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Community Development Board (CDB) - 21 Apr 2026 
 
 
  

All information related to the item(s) included in this agenda is available for review online at www.coab.us and at the City of 
Atlantic Beach Community Development Department located at 800 Seminole Road, Atlantic Beach, Florida 32233. 
Interested parties may attend the meeting and make comments regarding agenda items or comments may be mailed to the 
address above. Any person wishing to speak to the Community Development Board on any matter at this meeting should 
submit a Comment Card located at the entrance to Commission Chamber prior to the start of the meeting.   
  
This meeting will be live-streamed and videotaped. The video recording will be posted within four business days on the City's 
website. To access live or recorded videos, visit www.coab.us/live. 
 
If any person decides to appeal any decision made by the Community Development Board with respect to any matter 
considered at any meeting may need to ensure that a verbatim record of the proceedings is made, including the testimony 
and evidence upon which any appeal is to be based. 
 
In accordance with the American with Disabilities Act and Section 286.26 of the Florida Statutes, persons with disabilities 
needing special accommodations to participate in this meeting should contact City Clerk Donna Bartle at 247-5809 or at City 
Hall, 800 Seminole Road, Atlantic Beach, Florida not less than three (3) days prior to the date of this meeting. 
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Community Development Board (CDB) 
March 17, 2026 

 

 

MINUTES 

Community Development Board (CDB) Meeting 

Tuesday, March 17, 2026 - 6:00 PM 

City Hall, Commission Chamber 

800 Seminole Road, Atlantic Beach, FL 32233 

 

 

Present: Kirk Hansen, Chair 

Gregory (Greg) Beliles, Member 

Ellen Golombek, Vice Chair 
Jeff Haynie, Member 

Doug Moody, First Alternate Member 

Rick Ferrin, Member 

  

Absent: Richard Arthur, Member 

 

Also Present: Valerie Jones, Recording Clerk 

Payton Jamieson, Principal Planner (PP) 

Rob Graham, City Attorney (CA) 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 A. Approve minutes of the February 17, 2026 regular meeting of the Community 

Development Board.   
 

MOTION:     To APPROVE the minutes of the February 17, 2026 Community Development 

Board meeting as amended. 
 

Motion:     Jeff Haynie 

Second:      Ellen Golombek 

 

Kirk Hansen For 

Gregory (Greg) Beliles For 

Ellen Golombek (Seconded By) For 

Richard Arthur For 

Jeff Haynie (Moved By) For 

Doug Moody For 

Rick Ferrin For 
 

 

Motion passed 7 to 0. 
 

3. OLD BUSINESS 

There was no old business. 
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4. NEW BUSINESS  
 A. 1067 Beach Avenue ZVAR26-0006 (Mandarin Emporium, Inc.) 

Request for a variance to Section 24-108 (e) and Section 24-85(b)(1) to allow for the 

expansion of a nonconforming structure and continue the expansion into the required 

side yard setbacks. 
 

Principal Planner and Environmental Coordinator Payton Jamieson presented the 

variance application for 1067 Beach Avenue. She explained that this was a request for a 

variance to sections 24-108(e) and 24-85(b)(1) to allow for the expansion of a 

nonconforming structure and continue the expansion into the required yard setbacks. 

  

Planner Jamieson provided detailed background information, noting that the property is 

located near the corner of Eleventh Street and Beach Avenue and is zoned residential 

general multifamily. The house was built in 1927, making it technically nonconforming, 

and the lot is also nonconforming at 30 feet in width when the zoning district requires 

40 feet. She explained that both the lot and structure are nonconforming, with the existing 

structure not meeting the required side yard setback of 15 feet total, with neither side 

being 5 feet or more. 

  

She described the existing deck on the structure that was permitted in 1993 for deck 

replacement, though city records indicated the original deck permit was unclear. The 

specific variance request related to a side yard deck expansion into the side yard. Prior 

to 1993, projections were not considered encroachments into required rear yards under 

zoning code requirements, including uncovered steps, balconies, and porches. 

  

Planner Jamieson highlighted that there is currently unpermitted work on the property 

with an active code enforcement violation. The variance came to attention due to a 

request for a DEP (Department of Environmental Protection) letter, as they needed a 

zoning confirmation letter for their project that met zoning code requirements, which it 

did not based on setbacks. 

  

She provided a detailed overview of the current conditions, showing that the south side 

violates setbacks at 2.5 feet from the property line and the north side at 5.2 feet from the 

property line. The applicant's proposal involves expanding the porch further into the rear 

yard and adding storage underneath the porch, changing it from an open porch to an 

enclosed structure. 

  

Planner Jamieson explained why the variance was needed, describing it as "a classic 

condition of a change of not necessarily use, but of the current status of a nonconforming 

structure similar to the carport one we had previously." She noted that the porch 

constitutes a change from an open structure to an enclosed inhabitable structure, as 

they're not necessarily enclosing the porch but enclosing what's underneath it. 

  

She presented various plans and elevations showing the proposed expansion, explaining 

that the existing porch currently violates side yard setbacks, therefore requiring a 

variance, and the expansion would follow the same wall plane, still extending into the 
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setbacks. The plans showed dimensions changing from 12 feet by 22 feet to include a 7-

foot extension towards the rear yard. 

