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AGENDA  

Fayette County Zoning Board of Appeals 
Fayette County Administrative Complex 

Public Meeting Room 
August 24, 2026 

7:00 P.M. 
 

*Please turn off or mute all electronic devices during the Zoning 
Board of Appeals Meetings 

 

 
1. Call to Order. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. Approval of Agenda. 

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the Meeting held on July 27, 2026. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

5. Consideration of Petition No. A-944-26 – Ross Alexander Berber and Meredith Leigh Wettach, 
owners. Applicants are requesting a variance to Sec. 110-79(c)(1)a., requesting to increase 
the maximum square footage of accessory structures allowed in the R-40 residential zoning 
from 1,800 square feet to 4,800 square feet to allow the construction of a 4,800 square foot 
airplane hangar. The subject property is located in Land Lots 65 and 66 of the 5th District and fronts 
Red Fox Run. 

6. Consideration of Petition No. A-945-26 – Amelia Rose and Anthony O. Rose, Owners.  Applicants 
are requesting a variance to Sec. 110-137(d)(6), in the R-40 zoning, to reduce the side yard setback 
from 15 feet to 14 feet to allow an existing accessory structure to remain in its existing location.  This 
property is located in Land Lot 38 of the 5th District and fronts on Greenfield Circle.  
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THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS met on July 27, 2026, 
at 7:00 P.M. in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue 
West, Fayetteville, Georgia. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:      Marsha Hopkins, Chairman                                            

Kyle McCormick, Vice-Chairman  
John Tate 
Brian Haren 
Latisha Roebuck 
 

STAFF PRESENT:           Debbie Bell, Planning and Zoning Director  
Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

                                                E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney  
    Maria Binns, Zoning Secretary     
                  

 
1. Call to Order. Chairman Marsha Hopkins called the July 27, 2026, meeting to order 

at 7:00 pm. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. Chairman Marsha Hopkins offered the invocation and led the 
audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. Approval of Agenda. John Tate made the motion to approve the agenda. Chairman 
Marsha Hopkins seconded the motion. The motion carried 5-0. 

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the Meeting held on June 22, 2026. Chairman 
Marsha Hopkins made a motion to APPROVE the Minutes as presented for the June 
22, 2026, meeting. Brian Haren seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

5. Consideration of Petition No. A-939-26 – Sarah Kagondu, owner. Applicant is requesting 
a variance to Sec. 110-138(d)(6).- Side yard setback requirement, to reduce the side 
yard setback from 15 feet to 0.4 feet in the R-20 (Single Family – Residential) District to 
allow an existing detached garage to remain. The subject property is located in Land Lot 55 
of the 5th District and fronts Hilo Road.        

Ms. Debbie Bell stated that the petition requests a variance to reduce the required side 
yard setback from 15 feet to 0.4 feet to allow an existing detached garage to remain. 
Staff explained that the detached garage was constructed when the home was originally 
built. Due to the lot's irregular configuration, relocating the garage would be impractical. 
Staff noted there were no objections from reviewing departments and recommended 
approval. 

      Chairman Marsha Hopkins asked if the petitioner was present. 



ZBA Meeting 
DRAFT 
7/27/2026 
Page 2 

 

 

      Ms. Sarah Kagondu, Owner, stated the garage existed before she purchased the 
property. She explained that because of the shape of the lot, mature trees, and the 
existing driveway, relocating the garage is not feasible. 

      Mr. James Cleghorn, Neighbor, addressed the Board, explaining that the lot 
configuration resulted from a family subdivision completed years earlier to satisfy road 
frontage requirements. He noted that the garage has existed since approximately 1996 
and that his own property has a similar setback issue because of the altered property 
lines. 

     No one spoke in opposition. 

     Board members agreed the request was straightforward and represented a hardship 
created by the unusual lot configuration rather than by the current property owner. They 
found no evidence that granting the variance would negatively impact neighboring 
properties. 

 Brian Haren made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-939-26. John Tate 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

6.  Consideration of Petition No. A-940-26 – April L. Phillips & Anthony C. Phillips Living Trust and 
April and Anthony Phillips, Trustees.  Applicants are requesting a variance to Sec. 110-135(d)(6). – 
Side yard setback requirement, to reduce the side yard setback from 20 feet to 8.2 feet in the R-50 
(Single Family – Residential) District to allow an existing storage structure to remain in its current 
location.  This property is located in Land Lot 104 of the 7th District and fronts on Cicely Way.  

