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A.

III.
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NEW BUSINESS
A. Case 2018-061:
staircase tower.

664 John Anderson Drive, height variance for a

This is a request for a variance submitted by Kirit Bhalani, property owner of
664 John Anderson Drive, related to the building height of a staircase tower
associated with the construction of a new single-family structure. The
variance request seeks to allow a 35’ building height for a staircase tower as
an architectural feature to the single-family house under construction. The
requested variance is only for the height of the staircase tower. The subject
property is zoned as R-1 (Residential Estate). Section 2-12(B)(2) of the
Ormond Beach Land Development Code regulates the maximum building
height to 30’ for all structures. The applicant is seeking a building height of
35’ for the staircase tower, requiring a 5’ variance to the maximum building
height of 30’ for the staircase tower portion of the new single-family house.
IV.

OTHER BUSINESS

V.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

VI.

ADJOURNMENT

MINUTES
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
April 4, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Commission Chambers
22 South Beach Street
Ormond Beach, Florida

I.

ROLL CALL
Members Present

Staff Present

Stan Driscoll
Tony Perricelli
Roger Strcula
Dennis McNamara
Frank Ganz (absent)
Brian Nave (excused)

Becky Weedo, Senior Planner
Ann-Margret Emery, Deputy City Attorney
Melanie Nagel, Minutes Technician

II.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

A.

March 7, 2018 Minutes
Mr. Strcula stated that Ms. Nagel did a very good job at compiling the minutes
from last month’s meeting. There was a lot of discussion going on that she
captured very well. Mr. Strcula then moved to approve the March 7, 2018
Minutes as submitted. Mr. Driscoll seconded the motion. Vote was called, and
the minutes were approved.

III.

NEW BUSINESS

A.

Case No. 2018-0052: 230 John Anderson Drive, Waterbody Rear Yard (New
Single Family Home), Waterbody Rear Yard (New Swimming Pool)
Variances
Ms. Becky Weedo, Senior Planner, City of Ormond Beach stated this is a request
for two variances for 230 John Anderson Drive. One is to construct a new singlefamily home and the second is for a swimming pool. The first variance is for a
waterbody rear yard setback of 38.8’ requiring a variance of 25.6’ to the
calculated average waterbody setback of 64.4’. The second variance is for the
waterbody rear yard pool setback of 19.2’ requiring a variance of 8.0’ to the
calculated average waterbody pool setback of 27.2’. Ms. Weedo displayed a site
aerial of the property, showing the curve of the mean high water line along the
waterfront properties.
Ms. Weedo displayed another drawing that showed the mean high water line for
the neighboring properties, and it demonstrates that the mean high water line
dramatically changes, making the waterbody setbacks vary greatly. Due to the
angle of the mean high water line along the rear yard of 230 John Anderson

Drive, the average setback on this lot creates a condition that reduces the total
land area to reconstruct a single-family house. Also, if you look at 290 John
Anderson Drive, and you were to draw a line to 230 John Anderson, it is pretty
much in alignment. However, 290 John Anderson has a setback of 92.7’, which
skews the calculated average of 64.4’.
Ms. Weedo continued that the next drawing shows the area of encroachments of
the home and the pool, and the south side of the lot where the mean high water
line angles eastward, is the only area of encroachment for the water body
setbacks. The applicant contacted the abutting property owners by mail, but
received no response. Staff has received no objections.
Staff recommends approval of the two variances as detailed in the Staff Report in
order to construct a new single-family home and pool.
Mr. Driscoll stated that on the southwest corner of the property there is an
easement and it appears to have a stormwater outlet to the river. That being a
man-made device and when you use it as the mean high water mark, it creates the
tremendous offset. If it was a natural river shoreline, it wouldn’t be as severe.
So, when they make the calculations, do they include man-made dredged out
areas? Is it right to do it that way?
Ms. Weedo stated that there is a definition for the mean high water line, and when
the survey and set back calculations are done, they use whatever the mean high
water line is at the time.
Mr. Brad Bauknecht, engineer for Newkirk Engineering stated the Ms. Weedo
and staff were amazing at getting the Staff Report together, and working with
himself and the clients, to provide whatever information was needed for the
project. Mr. Bauknecht stated that it was a very good question that Mr. Driscoll
had asked, and a surveyor will always use existing conditions.
Mr. Strcula stated that when the site plan was being reviewed, the house coverage
does not exceed the maximum coverage, and it is still meeting the front yard
setback. Was there any consideration given to shifting the house 5’ or so north,
and in so doing, it would eliminate the pool variance, and then the back southwest
corner of the house would have a reduced variance, and there would still be a
deep front yard.
Mr. Bauknecht stated that if it would be moved further north, it would be
encroaching on the setbacks for the parking/paver area for the turn around. That
is something that could be looked at, but he is not sure it would eliminate the
variance. Mr. Strcula stated that it probably wouldn’t eliminate it, but it would
reduce the pool variance. Mr. Bauknecht stated that if they did move it 5’ then
the oblique angles for the front yard setbacks would get smaller. The reason they
put the house where they did on the site was so they would have enough room for
the drive entrance on the north side to the garages.
Mr. Strcula verified that they had no objections from the abutting property
owners. Mr. Bauknecht stated that they had sent letters, and they had a couple of
questions from one of the neighbors, and they answered them.

