
CAROLINA BEACH  

 

Board of Adjustment Meeting 

Tuesday, April 22, 2025 ꟷ 6:00 PM 

Council Chambers, 1121 N. Lake Park Boulevard, Carolina Beach, NC 

 
AGENDA 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Members of the Board of Adjustment shall not vote on recommendations, permits, approvals, or other 
issues where the outcome of the matter being considered is reasonably likely to have a direct, 
substantial, and readily identifiable financial impact on the member or a member has a close familial, 
business, or other associational relationship. No member shall be excused from voting except upon 
those matters as noted, above, or upon those others involving the consideration of his own financial 
interest or official conduct. (160D-109) 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

1. March 3, 2025 & March 17, 2025 – BOA Minutes  

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

2. To consider an appeal from staff’s determination on the referenced sections from the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO). 

 

NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
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AGENDA ITEM COVERSHEET 

PREPARED BY: Gloria Abbotts, Senior Planner  DEPARTMENT: Community 
Development  

MEETING: Board of Adjustment – 4/22/2025 

SUBJECT:  
 

March 3, 2025 & March 17, 2025 – BOA Minutes  

  

Action: 

Approve the March 3, 2025 & March 17, 2025 minutes 
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CAROLINA BEACH  

 

Board of Adjustment Meeting 

Monday, March 3, 2025 - 6:00 PM 

Council Chambers, 1121 N. Lake Park Boulevard, Carolina Beach, NC 

 
MINUTES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chairman Rouse called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM. 
 
PRESENT 
Vice Chairman Wayne Rouse 
Board Member Wayne Hartsell 
Board Member Patrick Boykin 
Board Member David Marshall 
Board Member Dan Adams 
 
ABSENT 
Chairman Ken Thompson 
 
ALSO PRESENT 
Community Development Director Jeremy Hardison 
Senior Planner Gloria Abbotts 
Planner Haley Anderson 
Board Attorney Matt Nichols 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. November 18, 2024 – BOA Minutes  
 
ACTION: Motion to approve the minutes as written 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Boykin 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 

2. Variance to Chapter 40, Article VII Fence Regulations from the Required 4-Foot Height 
Limitation for Fences Located within the 20-Foot Front Yard Setback for 201 Fayetteville Avenue 
Applicant: Pleasure Island Holdings, LLC 

 
Applicant Pleasure Island Holdings, LLC, is requesting a variance to allow fencing over 4 feet within the 
20-foot front yard setback from Sec. 40-204 Height Restrictions, which requires that no fence shall 
exceed 4 feet in height when located in the front yard setback. 
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The property is located at 201 Fayetteville Avenue and is in the MX zoning district. Dry Dock Inn and its 
pool are located on the property. Dry Dock Inn consists of 2 buildings and 2 pools that span across 2 
parcels of land (300 South Lake Park Boulevard and 201 Fayetteville Avenue). Each parcel has its own 
building and pool. The property associated with this variance is a 12,499.7-square-foot lot adjacent to 
Fayetteville Avenue. The building and pool on the lot are considered legal non-conforming structures 
because they do not meet the minimum setback standards for the zoning district for pools and 
buildings. Any fencing located within 20 feet of the front property line can be no taller than 4 feet or 48 
inches. 
 
The pool decking the fence is located on is raised above the natural grade of the lot. The Town 
ordinance requires fence height to be measured from the highest point of the fence, not including 
columns or posts, to the existing natural grade. N.C. Building Code requires that “the top of the barrier 
shall be at least 48 inches above grade measured on the side of the barrier that faces away from the 
swimming pool.” Because the elevated pool deck is raised above the natural grade of the lot and could 
be used as a step to climb a shorter fence, the fence height would need to be measured from the 
height of the raised pool deck. Therefore, the Town would approve a 4-foot fence measured from the 
pool deck rather than the natural grade because N.C. Building Code requires an adequate barrier. 
 
Kyle Sears with Sears Fence, LLC, is the contractor who applied on behalf of the property owner in 
March 2024 to replace the fencing surrounding the pool located on the property. The application and 
supporting site plan materials proposed a 52-inch-tall fence, approximately 4 inches over the allowed 
48 inches height. Mr. Sears was advised by the Town plan reviewer that the fencing within the front 
setback could not exceed 48 inches. They were told they would need to provide an updated fence 
section with an adjusted fence height to meet the Town ordinance regulations. 
 
On April 9, 2024, Mr. Sears reached out to the Town plan reviewer and asked for a permit update. The 
plan reviewer reminded Mr. Sears the fence railing cannot go over 48 inches and the Town would need 
a new fence height. On May 10, 2024, Mr. Sears replied to the plan reviewer and asked if a variance 
would be possible. The plan reviewer told Mr. Sears the owners of Dry Dock Inn already went through 
a variance a year prior for a similar issue where the fence was installed without a fence permit and it 
was installed too tall, so the owners should be aware of this issue. The plan reviewer suggested they 
try to find other alternatives to avoid a variance. The plan reviewer suggested installing a different type 
of fence that would meet the height requirements and asked if it was possible to anchor the fence 
posts on the outside of the pool deck so the bottom horizontal bar sits flush with the pool deck. 
 
After emailing the contractor, the plan reviewer called Andrea Thomas with New Hanover County 
Health & Human Services to check if the suggested fencing would meet N.C. Building Code and Health 
Department requirements. She said the suggestions were valid and could meet N.C. Building Code and 
Health Department requirements while also adhering to the Town ordinance. Ms. Thomas also 
mentioned she had heard a new fence was already installed on site. Upon hearing a new fence had 
been installed, the Town plan reviewer conducted a site visit and confirmed a new fence was installed 
without a permit and the fence was over 48 inches. The plan reviewer emailed the fence contractor 
and the owner of the property about the fence height violation. When told what their options were, 
owner Deanna Lanni decided they would pursue a variance. 
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To resolve the violation situation, the applicant is seeking a variance to the required 4-foot fence 
height limitation for fences located within the 20-foot front yard setback for 201 Fayetteville Avenue. If 
approved, the fence would not need to be replaced or altered to meet the 4-foot fence requirement. 
 
