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1173.04 Variances
Factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an applicant will 
experience practical difficulty: 

1. Whether there exist site conditions (narrowness, shallowness, or topography) unique to property in 
question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in same zoning district;

2. Whether property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, structure, or 
site conditions, or whether property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district;

3. Whether property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any beneficial 
use of property without the variance(s);

4. Whether variance(s) is substantial;

5. Whether essential character of neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether adjoining 
properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s);

6. Whether variance(s) would adversely affect delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, sewer, 
refuse removal);

7. Whether property owner purchased property with knowledge of zoning restriction;

8. Whether property owner’s predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other than a 
variance(s); and

9. Whether spirit/intent of Code would be observed, and substantial justice done by granting the 
variance(s).

(Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)
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Board of Zoning Appeals-
Pre-review: 6:00-6:30 p.m.
Regular Meeting: 6:30 p.m. 

Members
Chair: Michael Alexander
Vice Chair: Jillian Bolino

Matt Markling
Jeffrey Pigott

Anthony Santiago

Staff 
Board Secretary: Michelle Nochta

Legal Counsel: Andrew Fleck
Building Department: Justin Maskaluk
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Board of Zoning Appeals

FEBRUARY 15, 2024
Agenda

1. Roll Call
2. Vote to approve the January 18, 2024, meeting minutes
3. Opening Remarks

NEW BUSINESS
5. 12500 Edgewater- The Waterford Condominiums- Applicant Bobby 
Rolens for Waterford Condo Association
6. 1352 Kenilworth- Applicant and property owner Doug Seib
7. 1062 Leedale- Sam Diaquila for property owner Patrick Tournoux



Board of Zoning Appeals

Roll Call
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Board of Zoning Appeals

Approve Meeting Minutes for 
January 18, 2024  
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Board of Zoning Appeals

Opening Remarks
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Applicant Bobby Rolens, Rolen Brothers Fence Co. Inc., for the Waterford Condo 
Association, proposes the installation of a one hundred, thirteen-foot, six-inch (113’, 6”) high flat 

top ornamental fence, including entrance and exit gates. The property is located in the MH, Multi-
Family High Density District. 

Docket No. 12-19-23
12500 Edgewater Dr.

The Waterford Condominiums
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12500 Edgewater Dr.

1. Docket No. 12-19-23-
12500 Edgewater Dr.
The Waterford Condominiums
Applicant Bobby Rolen, Rolen Brothers Fence Co. Inc., for the Waterford Condo Association, proposes the installation of two
sections of fence with 4 gates in front of the front foundation wall. Each section exceeds the allowable length, height, distance from
the foundation wall, and number of allowable gates, as proposed. The property is located in the MH, Multi-Family High Density
District. (Page 4)

For the section of fence proposed on the East side of the property as an “Enter Only” gate:
 Variance 1: The maximum permitted height for a fence in the front yard is 3 feet, the proposed fence is 6 feet. Request a variance of

3 ft. in height to install a fence that is 6 feet tall and 63 feet long, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)A (Ord. 08-2021.
Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 2: The maximum permitted length of the fence is 55% of the foundation wall, which is given as 80 feet, 55% of 80 feet is 44
feet. The proposed fence is 63 ft. in length. Request a variance of 19 feet in length, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)B
(Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 3: The maximum distance from any portion of the primary structure is eight feet, the fence will be 10 feet away at its
nearest and 73 ft. away at its furthest. Request a variance to allow the fence to be further than 8 feet from the primary structure, as
proposed. 1153.03©(2)C (Ord. 08-2021. Pursuant to section Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 4: No gate shall be included in the fence, as proposed the fence has a gate for a car and a gate for pedestrians. Request a
variance to permit two gates in the fence, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)E (Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.

