
AGENDA 
 

ORMOND BEACH 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AND APPEALS  

 
 

 
April 6, 2016 
 
ORMOND BEACH CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 7:00 P.M. 

I. ROLL CALL 

II. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
A. February 3, 2016 

III. NEW BUSINESS  

A. Case 2016-047: 757A Flamingo Drive, Rear Yard Variance 
This is a request for a rear yard variance submitted by Walter and Stephanie 
Zehnder, property owners.  The property is zoned as R-4, Single Family 
Medium Residential.  Chapter 2, Article II of the Land Development Code, 
Section 2-17.B.9.c. requires a 20’ rear yard setback.  The applicant is 
requesting a variance to allow the construction of a 140 square foot addition 
that would square up with an existing screened in patio, requiring a rear yard 
variance of 5’.  Staff is recommending that the 5’ variance request include 
the living area addition as well as an existing permitted non conforming 
screened room. 

B. Case 2016-046:  18 London Lane, Patio Variance 
This is a request for a patio variance submitted by Carolyn Bracken, property 
owner of 18 London Lane. The applicant seeks to allow a patio addition in 
the rear and side yards with a setback of 2’ for the property at 18 London 
Lane. Section 2-50(w) of the Ormond Beach Land Development Code 
requires a 5’ setback to the side interior and rear property line for a patio.  
The applicant is seeking to allow a patio at a 2’ side yard and rear yard 
setback, a 3’ variance to the required 5’ setback for a patio. 

 

 

 

 

C. Case 2016-049: 474 Triton Road, Front and Rear Yard Variances 



Board of Adjustment and Appeals  Page 2 
April 2, 2014 

This is a request for two variances submitted by Sandra Upchurch, property 
owner of 474 Triton Road.  The subject property is zoned R-2.5 (Single 
Family Low-Medium Density).  The applicant is requesting two variances to 
allow the demolition of the existing structure and construction of a new single 
family home as follows:  

1. Front yard setback variance:  Section 2-14(B)(9)(a) of the Land 
Development Code requires a 30’ front yard setback.  The variance 
application seeks to allow the single family house structure at a front 
yard setback of 19.09’, at the closest point to the front property line, 
requiring a 10.91’ variance to the required 30’ front yard setback. 

2. Rear yard setback variance: Section 2-14(B)(9)(b) of the Land 
Development Code requires a 20’ rear yard setback.  The variance 
application seeks to allow a cabana structure at a rear yard setback of 
16’, at the closest point to the rear property line, requiring a 4’ variance 
to the required 20’ rear yard setback.  

IV. OTHER BUSINESS 

V. ADJOURNMENT  



M I N U T E S  
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

February 3, 2016 7:00 p.m. 

Commission Chambers 
22 South Beach Street 
Ormond Beach, Florida 

I. ROLL CALL 
Members Present Staff Present 
 
Ryck Hundredmark Becky Weedo, Senior Planner 
Jean Jenner Ann-Margret Emery, Deputy City Attorney 
Frank Ganz (alternate) Melanie Nagel, Minutes Technician 
Tony Perricelli  
Dennis McNamara 
Norman Lane (excused) 
     

 
II. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

 
A. January 6, 2016 Minutes 

 
Mr. Perricelli moved to approve the January 6, 2016 Minutes as submitted.  Mr. 
Hundredmark seconded the motion. Vote was called, and the motion was 
unanimously approved. 

 
 
III. NEW BUSINESS 
 
A. Case No. 2016-022: 1900 John Anderson Drive, Boathouse Variance 

 
Ms. Weedo, Senior Planner, City of Ormond Beach stated this is a request for a 
variance, submitted by Craig and Nancy Neeb, to replace the existing boathouse at 
1900 John Anderson Drive.  Ms. Weedo asked that a letter of opposition from 
Volusia County be entered into the record.  This correspondence was provided to 
the Board members by email the day prior to the meeting. 
 
Ms. Weedo explained that it is the County’s opinion that the City does not have 
jurisdiction over the dock at 1900 John Anderson Drive.  However, the City is 
proceeding with the advertised public hearing for the variance request for the 
boathouse since: 1) the annexation of the waterway occurred in 2000, 2) the City 
has approved at least three variances between 2000 and 2016 for docks and has 
issued approximately 63 dock permits for properties with land in the jurisdiction of 
Volusia County, and 3) County staff has recognized the City’s jurisdiction in past 
staff reports.  One of the attachments from the County is a memo dated July 23, 
1999 specifically stating “3. The construction of a dock which normally extends out 
over water will require a City of Ormond Beach permit…” 



 
Ms. Weedo continued that the Land Development Code for docks requires a 
minimum setback of 25’ from the riparian lines of the adjacent owners if the 
length of the shoreline is sixty-five (65’) or more. The shoreline is approximately 
95.51’.  At the shoreline, the dock is about 7’ from the adjacent owner’s riparian 
line and tucked into the southern side of the seawall.  There are other docks with 
boathouses in the area that have similar setbacks.  If the boathouse is moved to the 
center of the property, the view for the neighbor to the south will be impacted. 
 
Other than the letter that was received from the County, the City has not received 
any other objections.  The property owner received signatures from the adjacent 
property owners, stating that they have no objections.  Staff is recommending 
approval. 
 
Mr. McNamara asked about the letter from the county.  Ms. Weedo stated that 
Legal and the City Manager have made the determination that the City does have 
jurisdiction, and have sent a letter to the Deputy County Manager stating the 
same. 
 
Mr. Perricelli asked if the whole boathouse and dock were being torn down, and 
everything will be new, or are they just doing it as needed.  Will it be pilings and 
everything? 
 
Mr. Craig Neeb, 1900 John Anderson Drive, applicant, stated that the plans are to 
replace the boathouse.  Last year they replaced the existing dock structure, and 
wanted to wait a year to replace the boathouse.  When they went for the 
permitting, they realized it needed a variance request.  The boathouse has been 
there for quite a few years and is in disrepair. 
 
