
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
CITY OF ST. PETE BEACH

155 Corey Avenue
St. Pete Beach, FL 33706

 
Wednesday, October 28, 2020

2:00 PM

Call to Order 
Pledge of Allegiance 

Roll Call

REGULAR  MEETING

1. Changes to the Agenda 

2. Audience Comments - Comments shall be limited to 3 minutes 
per person

3. Approval of Minutes 
 a. 9/30/2020 Minutes 

4. Action Items 
 a. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20067 106 6TH AVE; Request for a cantilevered 

second-story porch addition to encroach into the required front setback.
 b. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20070 1701 Pass-A-Grille Way; Request to construct a 

residence with a zero-foot secondary front setback along 17th Avenue, and permit a 
fourth residential driveway connection to the street.

 c. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20073 7100 Sunset Way; Request for the installation of 
two entry gates, one exit gate, one pedestrian gate, and ornamental fencing of six to eight 
feet in height in the required front setback at Envoy Point Condominiums. 

 d. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20074 2931 E Vina Del Mar Blvd; Request to construct 
a new dock that extends 85 feet from the seawall where 37.5" is the maximum, and 
encroach to 17.17" from the southern side property line where an 18.5" side setback is the 
minimum.

 e. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20075 5820 Bimini Way; Request to replace and 
expand an existing carport that encroaches to 7.7 feet from the front property line with a 
block garage

 f. VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20076 1025 Boca Ciega Isle Dr; Variance to permit the 
construction of an open carport that encroaches to 13 feet from the front property line at 
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its closest point.

5. Adjournment - Next Meeting 11/18/2020 

APPEAL: In accordance with 286.0105, Florida Statute (Notices of meetings and 
hearings must advise that a record is required to appeal), if a person decides to appeal 
any decision made by this committee, board, agency, or commission with respect to any 
matter considered at this meeting or hearing, he or she will need a record of the 
proceedings, and that, for such purpose, he or she may need to ensure that a verbatim 
record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence 
upon which the appeal is to be based.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA): In accordance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and Florida Statutes, if any person with a disability 
defined by the ADA needs special accommodation to participate in this proceeding, then 
not later than two business days prior to the proceeding, he or she should contact City 
Hall at (727) 367-2735.

The public is cordially invited to attend this virtual meeting.
All agenda material is available for review at City Hall or 

www.stpetebeach.org.
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DRAFT BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT VIRTUAL MEETING MINUTES  

September 30, 2020  2:00 P.M. 

 

PRESENT: Sandie Lyman, Vice Chair 

Michael Bomar, Member 

Jake Holehouse, Member 

 

EXCUSED: Paul Skipper, Chair 

Denise Chase, Member 

 

STAFF PRESENT: Matthew McConnell, Dickman Law Firm 

Ginny Keeter-Bodkin, Deputy City Clerk 

Wesley Wright, Community Development Director 

Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner 

Brandon Berry, Planner II 

  

1. Changes to the Agenda -  Mr. McConnell reminded the Board that most of the items 

reviewed by this Board are quasi-judicial in nature, and he reviewed those requirements. Prior to 

beginning the agenda’s action items, the Clerk will swear in any witnesses (members of the public) 

and Board members would disclose any ex-parte communications with the applicant/s prior to the 

item. Staff would present their case, applicants would present, the Chair would open to public 

comment, allow the applicant to rebut if they wish, the Chair would close public comment and 

open the Board discussion. There were no changes to the agenda. 

 

All persons wishing to speak on any items were sworn in. 

 

2. Audience Comments - There were no audience comments. 

 

3. Approval of Minutes  a. 08/26/2020 

 

Member Holehouse moved and Member Bomar seconded the approval of the 

minutes from the August 26, 2020 meeting; the motion carried unanimously. 

 

4. Action Items 

 

a. SUBDIVISION – PRELIMINARY REQUEST (20061) 3101 Pass-A-Grille 

Way (Case No. 20061); Request to subdivide a 14,971 sq. ft. lot into two 

individual 62.5’x120' (7,500 sq. ft.) lots. 

 

Mr. Wright stated that in addition to reviewing and approving variances, this Board has authority 

to review subdivision plans and make recommendations in favor of or against to the City 

Commission.  He thoroughly reviewed the request, staff findings and staff recommendation. Dave 

Feinberg was present for Applicant/Owner Seabiscuit Properties, 3101 Pass-a-Grille Way. Selena 

Holmes of 3104 Pass-a-Grille Way gave public comment and Mr. Feinberg answered questions. 

There was no opposition to the request.  The  Vice Chair closed public comment and opened to 

board discussion. 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 

September 30, 2020 

Page 2 of 3 

 

Member Bomar moved to approve the request for Case No. 20061 as presented. The 

motion was seconded by Member Holehouse. The motion carried 3-0.     

 

b. VARIANCE – DECK COVER – SETBACK (20062) 3516 Belle Vista Dr - 

Request to reduce the rear yard setback to 5ft-7in for a 18x19’ deck cover 

(Sec. 6.13(c)(4)). 

 

Mr. Berry presented the details of this practical difficulty variance application; no calls or letters 

in favor or opposition were received. Staff recommendation was for approval. Applicants Dee Dee 

Albertson and Bickford Parma were in attendance to answer questions.  The Chair closed the 

meeting to public comment and the Board discussed the request. 

 

Member Holehouse moved to approve the Variance for Case No. 20062.  The motion 

was seconded by Member Bomar and passed unanimously by a roll call vote. 

 

c.  VARIANCE – GENERATOR – SETBACK (20064) 2200 Sunset Way - 

Request to install an elevated generator that encroaches to 7 inches from the 

side property line (LDC Sec. 6.14). 