Mr. Driscoll stated that on the rendering that was shown, it shows a seawall.
From an engineering point of view, is that seawall required so that the pool can be
put as close as it is? Mr. Bauknecht stated that the seawall will likely be required
since they have seawalls on both ends. If you eliminate the seawall, it starts
eroding other people’s properties.
Mr. Driscoll stated to Ms. Weedo that he believed that seawalls are not permitted.
Maybe it is just on the Tomoka River that they are not permitted, but on the
Halifax River they are permitted. Ms. Weedo stated that she would have to check
on that. She believes that they have permitted seawalls on the Halifax River. Mr.
Driscoll stated that the seawall issue needs to be resolved; is it permitted on the
Halifax River? Ms. Weedo asked if it was a retaining wall, and was it about 24”?
Mr. Driscoll stated that if the wall is on the water’s edge it is a seawall, but if it is
moved in 5’ it is a retaining wall. It is a grey area.
Mr. Claude Berthoin, 220 John Anderson Drive, stated that he lives immediately
south of the subject home. The reason they did not answer the letter that was sent
to him is because he is not opposed to the construction of a new home in the
neighborhood. He welcomes progress and he welcomes this construction. But he
does have two concerns. One is the seawall that was shown in the rendering of
the house. The seawall will directly impact his property. Mr. Berthoin’s property
presently has a beach, as does the applicant’s property. When a seawall is put in,
it will cause erosion on his property, and he would have to put a seawall in
himself, which is a cost that he could not afford at this time.
The second thing that Mr. Berthoin is concerned about is the view. They can live
with where the house is located, but they are concerned about the fencing. He
needs to be able to keep his view and see through the fence. Currently there is a
chain link fence, which is fine. He is sure the new one will be of a better grade,
but he is concerned about trees being planted, or anything that will block his view.
City Attorney Ann-Margret Emery stated that this variance does not approve or
disapprove the seawall. The discussion should be about the variance.
Mr. Driscoll stated that the variance that could be approved by the board, for
something that can’t be built, is an issue. Ms. Weedo stated that in order to build
something like the seawall, they would have to get a permit, and the engineering
department would review the request for a seawall. What has been shown in the
packet is just a rendering. Also, to put up the fence would require a permit, and
would be reviewed, and has to be in compliance with the code for waterfront
properties.
Mr. Driscoll stated that if the board grants the variance, and the applicant goes
before the building department, and they are told that they cannot put in the
seawall, and if engineering states that it would then jeopardize the pool, if they
change the location of the pool, would they have to come back again for a new
variance. Ms. Weedo stated that if it would increase the encroachment, then they
would need to come back. But, if it were less than the approved encroachment, it
would not need to come back to the board.

Mr. Perricelli stated that they can build the house, and not put in a seawall,
correct? They don’t have to have a seawall, so the board is here to talk about the
house and pool locations. Ms. Weedo stated that it was correct, but Mr. Driscoll
asked the question because of the pool.
Mr. Driscoll stated that it appears that the pool is going to need a seawall because
it is very close to the river. That is the issue. Is it a seawall or a retaining wall?
Competent people will decide that.
Mr. Bauknecht stated that the architect has already spoken to the neighbor, and
the fence will be an open style fence. If there is a retaining wall or seawall, they
would have to get a permit from Ormond Beach, as well as FDP. But, the pool
can withstand not having a seawall or retaining wall, at that location. If a seawall
were to be constructed, it would tie into the existing headwall at the south end. It
is called a reflection. The reflection of the wave bounces it back perpendicular, so
anything to the south or north should not be affected. They are trying to do what
is best for the client and the City of Ormond Beach. They are trying to keep
everybody happy.
Hearing no new comments, Mr. McNamara closed the public meeting, and asked
for comments from the board. Mr. Strcula stated that he has no concerns, since
the homeowner from 220 John Anderson attended the meeting and spoke. His
previous questions were satisfied. Mr. McNamara stated that both abutting
homeowners were in attendance tonight and both approve of the variances.
Mr. Driscoll moved to approve the waterbody rear yard variance for the
house, as submitted. Mr. Strcula seconded the motion. Vote was called, and
the motion carried (4-0).
Mr. Driscoll moved to approve the waterbody rear yard variance for the
pool, as submitted. Mr. Perricelli seconded the motion. Vote was called, and
the motion carried (4-0).
B.