Individuals planning to speak on the matter were sworn in. 
 
Ms. Anderson presented the details. She reviewed the 4 required criteria the Board must consider in 
the decision-making process: 

1. Unnecessary hardship would result from the strict application of the ordinance. 
2. The hardship results from conditions that are peculiar to the property, such as location, size or 

topography. 
3. The hardship did not result from actions taken by the applicant or the property owner.  
4. The requested variance is consistent with the spirit, purpose, and intent of the ordinance, such 

that public safety is secured and substantial justice is achieved. 
 
Ms. Anderson also presented a timeline of events and said the Board can make conditions on approval, 
and if the Board supports the findings, staff recommends that the variance is granted for the existing 
pool fencing and any fence replacement in the future would need to meet Town ordinance height 
requirements. 
 
ACTION: Motion to open the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Ladd Gasparovic, a licensed attorney and partner in Pleasure Island Holdings, LLC, said they purchased 
the property in 2021, and among the renovation work that needed to be done was repair and 
replacement of the existing fence. He said they don’t think a chain-link fence is an option due to safety 
concerns. Mr. Gasparovic said the situation was an honest mistake that resulted from a plate that is 
necessary for the fence door to swing, and he asked the Board to approve the variance. 
 
Mr. Sears said the fence is at 50 inches because of the post-on-plate construction that was necessary 
for the elevated pool surface. He said the bottom rail can’t go any lower, and the fence is 48 inches 
from the bottom rail, not the concrete. Mr. Sears said the current fence is at its lowest point when 
considering its position on an elevated concrete surface. 
 
Board Member Hartsell asked if a Town permit was issued prior to installation of the current fence. Mr. 
Sears said the permit was in progress but not completed, but they had approval by email from the 
County, although a later email stated the matter was awaiting Town approval. 
 
Board Member Marshall asked if a fence a couple of inches shorter could have been installed to keep it 
within the Town ordinance. Mr. Sears said to his knowledge, the lowest adequate pool fence the 
County will allow is 48 inches from rail to rail, not ground to rail. Board Member Marshall asked if the 
County and Town ordinances conflict with each other. Mr. Sears said that could be assumed. 
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Mr. Gasparovic said no one intended to install a fence without a permit, and this resulted from 
confusion over communication with the County. He said a shorter fence would not have met County 
requirements, so there is a conflict and no leeway, which he suggested should be addressed by offering 
some flexibility. Mr. Gasparovic pointed out that on Lake Park Boulevard and other roads there are 
new fences that are higher than theirs, so he doesn’t think their fence being 2 inches off is going to 
cause a problem. He said the situation is peculiar to the property due to the pool, did not result from 
actions taken by the property owner due to conflicting Town and County rules, and still satisfies 
aesthetic and safety concerns. 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse asked Ms. Anderson if she believes there is a conflict between the Town and 
County rules. Ms. Anderson said in the strictest sense, no, there is not a conflict because the Town 
requires no taller than 4 feet and the County requires a minimum of 4 feet. She said they would have 
to put the rail on the ground to meet 48 inches.  
 
Mr. Hardison said new pools are not allowed in the front yard setback, so this is only an issue with a 
handful of older developments and parking lot pools. He said this issue could come up for other 
properties in the future when they change their fencing. 
 
ACTION: Motion to close the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Mr. Nichols said he wanted to note for the record that General Statutes also state that a variance may 
be granted when necessary and appropriate to make a reasonable accommodation under the Federal 
Fair Housing Act for a person with a disability.  
 
Board Members went through each required finding for the variance request. 
 
Regarding finding 1, the following disagreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 1 failed 0-5.  
 
Board Member Boykin said the applicant did not go in blind and knew the rules based on the previous 
situation. 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said this was an unfortunate action taken by the applicant, and he thinks there 
was a way to comply with the ordinance.  
 
Regarding finding 2, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Adams, and Board 
Member Marshall. The following disagreed: Board Member Boykin and Board Member Hartsell. 
Therefore, finding 2 passed 3-2. 
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Vice Chairman Rouse said he believes the situation is peculiar to that type of pool and the fact that it 
has been a remodel.  
 
Regarding finding 3, the following disagreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 3 failed 0-5. 
 
Board Member Marshall said if the applicant had understood the rules and ensured all permits were 
obtained, there would’ve been a clear understanding of the requirements.  
 
Board Member Boykin and Board Member Hartsell both pointed to the applicant’s previous experience 
with their other pool as a reason why this resulted from their actions. 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said he thinks the hardship was caused by the applicant based on reviewing the 
timeline Ms. Anderson presented and the emails associated with it. 
 
Regarding finding 4, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 4 passed 5-
0.  
 
Board Member Marshall said he thinks the goal is to create a safe environment around the pool. 
 
Board Member Boykin said this is consistent with safety, but he still thinks there was a way safety 
could be achieved without a variance. 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said they wanted to do the right thing but put the cart in front of the horse 
regarding the permit.  
 
The variance request was denied. 
 
ACTION: Motion to deny the variance of 4 inches to Sec. 40-204 from the 4-foot fence height 
requirement in the front yard setback located at 201 Fayetteville Avenue because it did not meet the 4 
findings of fact 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Adams 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Mr. Gasparovic pointed out that the fence is only a 2-inch discrepancy, not 4 inches as stated in the 
motion.  
 