 

Mr. Berry reviewed a presentation detailing the practical difficulty variance request. Staff found 

the request reasonable and recommended approval. Dean Dupre of 113 Masters Lane in Safety 

Harbor was present to represent applicants Herb and Patricia Ligon and provided additional 

comments. There were no comments for or against the request. The Chair closed public comment 

and opened board discussion.  

  

Member Bomar moved to approve the Variance for Case No. 20064.  The motion 

was seconded by  Member Holehouse and passed unanimously. 

 

d. VARIANCE – GENERATOR – SETBACK (20065) 2805 Sunset Way - Request to 

install an elevated generator that encroaches to 17 inches from the side property line 

(LDC Sec. 6.14). 

 

Ms. Rosetti reviewed the request and staff report for the practical difficulty variance for an elevated 

generator encroachment. Staff recommended approval. Tim Reilly of 119 91st Ave., Treasure 

Island  and applicant Paul Reilly were present. The applicant has spoken to the neighbor to the 

south, who has not expressed any objection. Public comment was closed, and board discussion 

followed.  

Member Bomar moved to approve the Variance for Case No. 20065.  The motion 

was seconded by Member Holehouse and passed unanimously.     

 

e. VARIANCE – GENERATOR - SETBACK (20066) 1801 Pass-A-Grille Way - 

Request to install an elevated generator that encroaches to 27 inches from the side 

property line (LDC Sec. 6.14). 

 

Ms. Rosetti reviewed the practical difficulty variance for an encroaching elevated generator. She 

included photos and staff findings. Staff found the request to be reasonable and recommended 

approval.  David Iverson of  Pinellas Generator Electric, 14770 62nd St. N. Unit C, Clearwater,  
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Board of Adjustment Meeting 

September 30, 2020 

Page 3 of 3 

 

appeared for applicant Casey Kotchman to answer any questions. There were no comments in 

favor or opposition of the request. Board discussion followed. 

 

Member Bomar moved to approve the Variance for Case No. 20066.  The motion 

was seconded by Member Holehouse and passed unanimously.     

 

f. VARIANCE – POOL, FENCE, and EQUIPMENT – SETBACK (19019) 1706 Pass-

A-Grille Way - Request for the encroachment of an approximately 25.5x15.5’ pool 

into the rear setback, encroachment of pool equipment into the secondary front 

setback, and the installation of a 6ft tall fence that exceeds four feet in height in the 

secondary front setback (LDC Secs. 6.13(c)(1)c., 6.14, & 6.15). 

 

Mr. Berry reviewed a presentation detailing this unnecessary and undue hardship variance.  He 

stated that this is part of a larger project. This matter went before the Historic Preservation Board 

last year and they made a positive recommendation with the suggestion of additional landscaping. 

Staff review found the request to be reasonable and the recommendation was for approval. 

Architect Ralph Lickton, 1706 Pass-a-Grille Way, Apt. 3, spoke and answered questions on behalf 

of the applicant.  Bill Rice of 103 18th Ave. spoke regarding the location of the pool and pool rules 

and Mr. Lickton responded. Mr. Wright stated that the Board could add conditions to the variance.  

Public comment was closed, and Board discussion followed. 

 

Member Holehouse moved to approve the Variance for Case No. 19019 as 

presented.  The motion was seconded by Member Bomar and passed unanimously. 

          

5. Adjournment – Next Meeting 10/28/2020    

 

Vice Chair Lyman complimented staff on the thoroughness of their presentations. 

 

Member Holehouse made a motion and the meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 

         

 
These minutes will be considered for approval  at the October 28, 2020 Board of Adjustment meeting. 
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St. Pete Beach City Commission
Agenda Report

Issue Considered: VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20070

Date: October 28, 2020

Prepared By: Brandon Berry, Planner II

Through: Wesley Wright, Community Development Director

Summary of Issue: Request to construct a residence with a zero-foot 
secondary front setback along 17th Avenue, and permit 
a fourth residential driveway connection to the street.

Funding: 

Requested Motion: Staff recommend approval of the unnecessary and 
undue hardship variance to permit a fourth driveway 
curb cut at the property.

If the Board of Adjustment finds that the criteria for 
the issuance of the secondary front setback 
encroachment practical difficulty variance have been 
met, staff recommend the following four (4) 
conditions:

1. The applicant shall be required to construct 
their home to the House-Medium building type 
standard found in Land Development Code Sec. 
20.15, with the exception that the home may 
encroach to zero feet from the secondary front 
lot line;

2. The applicant shall be subject to review of the 
home design by the Historic Preservation Board 
prior to submittal of a building permit under the 
criteria and procedures described in Land 
Development Code Sec. 20.24;

3. The applicant shall be held to the fourteen feet 
height standard for the first living level as 
referenced in the definition for “Building height” 
in Land Development Code Sec. 20.02, and the 
garage height shall not exceed nine feet from 
existing grade to the bottom of the horizontal 
structural member of the lowest floor, except 
that height may be increased as required by the 
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Building Official to meet FEMA requirements;

There shall be no projections of certain building 
features into the right-of-way including, but not limited 
to, balconies, staircases, and bay windows. Eaves may 
project a maximum of two feet into the right-of-way 
and shall be equipped with gutters and downspouts. 
Ornamental building features such as those identified 
in Land Development Code Sec. 6.22(c) may encroach 
into the right-of-way up to one foot if recommended 
under the Historic Preservation Board design review.

Attachments: 1. 20070 1701 PAG Way Staff Report
2. 20070 Supporting Docs
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING & ZONING

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT
TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 20070 – Mark S. Colburn and Brett Warner, Assistant Public 
Works Director

MEETING DATE: October 28, 2020
PREPARED BY:  Brandon Berry, Planner I

REQUEST
An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance to allow for a fourth 
driveway (LDC Sec. 23.11(b)(1) – Variance #1), and a Practical Difficulty 
Variance to allow for a zero-foot setback along the property’s secondary 
front property line (LDC Sec. 11.7(a)(2) and Sec. 20.15 – Variance #2).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

1701 Pass-a-Grille Way; PHILLIPS DIVISION REV MAP UNNUMB TR IN 
FRONT OF LOT 15 BLK F 50 FT WIDE; Property ID #18-32-16-68634-000-
0005.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.16 acres (6,900 SF).