  

Planner Jamieson showed photographs of the current structure provided by the applicant, 

noting the active stop work order on the property. She displayed images from various 

angles showing the tight distance constraints, particularly the 2.5-foot side setback on 

the south side. 

  

She outlined the specific variance requests from two sections of the code: Section 24-

85(b) relating to nonconforming structures, which states that no nonconforming structure 

shall be expanded unless the expansion complies with applicable provisions including 

building setbacks, and the specific request regarding required side setbacks of the zoning 

district. 

  

Planner Jamieson quoted directly from the zoning code regarding the intent of the 

nonconforming section: "to recognize that the legal rights entitled to the property owners 

of existing nonconforming uses and structures and to permit such nonconformities to 

continue in accordance with such rights, but not to otherwise encourage their continued 

survival." 

  

She concluded by outlining the grounds for decision, stating that the board must find one 

or more of the following conditions applicable to grant the variance: exceptional 

topographical conditions, surrounding conditions impacting the property differently 

from others, exceptional circumstances preventing reasonable use compared to other 

properties, onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or development, irregular 

shape of the property, or substandard size of lot warranting the variance for reasonable 

use. 

  

Chair Hansen asked for questions from staff. Board member Greg Beliles inquired about 

the side setbacks piece and the extension toward the ocean, asking if that would be an 

issue were it not for the side setbacks. Planner Jamieson confirmed that was correct, 

explaining that rear yard setbacks are quite large on oceanfront properties and they rarely 

have anyone who goes into the rear yard setbacks because of oceanfront regulations. 

  

Ellen Golombek asked several clarifying questions. She first asked about the house being 

built in 1927, and Planner Jamieson confirmed that was according to the property 

appraiser, though city records don't necessarily go back that far. Regarding the decking 

structure, she explained they have records of an attempt to rebuild the decking in 1993, 

but can't go back further, so they assume the deck was part of the house sometime before 

1993. 

  

Ellen Golombek asked if a variance was approved to fix the decking in 1993, and Planner 

Jamieson clarified that no variance was needed because it was permitted. She explained 

that prior to 1993, projections were not considered encroachments into required rear 

yards, which included uncovered porches, and this stipulation took precedent over 

existing zoning code. Ellen Golombek then understood that the current issue was 
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triggered because they're enclosing the underneath area, changing the existing use of the 

structure from an area that's not enclosed to an enclosed area for storage use. 

  

Chair Hansen sought clarification, asking if the structure had already been built without 

a permit. Planner Jamieson explained that part of the structure had been built, though she 

didn't know how far along they were in completing the whole project. She noted that 

staff was notified of the project occurring prior to receiving the variance request, 

conducted due diligence, and issued a stop work order because there was no active 

permit. 

  

She detailed the process for oceanfront lots, explaining that they first need building 

permits from the state, but must get a zoning verification letter from the city confirming 

the project fits zoning requirements, which it currently does not. The variance is needed 

to address local level requirements, which would then allow for a DEP letter to go to the 

state for building plan approval, after which they could return to the city for a permit. 

  

Chair Hansen asked if all the construction that had been done was violating the side yard 

setbacks, and Planner Jamieson confirmed this based on the plans submitted. 

  

Ellen Golombek asked why they would have to come back to the city again, and Planner 

Jamieson explained that the DEP letter allows them to get state sign-off that their project 

meets zoning requirements, and while the state looks at oceanfront lot requirements and 

may approve the project for state requirements, that doesn't issue a permit to build - they 

still must return to the city for a full permit. She clarified this process is unique to 

oceanfront lots in Atlantic Beach. 

  

Chair Hansen then called for the applicant's representative, Rich Trendel with Petra 

Contracting, who identified himself as representing the property owner and serving as 

the contractor called when they received the stop work order. He explained that he didn't 

know the whole front end of the situation, as the property owners initially thought they 

were "just enclosing under this thing" and didn't realize the full permitting requirements. 

  

Rich Trendel described how he got involved, bringing in Kevin Bartle to handle state-

level requirements and working with Planner Jamieson and Code Enforcement Officer 

Jose Gonzalez on the stop work order to "bring everybody together" and "get this taken 

care of correctly." He explained the project as basically trying to enclose underneath a 

porch, with the depth aspect toward the backside mimicking existing stairs for aesthetic 

appeal. 

  

He provided background that the house renovation occurred in 2017-18, originally being 

the Lambert house owned by David Lambert, and that the current owners are a family of 

five in a four-bedroom house needing more storage room. He explained that the man 

living in the house works for a church on San Pablo, runs production for off-campus 

activities, and has equipment needing tempered space and security, which would be the 

primary use of the enclosed space. 
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Chair Hansen asked for questions for the applicant, and seeing none, thanked Rich 

Trendel. He then opened the floor for public comment, noting he saw two people in 

attendance. 

  

Michael Sherrod, identifying himself as a resident of Atlantic Beach, spoke in favor of 

the variance. He acknowledged it was "obviously a very tough lot" with only 30 feet 

width and setbacks of 2.5 feet on one side and 5 on the other. He stated that he didn't 

think the proposed expansion would affect neighbors and that he would "personally like 

to see a family be able to expand their storage and help their growing family." He 

concluded that he thought "this is a ballpark win for them and the city." 