      Ms. Bell stated the applicant requests a variance to reduce the required side yard setback from 20 feet 
to 7.29 feet to allow an existing storage shed to remain. Staff explained the property owners had 
consulted Environmental Health regarding placement of the shed because of the septic system. 
Although the shed did not require a building permit due to its size, it was still required to meet zoning 
setbacks. Staff indicated there was technically buildable area elsewhere on the property but 
acknowledged that a misunderstanding occurred regarding placement. 

          Chairman Marsha Hopkins asked if the petitioner was present. 

          Ms. Jasmine Antoine, applicants’ representative, explained that the rear yard contains significant 
slope, a septic system limits available placement, a drainage easement further reduces usable space, 
and that the adjacent property owners support the variance. The owners acted promptly after learning 
the shed did not comply with setback requirements. 

         The Board discussed the apparent misunderstanding between county agencies and the applicants 
regarding the proper placement of the shed. Members agreed the violation appeared unintentional and 
that requiring relocation would create unnecessary expense without providing a meaningful public 
benefit. The Board also noted there were no objections from neighboring property owners. 
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     John Tate made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-940-26. Vice-Chair Kyle 
McCormick seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

7.  Consideration of Petition No. A-941-26 – James R. & Michele L. Cleghorn, owners.  
Applicants are requesting a variance to Sec. 110-138(d)(6).- Side yard setback requirement, 
to reduce the side yard setback from 15 feet to 2.1 feet in the R-20 (Single Family – 
Residential) District to allow an existing detached garage to remain in its current location. 
The subject property is located in Land Lot 55 of the 5th District and fronts Hilo Road.  

     Ms.  Debbie Bell explained the applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the required side yard 
setback to allow an existing detached garage to remain, and the garage predates current foundation 
survey requirements. The setback issue was discovered during review of a neighboring property’s 
permit application. 

             Mr. James Cleghorn explained that his garage was legally constructed before the property was 
subdivided. Years later, property lines were adjusted among family members to create sufficient 
road frontage for another parcel. The new property line ultimately placed the existing garage within 
the current setback. 

           Ms. Sarah Kagondu, Neighbor, stated she supported her neighbor's petition and had no 
objections.  

              No one spoke in opposition 

              Board members discussed the fact that the garage was properly located when originally built 
and that the hardship resulted from the later subdivision rather than intentional construction within 
the setback. Members agreed the circumstances justified granting the variance. 

     Chairman Marsha Hopkins made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-941-26. Brian 
Haren seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

8. Consideration of Petition No. A-943-26-A-B-C – Melody Eubanks, Owner, and Dallas Lester, 
Agent. The subject property is located in Land Lot 168 of the 4th District and fronts Acton Drive 
and Brooks Woolsey Road.  Applicants are requesting the following: 

    The Board considered three separate variance requests relating to construction of a new 
garage and relocation of an existing storage building. 

A-946-26-A: Variance to Sec. 110-132(d)(6).  Side yard setback requirement, to reduce the 
side yard setback from 20 feet to 15.3 feet in the R-72 zoning district to allow an 
accessory structure to be constructed to the east of the property. 

Ms. Bell stated that the variance request is to reduce the required side yard setback from 
20 feet to 15.3 feet to construct a new detached garage. Staff recommended approval, 
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noting the proposed location represented the most reasonable placement while 
maintaining access to the existing attached garage. 

   Mr. Dallas Lester, applicants’ representative, explained the proposed garage was 
positioned to preserve driveway access to the existing garage. Moving the structure 
farther into compliance would interfere with vehicle access and require substantial 
redesign. 

    Board members discussed the unusual corner lot configuration and agreed the 
proposed location represented the most practical solution. 

Chairman Marsha Hopkins made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-943-26-A. 
John Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.  

A-946-26-B: Variance to Sec. 110-132(d)(6).  Side yard setback requirement, to reduce 
the side yard setback from 20 feet to 15 feet to allow a 240 square foot metal building 
to be relocated to the south of the property. 

Staff explained item B is requesting to reduce the required side yard setback from 20 
feet to 15 feet to relocate an existing 240-square-foot metal storage building. Staff did 
not recommend approval, stating that buildable area existed elsewhere on the property. 

       Ms. Melody Eubanks, Owner, explained the relocation would move the storage 
building out of public view and into an area with a more suitable grade. She stated the 
property’s two road frontages, narrow buildable area, and sloping terrain significantly 
limited placement options. 

  Board members acknowledged staff’s recommendation but concluded that relocating 
the structure as proposed represented the most practical use of the property. Several 
members commented that forcing placement elsewhere would likely create additional 
complications without improving the overall site. 

Chairman Marsha Hopkins made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-943-26-B. 
John Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed 4-1. Brian Haren Opposed.   