Mr. Hardison said anything over 48 inches, the height regulation that the ordinance references, would 
need a variance, and the Board did not grant the variance. 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse asked if he should make another motion. Mr. Nichols said no, the variance has 
been denied. 
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Board Members took a short break. Upon returning, Vice Chairman Rouse said he would resubmit the 
motion for a vote. 
 
Mr. Gasparovic said he wanted to clarify that the fence is about 2 inches over, not 4 inches, and this is 
because they can’t go below that because of safety. He said the bottom rail must go directly on the 
ground, and there is not a feasible construction alternative for that. Mr. Gasparovic reiterated that 
there are fences on the main drag that are higher than theirs, and he feels like they satisfied the 4 
conditions. 
 
ACTION: Motion to deny the variance to exceed the maximum the 4-foot or 48-inch fence height 
requirements for the front yard setback in Sec. 3.20 located at 201 Fayetteville Avenue because it did 
not meet the 4 findings of fact 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Adams 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Mr. Nichols clarified that the Board’s decision was based upon the findings previously made. 
 

3. Variance to the Required 20-Foot Front Yard Setback for 1621 South Lake Park Boulevard 
Applicant: Philip Humphrey, pghARCHITECTURE, PC 

 
Applicant Philip Humphrey, pghARCHITECTURE, PC, is requesting a variance of up to 7 feet from Article 
3 of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) that requires a 10-foot front yard setback. The 
property is located at 1621 South Lake Park Boulevard and is in the MF zoning district. The property 
consists of a 0.68-acre lot, Lots 1-3, 20-22 BLK 2 Wilmington Beach. The existing use is a motel, and 
there is an existing permit for renovation work at the property. 
 
There is an existing walkway structure that is 3 feet and 11.75 inches from the front property line. The 
existing walkway is raised and has steps leading to the front door. The applicant would like to provide 
an accessible route for entry to the common spaces of the building. The applicant would like to 
construct an ADA-compliant ramp in the current footprint of the walkway. To meet ADA requirements, 
the ramp would have to be expanded by 10.5 inches. The ramp railing is proposed to be greater than 
30 inches from the adjacent grade. Structures below 30 inches are permitted within the setback. 
However, a variance must be granted to accommodate the railing. 
 
To resolve the situation, the applicant requests up to a 7-foot variance to the required 10-foot front 
yard setback. The structure meets the minimum required side (7.5 feet), corner side (12.5 feet), and 
rear (10 feet) yard setbacks. 
 
Individuals planning to speak on the matter were sworn in. 
 
Ms. Anderson presented the details. She reviewed the 4 required criteria the Board must consider in 
the decision-making process: 
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1. Unnecessary hardship would result from the strict application of the ordinance. 
2. The hardship results from conditions that are peculiar to the property, such as location, size or 

topography. 
3. The hardship did not result from actions taken by the applicant or the property owner.  
4. The requested variance is consistent with the spirit, purpose, and intent of the ordinance, such 

that public safety is secured and substantial justice is achieved. 
 
Ms. Anderson also presented the background and said the Board can make conditions on approval, and 
if the Board supports the findings, staff recommends that if the site is redeveloped then the new 
structure would need to meet Town building setbacks. 
 
ACTION: Motion to open the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Marshall 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Attorney Alan Solana, representing the applicant, went over the physical characteristics of the building 
that resulted in this situation. He said they are required to have a leveled landing for ADA compliance, 
but they cannot have more than a half-inch rise when going over the threshold into the building, so 
they have to raise the landing to get to door height to get in, which brings it over 30 inches. Mr. Solana 
said otherwise, they would not be required to put in a railing. He said there is no other way internally 
to change the building, and the width of the land is dictated from ADA code. He said this is the least 
obtrusive way they can make it compliant, and there isn’t really another way to modify the existing 
structure. Mr. Solana said the building was constructed in 1968 prior to the zoning ordinance and 
adoption of the ADA, and they are limited by the structure and its placement. He said his client would 
agree to the condition Ms. Anderson mentioned. 
 
Board Member Marshall asked Mr. Solana if he has information about what the railing will look like. 
Mr. Solana said this is not on the plan, but they are trying to make it as unobtrusive as possible. Mr. 
Hardison said on the rendering it shows that it will match the siding of the building. 
 
ACTION: Motion to close the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Hartsell 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said he doesn’t have an issue with the request. Board Member Marshall said he 
agreed.  
 
Board Members went through each required finding for the variance request. 
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Regarding finding 1, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 1 passed 5-
0.  
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said he believes a hardship would result for those who need that entrance, and 
he doesn’t believe there is another way for a handicapped person to access the building. 
 
Mr. Nichols asked the Board to clarify for the record that no one from the public wanted to speak on 
the matter. No one came forward. 
 
Regarding finding 2, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 2 passed 5-
0.  
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said this is because the building was constructed before ADA compliance was 
necessary. 
 
Regarding finding 3, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 3 passed 5-
0.  
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said this was not due to anything the applicant did, and they did try to remodel 
the building, although certain characteristics existed previously and this is the only reasonable way for 
access.  
 
Regarding finding 4, the following agreed: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board 
Member Hartsell, Board Member Adams, and Board Member Marshall. Therefore, finding 4 passed 5-
0.  
 
Board Member Boykin said public safety is secured because they are putting up a fence there. 
 
The variance request was approved. 
 
ACTION: Motion to approve a variance of 6 feet and 11 5/8 inches to Article 3, Sec. 3.13 Dimensional 
Requirements from the 10-foot front setback requirement at 1621 South Lake Park Boulevard and that 
it meets the 4 findings of fact with the condition that should anything else put be on the property 
other than this ADA ramp for this specific purpose that we heard tonight then the setback 
encroachment shall be eliminated either through reconstruction or razing the building and 
redevelopment 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Hartsell 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
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NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
Vice Chairman Rouse said the next Board of Adjustment meeting is on March 17 at 6:00 PM. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
ACTION: Motion to adjourn 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Hartsell 
Voting Yea: Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Hartsell, Board Member Boykin, Board Member 
Marshall, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed unanimously 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:20 PM. 
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CAROLINA BEACH  

 

Board of Adjustment Meeting 

Monday, March 17, 2025 - 6:00 PM 

Council Chambers, 1121 N. Lake Park Boulevard, Carolina Beach, NC 

 
MINUTES 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chairman Rouse called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM. 
 