  

Chair Hansen asked if anyone else wished to speak, and seeing no one, closed the public 

comment period and brought the matter to the board for discussion and motion. 

  

 Rick Ferrin raised a question about the application stating the space would be used for 

storage, asking if this had any zoning impact, particularly since they were installing "nice 

patio doors on the oceanfront" for storage use. He wondered if the space were used for 

something other than storage, whether that would matter. Planner Jamieson responded 

that it would only matter for potential code enforcement issues if they stored 

inappropriate items in specific areas, but she didn't see that being the case here. She 

explained that code enforcement would get involved if needed, and that the enclosure 

technically creates a room that can be used however the owners want. 

  

Ellen Golombek performed calculations aloud, noting that a 30-foot wide lot with 15 feet 

required for setbacks would result in only a 15-foot wide house, which she considered 

small even by her standards. She stated that while she's typically not one to support 

reducing setbacks, given that the house was built in 1927 and applauding the owners for 

trying to preserve the original house rather than demolishing it, she didn't know what 

else they could do. She observed that none of the existing structure was conforming and 

concluded they should "just get it right as far as meeting variances and things like that 

and let them move forward with what they want to do." 

  

Chair Hansen thought the request was actually to violate the 5-foot setback on the side 

at 2.5 feet, seeking clarification. Planner Jamieson clarified that they're trying to leave 

the existing porch structure as is, with the south side currently at 2.5 feet and north side 

at 5.2 feet - those setbacks wouldn't change. However, the issue was changing the 

existing use of the structure, requiring a variance because even if the structure 

dimensions stay the same, the use isn't staying the same. She compared it to the previous 

carport case where the structure wasn't changing dimensionally, but the use was 

changing from open to enclosed, which does change the use of the proposed structure, 

and nonconformity regulations address both uses and structures. 

  

Chair Hansen asked if anyone else had questions or opinions. Jeff Haynie indicated he 

was ready to make a motion, and Chair Hansen gave him the opportunity after asking if 

others wanted to weigh in first.   
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MOTION:     To APPROVE ZVAR26-0006 on grounds #5 "Irregular shape of the property 

warranting special consideration" and #6 "Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a 

variance in order to provide for the reasonable use of the property. 
 

Motion:     Jeff Haynie 

Second:      Ellen Golombek 

 

Kirk Hansen For 

Gregory (Greg) Beliles For 

Ellen Golombek (Seconded By) For 

Richard Arthur For 

Jeff Haynie (Moved By) For 

Doug Moody For 

Rick Ferrin For 
 

 

Motion passed 7 to 0. 

  
 B. Section 24-89 Floodplain Storage Code Discussion 

 

Chair Hansen introduced the discussion that the board had the previous week regarding 

floodplain storage, asking Planner Jamieson to introduce the topic. 

  

Planner Jamieson explained that staff was tasked from previous meetings regarding 

variances concerning floodplain storage to develop a legislative change to the code, as it 

wasn't clearly indicating specific requirements for floodplain storage and how it could 

be amended, especially for areas subject to the intercoastal waterway system and the 

natural floodplain existing there. 

  

She provided detailed technical background, explaining that in riverine floodplain areas, 

placement of fill below the base flood elevation level where floodwaters are expected to 

reach during a 100-year flood event reduces natural storage capacity for floodwaters. 

When this storage capacity is diminished, floodwaters can be displaced, potentially 

increasing flood elevations and exacerbating flooding in surrounding areas, which is why 

compensatory flood storage is typically required when fill is placed within riverine 

floodplains. 

  

In contrast, she explained that properties adjacent to the intercoastal waterways are not 

subject to flooding caused by upstream riverine flow. Instead, flooding in these areas 

typically occurs through inundation as water levels in the intercoastal waterway change 

and expand outward due to tidal influence. Because the intercoastal represents a very 

large body of water with substantial storage capacity, the addition of relatively small 

amounts of fill associated with residential development along the shoreline does not 

measurably affect the elevation of the 100-year flood elevation. 

  

Planner Jamieson summarized that compensatory storage is critical to riverine systems 

where fill placement can increase flood elevations by displacing floodwaters, but this is 
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not directly associated with large bodies of water such as the intercoastal waterway 

system or properties directly adjacent to the waterway system, because small-scale fill 

associated with single residential structures will not significantly or meaningfully affect 

those waterways. 

  

She presented the proposed adjusted language for floodplain storage in the zoning code: 

"For areas located within the special flood hazard area by the hundred year flood plain, 

where a base flood elevation has been defined by the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency, FEMA, on flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs), there shall be no net loss of 

floodplain storage for development occurring adjacent to waterways other than the 

intercoastal waterway system and for drainage ditches or canals that do not discharge 

into the intercoastal waterway. Site grading shall provide compensatory storage on-site 

to offset any loss of storage or any loss of flood storage volume resulting from the fill 

placed on-site." 

  

She continued reading the proposed language: "This storage is in addition to the storage 

required for an increase in the impervious surface area. The applicant shall provide 

signed sealed engineering plans and calculations documenting that there's no net loss 

requirement is met." 