LAND USE RLM-2 Residential District within the Pass-a-Grille Overlay District on the 
Zoning Map; RLM on the Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Two-family Residence
South -  17th Ave Street-end and Multi-family Residence
East – Boca Ciega Bay
West – Pass-a-Grille Way and Condominiums

BACKGROUND 

The subject property is vacant and appears to have formerly contained a dock according to the 
Pinellas County Property Appraiser. The applicant states they had previous communicated with the 
city regarding the proposed placement of their home and driveways, and that the city agreed to 
incorporate this design into their road plans. The applicant states that a sub-station was installed 
along the length of the property of their 17th Avenue street-end, and after paying for relocation, one 
of the three electrical boxes was left standing while the remaining two units were undergrounded 
rather than relocated. This narrative is detailed to a greater degree in the supporting documents to 
this case. 

ANALYSIS
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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 20070
Page 2 of 9

Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

The applicant is permitted three driveway curb cuts for their property, and is requesting a fourth, 
necessitating this variance. Three will be installed along the 17th Avenue street-end, two of which 
service proposed garages and one of which will form half of a circular drive proposed to exit onto Pass-
a-Grille Way.

The applicant is also requesting a zero-foot setback for their home along the 17th Ave street-end. The 
applicant has not supplied detailed plans regarding to which standard they propose to build their home, 
as they have the option to build to either the Pass-a-Grille Overlay standards or the underlying RLM-2 
standards due to their lot size. The applicant’s proposed front, rear, and side setbacks would be 
permittable under either standard, so for the purpose of this variance, the applicant is requesting either 
a five foot variance to the secondary front setback if they choose to build to the Pass-a-Grille Overlay 
standards, or a ten foot variance to the secondary front setback if they choose to build to the RLM-2 
standards.

Feature Number Permitted Number Requested

Driveway 3 4

Structure Secondary Front 
Setback Required

Secondary Front 
Setback Requested

Percent 
Encroachment

Single-family 
Residence

5-10’ 0’ 100%

Variance #1 – Additional Driveway

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances:  The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) 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;

The presence of the utility boxes at the street-end side of this property are special circumstances 
that do not apply elsewhere in the neighborhood, especially provided the applicant’s documented 
history with the substation and city. This does somewhat impede the applicant’s ability to construct 
their driveways as originally proposed, although a variance to the driveway width standard was 
still required at the time of proposal and issuance would have still been necessary prior to the 
actual construction of the driveways.

b) The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant or a prior owner of the property;
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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 20070
Page 3 of 9

Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

The conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant, and the applicant 
appears to have actively tried to mitigate the presence of the substation in their property’s street-
end right-of-way.

c) Literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code deprives the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning 
district under the terms of the Land Development Code and results in unnecessary 
and undue hardship on the applicant;

The property adjacent the applicant’s has a much wider driveway than the one afforded to the 
applicant. The applicant appears to have proposed a similar configuration to the one submitted 
for review with this application during prior talks with the city, although the driveway under review 
in this application has a much narrower cut along the 17th Ave street-end than originally proposed.

d) The hardship has not been deliberately or knowingly created or suffered to 
establish a use or structure which is not otherwise consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Code, nor will it permit an increase 
in development density;

No use disallowed in the district would be created by the issuance of this variance. 

e) An applicant's desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum 
financial return from his property does not constitute hardship;

Staff do not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the hardship 
for this request. The applicant is attempting to work around a substation that was installed in the 
right-of-way of the property’s street-end.

f) Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to 
the owner of other lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning district;

Unique conditions apply to this property that do not apply to others in the vicinity. The applicant 
has brought the size of their driveway curb cuts into conformity with code standards for this 
request, whereas a much wider cut had been proposed along 17th Avenue previously, and staff 
do not find these driveways will be out of character with other driveways in the area.

g) The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or structure; and

Staff find the variances requested are the minimum provided the property’s history.

h) The requested variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code, is not injurious to the 
neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public safety and welfare, is 
compatible with the neighborhood, and will not substantially diminish or impair 
property values within the neighborhood.
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Board of Adjustment
Variance Case No. 20070
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

Staff find that the request is generally in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Land 
Development Code, and will not be injurious to the neighborhood. Staff find that, given conditions 
along Pass-a-Grille Way and the general intensity of the vicinity, parking access along the street-
end and a circular driveway that allows pulling onto rather than backing into the Way provides a 
greater degree of safety. The driveways proposed are generally compatible with the neighborhood 
and staff do not find the request will substantially diminish or impair property values.