PRESENT 
Chairman Ken Thompson 
Vice Chairman Wayne Rouse 
Board Member Patrick Boykin 
Board Member Dan Adams 
 
ABSENT 
Board Member Wayne Hartsell 
 
ALSO PRESENT 
Community Development Director Jeremy Hardison 
Senior Planner Gloria Abbotts 
Planner Haley Anderson 
 
CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
Members of Board of Adjustment shall not vote on recommendations, permits, approvals, or other 
issues where the outcome of the matter being considered is reasonably likely to have a direct, 
substantial, and readily identifiable financial impact on the member or a member has a close familial, 
business, or other associational relationship. No member shall be excused from voting except upon 
those matters as noted, above, or upon those others involving the consideration of his own financial 
interest or official conduct. (160D-109) 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Variance to Section 3.13 Dimensional Requirements for Minimum Setbacks, Maximum Lot Coverage, 
and Maximum Impervious Coverage at 7 Sailfish Lane in the R-1 Zoning District 
Applicant: Eighteen Eleven Properties, LLC  
 
Chairman Thompson said because this variance requires a supermajority, all four Board Members 
present tonight would have to agree for it to pass. He gave the applicant the option to wait until a later 
date when the full Board of five is present, but the applicant opted to move forward tonight. 
 
Individuals planning to speak on the matter were sworn in. 
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Applicant Eighteen Eleven Properties, LLC, is requesting a variance from Section 3.13 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) that requires a 20-foot front yard setback, 7.5-foot side setback, 10-
foot rear setback, 40% maximum lot coverage, and 65% maximum impervious coverage. The property 
is located at 7 Sailfish Lane and is in the R-1 zoning district. The property consists of a 1,400-square-
foot lot with an existing ground-level one-story single-family home built in 1945. The existing structure 
and lot are both non-conforming to R-1 dimensional standards. 
 
The existing structure is 4.9 feet from the front, 3.8 feet from the north side, 3.3 feet from the east 
side, and 5.3 feet from the rear property lines. The existing home does not meet current flood 
regulations. If the applicant wanted to renovate the home, they are limited to 49% of the value of the 
structure. The New Hanover County Tax Department previously had the building valued at $57,300 in 
2021, and the updated 2025 value is $142,900. The 49% rule is calculated using only the building value; 
it does not include the land value. 
 
If the applicant utilized the minimum setbacks to rebuild a new structure to meet the ordinance, the 
maximum size of the structure would be 13 feet x 20 feet. Meeting all setbacks would leave the 
applicant with a 260-square-foot maximum footprint, 40% maximum lot coverage is 560 square feet, 
and 65% maximum impervious coverage is 910 square feet. 
 
The applicant would like to utilize the existing footprint of the home to build a new structure that 
meets flood requirements, parking requirements, and building code requirements. A three-bedroom 
two-story home on pilings is proposed. The proposed structure would be 21 feet x 34 feet 8 inches. 
Three parking spaces are required and will be provided underneath the home. The structure is within 
the AE11 flood zone. All living space in the new structure must be elevated 11 feet + 2 feet. The 
maximum height limit in R-1 is 50 feet. The proposed structure will be 36.25 feet tall. 
 
To resolve the situation, the applicant requests a 10.17-foot variance to the required 20-foot front yard 
setback, a 3.67-foot variance to the required north side setback, a 3.83-foot variance to the required 
east side setback, and a 4.75-foot variance to the required rear setback. The applicant also requests up 
to a 3% increase in maximum impervious coverage and up to a 13% increase in maximum lot coverage. 
 
Ms. Anderson presented the details. She said the requested variance is for the following: 

 Front, rear, and side building setbacks 

 40% lot coverage limit 

 65% impervious surface 

 Utility and platform setbacks 
 
Ms. Anderson reviewed the four required criteria the Board must consider in the decision-making 
process: 

1. Unnecessary hardship would result from the strict application of the ordinance. 
2. The hardship results from conditions that are peculiar to the property, such as location, size or 

topography. 
3. The hardship did not result from actions taken by the applicant or property owner.  
4. The requested variance is consistent with the spirit, purpose, and intent of the ordinance such 

that public safety is secured and substantial justice is achieved. 
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Ms. Anderson also presented information about site background, existing conditions, ordinance 
regulation, and the proposed development. She said the Board can make conditions on approval, and if 
the Board supports the findings, staff recommends that the variance is granted for the proposed 
structure only, and any new structures on the property shall conform to the setback requirements. 
 
ACTION: Motion to open the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Adams 
Voting Yea: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed 4-0 
 
Attorney Ned Barnes of 814 Carolina Beach Avenue, representing the applicant, said the proposed 
construction is a single-family home that will serve as the family’s primary residence. He said there 
initially were plans to lift the existing structure, but because it was built 80 years ago any efforts to do 
so would be futile. Mr. Barnes said the structure as it exists today is not compatible with the others 
around it because the others are on pilings and out of the flood zone, so this would make the property 
more compatible with adjacent properties. He said the applicant did not create the hardship because 
they purchased the home as it is, where it is. Mr. Barnes said if the variance is approved, the new 
structure would be out of the flood zone and offer parking underneath, which would eliminate the 
need to park along the road, improving access for emergency service vehicles. He said what they build 
will have to meet current building codes, be structurally sound, and use fire-retardant materials, which 
will benefit the applicant and adjacent property owners. Mr. Barnes said the plans have done an 
excellent job of fitting the proposed property within the footprint as it currently exists so it will not 
encroach on neighbors. 
 