  

Planner Jamieson explained that this language was specific to lot location, and from both 

zoning and public works perspectives, drainage matters because grading can change 

where waterways go. When adjacent to an intercoastal waterway system, no matter what 

is done to lot grading, it won't affect where water naturally goes, but everywhere else in 

Atlantic Beach, that can occur. She noted that ecologically and logically, it doesn't work 

that way because of tidal influence, especially from the St. Johns River, so it's not 

significant to hold applicants accountable for floodplain storage in these areas, though 

they still have both floodplain storage and stormwater storage requirements based on 

impervious ratios. 

  

Chair Hansen asked for questions regarding the proposal. Jeff Haynie raised concerns 

about the language in the first paragraph, specifically the last clause "and for drainage 

ditches or canals that do not discharge to the intracoastal waterway." He sought 

clarification whether the intent was for those ditches and canals to be excluded from the 

no net loss requirement along with properties adjacent to the ICW. 

  

Planner Jamieson read through the language again, confirming that there shall be no net 

loss of floodplain storage for development occurring adjacent to waterways other than 

the intercoastal waterway and for drainage ditches or canals that do not discharge into 

the intercoastal waterway. 

  

Greg Beliles suggested that what the city was attempting to accomplish was ensuring 

that even if there was no net loss, water could still spill onto neighboring properties, and 

they were trying to preclude that from happening with this language, asking if this was 

based on property location. Planner Jamieson confirmed this was correct. 
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Jeff Haynie expressed concern that there were two things the language was trying to 

exclude from the no net loss requirement: properties adjacent to the ICW and those 

adjacent to drainage ditches or canals that don't discharge into the ICW. He found this 

potentially confusing. 

  

Chair Hansen offered his interpretation that for drainage ditches and canals that do not 

discharge into the intercoastal waterway, the requirement applies to them if they do not 

discharge into the intercoastal waterway. Jeff Haynie acknowledged this reading but 

worried about the stacking of negatives making it unnecessarily confusing. 

  

Jeff Haynie suggested separating this into two clear distinct sentences and restructuring 

so all requirements are together, then having exceptions listed separately, rather than 

having "requirement, exception, requirement" structure. 

  

Planner Jamieson acknowledged they could clean up the language and highlighted that 

site grading requirements were directly related to storage requirements, noting they have 

both storage requirements and site grading for on-site stormwater, which is different 

from floodplain requirements. She suggested this was trying to highlight that there are 

additional storage considerations for waterway storage, whether stormwater or 

floodplain. 

  

Chair Hansen stated that he had reviewed this with Amanda the previous week and told 

her he liked the simplicity of it, finding it very clear. He acknowledged Jeff Haynie's 

point about stacking negatives creating potential confusion but wouldn't want to change 

it significantly, though he understood it would need to be put in proper ordinance format 

with "wherefores and whereas." He maintained that in his "simple mind, it's not 

confusing." 

  

Ellen Golombek agreed somewhat with Jeff Haynie, stating that while it was easier for 

committee members to understand after explanation and working on it the previous 

week, she found the last sentence in red in the first paragraph "just a tad confusing." She 

supported dividing that into two different sentences to make it easier to understand and 

read, though she wasn't sure about putting all requirements in one place and exceptions 

in another. 

  

Rick Ferrin commented that he had to read it several times before understanding it, but 

did eventually understand what it was trying to say. He agreed that if they could clarify 

it so "you only have to read it once, that's maybe good." 

  

Rick Ferrin noted that the first page explained riverine floodplain areas quite well, then 

contrasted properties adjacent to intercoastal waterways not being subject to flooding 

from upstream riverine flow. He agreed the explanation was clear but found the second 

page's first paragraph about floodplain storage requiring multiple readings, particularly 

the sentence starting with "there shall be no net loss of floodplain storage." 
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Chair Hansen concluded that there was consensus they were on the right track but needed 

to make changes so it would be understandable on first reading rather than requiring 

multiple readings to understand the negatives and double negatives. 

  

Jeff Haynie raised another issue about the need for variance requests, referencing 

confusion from a particular case where an applicant submitted signed and sealed 

engineering plans showing no net loss, but the city still required a variance. He wondered 

if language was needed about city review and approval processes to avoid future 

confusion where applicants claim they submitted required documentation, but the city 

questions it. 

  

Planner Jamieson explained that floodplain storage and no net loss are both required, 

going hand in hand. Even if plans are submitted, if they don't show no net loss, the city 

would still require floodplain storage because the plans aren't demonstrating no net loss. 

She clarified that no net loss is a requirement regardless, but applicants still must provide 

floodplain storage, and the goal of floodplain storage is no net loss, though this can be 

achieved in different ways. 

  

Jeff Haynie suggested it might be helpful to clarify the engineering plan requirements 

and what happens if the city questions the calculations, referencing the previous case 

where the city appeared to not accept the submitted plans. 

  

Rick Ferrin recalled that they were questioning the calculations regarding whether there 

was actually no net loss of storage capacity, and they wanted the city engineer to verify 

or validate the calculations made by the applicant's engineer. 

  

Chair Hansen acknowledged they clearly understood what the board was trying to 

achieve and thanked staff for their work and quick action after the previous month's 

meeting. He noted they had received several similar cases and wanted to avoid confusion 

by clarifying the requirements.  
 

5. REPORTS 

There were no reports. 
 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There were no public comments. 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further discussion, Chair Hansen declared the meeting adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 

 

Attest: 

 

Amanda Askew Kirk Hansen, Chair 
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CITY OF ATLANTIC BEACH 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4.A. 