Variance #2 – New Home Encroachment into the Secondary Front Setback

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances: The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied;

The applicant is proposing the home be set zero feet from the secondary lot line, resulting in a 
100% variance from the standard. The applicant has not stated whether they intend to build to the 
Pass-a-Grille Overlay standards, which would represent a five-foot variance to the five-foot 
setback standard, or the RLM-2 standards, which would represent a ten-foot variance to the ten-
setback standard. In either case, they are asking for the building to be placed along the secondary 
front lot line.

b) Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood;

While other homes in the vicinity appear to be placed close to the adjoining lot line, owing to 
historical development patterns in Pass-a-Grille, development standards in the district require that 
new structures come into compliance with current code standards. Staff agree with the applicant 
that the secondary front encroachment generally has less of a neighborhood impact than side 
setback encroachment, and find that structures of a reduced height as the applicant is proposing 
are generally promoted (but not required) in the district, especially given that existing homes on 
the block are single-story.

c) Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant 
to pursue other than by a variance; and

Staff do not find that the variance is necessary to construct a single-family home on the lot. The lot is 
slightly narrower than the adjacent lot, but is of a similar overall size to others on the eastern side of 
Pass-a-Grille Way. If designing to the Pass-a-Grille Overlay standards, the applicant also has an 
identical setback along the street-end compared to the side setback. While a greater emphasis is 
placed on design standards in Pass-a-Grille compared to other neighborhoods in the city, specifically 
compatibility with adjacent property frontages and the integration of certain details into the design, 
the applicant does have the ability to construct a home on the lot to either the Pass-a-Grille or the 
RLM-2 standards without this variance. 

d) Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice 
will be served by allowing the variance.
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Variance Case No. 20070
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

The applicant cites flood concerns, neighborhood design considerations, and avoidance of the 
remaining substation utilities as reasons for the requesting this portion of the variance. Staff agree 
that the provision of a single living level would create greater compatibility with neighboring single- 
and two-family properties than the applicant constructing a two-living-level structure, and that 
conditions could be placed upon the variance to ensure that the structure is constructed to the 
heightened design standards of the Pass-a-Grille Overlay district. As this is a vacant lot of 
standard size for the eastern side of Pass-a-Grille Way, staff find that this variance is not 
necessary to construct a home on the lot, but do find could promote the aesthetic standards of the 
district.

 Any variance(s) granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development 
order providing for such variance, unless a building permit for the construction authorized by such 
variance is obtained within such time and said building permit has not expired prior to the 
completion of construction in accordance therewith. 

SUMMARY:

Staff find that the unnecessary and undue hardship variance request for the additional driveway curb 
cut is in harmony with the Land Development Code and will not be detrimental to the public welfare. 
Staff find that existing conditions in the vicinity allow for the support of this variance on the basis of 
public safety and intersection visibility.

Staff find the practical difficulty variance request for the secondary front setback encroachment could 
help to mitigate some of the applicant’s concerns regarding existing utilities in the secondary front right-
of-way and could promote the city’s design standards for Pass-a-Grille, but find the variance 
unnecessary to construct a home on the property.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend approval of the unnecessary and undue hardship variance to permit a fourth 
driveway curb cut at the property.

If the Board of Adjustment finds that the criteria for the issuance of the secondary front setback 
encroachment practical difficulty variance have been met, staff recommend the following four (4) 
conditions:

1) The applicant shall be required to construct their home to the House-Medium building type 
standard found in Land Development Code Sec. 20.15, with the exception that the home 
may encroach to zero feet from the secondary front lot line;

2) The applicant shall be subject to review of the home design by the Historic Preservation 
Board prior to submittal of a building permit under the criteria and procedures described in 
Land Development Code Sec. 20.24;

3) The applicant shall be held to the fourteen feet height standard for the first living level as 
referenced in the definition for “Building height” in Land Development Code Sec. 20.02, 
and the garage height shall not exceed nine feet from existing grade to the bottom of the 
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horizontal structural member of the lowest floor, except that height may be increased as 
required by the Building Official to meet FEMA requirements;

4) There shall be no projections of certain building features into the right-of-way including, 
but not limited to, balconies, staircases, and bay windows. Eaves may project a maximum 
of two feet into the right-of-way and shall be equipped with gutters and downspouts. 
Ornamental building features such as those identified in Land Development Code Sec. 
6.22(c) may encroach into the right-of-way up to one foot if recommended under the 
Historic Preservation Board design review.

AERIAL MAP

 

Subject 
Property
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St. Pete Beach City Commission
Agenda Report

Issue Considered: VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20073

Date: October 28, 2020

Prepared By: Brandon Berry, Planner II

Through: Wesley Wright, Community Development Director

Summary of Issue: Request for the installation of two entry gates, one exit 
gate, one pedestrian gate, and ornamental fencing of 
six to eight feet in height in the required front setback 
at Envoy Point Condominiums.

Funding: 

Requested Motion: Staff recommend approval with two (2) conditions:

1. Any gates or fences associated with this request 
shall be of a semi-open design similar to the 
design shown for the “Royal Mediterranean” 
gate in documents submitted by the applicant;

2. Any existing landscaping removed to 
accommodate this request shall be relocated, or 
replaced like-for-like at the property’s frontage.

Attachments: 1. 20073 7100 Sunset Way Staff Report
2. 20073 Supporting docs
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Board of Adjustment Hearing – October 28, 2020

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING & ZONING

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT
TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 20073 – Keith Heatly, General Manager for Envoy Point 
Condominium Association

MEETING DATE: October 28, 2020
PREPARED BY:  Brandon Berry, Planner I

REQUEST
An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance to allow for the installation 
of two six to height feet tall entry gates, one six to eight feet tall exit gate, 
and one six feet tall pedestrian gate in the property’s required front setback 
(LDC Sec. 6.15).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

7100 Sunset Way; ENVOY POINT WEST, A CONDOMINIM, ACCORDING 
TO THE PLAT THEREOF AS RECORDED JUNE 1, 1977, IN 
CONDOMINIUM PLAT BOOK 25, PAGES 1 THROUGH 18, OF THE 
PUBLIC RECORDS OF PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA.

ACERAGE Approximately 5.7 acres, of which a portion is seaward of the CCCL.

LAND USE RFM Resort Facilities Medium and P Preservation on the Zoning Map; RFM 
on the Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE AE-12 (near Sunset Way) to VE-15 (near beach)

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – City Park
South -  Condominiums
East – Sunset Way and Condominiums/Residences
West – Beach and Gulf of Mexico

BACKGROUND 

The property contains a multi-family condominium building that was constructed in 1977, as well as 
secondary residential facilities. There is an existing guard house with entry and exit arm bars on the 
eastern side of the property. 