Chairman Thompson asked if anyone wanted to argue against the requested variance. No one came 
forward. 
 
ACTION: Motion to close the public hearing 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Adams 
Voting Yea: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed 4-0 
 
Chairman Thompson said his biggest concerns are safety of the surrounding properties and the public 
in general as well as consistency in applying the law. He said the request should benefit the community 
at large and produce justice in a reasonable measure for the applicant. Chairman Thompson said it’s 
clear there are strong arguments in favor of public safety when it comes to the plan’s parking, new 
materials, and better construction techniques. He asked if there are options for pervious driveway 
material. 
 
Wescott Butler of 206 Texas Avenue said they can look at that, but they were on site today during a 
rain event and found that the water flows down the street and isn’t coming between homes, so the 
system is doing its job. He said they can look into possibly doing a paver. 
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Board Member Adams asked if there is anything in the code regarding thickness for the apron of the 
driveway that impervious concrete would affect. Mr. Hardison said the apron of the driveway has to be 
within the right-of-way, which is a very small area on this street.  
 
Vice Chairman Rouse said if the existing house burned down or flooded, they could build back in the 
same footprint, which would result in more encroachment than what they are currently seeking. He 
said it can be difficult to find ways for people to improve non-conforming properties in ways that make 
sense and are for the good of the community. Vice Chairman Rouse said the Fire Department has had 
concerns about getting its vehicles through this area, so moving vehicles off the street will help. He said 
he is inclined to support the application with staff’s recommended condition. 
 
Board Members went through each required finding for the variance request. 
 
Regarding finding 1, the following agreed: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member 
Boykin, and Board Member Adams. Therefore, finding 1 passed 4-0.  
 
Regarding finding 2, the following agreed: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member 
Boykin, and Board Member Adams. Therefore, finding 2 passed 4-0.  
 
Regarding finding 3, the following agreed: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member 
Boykin, and Board Member Adams. Therefore, finding 3 passed 4-0.  
 
Regarding finding 4, the following agreed: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member 
Boykin, and Board Member Adams. Therefore, finding 4 passed 4-0.  
 
The variance request was approved. 
 
ACTION: Motion to approve the variance to Article 3, Section 3.13 Dimensional Requirements to allow 
the following – 9-foot 10-inch front yard setback, 3-foot 10-inch west side setback, 3-foot 1-inch east 
side setback, 5-foot 3-inch rear setback, 53% total lot coverage, 69% total impervious service, and a 2-
foot 6-inch rear setback for the utilities, utility platform, and platform staircase access – with the staff 
recommended condition that any new structures on the property shall conform to the setback 
requirements; this is for the property located at 7 Sailfish Lane because it meets the four findings of 
fact 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Boykin 
Voting Yea: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed 4-0 
 
NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
Chairman Thompson said the next Board of Adjustment meeting is scheduled for April 22. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
ACTION: Motion to adjourn 
Motion made by Vice Chairman Rouse, seconded by Board Member Adams 
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Board of Adjustment Meeting March 17, 2025 Page 5 
 

Voting Yea: Chairman Thompson, Vice Chairman Rouse, Board Member Boykin, Board Member Adams 
Motion passed 4-0 
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AGENDA ITEM COVERSHEET 

PREPARED BY: Jeremy Hardison, Planning & 
Development Director  

DEPARTMENT: Planning & 
Development  

MEETING: Board of Adjustment – 4/22/2025 

SUBJECT:  To consider an appeal from staff’s determination on the referenced sections 
from the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). 

 

  

BACKGROUND: 
One of the roles for The Board of Adjustment is to hear and decide appeals where it is alleged 
there is error in any order, requirement, decision, or determination made by staff.  The applicant, 
Oceana Owners Association Inc/Olin Fur, submitted two applications dated 1/5/24 and 2/9/24 
(attachment 1 & 2).   These were submitted after a complaint (Attachment 3) to staff on 12/21/23 
that a water oriented business was operating at the Carolina Beach Yacht Club (CBYC) formally 
Joyner Marina located at 401 Marina St.  Staff reviewed the complaint and submitted a response 
(attachment 4).  The appeal hearing was postponed to see if the parties could mutually come to 
an agreement during scheduled mediation involving the Applicant, CBYC and the Town.  
 
The appeals reference several ordinance sections. In July of 2025 the Town adopted a Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) that consolidates various planning, zoning, and development 
regulations into one comprehensive document. The UDO process was a year-long effort guided 
by the Planning & Zoning Commission, involving thorough review and analysis before completion.  
Below are the sections that are identified in the appeal application with reference to the new 
sections in the UDO. The amened ordinances are in attachment 5 with the edits from the UDO 
adoption.  

  
Old Sections New UDO Sections Section Name 

40-2 1.3 Purpose and vision 
policy 

40-71 & 72 3.4 Table of uses 

40-150 (a) 1,2,4 (b) 
(d)(2) (e)(1) (7) (c) & (e) 

3.24  Off-street parking 

40-329 (a) 2.14.D.15-16 Specific review 
procedures, special use 
permit 
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40-330 (a)(2) 2.13.A Modifications of permits 
or approvals 

40-489 (b) 2.6 UDO Administrator 

 
 

The CBYC business is the center of the appeal. The CBYC is approved as a Commercial Marina  
consisting of a building with a residential unit, gravel parking lot, wet boat storage spaces, fuel 
dock, and a retail/eating and drinking establishment.  The Marina also owns an offsite parking 
lot(referred to as Oceana Parking lot) located inside the gated community of the Oceana 
neighborhood for the guests of the marina.  The Marina is zoned MB-1(Marina Business) and the 
offsite Oceana parking lot is zoned R-1B (Residential).    
 