A-946-26-C: Variance to Sec. 110-132(d)(6). Side yard setback requirement, to reduce the 
side yard setback from 20 feet to 16 feet to allow a 240 square foot metal building to be 
relocated to the south of the property. 

Ms. Bell presented item C requesting to reduce the required side yard setback from 20 feet 
to 16 feet to accommodate the relocated storage building. Staff again recommended denial 
based on available buildable area. 

       Ms. Eubanks reiterated that the proposed location best accommodated the property’s 
topography while preserving access and improving the appearance of the property. 
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       The Board continued discussion regarding available buildable area, driveway access, 
lot configuration, and practical limitations created by the property’s shape. A majority 
concluded the requested variance represented a reasonable solution. 

Chairman Marsha Hopkins made a motion to APPROVE Petition No. A-943-26-C. 
Vice-Chair Kyle McCormick seconded the motion. The motion passed 4-1. Brian Haren 
Opposed. 

With no further business before the Board, a motion was made and seconded to adjourn. 

********************  

Brian Haren moved to adjourn the July 27th, 2026, Zoning Board of Appeals meeting.  
Latisha Roebuck seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:06 pm. 

 
           ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

            OF  
                                                                          FAYETTE COUNTY 
                                                                                                
Respectfully Submitted by:                                                                                  
               

         
                                                                                       

MARSHA HOPKINS, CHAIRMAN 
 
                                                    

                                                                 
MARIA BINNS, 
ZBA SECRETARY 
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PETITION NO: A-944-26 
 
Requested Action:  To increase the maximum allowable 1,800 square feet of accessory structures by 
3,000 square feet to allow the construction of a 4,800 square foot (60’ x 80’) airplane hangar.  
      
Location:  Coventry Estates, Lot 20 – 120 Red Fox Run, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 
 
Parcel(s): 0515  053 
 
District/Land Lot(s): 5th District, Land Lot(s) 65 & 66 
 
Zoning:   R-40, Single-Family Residential  
 
Lot Size:   4.4 Acres 
 
Owner(s): Ross Alexander Berber and Meredith Leigh Wettach 
 
Agent:   N/A 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing: August 24, 2026     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 

Per Sec. 110-79(c)(1)a., requesting to increase the maximum square footage of accessory 
structures allowed in a residential zoning from 1,800 square feet to 4,800 square feet to 
allow the construction of a 4,800 square foot airplane hangar. 

 
 
STAFF ASSESSMENT & RECOMMENDATION                                     
 
Coventry Estates was developed as an aircraft community in R-40 zoning in the late 1960’s, so many 
lots have aircraft hangars and this lot fronts on the airstrip.  The existing zoning ordinance, developed 
1992, allows an aircraft hangar as an accessory structure referencing it as a conditional use in A-R, M-
1, and M-2 zoning districts.  Currently there are no other accessory structures on the property that 
count toward the aggregate total.   
 
Given the iunique nature and history of Coventry Estates as a fly-in community, staff recommends 
APPROVAL of the request to increase the allowable area for accessory structures. 
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HISTORY 
 
This parcel is a legal lot of record; it is indicated as Lot 20 in Coventry Estates subdivision on the April 
1975 tax map.  The original plat was recorded on August 15, 1969, in Plat Book 5 Page 105. The lot is 
located next to the Willow Pond Air Strip.  It is zoned R-40 and all standard building setbacks apply. 
The applicant is responsible for obtaining any necessary HOA approvals and for meeting all FAA 
standards related to structures in the proximity of an airstrip. The County does not have jurisdiction 
over these matters. 
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-79.  Residential accessory structures and their uses. 
 

(a)  The following residential accessory structures are permitted in A-R, all residential zoning 
districts and properties regulated under Section 110-169, pertaining to “Conditional use 
approval – Single-family residence and residential accessory structures and/or uses.” 

(1)  Well/pump house;  (70 square feet or less does not count) 
(2) Guesthouse; 
(3) Greenhouse, permanent or temporary; 
(4) Swimming pool (does not count), hot tub (does not count); pool deck, pool 

equipment enclosure structure (70 square feet or less does not count), and pool 
screen enclosure; 

(5) Garage; 
(6) Recreational court; (does not count) 
(7) Gazebo; 
(8) Cabana/pool house, boat house, detached covered patio, and detached covered 

deck; 
(9) Storage building; 
(10)  Carport; 
(11) Solar Panel (ground-mounted) (under 200 square feet does not count); 
(12) Wind turbine/windmill (ground-mounted) (under 200 square feet does not count); 
(13) Aircraft hangar, detached (see article V of this chapter); (does not count in A-R); 
(14) Dog house (70 square feet or less does not count) and dog pen/run (does not count);  
(15) Playhouse/treehouse; (70 square feet or less does not count) 
(16) Outdoor kitchen and/or fireplace (does not count); 
(17) Patio; and  
(18) Underground storm shelter(does not count). 