ANALYSIS

Fences, walls and gates are generally permitted to be located in the front property setback, 
but are limited to four feet in height. The applicant is requesting to replace existing entry and 
exit arm bars adjacent a guard house at the front of the property with gates that vary between 
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six and eight feet in height, as well as install a pedestrian access gate and ornamental fencing 
of six feet in height. As these gates are to be located in the front property setback, a variance 
is required.

Structure Maximum 
Height

Proposed 
Height

Percentage 
Exceeded

Front 
Yard

Gates and 
ornamental 
fencing

4’ 8’ 50-100%

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances:  The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize unnecessary and undue hardship variances to the land development regulations if the 
applicant is able to demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) 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;

The property contains an existing guard house as well as arm bars at the entry and exit areas. 
While staff does not find there are special circumstances unique to this property that are not 
applicable elsewhere, staff does find there are other existing multi-family properties in the same 
zoning district that have open fences that exceed permitted height in the front setback. Staff further 
find that properties should be afforded reasonable options for security.

b) The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant or a prior owner of the property;

The existing conditions have been in place since the project was constructed in 1977. 

c) Literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code deprives the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning 
district under the terms of the Land Development Code and results in unnecessary 
and undue hardship on the applicant;

Existing conditions on the lot, along with code standards that were enacted after the 
condominium’s initial construction, would significantly impact the ability of the applicant to 
reconstruct existing security features at the front of the site without a variance or substantial 
reconfiguration of the property’s parking lot. 

d) The hardship has not been deliberately or knowingly created or suffered to 
establish a use or structure which is not otherwise consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan or the Land Development Code, nor will it permit an increase 
in development density;

No use disallowed in the district would be created by the issuance of this variance. 
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e) An applicant's desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum 
financial return from his property does not constitute hardship;

Staff do not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the hardship 
for this request. The existing arrangement at the front of the site has existed for several decades.

f) Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to 
the owner of other lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning district;

Other multi-family properties in the vicinity appear to have security fences that exceed the 
maximum height permitted in the property’s front setback.

g) The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or structure; and

The design of the gates flourish from six feet in height at one end to eight feet in height at the 
center. Provided that the gate is intended to provide additional security than existing arm bars, 
and given the existing height of the guard house to which the  staff find the variance is minimal.  

h) The requested variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code, is not injurious to the 
neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public safety and welfare, is 
compatible with the neighborhood, and will not substantially diminish or impair 
property values within the neighborhood.

Staff find that the request is generally in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Land 
Development Code, and will not be injurious to the neighborhood. Staff find that the fence, wall 
and gate height standards in the Code are in place to preserve visibility, prevent the construction 
of visual fortresses, and retain emphasis on existing landscaping at the front of the site. Staff find 
that no issues related to these concerns will be significantly advanced by this request. Staff find 
that the request is generally compatible with the neighborhood and will not substantially diminish 
or impair property values within the neighborhood, while affording the property a reasonable 
degree of security.

 Any variance granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order 
providing for such variance, unless a building permit for the construction authorized by such 
variance is obtained within such time and said building permit has not expired prior to the 
completion of construction in accordance therewith. 

SUMMARY:

Staff find the request is generally in harmony with the Land Development Code and will not be 
detrimental to the public safety and welfare. The request should provide the property a reasonable 
degree of security while retaining visibility and other features at the front of the site.
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RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend approval with two (2) conditions:

1) Any gates or fences associated with this request shall be of a semi-open design similar to 
the design shown for the “Royal Mediterranean” gate in documents submitted by the 
applicant;

2) Any existing landscaping removed to accommodate this request shall be relocated, or 
replaced like-for-like at the property’s frontage.

AERIAL MAP

 

Subject 
Property
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SURVEY
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SITE PLAN
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St. Pete Beach City Commission
Agenda Report

Issue Considered: VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20074

Date: October 28, 2020

Prepared By: Lynn Rosetti, Senior Planner

Through: Wesley Wright, Community Development Director

Summary of Issue: 2931 E Vina Del Mar Blvd; Request to construct a new 
dock that extends 85 feet from the seawall where 37.5" 
is the maximum, and encroach to 17.17" from the 
southern side property line where an 18.5" side setback 
is the minimum.

Funding: 

Requested Motion: If approved, Staff recommends the following 
conditions:

1)That the dock permit requested herein be 
conditionally approved by the City contingent upon 
Pinellas County Water and Navigation’s assessment 
and confirmation of the extent of the seagrass bed 
undertaken prior to the City’s final approval takes 
effect.

2)Should the assessment of Pinellas County Water and 
Navigation Department stipulate dockage requiring 
any greater length from the seawall or relocation 
decreasing the side setback as approved by the City, 
then such review would return to the Board of 
Adjustment for further review and action.

Attachments: 1. 20074 - Staff Report
2. 20074 Supporting Docs
3. 20074 Pics
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING & ZONING

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT
TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 20074: Angela Chandler
MEETING DATE: October 28, 2020
PREPARED BY:  Lynn Rosetti, AICP, CFM, Senior Planner

REQUEST

An Unnecessary and Undue Hardship Variance to construct a new dock 
with boat lift that extends 85 feet from the seawall where 37.5 feet is the 
maximum; and to be located 17.17 feet from the right (south) extended side 
property line where an 18.5 feet side setback is the minimum. This is an 
encroachment of 1.33 feet into the side setback. [LDC Sec. 6.23(d)(3) and 
(4)]

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

2931 E Vina Del Mar Boulevard, Property ID #18-32-16-94176-002-0670, 
Vina Del Mar, Section 2 Addition, Block 2, Lot 67.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.2038 acres (8,880 sq. ft.)