In December 2020 an agreement was executed to issue the Conditional Use Permit with 
conditions based on the site plan (attachment 6) to add an eating and drinking establishment to 
the existing marina. When Staff did a final inspection in 2023 the Oceana parking lot a 
transformer was encroaching on two parking spaces.  There was also a neighbor’s block fence 
that was encroaching on a parking space in the gravel parking lot of the marina building 
(Attachment 7 - Encroachments).  Neither encroachment was depicted on the approved site 
plan. The applicant opt to relocate these spaces in the Oceana parking lot under a minor 
modification approved by staff.  This did not increase the total number of parking spaces for the 
marina.   
 

CBYC is currently in the process to modify their Conditional Use Permit to add additional boat 

storage spaces and parking spaces, a hearing date has not been scheduled yet for Town 

Council to consider.  

During the UDO adoption process, the Commission determined that Water-Oriented Uses would 

be reviewed separately from the UDO to allow for more focused time and consideration. Staff 

proposed an ordinances amendment to address Water Oriented Uses to be reviewed by the 

Commission that is scheduled for next week.  

 

BOARD ACTION: The board of adjustment shall hear and decide appeals decisions of 
administrative officials charged with enforcement of the zoning or unified development 
ordinance. 
 
The board can agree or deny staff interpretation on the ordinances referenced.   

Attachments  

1. Appeal Application 1.5.24 
2. Appeal Application 2.9.24 
3. Complaint 
4. Staff response  
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5. Referenced Ord. Sections  
6. CUP Site Plan 
7. Encroachments  
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25A-01
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25A-02
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Lynn Barbee 
Mayor

  

Joe Benson  
Council Member 
 

Deb LeCompte  
Council Member 

Jay Healy 
Mayor Pro Tem 

 

Mike Hoffer 
Council Member 

 

Bruce Oakley 
                                 Town Manager 

Town of Carolina Beach 

1121 N. Lake Park Blvd. 

Carolina Beach, NC 28428 

Tel: (910) 458-2999 

Fax: (910) 458-2997 

 

 

 
1.11.24 
 
Olin Furr 
440 Oceana Way 
Carolina Beach NC 28428 
 
Dear Mr. Furr, 

I am in receipt of your violation complaint dated December 21, 2024. The purpose of this letter is to provide 

my determination regarding your complaints.  Below are the sections of the ordinance that you referenced in 

your complaint.  I have addressed each one below.  

Sec 40-71   

Sec. 40-71. - Table of permissible uses. 

Response: Commercial Marinas are approved under conditional zoning and include water oriented businesses 

including but not limited to commercial charter activities such as fishing, touring, diving, etc. Once a 

commercial marina is approved water oriented businesses are allowed to operate without further approval 

from the Town Council. A water-oriented business located outside a commercial marina is subject to the 

conditional zoning requirements. 

40-150 (a) 1,2  

Purpose. The purpose of this section is to: 

(1) Provide off-street parking standards which will alleviate traffic congestion in the streets and promote safe 

and unrestricted traffic flow; 

(2) Provide for the efficient storage of vehicles while minimizing the detrimental effects of off-street parking 

on adjacent properties; 

Response: Parking at Carolina Beach Yacht Club is in compliance with the Town’s Ordinance for commercial 

marinas. 

40-150 (d) 

Sec. 40-150. - Off-street parking standards. 
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(d) Off-street parking space schedule. 

Response: Carolina Beach Yacht Club and the water oriented businesses in operation on premises are required 

to have one parking space per boat storage space and are in compliance  with the Town’s Ordinance for 

commercial marinas.  

Sec. 40-150. - Off-street parking standards states for types of uses not listed, the Planning Director shall have 

the authority to determine the appropriate number of required parking spaces based upon the maximum 

anticipated use. 

40-2 (a) 

Sec. 40-2. - Purpose and vision policy. 

(a)  Purpose. The zoning regulations and districts as set forth herein are designed to lessen congestion in the 

streets; secure safety from fire, panic, and other dangers; promote health and the general welfare; provide 

adequate light and air; prevent the overcrowding of land; avoid undue congestion of population; facilitate the 

adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks, and other public requirements. They 

have been designed with consideration given to the character of each district and its suitability for various 

uses, with a view toward conserving the value of buildings and property, and for encouraging the most 

appropriate use of land throughout the community. 

Response: Carolina Beach Yacht Club and the water oriented businesses in operation on premises are required 

to have one parking space per boat storage space and are in compliance  with the Town’s Ordinance for 

commercial marinas.  

40-6 (b) 

Sec. 40-6. - Relationship among Town ordinances. 

(b) Zoning provisions. When inconsistencies are identified within this chapter, the more restrictive zoning 
language shall apply. 

Response:  I agree that 40-6 requires the most restrictive zoning interpretation when there is inconsistency. 

No inconsistencies exist. 

40-70 (b) (2)  

Sec. 40-70. - Zoning districts described. 

(b) R-1B, Residential District (Single-Family Dwellings). 

(2) Intent. The regulations of this district are intended to discourage any use which, because of its character, 
would not be in harmony with the residential community and which would be detrimental to the residential 
quality and value of the district. 