Mr. McNamara asked if the pilings would be staying.  Mr. Neeb replied that they 
are replacing all of the pilings. 
 
Following discussion, Mr. Jenner moved to approve the variance as 
submitted.  Mr. Hundredmark seconded the motion.  Vote was called and the 
Board unanimously approved the variance application (5-0). 

 
 

V. OTHER BUSINESS 
 

Mr. Jenner asked if the Board members could get the phone number for the CC 
Chambers, so if something unexpectedly happens, and they are going to be late to 
a meeting, or unable to attend, they could call into the meeting.  Ms. Nagel, 
Minutes Technician, explained that there is not a telephone in the Chambers, but 
she could give Board members her cell phone number, so they could call her 
direct if they are going to be late, or not able to make the meeting. 
 
Ms. Nagel also asked the Board members to please reply to her email about 
whether they will be attending or not, since she has to get an alternate to attend in 
their place, if they cannot be at a meeting. 



 
VI. ADJOURNMENT  
 

As there was no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:11 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

______________________________  
Becky Weedo, AICP, Senior Planner 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Dennis McNamara, Chairman 
 
Minutes prepared by Melanie Nagel. 

 
Pursuant to section 286-0105, Florida Statutes, if any person decides to appeal 

any decision made by the board of adjustment with respect to any matter considered at 
this public meeting, such person will need a record of the proceedings and for such 
purpose, such person may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is 
made, including the testimony and evidence upon which the appeal is to be based. 

All persons appealing to the board of adjustment must be present, or represented 
at the public hearing scheduled for the consideration of his request.  Failure to be present 
or to be represented, results in the automatic refusal by this board to grant permission for 
any variance.  In order to allow the meeting to proceed in an orderly fashion, the board, 
by motion, may limit the time allowed for remarks concerning a specific agenda item to a 
maximum of thirty (30) minutes for city staff, the designated representative of the 
applicant and the designated representative of any organized group and to five (5) 
minutes for members of organizations and other individual speakers.  Additional time 
shall be allowed to respond to questions from the board. 

Persons with a disability, such as a vision, hearing or speech impairment, or persons 
needing other types of assistance and who wish to attend city commission meetings or 
any other board of committee meeting may contact the city clerk in writing, or may call 
677-0311 for information regarding available aids and services. 



757A Flamingo Staff Report 

STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning 
DATE: March 30, 2016 

SUBJECT: 757A Flamingo Drive 

APPLICANT: Walter and Stephanie Zehnder, Property Owners 

FILE NUMBER: 16-047 

PROJECT PLANNER: Becky Weedo, AICP, Senior Planner 

INTRODUCTION: 
This is a request for a rear yard variance submitted by Walter and Stephanie Zehnder, 
property owners.  The property is zoned as R-4, Single Family Medium Residential. 
Chapter 2, Article II of the Land Development Code, Section 2-17.B.9.c. requires a 20’ 
rear yard setback.  The applicant is requesting a variance to allow the construction of a 
140 square foot addition that would square up with an existing screened in patio, 
requiring a rear yard variance of 5’. 

BACKGROUND:  
The property is designated as “Medium Density Residential” on the City’s Future Land 
Use Map (FLUM) and is zoned R-4 (Single Family Medium Residential) on the City’s 
Official Zoning Map. The existing use of the property is consistent with the FLUM 
designation and zoning district.   

Site Aerial 

A B 

Subject 
Property 
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757 A Flamingo Drive Survey-Existing and Proposed 

Adjacent land uses and zoning: 

Current Land Uses 
Future Land Use 

Designation Zoning 

North Quadraplex 
“Medium Density 

Residential” 
R-4 (Single Family 

Medium Residential) 

South Duplex 
“Medium Density 

Residential” 
R-4 (Single Family 

Medium Residential) 

East Duplex 
“Medium Density 

Residential” 
R-4 (Single Family 

Medium Residential) 

West Duplex 
“Medium Density 

Residential” 
R-4 (Single Family 

Medium Residential) 

Existing 
screened 
patio 

Existing concrete slab 
where addition is 
proposed. 
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The subject property is located within Ocean Village Villas which was 
originally constructed in 1947.  In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s the Ocean 
Village Villas entered into a Development Agreement (Resolution 89-70) with the City 
and began the process of platting the existing structures into single family, 
duplexes, triplexes, and quadraplexes.  The existing structures were typically 
between 400 to 700 square feet and were previously used as vacation cottages.   
The Ocean Village Villas Development Agreement (Resolution 89-70) did not provide 
any modifications to the R-4 zoning setbacks.  Beginning in 1992, there was a 
realization that the existing structures did not comply with R-4 zoning setbacks and that 
renovation, expansion, and repair of the existing structures would have setback 
conflicts.  City staff had various correspondences with the Ocean Village Villas 
Homeowners Association and in 1999 encouraged the amendment of the 1989 
Development Order.  In 2000, the Planning Director stated that City staff would support 
setbacks of 15’ for the rear yard and 7’ for the side yards.  There has been no 
Development Order amendment filed by the HOA thus requiring property owners 
seeking expansions and renovations to individually go through the variance process. 

ANALYSIS: 

The duplex lot is 110’+ deep by approximately 48’ in width.  The existing duplex 
structure is about 675 square feet and is currently conforming except for a 230.8+ 
square foot screened in patio which currently has a 15’ rear setback.  Research was 
conducted to determine how the screened room was allowed.  It was discovered that 
permit number 10-2605 was issued on April 21, 2010 for a screen room with hard roof. 
The application was never reviewed by a planner for compliance with the Land 
Development Code standards so now there is a nonconforming structure with a 15’ rear 
yard setback. 

The applicant is proposing to expand the living area with a 14’ by 10’ bedroom 
expansion, or 140 square feet.  The living area addition meets the side yard setback but 
the additional 14’ will require a 5’ variance to the rear yard line.  It is staff’s 
recommendation to include the existing screened room approximately 14’ by 17’ as part 
of the variance request so if the structure is ever damaged or destroyed by 50% or 
more, it will be able to be rebuilt without going through another variance process. 