 
 (c)  Number and size.  The number and size of residential accessory structures shall conform 

to the requirements described herein. 
(1) Residential accessory structures shall be limited to one of the following options: 

a. Two residential accessory structures, per individual lot, that shall not 
exceed a combined total footprint of 1,800 square feet or three residential 
accessory structures, per individual lot, that shall not exceed a combined 
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total footprint of 3,600 square feet on a lot with a minimum of five (5) 
acres.  
 

(3) A well/pump house, pool equipment enclosure, dog house, or 
playhouse/treehouse consisting of 70 square feet or less; a dog pen/run, 
swimming pool, hot tub, or recreational court; aircraft hangar, farm outbuilding, 
greenhouse, horse stable, or auxiliary structure or one semi-trailer/box truck (as 
regulated under section 110-125, pertaining to “A-R, Agricultural-Residential 
District” and section 110-169, pertaining to “Conditional Use approval”); 
ground/pole-mounted solar panel consisting of less than 200 square feet or 
ground-mounted wind turbine/windmill; uncovered outdoor kitchen, fireplace; 
patio; underground storm shelter; horse quarters (as regulated under section 110-
169, pertaining to “Conditional use approval”), temporary greenhouse or beehive 
shall not be included in determining the number of residential accessory 
structures provided herein. 

 
Sec. 110-137. – R-40, Single-Family Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-40 zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 65,340 square feet (1.5 acres) 
(2) Lot width: 150 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,500 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 60 feet. 
2. Collector: 60 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 40 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 30 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 15 feet. 

 
Sec. 110-169. Conditional use approval. 
 

(2) Conditional uses allowed. 
b. Aircraft landing area.  Allowed in the A-R, M-1, and M-2 zoning districts. The intent of these 

rules and regulations is to provide a safer environment for the operation of aircraft. 
1. FAA air space clearance approval for visual flying flight operations and landing areas 

shall be required, where applicable. 
2. For any newly developed landing area for fixed wing  aircraft a 1,000-foot clear zone 

as defined by FAA extending from the end of all runways shall be maintained 
through ownership or easement, and in no case, shall the end of the runway be 
closer than 200 feet from the property line. 

3. Any newly developed landing area for fixed wing aircraft shall be located at least 300 
feet, as measured from the centerline of the runway, from all property lines. 
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4. Any on-site roofed structures shall be set back at least 200 feet from the nearest 
point on the centerline of the runway. 

5. Heliport.  These regulations shall not apply to a hospital which maintains a heliport 
for medical purposes. 

i. FAA air space clearance approval for visual flying flight operations and 
landing areas shall be required, where applicable.  

ii.   A site plan, as prepared by a registered land surveyor, indicating the    
heliport landing area and center point on the lot and setbacks shall be 
required.  The center point of the heliport landing area shall be indicated 
on the lot. 

iii.  A heliport shall be a minimum of 300 feet from all property lines as 
measured from the center point of the heliport landing area. 

6. Aircraft hangar.  Allowed in the A-R, M-1 and M-2 zoning districts. 
i. An aircraft hangar shall comply with all of the criteria of subsection (2)b.1 

through 5 of this section. 
ii.   Use of an aircraft hangar shall be limited to storage and maintenance of 

aircraft.  Outdoor storage of aircraft parts is prohibited.  An aircraft hangar 
shall not include any living quarters or be used for residential purposes. 

iii.   In the A-R zoning district, on lots less than ten (10) acres in size, there shall 
be a maximum of one detached hangar allowed. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No objections. 
 Public Works – No access or engineering issues. 
 Environmental Management – No environmental issues. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance. 

This does not constitute approval of final location and construction of structure.  
 Department of Building Safety – No issues.   
 Fire – N/A. 
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VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Staff Assessment   
 

Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
Coventry Estates is an older fly-in subdivision, which is unique in itself. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
The development predates the hangar requirements in the zoning ordinance.  Not allowing this 
property to have an aircraft hangar creates a hardship when the development is an aircraft 
community with access to the Willow Pond airstrip. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The aircraft community is unique and very few lots back onto an airstrip.  
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

It is unlikely the construction of an aircraft hangar in the proposed location would cause 
substantial detriment to the public good.  It is likely that construction of the aircraft hangar 
would increase the value of this property and the properties surrounding it.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant would not be allowed to have an aircraft hangar in a development designed for 
aircraft usage. 
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PETITION NO: A-945-26 
 
Requested Action: To reduce the side yard setback from 15’ to 14’ to allow an existing accessory 
structure to remain in its existing location.  
      
