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REQUEST MADE, PROPOSED USE, LOCATION:
Petitioner, who is also the homeowner, is requesting the following variances for a
remodel and expansion of a single-family home in an R1 zone:
1. To allow a decrease in lot width from 75’ to 72.12’ (UZO 2-1-5);
2. To reduce the front setback from the minimum required 60’ to 45.3’ (UZO 4-2-2,
2-1-7) and
3. To reduce the side setback from the minimum required 6’ to 5.2’ (UZO 4-2-2, 2-19).
The property is located at 1721 Northwestern Avenue, West Lafayette, Wabash 18
(NW) 23-4.
AREA ZONING PATTERNS:
This lot is located within a large R1 zoned area of West Lafayette. North of this property
land at the southeast and southwest corners of Lindberg and Northwestern is zoned
NB.
In 1998, a variance request was heard and approved for 1000 Oakhurst Drive for a 30’
setback from the right-of-way of Northwestern instead of the required 60’ (BZA-1468). In
2003, another setback variance was heard and approved for 1819 Northwestern
Avenue for a 38’ setback instead of 60’ for a screened porch (BZA-1648).
AREA LAND USE PATTERNS:
The lot in question currently has a single-family home with attached garage on it,
surrounded by other single-family homes in a residential neighborhood. The front
setback to the existing home is 49.3’. At the intersection of Lindberg and Northwestern
to the north is a dentist’s office; to the northeast across Northwestern is a liquor store, a
convenience store, a coffee shop, an orthodontist’s office and more residential
dwellings.
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION:
According to the adopted Thoroughfare Plan, Northwestern Ave is classified as an
urban primary arterial. The home is accessed by a private driveway off Northwestern.
ENVIRONMENTAL AND UTILITY CONSIDERATIONS:
This lot is served by city sewer and Indiana-American Water.
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STAFF COMMENTS:
The submitted proposal shows several additions to the existing home. In the front along
Northwestern Ave, 4’ is being added to a front bedroom; the garage is being expanded
to the front by 8’1”. Of the two front expansions, the bedroom addition of 4’ will be closer
to the front lot line than the garage expansion of 8’. To the back of the home, an
addition of 33’1” is also proposed. The variances requested, according to the submitted
petition, “are a combination of existing non-conforming features and ones that would
permit a modest expansion of the existing structure of 4 feet further into the front
setback.”
Specifically, variance #2 would allow an expansion to the front of the home, while the
other two variances are existing non-conforming features, which will not be changed.
The front setback is currently 49.3’, and petitioner is requesting the variance for 4 extra
feet to expand the front bedroom. At the time the home was built, (1956, according to
county records), Northwestern Avenue was not designated as a primary arterial, and the
1965 Unified Zoning Ordinance was not in effect, allowing the home to be closer to the
road than the current setback requirement of 60’. Additionally, the right-of-way was
increased sometime after the home was built.
Should the petitioner be requesting a variance to the current setback of 49.3’, staff
would be able to support recommending approval; that is not being proposed here. The
petitioner could alternately choose to utilize more of the space to the rear of the home,
and therefore avoid encroaching further on the front setback requirement. While staff
can empathize with petitioners’ desire to have additional space, the request does not
meet the tests required to make a favorable recommendation. The UZO does not
consider self-imposed situations like this a hardship and this is, by definition, a selfimposed situation.
The other two variances, for the lot width and side setback, are necessary for the
petitioner to conduct any remodeling/construction on site, since the property is currently
legally nonconforming. As was previously noted, the home was built prior to the 1965
zoning ordinance adoption; it was built closer to the side lot line (variance #3) on a lot
that is narrower (variance #1) than is currently required for the R1 zone. The garage
expansion to the front, and the living space expansion to the rear are all in line with the
existing building footprint on that side of the home, which is 5.2’ instead of the required
6’.
Staff has no objection to recommending approval for these two variances, (#1 and #3)
which would allow the property to be in conformance.
Regarding the ballot items:
1. At its May 18, 2022 public hearing the Area Plan Commission determined that the
variances requested ARE NOT use variances.
And it is staff’s opinion regarding Variance #1 (reduced lot width) that:
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2. Granting this variance WILL NOT be injurious to the public health, safety, and
general welfare of the community. There is an existing home on the site, and the lot
width is not changing in any way as part of the renovations.