The applicant has provided signatures “For” the variance request from Elsie Bennett, 
749 Flamingo Drive; Audrey Durrua, 180A Cardinal Drive; and Corisann Lampe, 757B 
Flamingo Drive.  Also, the Ocean Village Villas Homeowners Association, Architectural 
Review Committee approved the request for a permanent addition on December 22, 
2015. 

CONCLUSION:   
Chapter 1, Article II, Section 1-16.D.2, of the Land Development Code states, “The 
Board of Adjustment and Appeals shall first determine whether the need for the 
proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape, topographical 
condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are unique to the specific 
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condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are unique to the specific 
property involved and are not the result of the actions of the applicant. If the basis for 
the request is the unique quality of the site, the Board shall make the following required 
findings based on the granting of the variance for that site alone. If, however, the 
condition is common to numerous sites so that requests for similar variances are likely 
to be received, the Board shall base its findings on the cumulative effect of granting the 
variance to all who may apply.”   

The Board must consider the following criteria established in Chapter 1, Article II, 
Section 1-16.D.4, of the Land Development Code for the expansion of the non-
conforming structure: 

1. Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land,
structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands,
structures, or buildings in the same zoning district.

Argument for the variance: The special conditions of the property are related
directly to the conversion of the property from cottage rentals to platted lots of
records as a duplex.  The 1989 Development Order did not provide alternative
setbacks to those contained within the Land Development Code and have
prevented the reasonable expansion, redevelopment, and maintenance of these
properties without a variance approval.

Argument against the variance:  The property owner could potentially build a
smaller addition that would not require a variance.

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of
the applicant.
Argument for the variance: The Development Order was approved in 1989 and is
not the action of the applicant.
Argument against the variance: The property owner bought the property with the
existing living area. Had the property owner performed a due diligence, it would
have been known that a variance was needed to add additional square footage
to meet the code.

3. Literal interpretation of the provisions of these zoning regulations would
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the
same zoning district under the terms of these zoning regulations and
would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant.
Argument for the variance: The front yard setback of the subject property is
55.8’. The required front yard setback is only 25’.  Other Homeowners in the area
have structures situated closer to the front setback line and have been able to
expand to the rear of their dwellings without the need of a variance. The request
for a rear yard variance of 5’ maintains the 15’ setback that the City agreed to in
2000.  
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Argument against the variance: Compliance with the setbacks would recognize 
the setbacks that other properties in the same zoning district were required to 
meet when additions were approved by the city. 

4. No practical alternative exists and the variance, if granted, is the minimum
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building,
or structure.
Argument for the variance: The homeowner’s association will not allow
expansion to the front. Therefore, there is no practical alternative for the
expansion of the living area at 757A Flamingo Drive and the request is the
minimum needed to make reasonable use of the land.
Argument against the variance:  The applicant could reduce the size of the
addition and meet the Land Development Code setbacks.

5. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the
cost of developing the site. Financial disadvantages or physical
inconvenience to the applicant shall not in and of themselves constitute
conclusive proof of unnecessary hardship.
Argument for the variance: The variance is not sought to reduce the cost of the
construction of the project.      
Argument against the variance:  None. The variance is not sought to reduce the 
construction cost of the project.      

6. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on
surrounding public streets, the danger of fire, or other hazard to the public.
Argument for the variance: The request will not increase congestion, fire danger
or public hazards.   
Argument against the variance:  None.  The variance will not create any hazards 
to the public.      

7. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of
this Code and the specific intent of the relevant subject area(s) of the Code
and will not substantially diminish property values in, nor alter the essential
character of, the area surrounding the site.

Argument for the variance: The request will not diminish property values or alter 
the character of the surrounding area.  The request is a substantial investment in 
the Ocean Village Villa area.  The Ocean Village Villas has architectural controls 
separate of the City Land Development Code that will ensure consistency of the 
proposed living area.     

Argument against the variance:  None. The variance request is in compliance 
with the 15’ rear yard setback agreement by the City in 2000 and does not alter 
the character of the building layout for this phase of the plat.  
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8. Granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any
special privilege that is denied by this Code to other lands, buildings, or
structures in the same zoning district.
Argument for the variance: The purpose of the variance process is to confer
rights that are denied to a particular applicant because of a special condition or
unique circumstance for their property.  City Planning staff have over time
indicated an acknowledgment that the R-4 zoning district setbacks are
misapplied to Ocean Village Villas and the Development Order should be
amended.  In 2000, the City Planning Director stated a willingness to allow 15’
rear yard setbacks.  Staff believes that the variance allows the redevelopment,
modernization, and necessary investment to maintain properties within the
Ocean Village Villas.

Argument against the variance:  Reducing the overall building addition could
reduce or eliminate the need for the requested variance.

RECOMMENDATION:   Staff believes that the variance allows the redevelopment and 
modernization of the property and is a necessary investment to maintain properties 
within older neighborhoods. It is recommended that the Board of Adjustments and 
Appeals APPROVE a variance of 5’ to allow an addition of 14’ by 10’ and to include the 
existing nonconforming screened room approximately 14’ x 17’ at a 15’ rear yard 
setback, where the R-4 zoning district currently requires a 20’ rear yard setback.   
Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Survey 
Attachment 2:   Maps and pictures 
Attachment 3: Variance application and ARC approval 



ATTACHMENT 1 

Variance Exhibit 



Existing screened patio

Location of proposed addition



ATTACHMENT 2 

• Maps and pictures



Aerial of proposed room expansion

Source:  Pictometry.com 

Existing screened 
room

Proposed room 
addition

757 A Flamingo Drive 



Proposed addition (inside fence) will square up with existing screened patio.



Proposed addition is within the existing fence.  This is the side yard view. The addition meets the required side 
yard setback of 20' in the R-4 Zoning District.



This is the rear yard view.  The proposed addition is within the fence which is 15' from the rear property line.