Case No. 2018-056: 150 Country Club Drive, Rear Yard Setback Variance
Ms. Becky Weedo, Senior Planner, stated that the applicant is requesting a rear
yard setback. of 8.07’, requiring a variance of 11.93’ to the required setback of
20’ to demolish and construct a new single-family residence. 150 Country Club
Drive is located along the Oceanside Golf Course, west of Ocean Shore Blvd. The
special condition of this lot is the angle of the rear property line along the golf
course. The existing home has a 9.9’ setback at the closest point to the rear yard
property line. The new home will have a covered patio in the rear yard which has
a proposed setback of 8.07’ to the closest point of the property line. The total
interior side setbacks were 17.9’. The new structure will have a total interior side
setback of 30.27’, reducing the existing nonconformity of the home.
Ms. Weedo displayed a photo showing the view of the golf course from the back
of the existing home. No one will be impacted by the variance request. Ms.
Weedo showed pictures of the neighboring property to the north, and the
neighboring property to the south which shows a pool enclosure right up to the
property line.

Ms. Weedo stated that the applicant obtained signatures in favor of the variance
from all of the abutters. Staff also mailed out letters and posted the property and
no objections were received. Staff recommends approval of the rear yard
variance as detailed in the Staff Report. The applicant is here to answer any
questions the board may have.
Mr. John Upchurch, 333 Ocean Shore Boulevard, stated that they intend to
demolish the existing structure at 150 Country Club Drive and build a new ranch
style home on the property. They learned during the process that they had a nonconforming existing home, since the setback line had been changed after it had
been constructed. The house was conforming when it was built, but it became
non-conforming over the years. So, they have applied for the variance. They are
tracing the construction line of the existing home for the new home, with the
exception of corner of the lot, where it is slightly closer to the golf course. They
have written consents of the neighbors. No problems have surfaced, so they
respectfully request the board’s approval.
Hearing no new comments, Mr. McNamara closed the public meeting, and asked
for comments from the board.
Mr. Strcula moved to approve the variance for the rear yard setback, as
submitted. Mr. Perricelli seconded the motion. Vote was called, and the
motion unanimously approved (4-0).

V.

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business to discuss.

VI.

ADJOURNMENT
As there was no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:29 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

ATTEST:

______________________________
Becky Weedo, Senior Planner

___________________________________
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.

STAFF REPORT
City of Ormond Beach
Department of Planning
DATE: April 25, 2018
SUBJECT: 664 John Anderson Drive
APPLICANT: Kirit Bhalani, property owner, of 664 John Anderson Drive
FILE NUMBER: VAR 2018-061
PROJECT PLANNER: Steven Spraker, AICP, Planning Director
INTRODUCTION:
This is a request for a variance submitted by Kirit Bhalani, property owner, of 664
John Anderson Drive related to the building height of a staircase tower
associated with the construction of a new single-family structure. The variance
request seeks to allow a 35’ building height for a staircase tower as an
architectural feature to the single-family house under construction.
The
requested variance is only for the height of the staircase tower. The subject
property is zoned as R-1 (Residential Estate). Section 2-12(B)(2) of the Ormond
Beach Land Development Code regulates the maximum building height to 30’ for
all structures. The applicant is seeking a building height of 35’ for the staircase
tower, requiring a 5’ variance to the maximum building height of 30’ for the
staircase tower portion of the new single-family house.
BACKGROUND:
The property is designated as “Low Density Residential” on the City’s Future
Land Use Map (FLUM) and is zoned R-1 (Residential Estate) on the City’s
Official Zoning Map. The proposed use of the property is consistent with the
FLUM designation and zoning district. The subject property was created out of a
lot split of two existing properties at 680 and 686 John Anderson Drive into three
lots. The lot split was approved August 31, 2016 and an amended order related
to the legal description was issued on December 20, 2016. The three lots are
addressed 664, 670, and 686 John Anderson Drive. The property at 686 John
Anderson (the far north lot) was bought and combined by the property owner at
704 John Anderson Drive. The remaining two lots are owned by the applicant.
The property owner at 664 John Anderson Drive submitted an application for
construction of a single-family home which was approved on April 18, 2017.
During the building permit review process, the project was issued an
administrative variance of 7.4’ or 10% of the front yard setback. This variance
was not utilized and the project instead used the regulations of Section 212(B)(10)(d) of the Land Development Code that allows for the use of viewing
angles in the front yard setback. During the building permit process, the matter
of the height of the staircase tower was discussed between the applicant and
City staff. The house has been designed with flat roofs throughout the structure
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and the issue was the measurement of a flat roof being to the highest point of the
roof. The Land Development Code requires that pitched roofs be measured to
the midpoint between the highest and lowest point of a roof. The total height of
the staircase tower was 35’ with a flat or pitched roof. The applicant amended
the building permit to a pitched roof for the staircase tower and a building permit
was issued.
The adjacent land uses and zoning for the surrounding properties are that of the
subject property.
Exhibit 1: Adjacent land uses and zoning:

Current Land Uses

Future Land Use
Designation

North

Vacant

“Low Density Residential”

R-1 (Residential
Estate)

South

Single-family house

“Low Density Residential”

R-1 (Residential
Estate)

East

Single-family house

“Low Density Residential”

R-1 (Residential
Estate)

West

Halifax River

N/A

NA

Zoning

Exhibit 2: Site aerial:

Source: https://explorer.pictometry.com/index.php
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ANALYSIS:
The variance request seeks to allow a 35’ height for a staircase tower as an
architectural feature to the single-family house under construction.
The
requested variance is only for the height of the staircase tower. The subject
property is zoned R-1 (Residential Estate). Section 2-12(B)(2) of the Ormond
Beach Land Development Code regulates the maximum building height to 30’ for
all structures. The applicant is seeking a building height of 35’ for the staircase
tower, requiring a 5’ variance to the maximum building height of 30’ for the
staircase tower portion of the new single-family house. Flat roofs are measured
to the highest finished roof surface and pitched roofs (gable, hip or gambrel) are
measured at a midpoint between the ridge and eave. The overall vertical height
of pitched roofs can be 35’ to 40’ and conform to the 30’ height requirement.
Below is approved and proposed staircase elevations.
Exhibit 3: Pitched roof staircase elevation (approved):

Exhibit 4: Flat roof staircase elevation (requested variance):

Height potential alternatives:
1. Grant the applicant’s request and allow a 35’ maximum building
height for the staircase tower, granting a 5’ variance for the height of
the structure.
This alternative would allow the construction of the staircase tower as a
flat roof consistent with the overall architectural style of the single-family
house.
2. Deny the request as presented and require a height of 30’.
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Exhibit 5: Location of the staircase on site aerial:
Location of
proposed
staircase

A primary issue of the variance application is the measurement of height. The
Land Development Code defines building height as: “the vertical distance from
finished grade to the highest finished roof surface in the case of flat roofs or the midpoint
of the highest most continuous roofline between the eaves and ridge for gable, hip, and
gambrel roofs, except that in no case shall any building exceed a maximum height of
seventy-five (75) feet when measured from the average median lot elevation to the
highest point of any structure and/or attached services.” Below is an example of
house with a pitched roof.
Exhibit 6: Example of house with a pitched roof
36’10”
30’
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As shown in Exhibit 6, a pitched roof can have a greater mass to the roof based
on the pitch of the roof. The applicant has designed the house at 664 John
Anderson to be one-story along the southern property boundary and two-stories
in the center of the lot. The overall mass of the flat roof is less than a pitched
roof. This variance is similar to the property at 51 Ocean Shore Boulevard which
was previously approved for a height variance of 35.2’ approved in 2013.
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 is required to consider the following criteria established in Chapter 1,
Article II, Section 1-16, of the Land Development Code. The applicant has
provided their review of the variance criteria in ATTACHMENT 3. Staff’s review
of the criteria is provided below:
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 condition and circumstance is
related to the building. The applicant has stated that the method in which
building height is measured limits the mass of flat roofs while pitched roofs
can achieve greater overall height and building mass. A majority of
residential roofs are pitched and the height issue of flat roofs is not a
common occurrence. The last variance related to height was a residential
house at 51 Ocean Shore Boulevard approved in 2013.
Argument against the variance: The applicant has the ability to construct
a pitched roof instead of a flat roof that would allow the staircase tower.
One can argue that the applicant must maintain the staircase tower as a
pitched roof based on the overall height and can have the remainder of
the house as a flat roof.

2.