Location:  Greenfield, Lot 23 – 195 Greenfield Circle, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 
 
Parcel(s): 051002023 
 
District/Land Lot(s): 5th District, Land Lot(s) 38 
 
Zoning:   R-40, Single-Family Residential  
 
Lot Size:   1.001 Acres 
 
Owner(s): Amelia Rose and Anthony O. Rose 
 
Agent:   N/A 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing: August 24, 2026     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 

Per Sec. 110-137.(d)(6), requesting to decrease the side yard setback from 15’ to 14’ to 
allow an existing accessory structure to remain.  

 
 
STAFF ASSESSMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
 
The one-story metal building with more than 400 square feet was first brought to Department of 
Building Safety’s attention as a complaint for construction without a permit.  The foundation survey 
submitted indicates the unpermitted building encroaches one (1) foot inside the side yard setback.  
The foundation survey further indicates the property owner’s fence and gravel area trespass onto the 
neighbor’s property. There is no evidence of a hardship; it appears that all structures and other 
elements can be contained within their respective permitted areas.  
 
Staff recommends DENIAL of the request for a reduction in the building setback. 
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HISTORY 
 
This parcel is a legal lot of record; it is indicated as Lot 23 in Greenfield subdivision in Plat Book 15 
Page 44 recorded July 16, 1984.  It is zoned R-40 and all standard building setbacks apply.  
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-137. – R-40, Single-Family Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-40 zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 43,560 square feet (1.0 acres) 
(2) Lot width: 125 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,500 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 60 feet. 
2. Collector: 60 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 40 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 30 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 15 feet. 

 
 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No objections. 
 Public Works – No comment. 
 Environmental Management – No environmental issues. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance. 

Environmental Health approved the detached garage in 2024. 
 Department of Building Safety – Department of Building Safety inspected the metal building 

following a complaint of construction without a permit.  A Notice of Violation was issued on 
March 2, 2026.  Property owners began application for a building permit on March 3, 2026 
which was accepted by Department of Building Safety on April 9, 2026, when it included a 
survey that did not depict the distance from the edge of the structure to the property line.   

 Fire – N/A. 
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VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Staff Assessment   
 

Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
This lot is a typical lot without any exceptional conditions in size, shape or topography. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
There is sufficient area to locate the metal building inside the buildable area of the property. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
This lot is similar to the other lots in the Greenfield Community. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The foundation survey submitted with the variance application indicates a pattern of 
encroachment and trespass toward the neighbor at 185 GreenfieldCircle. 
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant would be afforded the same rights as other neighbors in the Greenfield 
Subdivision.  
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SURVEY 









The permitting process began approximately two years ago with the issuance of an environmental permit.

As the building was being constructed on our own property, we were unaware that additional zoning permits were required before installation. 

Upon learning of the requirements, we acted promptly to address the issue. The rear of the building is one foot short of meeting the established setback requirement. 

The structure was repositioned to achieve compliance with zoning guidelines; ; however, in order to preserve the existing entry and exit access points 

to the backyard, a one-foot encroachment into the required setback remains. 

Yes. Strict application of the setback regulations would create a practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship in this case. 

The building was installed on February 25, and shortly thereafter we were informed of additional requirements and steps that should have been completed prior to installation. 

Since learning of the issue, we have worked diligently to bring the project into compliance and have incurred significant unexpected expenses in the process.

Despite these efforts and expenses, the building remains one foot short of the required setback due to the need to maintain safe and practical access to the backyard.

Granting this minor variance would alleviate the hardship resulting from these unforeseen circumstances while having no adverse impact on neighboring properties or community.

The requested one-foot variance is minimal, necessary for the reasonable use of the property.

This minor variance allows the property to retain safe and practical access while having no adverse on neighboring properties.

Yes. The requested relief is minor in nature and will not cause any substantial detriment to the public good or impair the intent of the zoning regulations.

obstruct visibility, create safety concerns, or alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

We have acted in good faith to address compliance issues by relocating the building and incurring significant costs for surveying, engineering, and site modifications. 

Given that the remaining deficiency is only one-foot, strict enforcement of the ordinance would impose an unnecessary hardship that is disproportionate to any public benefit,

preventing us from making a reasonable use of the property that is otherwise permitted within the zoning district. 

While granting the variance would have no adverse impact on neighboring properties or the character of the neighborhood.

The building does not adversely affect neighboring properties, 