3. Use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance request
WILL NOT be affected in a substantially adverse manner. The lot width is not
changing, so the use and value of the adjacent properties will not be changed or
impacted in any way.
4. The terms of the UZO are being applied to a situation that IS NOT common to other
properties in the R1 zone. Because this house, and many others like it along
Northwestern Ave, was built prior to the adoption of the UZO, the lot width is not
standard for R1 zoning, as seen elsewhere in the county.
5. Strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance WILL result in an unusual or
unnecessary hardship as defined in the zoning ordinance. It would be an
unnecessary hardship since the lot in question has been in existence since before
the UZO was adopted, and the lot width was set at that time. To require the lot to be
wider to meet the ordinance would mean taking property from either side, which is
not an option.
Note: Questions 5a. and 5b. need only be answered if a hardship is found in
Question 5 above.
5a. The hardship involved IS NOT self-imposed since the petitioner did not create
the lot width nor the ordinance, and
5b. The variance sought DOES provide only the minimum relief needed to alleviate
the hardship. This variance would make the lot width conforming.
And it is staff’s opinion regarding Variance #2 (reduced front setback) that:
2. Granting this variance WILL NOT be injurious to the public health, safety, and general
welfare of the community. There is an existing home on the site, and the proposed
renovations are minimal. Allowing the expansion in the setback does not pose a safety
concern for the public travelling along Northwestern or create an issue with sight line
visibilities for adjacent properties.
3. Use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance request
WILL NOT be affected in a substantially adverse manner. The proposed addition would
essentially be in line with all the other homes lining Northwestern in the vicinity;
renovating the home will not deter neighboring homes from being used as such, nor will
it affect the value of those homes. Aesthetically speaking, the renovations have the
potential to increase the value of the neighboring homes. The renovations shown are
still further back from the road than some of the neighboring homes.
4. The terms of the UZO are being applied to a situation that IS NOT common to other
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properties in the R1 zone. Because this house, and many others like it along
Northwestern Ave, was built prior to the adoption of the UZO, the front setback is not
standard for R1 zoning, as seen elsewhere in the county.
5. Strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance WILL result in an unusual or
unnecessary hardship as defined in the zoning ordinance. In order to meet this
ordinance, the petitioner would be required to either move their home or demolish part
of it.
Note: Questions 5a. and 5b. need only be answered if a hardship is found in Question
5 above.
5a. The hardship involved IS self-imposed since it is based on petitioners’ desire for an
updated, larger home, which would further encroach into the required setback and,
5b. The variance sought DOES NOT provide only the minimum relief needed to
alleviate the hardship. Minimum relief would be approving a setback variance for the
distance of the existing home, without considering the proposed expansion. The lot has
sufficient space for expanding on the back side and would be an alternative option for
the owner; the only thing preventing this alternate is that the room being renovated is
located to the front of the house. The issue is a practical difficulty, not a hardship.
And it is staff’s opinion regarding Variance #3 (reduced side setback) that:
2. Granting this variance WILL NOT be injurious to the public health, safety, and general
welfare of the community. There is an existing home on the site, built closer to the side
than the ordinance currently requires. The renovations proposed do not expand into the
side setback encroachment.
3. Use and value of the area adjacent to the property included in the variance request
WILL NOT be affected in a substantially adverse manner. The proposed addition would
extend the existing house’s side setback and would not encroach into the side setback
any more than the existing house.
4. The terms of the UZO are being applied to a situation that IS NOT common to other
properties in the R1 zone. Most of the homes along Northwestern were built around the
same time, before the current ordinances were adopted. They are all on similarly sized
lots and built legally (at the time) within the current setbacks. Other single-family homes
in the county R1 districts are built to the side setback terms of the UZO.
5. Strict application of the terms of the zoning ordinance WILL result in an unusual or
unnecessary hardship as defined in the zoning ordinance, since it would require the
demolition of part of the petitioner’s home to meet the side setback. The home was built
before the current UZO was adopted.
Note: Questions 5a. and 5b. need only be answered if a hardship is found in
Question 5 above.
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5a. The hardship involved IS NOT self-imposed since the home was built prior to the
UZO being adopted, and
5b. The variance sought DOES provide only the minimum relief needed to alleviate
the hardship. This variance would make the side setback conforming.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Variance #1 (reduced lot width): Approval
Variance #2 (reduced front setback): Denial, unless variance to existing building only
Variance #3 (reduced side setback): Approval
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