LAND USE RU-1, Residential District, on the Zoning Map; RU, Residential Urban, on the 
Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE AE, Elevation 10 feet

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Single-family Residential Properties
South - Single-family Residential Properties
East –  Boca Ciega Bay
West – East Vina Del Mar Boulevard and Single-family Residential Properties

BACKGROUND 

The applicant is seeking two variances from the Land Development Regulations to allow: 1) a dock 
with boat lift that exceeds the allowable length due to the existence of a seagrass bed directly 
underneath the existing dock and surrounding area, and 2) a dock with boat lift that encroaches into 
the right (or south) extended property line. 

Section 6.23(d)(3) of the Land Development Code limits dock length to one-half the width of the of 
the zoning lot at the waterfront. The subject zoning lot is 75 feet in width, giving an allowable dock 
length of 37.5 feet.  The existing dock is 73.0 feet in overall length and was permitted in 1968. The 
existing dock is also damaged and appears to be in deteriorating condition. The property owner has 
provided photographs that exhibit this damage/deteriorating condition of the dock. The property 
owner has also provided photographs that exhibit the water at low tide along with the seagrass area 
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which are attached to this staff report. Additionally, the applicant has provided photographic 
documentation that shows the existing dock in its entirety prior to a portion of it requiring removal 
because of deterioration and/or damage. Because of the age of the original permit, staff was unable 
to find the related permit drawings from 1968.

Section 6.23(d)(4) of the Land Development Code limits the dock width to be located within the center 
one-half of the width of the property at the waterfront. In this case, the boat lift is proposed to the 
located on the right side and encroaches 1.33 feet into the required setback. Please note that the 
existing boat lift is also on the right side.

As stated in the application, a variance to allow the dock to extend out further is due to both an 
existing seagrass bed and shallow water during low tide. The applicant further states that an 85-foot 
dock is needed in order access deeper water and provide for a boat lift.  

Seagrass beds are an environmental issue that are reviewed and mitigated by Pinellas County Water 
and Navigation on a case by case basis.

ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to rebuild the subject dock with boat lift in a manner similar to the existing 
dock. The applicant is requesting to build a new dock that is 12 feet longer than what was originally 
permitted in 1968 to get better access to deeper water as well as reasonably clear the seagrass bed. 
The specific variance requests are shown in the tables below. Please note that the originally permitted 
dock is 35.5 feet longer than allowed by Code today. 

Dock Length Existing 
Structure*

Length Allowed by 
LDC

Length Requested Percent Greater 
Than Allowed

Dock 73.0 feet 37.5 feet 85.0 feet 126% greater

*Determined via Google Earth measurement tool by staff.

Dock (Boat Lift 
only)

Side Setback 
Required

Side Setback 
Requested 

(right side only)

Amount 
Encroachment
(right side only) 

Percent Greater 
Than Allowed

Dock (Boat Lift 
only)

18.5 feet 17.17 feet 1.33 feet 9.2%

Staff has reviewed this request and finds the following:

 The aerial photograph and photographs provided by the applicant show evidence of shallow 
water near the seawall as well as large portions of seagrass beds in the vicinity. This issue does 
not seem to be limited to the subject property, but to others in the vicinity as well. It is likely that 
shallow water and seagrass beds are a major reason that other docks in the vicinity are 
generally longer than what is allowed by Code.  
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 The protection of seagrass beds has been an on-going environmental issue in Pinellas County 
for many years. As such, an environmental review by Pinellas County and Water and Navigation 
is an integral part of the County’s dock reviews. 

 The existing dock structure is in disrepair and should be removed as soon as possible for 
safety reasons. 

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances: The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) 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;

Staff finds that there are special conditions or circumstances that exist which are peculiar to the 
land, structure, or building involved and which are not applicable to others in the same zoning 
district. Staff finds that the subject property is a single-family residential lot in the Vina Del Mar 
neighborhood. The lot’s 75’ x 120’ size is similar to other waterfront lots along the eastern 
perimeter of Vina Del Mar bordering Boca Ciega Bay. Staff finds that the special conditions relate 
to shallow water at low tide and seagrass beds. Sea grasses appear to surround the subject dock 
and appear prevalent in the surrounding vicinity. (see aerial photograph). Seagrasses are afforded 
environmental protections and Pinellas County Water and Navigation reviews dock permits to 
ensure impact on sea grass beds are minimized. 

b) The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the 
applicant or a prior owner of the property;

Staff finds that the specific conditions and circumstances are not the result of the actions of the 
applicant. This is a natural occurrence and environmental rules strictly limit actions and activities 
that would adversely impact these seagrasses.

c) Literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code deprives the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district 
under the terms of the Land Development Code and results in unnecessary and 
undue hardship on the applicant;

Staff finds that a literal interpretation of the provisions of the Land Development Code appears to 
deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district 
and may result in unnecessary and undue hardship on the applicant. At issue with respect to the 
subject property both shallow water near the seawall and environmentally protected seagrass 
areas located in the vicinity of the subject dock. In 1968, this dock was permitted with a 73-foot 
length. The dock directly to the left (north) of the subject property is 86 feet in length and the dock 
to the right (south) is 60 feet in length. All exceed the length of dockage allowed by Code.  

d) The hardship has not been deliberately or knowingly created or suffered to establish 
a use or structure which is not otherwise consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
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or the Land Development Code, nor will it permit an increase in development 
density;

Staff finds that it is likely that this hardship was not deliberately or knowingly created by the 
applicant because the original dock was constructed in 1968. The subject dock is now in 
deteriorating condition and needs to be replaced. The abutting property to the north has an 86-
foot long dock and the subject property has a dock that was approved in 1968 with a 73-foot 
length. The applicant seeks an additional 12 feet of dock length from what was approved in 1968.