Response: Carolina Beach Yacht Club is zoned Marina Business.  Sec. 40-70(b) is not applicable.  
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Sincerely, 

 

Jeremy Hardison 

 

Jeremy Hardison 

Planning & Development Director  

Town of Carolina Beach 
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Ordinances referenced in the appeal application  

Blue is new language from the UDO 

Red is strikethrough language that was removed  

Prior Ord. Sec. 40-329. (a)  

2.14 SPECIFIC REVIEW PROCEDURES 

        D. SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

15. The official with responsibility under article XV of this chapter UDO Administrator shall ensure 
compliance with plans approved by the Town Council and with any other conditions imposed upon 
the special use permit. Enforcement of the plans approved by the Town Council and with any 
other conditions imposed upon the special use permit shall be pursuant to those procedures set 
forth in article XV of this chapter regarding administration, enforcement and review of approvals 
and subject to applicable administrative review and appeal procedures. Further, in the event of an 
article XV decision, finding a failure to comply with the plans approved by the Town Council and 
with any other conditions imposed upon the special use permit, and subject to applicable 
administrative review and appeal procedures, no building permits for further construction shall be 
issued, and all completed structures shall be regarded as nonconforming uses subject to the 
provisions of the Town's zoning this ordinances. 
 

Prior Ord.  Sec. 40-330. (a)(2) 

2.13 MODIFICATION, REVOCATION, AND RESUBMISSION OF A DENIED PERMIT 

A. MODIFICATION OF PERMITS OR APPROVALS 

2. Major changes to approved permits, plans, and conditions of development may be authorized 
only by the permit issuing authority in the same manner as outlined in this ordinance for original 
submission. Major changes include, but are not limited to: 
 
b) Increase in intensity of the development; such as increase in density of units, whether 
residential, office, commercial, or industrial; an increase in number of off-street parking or loading 
spaces; an increase in height; or an increase in impervious surface area. 
 

Prior Ord.  Sec. 40-489. (b) 

2.6 UDO ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 

B. Under no circumstance is the UDO Administrator zoning administrator permitted to make 
changes in this ordinance or to grant exceptions to the actual meaning of any clause, standard, or 
regulation contained in this ordinance. 
 

Prior Ord. Sec. 40-150. (a) 1,2,4 

3.24  OFF-STREET PARKING 
A. PURPOSE 
        1. The purpose of this section is to: 

A. Provide off-street parking standards which will alleviate traffic congestion in the streets     

and promote safe and unrestricted traffic flow. 
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B. Provide for the efficient storage of vehicles while minimizing the detrimental effects 

of off-street parking on adjacent properties. 

D. Ensure the proper and adequate development of off-street parking throughout the town and 
its environs. 

 

Prior Ord. Sect 40-150(b) 
 
3.24  OFF-STREET PARKING 
B. APPLICABILITY 
1. The off-street parking standards contained herein shall apply to all new buildings construction and uses, 
changes of ownership and uses, expansions, additions and 
renovations to existing structures and uses. 
 
Prior Ord. Sec 40-150(e)(1) 
3.24  OFF-STREET PARKING 
D. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 
1.   Minimum parking space size. The minimum size parking space for 90-degree parking or other 

diagonal parking spaces shall be nine (9) feet in width and 18 feet in length. Parallel parking 

spaces shall not be less than eight (8) feet in width and 22 feet in length. Golf cart spacing may be 

six (6) feet in width by 14 feet in length.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Technical Review 

Committee may modify the required parking space size based upon the minimum parking space 

dimensions recommended by the Urban Land Institute or other comparable national standard 

using factors that include, but are not limited to, whether sufficient area is available between the 

front wheel stop or barrier and the property line, walkway, parking drive/aisle, or landscaped 

area; the width of the parking space being sufficient for comfortable door opening clearance; the 

ease of maneuverability into and out of spaces; and the impact of the vehicle size on the desired 

angle of the parking space. 

 
Prior Ord. 40-150(e)(7)(c)&(e)  

3.24 OFF-STREET PARKING 

F. Parking design and construction. 

3. Vision clearance. In order to maintain an acceptable and safe line of sight for motor vehicle drivers, no 
parking spaces, fences, walls, posts, signs, lights, shrubs, trees or other type of obstructions not 
specifically exempted shall be permitted in the space between 30 inches above ground level and ten 
feet above ground level within a sight distance triangle. A sight distance triangle shall be the visually 
unobstructed area of a street/driveway corner as determined by measuring a distance of 30 feet along 
the intersecting curb lines, or edges of pavement of the intersecting street/driveway if curbs are not 
present, and connecting the two points by a straight line to form a triangular shaped area over the 
corner. 

5. Maneuvering. All parking facilities shall be designed and constructed so that maneuvering shall take 
place entirely within the property lines of the facility and shall be arranged so that ingress and egress is 
by forward motion of the vehicle. Exceptions may be granted for maneuvering of vehicles that meet the 
following conditions and the required sidewalk and landscaping regulations shall be waived for those 
parking spaces. 

1. Single- and multi-family dwellings. 

2. Commercial establishments meeting the following criteria: 
(i) Located on a non-through street. 
(ii) Applicable NCDOT approval has been obtained and provided to Town. 
(iii) Located in the Highway Business (HB) Zoning District
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Prior Ord.  Sec. 40-2.  
 
PURPOSE AND VISION POLICY 

E. Purpose. The zoning land development regulations and zoning districts as set forth herein are 

designed to lessen congestion in the streets; secure safety from fire, panic, and other 

dangers; promote health and the general welfare; provide adequate light and air; prevent the 

overcrowding of land; avoid undue congestion of population; facilitate the adequate 

provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks, and other public requirements. 

They have been designed with consideration given to the character of each district and its 

suitability for various uses, with a view toward conserving the value of buildings and 

property, and for encouraging the most appropriate use of land throughout the community. 

F. Vision policy. The zoning land development regulations and zoning districts as set forth herein 

are also intended to effectuate the general vision policy of the town, as set forth in the current 

Carolina Beach Land Use Plan adopted by the Town Council: 

We, the residents, business, and property owners of the Town of Carolina Beach, shall 

seek to preserve and enhance our community as both an appealing destination resort 

and year-round place in which to live. We will continually strive to protect and 

nurture the natural and manmade features of our community which make it so 

unique. These features include our boardwalk/amusement area, marina and boat 

basin, Carolina Beach Lake, Carolina Beach State Park, and our stable, permanent 

single-family residential neighborhoods. As the inherent value of our community 

continues to increase over the coming years, and the forces of investment and change 

influence that growth, the town's mission shall be to positively direct growth such 

that the quality of each of these features is continually enhanced within the context 

of a small, family-oriented beach resort town. 