CASE NO.  ZVAR26-0007 

Request for a variance from Section 24-121 to exceed the maximum lot 

coverage at 1554 Linkside Drive. 

LOCATION  1554 Linkside Dr. 

APPLICANT  Patricia A. Wallace 

DATE   April 21, 2026 

STAFF  Payton Jamieson, Principal Planner  

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

The applicant, Patricia A 

Wallace, is the owner of 1554 

Linkside Dr. The property is 

developed as a single-family 

home and backs up to the 

city’s Public Works facility; it 

is accessible via Plaza road 

and Sandpiper Lane. This 

property is 50 feet wide by 107 

feet deep and is located within 

the Selva Linkside Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) 

zoning district.  

This neighborhood was zoned 

and approved as a Planned 

Unit Development (PUD) in 

1988. The home was originally developed in 1993. As part of the PUD designation, specific development 

regulations were established, such as building setbacks and distance between structures. The Selva 

Linkside Planned Unit Development does not establish a maximum lot coverage requirement, but 

explicitly states that in any case, lot coverage shall not exceed the standards imposed by the City of 

Atlantic Beach. Therefore, Section 24-121 of the City Code applies.  

Section 24-121 states,  

“…Unless otherwise approved as part of the master site development plan, all applicable 

requirements of the land development regulations shall apply. Unless otherwise approved as part of 

the special planned area or planned unit development, the maximum impervious surface coverage 

shall be forty five (45) percent.”  
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The applicant bought the home in November of 2025, and discovered the property had drainage problems. 

The previous owner violated land development code and paved the entire backyard and walkways without 

obtaining permits, creating an imperivous surface ratio of 73.5%.  Drainage issues on the property occur 

around the backyard and walkway areas. Pavers have also created a hazard due to poor installation. 

Excessive water on the property has resulted in problems with mold, wood rot, and stucco. The 

homeowner proposes to remove existing hardscapes, install permeable pavers in the driveway, replace 

most backyard pavers with four French drains and permeable gravel, replace the walkways with permeable 

gravel, and install a small spa in the backyard. The purposed removal and conversion of existing hardscape 

to permeable surfaces and the addition of a small spa on the property, will result in a 22.9% decrease in 

overall lot coverage to 50.6% As required by the PUD, The Selva Linkside Architectural Review 

Committee (ARC) has approved the applicants plans to reduce overall lot coverage to 50.6%.  

A variance is required because the applicant cannot meet 45% lot coverage maximum that is allowed by 

city code. Therefore the applicant is requesting a variance to exceed the maximum impervious surface 

area by 5.6%, to 50.6%.  
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ANALYSIS 

Section 24-65 states that “applications for a variance shall be considered on a case-by-case basis, and shall 

be approved only upon findings of fact that the application is consistent with the definition of a variance 

and consistent with the provisions of this section.”  According to Section 24-17, Definitions, “[a] variance 

shall mean relief granted from certain terms of this chapter.  The relief granted shall be only to the extent 

as expressly allowed by this chapter and may be either an allowable exemption from certain provision(s)  

Back yard 
and walkway 
impervious 
pavers 

Front yard 
/ driveway 
impervious 
pavers 

Agenda Item #4.A.
21 Apr 2026

Page 26 of 59



Page 4 of 4 
 

or a relaxation of the strict, literal interpretation of certain provision(s).  Any relief granted shall be in 

accordance with the provisions as set forth in Section 24-65 of this chapter, and such relief may be subject 

to conditions as set forth by the City of Atlantic Beach.” 

Section 24-65(c) provides six distinct grounds for the approval of a variance: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property. 

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties. 

The applicant identified this as a ground for approval. See the application for additional comments.  

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to other 

properties in the area.  

(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or after 

construction of improvements upon the property. 

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration.  

(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the reasonable 

use of the property.   

 

REQUIRED ACTION 

The Community Development Board may consider a motion to approve ZVAR26-0007, request for a 

variance to Section 24-121 upon finding this request is consistent with the definition of a variance, and in 

accordance with the provisions of Section 24-65, specifically the grounds for approval delineated in 

Section 24-65(c) and as described below. 

A variance may be granted, at the discretion of the Community Development Board, for the 

following reasons: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property. 

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties. 

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to 

other properties in the area. 

(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or 

after construction of improvements upon the property. 

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration. 

(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the 

reasonable use of the property. 

Or, 

The Community Development Board may consider a motion to deny ZVAR26-0007, request for a 

variance to Section 24-121. 
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CITY OF ATLANTIC BEACH 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4.B. 

CASE NO.  ZVAR26-0008 

Request for a variance to Section 24-151(h)(2) for attached accessory structure 

rear and side yard setbacks. 

LOCATION  95 10th Street (RE# 170263-0010) 

APPLICANT  Debra Worley  

DATE   April 21th, 2026 

STAFF  Amanda Askew, Neighborhoods Department Director 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

The applicant, Debra Worley and her husband William Worley, are the owners of 95 10th Street, who 

acquired the property in the 80s. The property is located on the northeast corner of 10th Street and Beach 

Avenue, and is zoned Residential, Multifamily (RG-M). The property is part of townhome development 

that was built in 1959.  