e) An applicant's desire or ability to achieve greater financial return or maximum 
financial return from his property does not constitute hardship;

Staff does not find that a desire to achieve greater financial return forms the basis of the hardship 
for this request. The applicant wants to replace what was already there with an additional 12-feet 
of dock to better access deeper water and avoid the seagrass bed.

f) Granting the variance application conveys the same treatment to the applicant as to 
the owner of other lands, buildings, or structures in the same zoning district;

The Board must consider variances on a case-by-case basis. Even within the same zoning district, 
each variance request has a different set of circumstances and variables. Therefore, the granting 
of one variance does not confer such allowances on another property. In this case, the applicant 
is attempting to remedy her hardship by extending her dock out an additional 12 feet from what 
was approved in 1968 (although today’s LDC limits this dock to 37.5 feet in length). In addition, 
the applicant seeks to replace the boat lift which will encroach into the right (south) side setback 
by 1.33 feet.

g) The requested variance is the minimum variance that makes possible the reasonable 
use of the land, building, or structure; and

Staff finds that the requested variance appears to be the minimum variance that makes possible 
the reasonable use of the dock. The area cannot be dredged due to the seagrass bed. Nor can 
the seagrass be disturbed except very minimally and as approved by the Pinellas County Water 
and Navigation Department. Staff also finds that this property is situated directly on Boca Ciega 
Bay and that the proposed dock extension does not appear to hinder others’ access to the 
waterway. Staff also finds that review of nearby docks on Vina Del Mar abutting Boca Ciega Bay 
appear to generally be longer that allowed by the LDC. Finally, the abutting property owner to the 
left (north) signed off on the dock extension application. However, the abutting property owner on 
the right (south) side did not sign of on this request. 

h) The requested variance is in harmony with the general intent and purpose of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Land Development Code, is not injurious to the 
neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public safety and welfare, is 
compatible with the neighborhood, and will not substantially diminish or impair 
property values within the neighborhood.
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Staff finds that while this request is not in harmony with the purpose and intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations, it is also not anticipated to cause injury 
to the neighborhood, public safety or welfare, and is generally compatible with the neighborhood 
wherein many properties have docks. In this case, environmental concerns and protections for 
seagrasses provide a limitation on any disturbance and/or harm to the existing seagrass bed.  

Any variance granted hereunder shall expire one (1) year from the date of the development order 
providing for such variance, unless a building permit for the construction authorized by such 
variance is obtained within such time and said building permit has not expired prior to the 
completion of construction in accordance therewith. 

SUMMARY:

Staff finds the request to be reasonable due to the water level at low tide and the presence of a seagrass 
bed in the vicinity of the subject property. This an environmental concern whereby the seagrasses are 
a protected species. The extended dock will help lessen any harmful effects from operating a boat in 
this vicinity because this will remove the boat from the seagrass bed location.

RECOMMENDATION:

If approved, Staff recommends the following conditions:

1) That the dock permit requested herein be conditionally approved by the City contingent 
upon Pinellas County Water and Navigation’s assessment and confirmation of the extent 
of the seagrass bed undertaken prior to the City’s final approval takes effect. 

2) Should the assessment of Pinellas County Water and Navigation Department stipulate 
dockage requiring any greater length from the seawall or relocation decreasing the side 
setback as approved by the City, then such review would return to the Board of Adjustment 
for further review and action. 

AERIAL MAP

 

Subject Property
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St. Pete Beach City Commission
Agenda Report

Issue Considered: VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20075

Date: October 28, 2020

Prepared By: Brandon Berry, Planner II

Through: Wesley Wright, Community Development Director

Summary of Issue: Request to replace and expand an existing carport that 
encroaches to 7.7 feet from the front property line with 
a block garage

Funding: 

Requested Motion: Staff recommend approval.

Attachments: 1. 20075 5820 Bimini Way S Staff Report
2. 20075 Supporting Docs
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING & ZONING

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT
TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 20075 – Richard Ham for Mark Bailey
MEETING DATE: October 28, 2020
PREPARED BY:  Brandon Berry, Planner II

REQUEST
A Practical Difficulty Variance to permit the enclosure and lateral extension 
of an existing carport into an enclosed garage and utility room (LDC Sec. 
8.7(a)(1)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

5820 Bimini Way S; BAHIA SHORES 1ST ADD LOT 15; 06-32-16-02340-
000-0150.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.195 acres (8,500 sq. ft.)

LAND USE RU-1, Residential District, on the Zoning Map; RU, Residential Urban, on the 
Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE AE-12

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Bimini Way S/Single-family Residential
South - Boca Ciega Bay
East – Single-family Residential
West – Single-family Residential

BACKGROUND 

The property contains a home constructed in 1955 according to the Pinellas County Property 
Appraiser. 

ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to enclose an existing carport that is set back 7.7’ from the front property 
line, and extend the garage laterally to the west to accommodate a utility room. The enclosure and 
addition proposed will encroach no closer to the front property line than the carport exists currently, nor 
will the addition encroach into the property’s required seven-foot side setback.

Structure Required Front 
Setback

Proposed Front 
Setback

Percent 
Encroachment

Enclosed Garage 20’ 7.7’ 61.5%
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Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances: The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied;

The enclosure will be set back 7.7’ from the front property line at its closest point, representing a 
61.5% front setback encroachment, and 13’ at its furthest point. The enclosed garage will project 
no closer to the front property line than the carport exists currently.

b) Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood;

Staff find that no adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood. The cul-
de-sacs of 59th Ave are uniquely configured compared to other areas of the city, and curb setbacks 
of approximately 20 feet such as proposed here are not atypical. The applicant is not proposing 
to extend any closer to the front property line than the carport structure exists currently, and will 
maintain required side setbacks from abutting neighbors. 

c) Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant 
to pursue other than by a variance; and

The difficulty cannot be obviated through another feasible method. The lot could not accommodate a 
garage elsewhere without substantial modifications to the structure, and extending the garage to the 
eastern side of the lot would result in encroachment toward that neighbor. 

d) Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice 
will be served by allowing the variance.