ATTACHMENT 3 

Applicant provided 
information 













               OCEAN VILLAGE VILLAS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 
635 FLAMINGO DR. ORMOND BEACH, FL  32176 

Phone: 386-677-9013  FAX: 386-677-8078 
Email:  oceanvillagehoa@cfl.rr.com 

Dec. 22, 2015 

Walter Zehnder 
3126 Blue Heron St. 
Safety Harbor, FL  34695 

RE:  Your property at 757A Flamingo Drive, Ormond Beach, FL  32176 

Dear Walter, 

On Dec. 21, the ARC held a meeting to consider your Request for Improvement, dated Dec. 16, 
2015.  The ARC has approved your request to construct a 14’ X 10’ permanent addition (in the 
form of a bedroom expansion) per your description, at the rear (north side) of your property at 
757A Flamingo Drive. The installation will be done by Howard Construction LLC of Orange 
Park, FL.  Thank you for providing their documentation with your request.  For assistance, the 
ARC provides the following from the ARC Guidelines: 

QUOTE 

1. Permanent Additions:  All additions to the original structure other than screened rooms or Florida
glass enclosed rooms shall be constructed of brick when facing the front yard (Zone 1).  Cement block 
construction may be used in place of brick for areas facing the side yard (Zone 2) and the rear yard 
(Zone 3). If cement block is used it must be stuccoed with sufficient thickness to conceal the mortar 
joints between the cement blocks. The stucco must have a smooth natural finish and be painted 
“colonial white” to match the existing buildings. If brick is used for the permanent addition, it must be 
painted “colonial white” as well. Under no circumstances is dryvit permitted as an exterior building 
material. 

The maximum height of the addition must not exceed the height of the original structure. 

The roof of a permanent addition must be covered with Mediterranean Style Tile colored Mission Red 
to match the existing roof. The roof on the addition must have the same pitch as the original roof. The 
new roof must be tied into the original structure in such a way as to look like a continuation of the 
original structure and not as an addition. The roof should have a minimum overhang of 12-inches with 
a 12-inch white aluminum soffit. There should be incorporated a 6-inch white vinyl or white aluminum 
fascia to provide scale to the roof edges. 

Flat pan style house roofs are not permitted under any circumstances. The only approved flat roof style 
is for carports. 

All windows for permanent additions in the front of the house (Zone 1) and the side of the house (Zone 
2) shall be bronze framed with black screening if a screen is used. The windows in Zone 1 and Zone 2
shall be of the standard double-hung model used in the original building. Windows in the rear of the 
house (Zone 3) that are not visible from the street shall be bronze framed with black screening. Sliders 

mailto:oceanvillagehoa@cfl.rr.com
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may be used in Zone 3. Window glass shall be either clear or bronze tinted. Window treatments shall 
be uniform and shall be either off-white (almond) or white when viewed from the exterior. This means 
that window treatments shall have an almond or white liner that faces the exterior of the property. The 
interior color may be any color the owner desires. 

If gutters are installed they shall be white with white downspouts. 

Landscaping for a permanent addition shall match the existing landscaping. Additional shrubs may be 
needed to extend existing flowerbeds in front and on the side.  Please refer to paragraph 2, 
Landscaping, for guidance in planting trees, shrubs, bushes and other flora if extending the scope of the 
general landscaping around the house.  

The Association must be notified before any heavy construction equipment is driven across the lawn so 
the Association can move or turn off the irrigation sprinkler heads located on every lawn. The thin 
walled pipe used in the irrigation system is easily damaged by these machines. Any damage done to the 
irrigation system will be repaired by the Association but at the Owner’s expense. Any peripheral 
damage to abutting Association property will also be repaired by the Association at the owner’s 
expense. 

The building site should be kept as clean as possible. All rubbish or refuse shall be removed on a 
regular basis so it does not become an eyesore or interfere with regular lawn maintenance such as grass 
cutting and the watering of the lawn. 

Pavers may be used around the house provided the color is consistent with existing driveway and 
walkways. 

14. Storm, Screen and Wood Doors.  Wooden screen doors are not permitted. As a
practical matter, unprotected exterior wooden doors suffer terribly in the harsh salt air beachside 
climate. They discolor, warp, and fall apart quickly. 

White doors are not permitted.  Wooden doors shall be painted “Redwood” red or varnished. The 
Association has a sample of this color paint. Storm and screen doors shall be bronze aluminum with 
black or bronze screening. No lattice design, bars, or other decorative doors shall be permitted without 
ARC approval. The wood front door may be varnished or painted “redwood” red in color. 

15. Windows.  All windows shall be bronze trimmed. Windows in the front of the house (Zone 1)
and the side of the house (Zone 2) shall be double-hung. Windows in the rear of the house (Zone 3) 
may be sliders. Glass shall be clear or bronze tinted. Window treatments shall be uniform and be white 
or almond (off-white) in color on the side facing the exterior of the building. As a matter of interest, the 
best way to protect your property is to buy Miami-Dade Notice of Acceptance windows. Those so 
qualified offer the best protection from windborne debris, cyclic pressure and water. The local building 
code may also require windows of this type. 

25. Conflicting Provisions. Where any ARC guideline conflicts with any provisions of applicable
federal, state, or local law, the ARC guidelines will control unless expressly prohibited by law. In case 
of any conflict between the ARC guidelines and the Amended and Restated Declaration, the Amended 
and Restated Declaration shall control, and in the case of any conflict between these ARC guidelines 
and the Articles of Incorporation and the Bylaws of the Association, the Articles of Incorporation and 
the Bylaws of the Association shall control.  

END QUOTE 



Any changes/deviations to the original plans/specifications submitted no matter how minor, will 
require additional approval by the ARC.  Unless the work is being done by the owner, prior to 
the start of construction the Association requires a copy of the licenses, certificate of insurance 
and permits of all contractors who will be involved in the construction.  Advise all construction 
workers that they MUST NOT DRIVE OR PARK ON THE GRASS.  In the event that it is 
necessary to drive on the grass, please coordinate with the HOA office to have the irrigation 
contractor identify the location of irrigation, so that the lines may be identified and avoided. 