The special conditions and circumstances do not result from the
actions of the applicant.
Argument for the variance: The special condition and circumstance is
related to the measure of height for buildings. The applicant is requesting
that the staircase tower be allow to be constructed as a flat roof rather
than as a pitched roof, maintaining the overall total height of 35’.
Argument against the variance:
One can state that the applicant is
creating the need for the variance by converting the pitched roof to a flat
roof.
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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 applicant states that the staircase tower
is sought to be a design element of the architectural style of the house.
By requiring a pitched staircase roof, the house would not be consistent
with their overall architectural style and would appear dated. The
applicant, similar to the variance at 51 Ocean Shore Boulevard, has
provided examples of other properties in the immediate area that have
similar characteristics as the height variance being sought based on
having a pitched roof. Staff believes the cumulative impacts of the
architectural style, character of the existing single-family homes in the
neighborhood, and development regulations create the hardship for the
height variance.
Argument against the variance: A key decision point is what would be an
undue hardship to the applicant related to roof pitch of the staircase tower.
Maintaining the pitched roof instead of a flat roof to meet the 30’ height
requirement has been permitted and provides a reasonable use of the
building and property.

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 applicant has indicated that the flat roof
staircase is essential to the overall architectural design of the single-family
house. While there is a method to construct the staircase tower as a
pitched roof with the roof height of 35’, it is inconsistent with the desired
architectural style. The applicant did permit the pitched roof, however,
there is a strong desire to be consistent with the overall architectural
theme of the flat roof system.
The applicant has slowed down
construction of the house to allow consideration of the flat roof system for
the staircase tower. From the perspective of the homeowner, there is no
practical alternative to preserve the architectural style of the house. The
conversion to a flat roof would not be any higher than the existing pitched
roof and would not block any view corridors of an abutting property
owners.
Argument against the variance: There is an existing building permit with
a pitched roof for the staircase tower which is a practical alternative to the
variance sought. There is an understanding of the overall desired
architectural style, but the variance should not be granted.

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.
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Argument for the variance: The variance is not based exclusively on the
desire to reduce the cost of the construction of the project. The
construction of the single-family house and staircase tower represents a
substantial investment into the John Anderson Drive corridor.
Argument against the variance:
None. The variance is not based
exclusively on the desire to reduce the cost of the construction 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:
hazards to the public.

7.

None. The variance will not create any

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 variance is in harmony with the Land
Development Code and will not diminish surrounding property values.
The project would be in keeping with and enhance the residential
character of this segment of John Anderson Drive. The construction of a
staircase tower with the variance shall allow the house to be of a similar
scale, width, and proportion as existing structures along John Anderson
Drive.
It is important to note that the height variance applies only to the staircase
tower in the center portion of the house within the front area of the house.
The proposed flat roofed staircase tower maintains the same height as
pitched roof staircase tower and would not impact the view corridor of the
abutting neighbors. An example of a pitched roof with a midpoint roof of
30’ that the top is higher than 30’ (with accessory roof embellishments) is
the property at 542 John Anderson Drive.
Argument against the variance: The key is consideration to the additional
building height that is being requested by the applicant. Staff has
exchanged e-mails with the abutting property owner at 658 John Anderson
Drive regarding the variance application. The abutting property owner has
expressed concern with any height variance for 664 John Anderson Drive.

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: Height variances are not common and have
each been related to the desire to have a flat roof versus a pitched roof.
Since 2006, this application would be the second variance related to the
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height of a single-family house. The simple answer is to require a pitched
roof instead of a staircase tower which would both have a roof height of
35’. There is a belief that the there is no impact to neighboring properties
for a flat versus pitched roof for the building at 664 John Anderson Drive.
Staff does not believe that the proposed flat roof staircase tower would
negatively impact the view corridors of abutting property owners.
Argument against the variance: The ability to construct a pitched roof
staircase tower provides an alternative that does not warrant the granting
of a variance.
RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Board of Adjustments and Appeals APPROVE the
variance for a building height of 35’ for the staircase tower only, requiring a 5’
variance to the maximum building height of 30’ for the staircase tower portion of
the new single-family house.

Attachments
Attachment 1: Variance exhibit
Attachment 2: Maps and pictures
Attachment 3: Applicant’s submittal
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ATTACHMENT 1

Variance Exhibit

ATTACHMENT 2
• Maps and pictures

664 John Anderson Drive

01/17/2018

Location
of
staircase
tower

Source: https://explorer.pictometry.com/index.php

House at 664 John Anderson Drive under construction

House at 664 John Anderson Drive under construction (Staircase)

Property line of 658 and 664 John Anderson Drive

ATTACHMENT 3
Applicant provided
information