Zoning code for 

the City of 

Atlantic Beach 

was established 

in 1959 and the 

yard 

requirements for 

all residential 

builds were 

uniform. Given 

the size of the 

parcel, the rear 

yard requirement 

would’ve been 

15-feet and the 

side yard 

requirement 

would’ve been 

1/10th of the 

width of the 16-

foot parcel. The 

townhome 

development 

does not meet 1959 code requirements concluding the townhome development is nonconforming. 
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95 10th Street is the corner lot for the townhome development and has a covered porch. The porch roof is 

attached to the primary structure and extends into the primary structure setbacks. Like existing code, 

zoning code from 1959 would’ve classified this porch structure as an attached accessory structure. Current 

zoning code requires attached accessory structures to meet the setback requirements of the primary 

structure. 

The applicant is seeking a variance for attached accessory structure (porch) rear yard and side yard 

setbacks. Section 24-151 (h)(2) of current zoning code states that for accessory structures located closer 

than (5) feet to a principal structure, it shall be considered attached and comply with the yard 

requirements for the principal structure.   

In 2025, the applicant’s husband, William Worley, pulled a fence permit, RFNCE25-0123. The fence 

permit plans were approved and construction for the fence was allowed to commence. When inspection 

for the fence permit occurred, the City Inspector noticed that the applicant did not follow the plans 

submitted and built more structure than what was permitted. Additional structures on the property included 

a porch remodel that connects to the fence and the primary structure. The inspector notified the 

homeowner that the section of the unpermitted fence (porch remodel) needed to be removed to pass 

inspection for the fence, or the applicant needed to submit a separate accessory structure permit for the 

porch remodel. Staff discovered that the project would need variance approval for the accessory structure 

permit to be approved because the attached porch remodel violates primary structure setbacks. The 

existing porch remodel also has stairs that violate the applicant’s west property lines and go onto the 

neighbor’s property. During this time, the homeowner did not remove the unpermitted structure, leading 

to an active code enforcement violation for an unpermitted structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Google Street View of structure 2011      2026 Street View of structure 
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Previous surveys suggest there was a 4-foot concrete walkway that ran along the rear of the townhome 

development. Upon visiting the property, a concrete slab could be seen underneath the porch deck. 

However, current records do not indicate the presence of a porch structure on any of the townhome parcels 

and there is no permit record of porch construction on 95 10th Street. This suggests the porch structure 

was unpermitted. Street view confirms the porch has been on the property at least since 2011.  

 

 

 

 

 

Survey from different townhome in same development 
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A current survey from 2025 shows the covered porch sitting at 0.4 feet from the rear property line (north) 

and 0.1 feet from the side property line (west). This survey was carried out prior to the fence permit being 

submitted. The unpermitted porch remodel does not extend past the previous porch roof outline because 

the existing porch roof was not altered. However, the applicant modified the porch’s west property line 

and added exterior stairs that are not located within their property boundaries. The porch remodel includes 

2025 survey taken on 09/16/2026, fence permit was filed on 09/29/2025 
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a deck and an outdoor shower. The applicant is seeking a variance to Section 24-151(h)(2) to allow an 

attached accessory structure into the required rear and side yard setbacks.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

View of inside the porch structure 
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View down neighboring rear property lines  
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View of porch structure along rear property line  
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Section 24.151 (h)(2) 

(2) If located closer than five (5) feet to a principal structure, it shall be considered attached and comply 

with the yard requirements for the principal structure. 

 

ANALYSIS 

Section 24-65 states that “applications for a variance shall be considered on a case-by-case basis, and shall 

be approved only upon findings of fact that the application is consistent with the definition of a variance 

and consistent with the provisions of this section.”  According to Section 24-17, Definitions, “[a] variance 

shall mean relief granted from certain terms of this chapter.  The relief granted shall be only to the extent 

as expressly allowed by this chapter and may be either an allowable exemption from certain provision(s) 

or a relaxation of the strict, literal interpretation of certain provision(s).  Any relief granted shall be in 

accordance with the provisions as set forth in Section 24-65 of this chapter, and such relief may be subject 

to conditions as set forth by the City of Atlantic Beach.” 

Section 24-65(f) provides six distinct grounds for the approval of a variance: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property.  

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties.  

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to other 

properties in the area.  

(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or after 

construction of improvements upon the property.  

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration.   

(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the reasonable 

use of the property.   

  

 

REQUIRED ACTION 

The Community Development Board may consider a motion to approve ZVAR26-0008, request for a 

variance to Section 24-151(h)(2) upon finding this request is consistent with the definition of a variance, 

and in accordance with the provisions of Section 24-65, specifically the grounds for approval delineated 

in Section 24-65(f) and as described below. 

A variance may be granted, at the discretion of the Community Development Board, for the 

following reasons: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property. 

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties. 

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to 

other properties in the area. 

(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or 

after construction of improvements upon the property. 

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration. 
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(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the 

reasonable use of the property. 