Staff find that the request is reasonable given the existing layout of the home and the modest 
request for additional space given the scale of other homes in the immediate area. Enclosed 
garages are commonplace throughout the neighborhood, and a number appear to encroach 
toward the front property line to a similar degree as proposed here. The home is located along a 
cul-de-sac and appears to generally maintain the curvature found along the western side of the 
cul-de-sac with this request.

SUMMARY:

Staff finds the request to be reasonable given the existing layout of the home on the lot, the request for 
additional space being modest, the commonality of enclosed garages throughout the neighborhood 
that appear to be of a similar size and setback, and the general maintenance of existing frontages along 
the western side of the cul-de-sac.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend approval.
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SURVEY
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SITE PLAN

Proposed carport enclosure 
conversion to garage (left) and utility 
room extension (right), 7.7’ from front 
property line at its closest point.
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St. Pete Beach City Commission
Agenda Report

Issue Considered: VARIANCE – SETBACK - 20076

Date: October 28, 2020

Prepared By: Brandon Berry, Planner II

Through: Wesley Wright, Community Development Director

Summary of Issue: Variance to permit the construction of an open carport 
that encroaches to 13 feet from the front property line 
at its closest point.

Funding: 

Requested Motion: Staff recommend approval.

Attachments: 1. 20076 Staff Report
2. 20076 Supporting Docs
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
PLANNING & ZONING

STAFF FINDINGS REPORT
TO THE

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

VARIANCE CASE NO. 20076 – Leonard and Constance Coe
MEETING DATE: October 28, 2020
PREPARED BY:  Brandon Berry, Planner II

REQUEST
A Practical Difficulty Variance to permit the installation of an open carport 
that encroaches seven feet into the required from setback (LDC Sec. 
9.7(a)(1)).

SUBJECT 
PROPERTY

1025 Boca Ciega Isle Dr; BOCA CIEGA ISLE BLK B, LOT 36 & SW 10FT 
OF LOT 35; #06-32-16-09594-002-0360.

ACERAGE Approximately 0.195 acres (8,500 sq. ft.)

LAND USE RU-2, Residential District, on the Zoning Map; RU, Residential Urban, on the 
Future Land Use Map.

FLOOD ZONE AE-11

SURROUNDING 
AREA

North – Boca Ciega Isle Dr and Single-family Residential
South - Single-family Residential
East – Single-family Residential
West – Single-family Residential

BACKGROUND 

The property contains a home constructed in 1953 according to the Pinellas County Property 
Appraiser. The home had previously possessed an open carport, which was enclosed by a former 
owner in 2001 to create a den. 

ANALYSIS

The applicant is requesting to construct an open carport of approximately 24’x20.6’ in size. The existing 
home is set at a moderate angle toward the front property line, resulting in the western portion of the 
carport encroaching closer to the front property line than the eastern side. The western side of the 
carport is proposed to be located 13’ from the front property line to the closest point of the overhang, 
with a 16.7’ front setback to the first post, whereas the eastern side is proposed to be 15.75’ from the 
closest point of the overhang to the front property line.
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Structure Required Front 
Setback

Proposed Front 
Setback

Percent 
Encroachment

Open Carport 20’ 13’ (closest point) 35%

Land Development Code Section 3.12, Variances: The appropriate board of authority may 
authorize practical difficulty variances to the land development regulations if the applicant is able to 
demonstrate the following conditions: 

a) How substantial the variance is in relation to the requirement sought to be varied;

The applicant is requesting an encroachment of seven feet into the front setback at the closest 
point of the carport. This represents a 35% encroachment into the 20’ front setback standard. The 
required side setback of approximately six feet will be maintained.

b) Whether an adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood;

Staff find that no adverse change will be produced in the character of the neighborhood. Other 
structures in the immediate vicinity of this home appear to have both open and closed portions 
that encroach to a similar setback from the curb as proposed here. The structure is not located in 
a waterfront yard, nor do staff find that the structure will impair visibility for motorists or 
pedestrians. Carports are uncommon features in the neighborhood, with most structures 
possessing enclosed garages, but open front porch structures are somewhat common in the 
neighborhood and staff find the general form of the neighborhood will be preserved.

c) Whether the difficulty can be obviated by some method feasible for the applicant 
to pursue other than by a variance; and

The difficulty cannot be obviated through another feasible method. The home is of a modest size and 
was constructed prior to the city’s incorporation when zoning codes were adopted. Meeting the 
setback for the carport size proposed, which staff finds to be reasonable, would require the loss of a 
considerable portion of the home’s interior. 

d) Whether, in view of the manner in which the difficulty arose, the interest of justice 
will be served by allowing the variance.

Staff find that the addition of an open carport is reasonable given the frequency of inclement 
weather in the State, the modest size of the request, the general preservation of neighborhood 
form, and the minimal visual impact the structure is anticipated to have on neighbors. Staff find 
the applicant’s justification for the request to be valid. While the home had previously possessed 
an open carport, the enclosure took place under a former owner and staff do not find that the 
current owner is responsible for the difficulty encountered in this application.
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SUMMARY:

Staff finds the request to be reasonable given the existing layout of the lot, the modesty of the request, 
the general preservation of neighborhood form, and the applicant’s justification for the structure as a 
means to mitigate inclement weather. 

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommend approval.

AERIAL MAP
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Property
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SURVEY

SITE PLAN
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13’ and 15.75’ front 
setbacks to carport 
overhang proposed
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