A copy of the building permit issued by the City of Ormond Beach must be received by the 
office PRIOR to the START of construction.  Nothing in this approval is valid unless all the 
necessary prerequisites established by the Association have been met.  Upon receipt by the 
Association of your signed acceptance of the terms of this approval, a copy of your approval 
letter, with our corporate seal upon it, will be sent directly to the City of Ormond Beach to await 
your permit application.  This approval is valid for six months from the date of issue.  Thank you 
for applying to the ARC.  We hope you will enjoy your new construction.   

By signing below, you agree to accept the terms of this approval.  You also agree to allow the 
Architectural Review Committee (ARC) and the Homeowners’ Association (HOA) management 
to enter onto your property to inspect your new construction while in process as well as to make 
a final inspection of all work.  Failure to sign and agree with approval letter in its entirety will 
nullify this approval and approval will be considered denied.  A copy of this letter needs to go to 
the contractor to make sure all the specifications regarding materials, sizes, etc. are complied 
with. 

_______________________________ ___________________ 
     SIGNATURE             DATE 

Sincerely, 
The Architectural Review Committee 
Ocean Village Villas Homeowners Association 

CC:  Board of Directors, Ocean Village Villas Homeowners Association; Steven Spraker, Senior 
Planner, City of Ormond Beach Planning Department; ARC members 
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STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning  
 

DATE: March 24, 2016 
SUBJECT: 18 London Lane, patio variance 

APPLICANT: Carolyn Bracken, property owner 
FILE NUMBER: 2016-046 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Senior Planner 

INTRODUCTION: This is a request for a patio variance submitted by Carolyn Bracken, 
property owner of 18 London Lane. The applicant seeks to allow a patio addition in the 
rear and side yards with a setback of 2’ for the property at 18 London Lane. Section 2-
50(w) of the Ormond Beach Land Development Code requires a 5’ setback to the side 
interior and rear property line for a patio.  The applicant is seeking to allow a patio at a 
2’ side yard and rear yard setback, a 3’ variance to the required 5’ setback for a patio. 
BACKGROUND: The property is designated as “Medium Density Residential” on the 
City’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and is zoned R-5 (Multifamily Medium Density) on 
the City’s Official Zoning Map. The existing use of the property is consistent with the 
FLUM designation and zoning district.  The subject property is a multifamily unit within 
the Gardens of New Britain. The Gardens of New Britain multi-family development was 
approved in 1977 by the City Commission with Resolution 77-106 and amended with 
Resolution 78-104. As shown below, the development is bounded by North Shores 
Drive to the south: 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18 London 
Lane 

Source: Vantagepoints  

Exhibit 1: Gardens of New Britain development 



Board of Adjustments and Appeals April 6, 2016 
18 London Lane Page 2 

[04.06.2016 BOAA, 18 London Lane, patio variance staff report] 

Below is a site aerial of the subject property:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  2016 Pictometry 
The adjacent land uses and zoning are as follows:  

 

 Current Land Uses Future Land Use Designation Zoning 

North Gardens of New Britain 
multi-family  

“Medium Density 
Residential” 

R-5 (Multi Family 
Medium Density) 

South Duplexes and triplexes 
“Medium Density 

Residential” 

R-4  (Single-Family 
Cluster and Townhouse 

Zoning District) 

East Gardens of New Britain 
multi-family 

“Medium Density 
Residential” 

R-5 (Multi Family 
Medium Density) 

West Gardens of New Britain 
multi-family 

“Medium Density 
Residential” 

R-5 (Multi Family 
Medium Density) 

 

Exhibit 2: Aerial of 18 London Lane 

Exhibit 3: Abutting land uses 
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ANALYSIS:  The applicant seeks to allow a patio expansion in the rear and side yards 
with a setback of 2’ for the property at 18 London Lane. Section 2-50(w) of the Ormond 
Beach Land Development Code requires a 5’ setback to the side interior and rear 
property lines for a patio.  The applicant is seeking to allow a patio at a 2’ side yard and 
rear yard setback, a 3’ variance to the required 5’ setback for a patio.  The subject 
property is part of an overall multifamily development and has adjoining units to the east 
of their property.  To the west of the subject property is a common area that includes the 
pool.  The proposed patio expansion would extend the patio from the existing 140 
square feet to 429 square feet as shown in the exhibit below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The patio expansion is shown as a total of 33’ in width and 13’ in depth.  The patio 
expansion would be located behind the existing PVC fence.  The variance is solely for 
the patio and would not allow any vertical structure to be constructed on the patio. 
 
 
 

 

Exhibit 4: patio expansion drawing 
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REVIEW CRITERIA:   
Chapter 1, Article II, Section 1-16.D.2, of the Land Development Code states, “The 
Board of Adjustment and Appeals shall first determine whether the need for the 
proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape, topographical 
condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are unique to the specific 
property involved and are not the result of the actions of the applicant. If the basis for 
the request is the unique quality of the site, the Board shall make the following required 
findings based on the granting of the variance for that site alone. If, however, the 
condition is common to numerous sites so that requests for similar variances are likely 
to be received, the Board shall base its findings on the cumulative effect of granting the 
variance to all who may apply.”   

The Board must consider the following criteria established in Chapter 1, Article II, 
Section 1-16(D)(3) of the Land Development Code: 
1. Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, 

structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands, 
structures, or buildings in the same zoning district.   
Argument for the variance:  The overall Gardens of New Britain development was 
approved in the late 1970’s, but there are many developed conditions that do not 
meet the Land Development Code regulations.  The existing lot is 85’ in depth 
and 35’ in width.  There is limited area to allow a rear yard accessory use. 
Argument against the variance:  There are no special conditions associated with 
this request and the Land Development Code requires a 5’ setback on both the 
rear and side property lines. 