Or, The Community Development Board may consider a motion to deny ZVAR26-0008, request for a 

variance to Section 24-151(h)(2), finding this request is not consistent with the definition of a variance. 
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VARIANCE APPLICATION 

City of Atlantic Beach 
Community Development Division 

PERMIT#   ZVAR26-0009 

800 Seminole Road Atlantic Beach, FL 32233 
�-...1._ (P) 904-247-5800

D $500.00 Application Fee

*iieyou must submit this
form at BSA Online

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

NAME BCEL 1 OC LLC EMAIL mitch@jwbcompanies.com 

ADDRESS 7563 Phillips Hwy CITY Jax STATE FL ZIP CODE 32256

PROPERTY LOCATION PHONE # CELL # 

RE# 600 Begonia St-32233 BLOCK# 138 LOT # 6 

LOT /PARCEL SIZE 70'x 102' ZONING CODE ARS-2 UTILITY PROVIDER Atlantic Beach 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION 

PROVISION FROM WHICH VARIANCE IS REQUESTED Floodplain compensation Storage 

Homeowner's Association or Architectural Review Committee approval required for the proposed construction 

DYES i;:zJ NO (if yes, this must be submitted with any application for a Building Permit) 

Statement of facts and site plan related to requested Variance, which demonstrates compliance with Section 24-65 of the Zoning, 
Subdivision and Land Development Regulations, a copy of which is attached to this application. Statement and site plan must clearly 
describe and depict the Variance that is requested. 

PROVIDE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION 

(all information must be provided before an application is scheduled for any public hearing): 

1. Accurate, to-scale boundary survey prepared by a registered land surveyor within one year of the date of submission that shows the 
location of all existing improvements. 

2. Survey, plat or new site plan showing all proposed additions and/or improvements added to the drawing, to scale (on 11"x17"
paper or smaller).

3. Proof of ownership (copy of deed or current property tax notification).
4. Copy of any previous variance and/or conditional use approval letters.
5. If applicant is not the owner, notarized written authorization from owner is required.

"In lieu of signed, sworn and notarized signatures of the property owner, agent and/or contractor, and under penalties of
perjury, I declare that I have read and examined the foregoing application and that the facts stated in it are true and correct." 

� Adam Eisman 
-s-9xri-�u"�-E

,..,

_F
...,

A::_P_P _LI_CA_ N_T _________ PRINT OR TYPE NAME OF APPLICANT 

VARIANCE APPLICATION 03.31.2026 

04/06/26 
DATE 
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CITY OF ATLANTIC BEACH 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4.C. 

CASE NO.  ZVAR26-0009 

Request for two variances as permitted by Section 24-89(d), for relief to floodplain 

storage requirements for area in a special flood hazard area (100-year floodplain). 

LOCATION  600 Begonia Street (RE#170921-0030) 

APPLICANT  BCEL 10C LLC 

DATE   April 21th, 2026 

STAFF  Amanda Askew, Neighborhoods Department Director 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

The applicant, BCEL 10C LLC, is the owner of a corner lot off West 6th Street and Begonia Street. The 

property was originally platted in 1944 and a single-family home is planned for this lot. The property is 

completely located within 

the floodplain and in the 

AE flood zone. Tidal 

canals surround the 

property and connect it to 

the Intracoastal Waterway 

(ICW) drainage system. 

The applicant is requesting 

a variance for floodplain 

storage.  

Section 24-89 of current 

code states that there shall 

be no net loss 

of storage for areas in a 

special flood hazard area 

(100-year floodplain), 

where a base flood 

elevation has been defined 

by the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

(FEMA) on flood 

insurance rate maps (FIRMs). Site grading shall create storage onsite to mitigate for filling of volume 

onsite. This storage is in addition to the storage required for the increase in impervious surface area. The 

applicant shall provide signed and sealed engineering plans and calculations documenting that this "no 

net loss" requirement is met. Properties that are in the floodplain must submit signed and sealed 

engineering plans that demonstrate there is no net loss of water volume due to construction. 
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The project engineer has indicated there is a net loss of water volume and therefore the property does not 

meet the floodplain storage requirement of Section 24-89.  

In 2019, this property was a part of previous variance application (ZVAR19-0007) for stormwater 

compensation and floodplain storage. The previous variance was for six individual lots, including the 

subject parcel. The board voted unanimously to deny the stormwater compensation request and with a 3-

1 vote, to approve the floodplain storage request with conditions that the homes be built with smart 

foundation vents. Section 24-65(k) of current code states that unless otherwise stipulated by the community 

development board, the work to be performed pursuant to a variance shall begin within twelve (12) 

months from the date of approval of the variance. Five out of the six lots were developed before the 

variance expired. However, 600 Begonia Street did not meet the variance expiration date, and therefore 

this property is required to reapply for a floodplain storage variance.   

City of Atlantic Beach City Engineer reviewed the plans and concluded that the stem wall for the house 

is proposed to be filled which is taking up floodplain storage. The garage, per building code, can get by 

with flood vents that will let the floodwater in and out of the structure. This project is exempt from City 

onsite stormwater storage requirements as it is covered under the St. Johns River Water Management 

District (SJWMD) permit. However, the site plans must be updated to show stormwater flow arrows 

correctly directed toward the swale behind the house to ensure full SJWMD compliance. If no net loss is 

shown on a signed and sealed engineering plan, then additional storage would not be required, however 

the submitted plans do not show that no net loss is achieved.  

