clear and reasonably 

attainable.  The requested design does not meet this standard and cannot be approved.   

 

II. Recommended Motion: 

Uphold the administrative denial 19-0664CA.   

 