 

 
 
Prior Ordinance 40-71 
3.4 TABLE OF USES 

A. Generally. The table in section 40-72 Table 3.2 sets forth the permitted, conditional   

zoning, and special uses allowed in each zoning district. 

1. Permitted by right (P). The letter "P" in the zoning district column opposite the listed 

use means the use is permissible by right in the zoning districts in which it appears. 

2. Permitted use with standards (PS). Uses with additional standards are denoted 

with a “PS.” 

3. Conditional zoning (CZ). The letters "CZ" in the zoning district column opposite the 

listed use means that conditional zoning, as set forth in article XVII Section 

2.21 of this chapter ordinance, must be obtained before the use may be created. Use 

standards may also be required for certain conditional zoning uses. 

4. Special use permit (S). The letter "S" in the zoning district column opposite the listed 

use means that a special use permit, as set forth in article XI Section 2.14(C) of this 

chapter ordinance, must be obtained before the use may locate in the district in which 

it appears. 
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5. Prohibited. A use specifically prohibited in the table of permissible uses for every zoning 

district. Any use listed as prohibited has been reviewed and considered as having a 

detrimental impact on the health and safety of the community. 

B. Use designation. 

1. If a "P" or "CZ" or "PS" does not appear in a zoning district column opposite a listed 

use, the use is not permitted in that zoning district. 

2. Uses not listed. The uses listed may not address all possible uses. In determining if a use 

is permitted, the UDO Administrator shall consider which category of expressed uses 

most closely matches the use proposed and apply the regulations pertaining to that 

category to the proposed use The permitted, not permitted or conditional status of any 

use not listed in the table of uses shall be determined by the zoning administrator 

based upon the administrator's comparison of similar uses as allowed in similar 

locations. The zoning administrator may refer any unlisted use to the board of 

adjustment for interpretation. The zoning Administrator's determination may also be 

appealed to the Board of Adjustment in accordance with the provisions of article XVI of 

this chapter.  No interpretation shall be made which would change the character of a 

zoning district relative to the purpose of such zoning district and the other uses 

allowed. 

a) Interpretation of unlisted uses. Where a proposed use is not specifically listed 

in the table of permissible uses, the zoning administratorUDO Administrator 

may permit the proposed use upon a determination that the proposed use has 

an impact similar in nature, function, and/or duration similar to another 

permitted used listed in the table of permissible uses. The zoning 

administrator UDO Administrator shall give due consideration to the purpose 

and intent statements in this section concerning the base zoning district(s) 

involved, the character of the uses specifically identified, and the character of 

the use(s) in question. 

b) Standards for approving determining unlisted uses. In determining the use 

which most closely matches the proposed use, the UDO Administrator shall 

consider In order to determine if a proposed use(s) has an impact that is 

similar in nature, function, and duration to the other approved uses allowed 

in a specific zoning district, the zoning administrator shall assess all relevant 

characteristics of the proposed use, including but not limited to the 

following: 

i. The volume and type of sales, retail, wholesale, etc. 

ii. The size and type of items sold and nature of inventory on the 

premises. 

iii. Any processing done on the premises, including assembly, 

manufacturing, warehousing, shipping, distribution. 

iv. Any dangerous, hazardous, toxic, or explosive materials used in the 

processing. 

v. The nature and location of storage and outdoor display of 

merchandise, whether enclosed, open, inside, or outside the principal 

building; predominant types of items stored (such as business 
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vehicles, work-in-process, inventory, and merchandise, construction 

materials, scrap and junk, and raw materials including liquids and 

powders). 

vi. The type, size, and nature of buildings and structures. 

vii. The amount and nature of any nuisances generated on the premises, 

including but not limited to noise, smoke, odor, glare, vibration, 

radiation, and fumes. 

viii. Any special public utility requirements for serving the proposed use 

type, including but not limited to water supply, wastewater output, 

pre-treatment of wastes and emissions required or recommended, 

and any significant power structures, and communications towers or 

facilities. 

ix. The impact on adjacent lands created by the proposed use. 

x. If requested, the applicant shall submit evidence to the UDO 

Administrator of the anticipated traffic, noise, light, or odor of the 

proposed use. Reports prepared by the applicable professional trade 

may be required (e.g. transportation engineer, environmental 

scientist, etc.). 

c) Decision by zoning administrator. A final determination on the proposed use 

shall be provided in writing to the applicant and subject to appeal by the Board 

of Adjustment. 
i) Typical use: Added to ordinance. In making the determination, the zoning 

administrator shall recommend a text amendment to this section if it is 
determined the proposed use is common or likely to recur frequently, or that 
omission of specific inclusion and reference in the table of permitted uses is likely 
to lead to public uncertainty and confusion. Until final action is taken on a 
proposed amendment, the interpretation of the zoning administrator shall be 
binding. 

ii)        Atypical uses. In making a determination whether to approve a proposed use 
that is not listed in the table of permissible uses, an unlisted use, the zoning 
administrator interpretation shall be binding. Aggrieved parties may appeal the 
interpretation to the BOA. 
 

Prior Ord. 40-72 
3.4 Table of Uses  
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Prior Ord. Sect. 40-150 (d) (2)  
 

D. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 
 
(2) For types of uses not listed, the Planning Director shall have the authority to determine the 
appropriate number of required parking spaces based upon the maximum anticipated use. 
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Encroachments 

Wall 

Transformer 

Neighbors Wall 

Attachment 8
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