Providing compensating floodplain storage volume for areas that are filled below the Base Flood Elevation 

(100-year flood stage) is desirable in riverine Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). This is due to the fact 

that fill in riverine flood hazard areas take up floodplain storage capacity and can eventually result in 

higher flood waters. In this case, the property is located in a SFHA that would be flooded due to inundation 

from the ICW and not from riverine upstream drainage. Minor quantities of fill associated with residential 

development in the floodplain adjacent to the ICW will not affect the 100-year flood stage the area. 
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Proposed drainage plan 
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ANALYSIS 

Section 24-65 states that “applications for a variance shall be considered on a case-by-case basis, and shall 

be approved only upon findings of fact that the application is consistent with the definition of a variance 

and consistent with the provisions of this section.”  According to Section 24-17, Definitions, “[a] variance 

shall mean relief granted from certain terms of this chapter.  The relief granted shall be only to the extent 

as expressly allowed by this chapter and may be either an allowable exemption from certain provision(s) 

or a relaxation of the strict, literal interpretation of certain provision(s).  Any relief granted shall be in 

accordance with the provisions as set forth in Section 24-65 of this chapter, and such relief may be subject 

to conditions as set forth by the City of Atlantic Beach.” 

Section 24-65(f) provides six distinct grounds for the approval of a variance: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property.  

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties.  

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to other 

properties in the area.  

SJWMD required drainage plan 
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(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or after 

construction of improvements upon the property.  

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration.   

(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the reasonable 

use of the property.   

  

 

REQUIRED ACTION 

The Community Development Board may consider a motion to approve ZVAR26-0009, request for a 

variance to Section 24-89(d) upon finding this request is consistent with the definition of a variance, and 

in accordance with the provisions of Section 24-65, specifically the grounds for approval delineated in 

Section 24-65(f) and as described below. 

A variance may be granted, at the discretion of the Community Development Board, for the 

following reasons: 

(1) Exceptional topographic conditions of or near the property. 

(2) Surrounding conditions or circumstances impacting the property disparately from nearby 

properties. 

(3) Exceptional circumstances preventing the reasonable use of the property as compared to 

other properties in the area. 

(4) Onerous effect of regulations enacted after platting or after development of the property or 

after construction of improvements upon the property. 

(5) Irregular shape of the property warranting special consideration. 

(6) Substandard size of a lot of record warranting a variance in order to provide for the 

reasonable use of the property. 

Or, The Community Development Board may consider a motion to deny ZVAR26-0009, request for a 

variance to Section 24-89(d), finding this request is not consistent with the definition of a variance. 
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City of Atlantic Beach  

Neighborhoods Department 

800 Seminole Road 

Atlantic Beach, FL 32233   

 

 

MEMO 

 

To: Community Development Board 

From: Amanda Askew, AICP, Neighborhood Department Direct 

Date: April 21st, 2026 

Re: Section 24-89. – Stormwater, drainage, storage and treatment requirements 

  

 
Following the most recent Community Development Board (CDB) meeting, the Board 
requested clarification and potential code language regarding a variance case that 
involved floodplain storage adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW), which functions 
as an open and effectively infinite water body, as compared to areas located within 
riverine floodplains. 
 
In riverine floodplain areas, the placement of fill below the Base Flood Elevation (BFE)—
the level that floodwaters are expected to reach during a 100-year flood event—reduces 
the natural storage capacity available for floodwaters. When this storage capacity is 
diminished, floodwaters can be displaced, potentially increasing flood elevations and 
exacerbating flooding in surrounding areas. For this reason, compensatory flood storage 
is typically required when fill is placed within riverine floodplains. 
 
In contrast, properties adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway are not subject to flooding 
caused by upstream riverine flow. Instead, flooding in these areas typically occurs through 
inundation as water levels in the ICW rise and expand outward. Because the ICW 
represents a very large water body with substantial storage capacity, the addition of a 
relatively small amount of fill associated with residential development along its shoreline 
does not measurably affect the elevation of the 100-year flood level. 
 
In summary, compensatory storage is critical in riverine systems where the placement of 
fill can increase flood elevations by displacing floodwaters. However, in areas directly 
connected to a large open water body such as the ICW, small-scale fill associated with a 
single residential structure does not meaningfully alter flood elevations. 
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As a result of this discussion, the CDB requested that staff develop proposed code 
language to address this distinction. The first reading of the new floodplain language 
occurred on March 12th, 2026, at the Community Development Board (CBD) meeting. 
The CBD recommended revisions to the proposed language. Staff is recommending the 
following based on feedback from the initial reading: 
 

(d) Floodplain storage. There shall be no net loss of storage fFor 
areas located within in a special flood hazard area (100-
year floodplain), where a base flood elevation has been defined by 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) on flood 
insurance rate maps (FIRMs), there shall be no net loss of 
floodplain storage for development projects occurring adjacent to 
waterways other than those discharging to the saltmarsh directly 
adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway. and for drainage ditches or 
canals that do not discharge to the Intracoastal Waterway.  
 
Site grading shall create storage onsite  provide compensatory 
storage onsite to offset any loss of flood storage volume resulting 
from fill placed onsite.to mitigate for filling of volume onsite. This 
storage can be combined with is in addition to the storage required 
for the increase in impervious surface area. The applicant shall 
provide signed and sealed engineering plans and calculations 
documenting that this "no net loss" of floodplain storage has been 
met. requirement is met. 
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