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of 
the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:  The applicant did not cause the building location or 
have a part in the approval of the 1977 approval.     
Argument against the variance:   The applicant could reduce the size of the patio 
in either the side or rear yard to meet the Land Development Code setbacks.  

3. Literal interpretation of the provisions of these zoning regulations would 
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the 
same zoning district under the terms of these zoning regulations and 
would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:   The variance application states that there are many 
similar sized patios and sunrooms within the Gardens of New Britain 
development and application of the 5’ rear and side yard setbacks would be an 
undue hardship.  The patio would not extend beyond the existing PVC fence to 
the south property line (rear yard) and there is an existing common yard to the 
west (side yard).  Meeting the existing setbacks would not allow a functional patio 
area and there are no property owners impacted by the variance request. 
Argument against the variance:   The Land Development Code allows patios as 
an accessory use with a minimal 5’ setback.  Meeting the required side and rear 
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yard setbacks would allow a patio of 30’ in width and 10’ in depth or 300 square 
feet.   

4. No practical alternative exists and the variance, if granted, is the minimum 
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or 
structure. 
Argument for the variance:  The variance application states that the requested 
side and rear yard variances are the minimum variance needed to make a 
reasonable use of the outdoor living area. The proposed patio expansion is 
located behind the existing PVC fence in the rear yard and abuts a common area 
along the side yard. 
Argument against the variance:   As stated above in previous criteria, reducing 
the overall size of the proposed patio expansion could reduce or eliminate the 
need for the variance.   

5. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the 
cost of developing the site. Financial disadvantages or physical 
inconvenience to the applicant shall not in and of themselves constitute 
conclusive proof of unnecessary hardship. 
Argument for the variance:  The variance is not sought to reduce the cost of the 
construction of the project.          
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance is not sought to reduce the 
construction cost of the project.       

6. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on 
surrounding public streets, the danger of fire, or other hazard to the public. 
Argument for the variance:  The request will not increase congestion, fire danger 
or public hazards.            
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance will not create any hazards 
to the public.       

7. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of 
this Code and the specific intent of the relevant subject area(s) of the Code 
and will not substantially diminish property values in, nor alter the 
essential character of, the area surrounding the site. 
Argument for the variance:  The Gardens of New Britain is a multifamily project 
which does not meet many of the zoning district setbacks.  The proposed 
expansion of the patio is in harmony with the scale of the existing buildings and 
project improvements.  The patio is not a hard roof structure and does not impact 
abutting properties.  The application indicates that the abutting property owners 
have no objections to the variance request. 
Argument against the variance:   There have been no objections to the requested 
variance.  The patio is located on the rear and side yards and staff does not 
believe that the proposed patio expansion would have any impact on property 
values or alter the character of the area.   
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8. Granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Code to other lands, buildings, or 
structures in the same zoning district. 
Argument for the variance:  The purpose of the variance process is to confer 
rights that are denied to a particular applicant because of a special condition or 
unique circumstance for their property.     
Argument against the variance:  As stated above in the other criteria, reducing 
the overall proposed patio expansion could reduce or eliminate the need for the 
requested variance. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Board of Adjustment and Appeals grant the requested 
variance to allow a patio expansion at a 2’ side yard and rear yard setback, a 3’ 
variance to the required 5’ setback for a patio. 
 
Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Variance plot plan 
Attachment 2:   Maps and pictures 
Attachment 3: Application 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 

Variance Exhibit 
 

 
 





ATTACHMENT 2 
 

• Maps and pictures 
 





18 London Lane 

HOA Common area 

Area of 
patio 

Aerial view of 18 London Lane 

Source: Pictometry.com 



Aerial of proposed patio expansion  

Common 
area 

18 London 
Lane 

Note:  Fence to be located 
behind PVC fence 

Source: Pictometry.com 



Existing PVC fence 

Existing patio  
17.5’ by 8’ = 140 SF 

Proposed patio  
33’ by 13’ = 429 SF 

Existing  
Townhome

#18 

Common  
area 

North Shore Drive 

Proposed 2’ 
setback on the 
side and rear 
yard 

35.74’ 

80’ 

17.5’ 
8’ 13’ 

33’ 

Exhibit for patio expansion at 18 London Lane 

Note:  Proposed 
patio to be located 
behind existing PVC 
fence 



Area of proposed patio expansion 

side 

rear 



Area of proposed patio 
expansion – looking towards 
common area. 
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Applicant provided 
information 
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STAFF REPORT 
City of Ormond Beach 

Department of Planning  
 

DATE: March 28, 2016 
SUBJECT: 474 Triton Road, front and rear yard setback variances 

APPLICANT: Sandra Upchurch, property owner 
FILE NUMBER: 2016-049 

PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Senior Planner 

INTRODUCTION: This is a request for two variances submitted by Sandra Upchurch, 
property owner of 474 Triton Road.  The subject property is zoned R-2.5 (Single Family 
Low-Medium Density).  The applicant is requesting two variances to allow the 
demolition of the existing structure and construction of a new single family home as 
follows:  

1. Front yard setback variance:  Section 2-14(B)(9)(a) of the Land 
Development Code requires a 30’ front yard setback.  The variance 
application seeks to allow the single family house structure at a front yard 
setback of 19.09’, at the closest point to the front property line, requiring a 
10.91’ variance to the required 30’ front yard setback. 

2. Rear yard setback variance: Section 2-14(B)(9)(b) of the Land Development 
Code requires a 20’ rear yard setback.  The variance application seeks to 
allow a cabana structure at a rear yard setback of 16’, at the closest point to 
the rear property line, requiring a 4’ variance to the required 20’ rear yard 
setback.  

