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S T A F F  R E P O R T  

CASE NO: V13-06 / Jimmy Shreeves / 465 Lawnview Circle 

REQUEST and LOCATION: 

Request by Jimmy Shreeves for variance relief from Article 1331.08(3) as it relates to 
setbacks for an accessory structure at 465 Lawnview Circle. 

TAX MAP NUMBER(s) and ZONING DESCRIPTION:  

Tax Map 53, Parcel 8; R-1, Single-Family Residential District 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

R-1, Single-Family Residential District  

BACKGROUND and ANALYSIS: 

The petitioner seeks to construct a 10’ X 10’ detached accessory structure 
approximately two feet from the rear and side property lines.  Addendum A illustrates the 
location of the subject site. 

Article 1331.08(3) provides that detached accessory structures shall not be located 
closer than five feet to the side or rear property line.  As such, the proposed location of 
the petition’s accessory structure requires a three-foot variance from both the side and 
rear property lines. 

On June 21, 2006, the Board granted a two-foot variance under Case No. V06-05 for an 
accessory structure to be built three feet from the rear property boundary at 473 
Lawnview Drive, which is located two residences away from the petitioner’s subject 
property. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Board of Zoning Appeals must determine whether the proposed request meets the 
standard criteria for a variance by reaching a positive determination for each of the 
“Findings of Fact” submitted by the petitioner. 

Addendum B of this report provides Staff recommended revisions to the petitioner’s 
findings of fact (deleted matter struck through; new matter underlined). 

Staff recommends that the Board consider granting a two-foot variance as it did under 
Case No. V06-05 rather the three-foot variance requested by the petitioner. 

Enclosures: Application and accompanying exhibits 
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Addendum A  

STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM A 

V13-06 / Jim Shreeves / 465 Lawnview Circle 

 
 

 
 

 
 
  
 

Petitioner’s Residence 
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Part of Tax Map 53 
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STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM B 

V13-06 / Jim Shreeves / 465 Lawnview Circle 

Staff recommended revisions to petitioner’s Findings of Fact (deleted matter struck through; new 
matter underlined). 

Finding of Fact No. 1 – There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 
applicable to this property or to the intended use, that generally do not apply to other properties or 
uses in the same vicinity, because: 

….several neighboring properties already have sheds within 1’ of their property lines.  My property 
would be the exception if I was required by code to maintain 5 feet from my proposed shed to the 
fence/property line.  However, I do not wish to build my shed within 1’ of the property line, merely 
2’.  The petitioner affirms that the property boundaries to which the setback encroachment relief is 
requested are surrounded by an existing fence.  The fence appears to diminish the consequence 
of a reasonable two-foot encroachment on adjoining properties most affected.  The configuration 
of the parcels within the immediate area resulting from the fronting cul-de-sac subdivision and 
development pattern appear to isolate the proposed location of the accessory structure from public 
view. 

Finding of Fact No. 2 – The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a 
substantial property right that is possessed by other properties in the same vicinity and zoning 
district, but which denied to this property, because: 

….maintaining 5’ of distance from the corner of my property (rather than 2’) would cause the shed 
to take up too much space in my lawn and infringe on the other uses I have for my lawn. 
On June 21, 2006, the Board granted a two-foot variance under Case No. V06-05 for an accessory 
structure to be built three feet from the rear property boundary at 473 Lawnview Drive, which is 
located two residences away from the petitioner’s subject property. 

Finding of Fact No. 3 – The granting of this variance will not be harmful to the public welfare and 
will not harm property or improvements in the vicinity and zoning district in which the subject 
property is located, because: 

…it is in the rear of my property, which is not highly visible from the road;  the property 
immediately surrounding it is bounded by a fence, and therefore poses no harm; it will be 
constructed of a good quality and maintained as such, so that it will be pleasing to the eye; and it 
will be similar in appearance to the neighboring sheds, which are within 1’ of their property 
boundary.  The proposed design and placement of accessory 10’ X 10’ storage shed appears to 
be consistent with similar residential storage sheds within the immediate area, which does not 
appear to have adversely affected property or improvements. 

Finding of Fact No. 4 – The granting of this variance will not alter the land-use characteristics of the 
vicinity and zoning district, or diminish the market value of adjacent properties, or increase traffic 
congestion on public streets, because: 

…for the same reasons as listed in number 3; it is in the rear of my property, which is not highly 
visible from the road; the property immediately surrounding it is bounded by a fence, and therefore 
poses no harm; it will be constructed of a good quality and maintained as such, so that it will be 
pleasing to the eye; and it will be similar in appearance to the neighboring sheds, which are within 
1’ of their property boundary.  The existing single-family dwelling use will remain; the market 
values of adjacent properties do not appear to have been adversely affected by similar accessory 
structure encroachments within the immediate area; and, the nature of the variance cannot 
contribute to nor mitigate existing vehicular traffic patterns. 

 