BACKGROUND: The subject property currently has an existing one-story single-family 
house which is proposed for demolition.  The property is designated as “Low Density 
Residential” on the City’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and is zoned R-2.5 (Single 
Family Low-Medium Density) on the City’s Official Zoning Map. The existing use of the 
property is consistent with the FLUM designation and zoning district. The adjacent land 
uses and zoning are as follows:  
Exhibit 1:  Abutting land uses and zoning 

 Current Land Uses 
Future Land Use 

Designation Zoning 

North Oceanside golf course “Low Density Residential” R-2.5 (Single Family 
Low-Medium Density) 

South Single-Family House “Low Density Residential” R-2.5 (Single Family 
Low-Medium Density) 
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 Current Land Uses 
Future Land Use 

Designation Zoning 

East Single-Family House “Low Density Residential” R-2.5 (Single Family 
Low-Medium Density) 

West Oceanside golf course “Low Density Residential” R-2.5 (Single Family 
Low-Medium Density) 

Below is a site aerial of the subject property:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  2016 Pictometry 
ANALYSIS: The applicant is requesting two variances to allow the demolition of the 
existing structure and construction of a new single family home as follows:  

1. Front yard setback variance:  Section 2-14(B)(9)(a) of the Land 
Development Code requires a 30’ front yard setback.  The variance 
application seeks to allow the single family house structure at a front yard 
setback of 19.09’, at the closest point to the front property line, requiring a 
10.91’ variance to the required 30’ front yard setback. 

2. Rear yard setback variance: Section 2-14(B)(9)(b) of the Land Development 
Code requires a 20’ rear yard setback.  The variance application seeks to 
allow a cabana structure at a rear yard setback of 16’, at the closest point to 
the rear property line, requiring a 4’ variance to the required 20’ rear yard 
setback.  

 

Exhibit 2: Aerial of 474 Triton Road 
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All other site and building development shall be required to meet the applicable Land 
Development Code regulations.  Each variance shall be reviewed independently and 
the Board may vote on each variance separately.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA:   
Chapter 1, Article II, Section 1-16.D.2, of the Land Development Code states, “The 
Board of Adjustment and Appeals shall first determine whether the need for the 
proposed variance arises out of the physical surroundings, shape, topographical 
condition, or other physical or environmental conditions that are unique to the specific 
property involved and are not the result of the actions of the applicant. If the basis for 
the request is the unique quality of the site, the Board shall make the following required 
findings based on the granting of the variance for that site alone. If, however, the 
condition is common to numerous sites so that requests for similar variances are likely 
to be received, the Board shall base its findings on the cumulative effect of granting the 
variance to all who may apply.”   

FRONT YARD SETBACK VARIANCE:   
The variance application seeks to allow the single family house structure at a front yard 
setback of 19.09’, at the closest point to the front property line, requiring a 10.91’ 
variance to the required 30’ front yard setback.  The variance is sought based upon the 
75’ width of the Triton Road cul-de-sac and the front yard setback that is created on the 
subject property. 

Exhibit 3: variance exhibit 

 

Rear yard 
variance 

Front yard 
variance 
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The Board must consider the following criteria established in Chapter 1, Article II, 
Section 1-16.D.4, of the Land Development Code for the expansion of the non-
conforming structure: 
1. Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, 

structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands, 
structures, or buildings in the same zoning district.   
Argument for the variance:  The subject property is lot 12 of the Fairway Heights 
subdivision, platted in 1959.  The special condition relates to the oversize cul-de-
sac that reduces the overall buildable land area within the lot.  The variance 
request seeks to locate a new house at 19.09’, at the closest point to the Triton 
Road cul-de-sac.  The front yard encroachment of the proposed house does not 
appear out of proportion with the large size of the roadway. 
Argument against the variance:  The cul-de-sac is an existing condition that was 
created in 1959 and is not a special condition. 

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of 
the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:   The subject property and cul-de-sac was platted in 
1959 and the variance requested is not a result of the applicant’s actions.  
Argument against the variance:   None, the applicant had no role in the platting of 
the subdivision.  

3. Literal interpretation of the provisions of these zoning regulations would 
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the 
same zoning district under the terms of these zoning regulations and 
would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:   Within the variance application, the applicant stated, 
“To honor the existing setbacks would drastically minimize the size and efficiency 
of our new home”.  The variance application states that the proposed house 
would be a two story house that was designed to minimize the encroachment into 
the required setbacks.  Application of the zoning district setback would reduce 
the depth of the buildable area of the lot based upon the cul-de-sac and be a 
hardship to the property owner.   
Argument against the variance:   A key consideration of the application is the size 
of house and accessory uses allowed on the subject property.  One can argue 
that the size of the single-family structure could be reduced to decrease the 
variance requested.   

4. No practical alternative exists and the variance, if granted, is the minimum 
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or 
structure. 
Argument for the variance:  There is no practical alternative that would not 
reduce the depth of the buildable area of the house.  The existing house 
structure encroaches into the front yard setback.  The proposed plot plan is the 
minimum variance needed to make reasonable use of the property.  Based on 
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the width of the cul-de-sac, the front yard variance is not a noticeable 
encroachment based on the location at the end of the street. 
Argument against the variance:   As stated above in previous criteria, reducing 
the overall building size could reduce or eliminate the need for the front yard 
variance. 

5. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the 
cost of developing the site. Financial disadvantages or physical 
inconvenience to the applicant shall not in and of themselves constitute 
conclusive proof of unnecessary hardship. 
Argument for the variance:  The variance is not sought to reduce the cost of the 
construction of the project.          
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance is not sought to reduce the 
construction cost of the project.       

6. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on 
surrounding public streets, the danger of fire, or other hazard to the public. 
Argument for the variance:  The request will not increase congestion, fire danger 
or public hazards.  The property has only one neighbor and is bounded by the 
golf course on two sides and Triton Road on the other side.          
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance will not create any hazards 
to the public.       

7. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of 
this Code and the specific intent of the relevant subject area(s) of the Code 
and will not substantially diminish property values in, nor alter the 
essential character of, the area surrounding the site. 
Argument for the variance:  Staff does not believe the variance request would 
diminish property values or alter the character of the surrounding area.  Staff 
believes that the project would increase the subject properties assessed value 
and be an asset to the neighborhood.  The property abuts the golf course on the 
rear and side yards.  All abutting property owners have signed the application 
with no objections to the variance.    
Argument against the variance:   None.  The proposed structure and 
improvements further strengthen the residential character of Triton Road.   

8. Granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Code to other lands, buildings, or 
structures in the same zoning district. 
Argument for the variance:  The purpose of the variance process is to confer 
rights that are denied to a particular applicant because of a special condition or 
unique circumstance for their property. Staff believes that this request is 
appropriate based on the cul-de-sac width, support of the abutting property 
owners, and the analysis provided in this report.     
Argument against the variance:  As stated above in the other criteria, reducing 
the overall building size could reduce or eliminate the need for the front yard 
variance. 



Board of Adjustments and Appeals April 6, 2016 
474 Triton Road Page 6 

[04.06.2016 BOAA, 474 Triton Road,  Staff Report] 

REAR YARD SETBACK VARIANCE:   
The variance application seeks to allow a cabana structure at a rear yard setback of 16’, 
at the closest point to the rear property line, requiring a 4’ variance to the required 20’ 
rear yard setback. The Board must consider the following criteria established in Chapter 
1, Article II, Section 1-16.D.4, of the Land Development Code for the expansion of the 
non-conforming structure: 
1. Special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, 

structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands, 
structures, or buildings in the same zoning district.   
Argument for the variance:  The subject property is lot 12 of the Fairway Heights 
subdivision, platted in 1959.  The special condition relates to the slope of the rear 
yard lot line from south to the north.  The property owner designed the proposed 
cabana along the deepest part of the rear yard setback. 
Argument against the variance:  The subject property was platted with the sloping 
lot line and the applicant knew of this condition when the property was 
purchased. 

2. The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of 
the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:   The subject property and rear lot line was platted in 
1959 and the variance requested is not a result of the applicant’s actions.  
Argument against the variance: None, the applicant had a role in the platting of 
the subdivision.  

3. Literal interpretation of the provisions of these zoning regulations would 
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the 
same zoning district under the terms of these zoning regulations and 
would work unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. 
Argument for the variance:   Cabana’s and other accessory uses are common in 
the rear yard and are enjoyed by many property owners along the golf course.  
The property abuts the golf course and the encroachment is minor and would 
have no impact on the golf course.  Application of the zoning district setback 
would reduce the depth of the proposed cabana and would be a hardship to the 
property owner.   
Argument against the variance:   Staff would typically argue to reduce the overall 
size of the improvement.  However, reducing the size of the cabana would only 
allow an improvement that is 6’ in depth and not a functional improvement.     

4. No practical alternative exists and the variance, if granted, is the minimum 
variance that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, building, or 
structure. 
Argument for the variance:  There is no practical alternative that would allow the 
proposed cabana to be located to meet the principal building setback of 20’.  The 
property owner has located the cabana in the deepest part of the rear yard and 
the variance need is directly related to the slope of the rear property line. 
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Argument against the variance:    No argument exists against this criterion.  
There is no other location to locate the cabana. 

5. The variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to reduce the 
cost of developing the site. Financial disadvantages or physical 
inconvenience to the applicant shall not in and of themselves constitute 
conclusive proof of unnecessary hardship. 
Argument for the variance:  The variance is not sought to reduce the cost of the 
construction of the project.          
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance is not sought to reduce the 
construction cost of the project.       

6. The proposed variance will not substantially increase congestion on 
surrounding public streets, the danger of fire, or other hazard to the public. 
Argument for the variance:  The request will not increase congestion, fire danger 
or public hazards.  The property has only one neighbor and is bounded by the 
golf course on two sides and Triton Road on the final side.          
Argument against the variance:   None.  The variance will not create any hazards 
to the public.       

7. The effect of the proposed variance is in harmony with the general intent of 
this Code and the specific intent of the relevant subject area(s) of the Code 
and will not substantially diminish property values in, nor alter the 
essential character of, the area surrounding the site. 
Argument for the variance:  Staff does not believe the request would diminish 
property values or alter the character of the surrounding area.  Staff believes that 
the project would increase the subject properties assessed value and be an 
asset to the neighborhood.  The property abuts the golf course on the rear and 
side yards.  All abutting property owners have signed the application with no 
objections to the variance.    
Argument against the variance:   None.  The proposed structure and 
improvements further to strengthen the residential character of Triton Road.   

8. Granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Code to other lands, buildings, or 
structures in the same zoning district. 
Argument for the variance:  The purpose of the variance process is to confer 
rights that are denied to a particular applicant because of a special condition or 
unique circumstance for their property. Staff believes that this request is 
appropriate based on the slope of the property line, support of the abutting 
property owners, and the analysis provided in this report.     
Argument against the variance:  As stated above in the other criteria, the only 
other alternative would be to not construct the proposed cabana. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Board of Adjustment and Appeals grant the two setback 
variances requested to allow the demolition of the existing structure and construction of 
a new single family home as follows:  

1. Front yard setback variance: Section 2-14(B)(9)(a) of the Land 
Development Code requires a 30’ front yard setback.  The variance 
application seeks to allow the single family house structure at a front yard 
setback of 19.09’, at the closest point to the front property line, requiring a 
10.91’ variance to the required 30’ front yard setback. 

2. Rear yard setback variance: Section 2-14(B)(9)(b) of the Land Development 
Code requires a 20’ rear yard setback.  The variance application seeks to 
allow a cabana structure at a rear yard setback of 16’, at the closest point to 
the rear property line, requiring a 4’ variance to the required 20’ rear yard 
setback.  

 
 Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Variance plot plan 

Attachment 2:   Maps and pictures 

Attachment 3: Application 
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474 Triton Road aerial

01/29/2015



474 Triton Road aerial

01/29/2015



Existing house at 474 Triton Road – 
proposed to be demolished. 



Abutting property at 470 Triton Road 





Existing rear yard view at 474 Triton Road 



Subject property abuts the Oceanside golf course 



Existing side yard view (north) 



ATTACHMENT 3 
 

Applicant provided 
information 

 
 

 
 


