For the section of fence proposed on the West side of the property as “Exit Only”:
 Variance 5: The maximum permitted height for a fence in the front yard is 3 feet, the proposed fence is 6 feet. Request a variance of

3 ft. in height to install a fence that is 6 feet tall and 50 feet long, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)A (Ord. 08-2021.
Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 6: The maximum permitted length of the fence is 55% of the foundation wall, which is given as 80 feet, 55% of 80 feet is 44
feet. The proposed fence is 50 ft. in length. Request a variance of 6 feet in length, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)B
(Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 7: The maximum distance from any portion of the primary structure is eight feet, the fence will be 10 feet away at its
nearest and 60 ft. away at its furthest. Request a variance to allow the fence to be further than 8 feet from the primary structure, as
proposed. 1153.03(c)(2)C (Ord. 08-2021. Pursuant to section Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 8: No gate shall be included in the fence, as proposed the fence has a gate for a car and a gate for pedestrians. Request a
variance to permit two gates in the fence, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)E (Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)
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12500 Edgewater

Site Photos

Proposed Traffic flow to enter garage 

Proposed Traffic flow to exit garage 



12500 Edgewater

Site Photos

Current Traffic flow to enter garage 

Current Traffic flow to exit garage 
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Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an applicant will 
experience practical difficulty:
In order to for a variance request to be approved, applicants must demonstrate how their request meets the 
Practical Difficulty Test based on the below factors. The Board of Zoning Appeals must consider and weigh each 
response on its merits.

(1) Whether there exist site conditions, such as narrowness, shallowness, or topography, unique to the property 
in question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning district;
Yes. This is a multi unit building that has had an uprise in theft in the parking areas. The way the building 
is situated on the property makes the gate and fence in front of the building necessary for theft deterrent.

(2) Whether the property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, structure, or 
site conditions, or whether the property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district;
NA

(3) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any beneficial use 
of the property without the variance(s);
No. Without the variance there will be no way to secure the parking area from potential theft.

(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
No. I believe this to be a modest request. The fence will be set back from the public right a way and is not 
solid but an open fence that is decorative in nature but also provides security around the parking lot.

3312500 Edgewater Dr.



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an applicant will 
experience practical difficulty:

(5) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether adjoining 
properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s);
No. The fence is black aluminum ornamental which has a classic wrought iron look to it without the worry 
of rusting. The fence is decorative in style and will not take away from the character of the property or 
neighboring properties.

(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, sewer, 
refuse removal);
No. The fence will not adversely affect the delivery of governmental services, it will have Knox keyswitch
for first responders. There will be options for the gates to be opened via transmitter, FOB, keycode, or 
telephone entry.

(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction;
When purchased the theft was not a prominent issue as it has now become.

(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other than a 
variance(s); and
No. Without the variance, a fence and gate cannot be installed to alleviate the theft issues.

(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by granting the 
variance(s).
Yes. The spirit and intent of the code would be observed as the fence will be used as a theft deterrent and 
nothing else.

3412500 Edgewater Dr.



Administrative Comments

• An additional reason for the fence given by the condominium association is to prevent heavy 
trucks from driving onto the garage deck, which applicants has stated can damage the integrity of 
the underground garage.

• A stop bar and a height limiter could be installed without a variance to prevent large trucks from 
driving onto the parking deck

• If the fence were placed at or behind the front foundation line no variance would be required.
• There are no other such fences with gates at the other properties on the north side of Edgewater 

between W 115th and Cove
• The Public Works director does not oppose the installation so long as there is no adverse impact 

to traffic flow on Edgewater Drive due to the gates. If traffic flow on the public street is impacted 
because the gates are causing traffic to back up onto the public street the project will need to be 
reevaluated.

• The Applicant has worked with the fire marshal to ensure that the proposal will meet safety 
standards

• There is one ramp down into the garage on the west side of the building. The garage has roll-up 
doors for security which are keep closed.

•  Currently traffic to the garage is  in and out is mainly through the west entrance. The proposed 
set-up would only allow cars to enter on the east side, and loop around the property to enter the 
garage and exit only on the west side

3512500 Edgewater Dr.



Public Comment

 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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12500 Edgewater Dr.

1. Docket No. 12-19-23-
12500 Edgewater Dr.
The Waterford Condominiums
Applicant Bobby Rolen, Rolen Brothers Fence Co. Inc., for the Waterford Condo Association, proposes the installation of two
sections of fence with 4 gates in front of the front foundation wall. Each section exceeds the allowable length, height, distance from
the foundation wall, and number of allowable gates, as proposed. The property is located in the MH, Multi-Family High Density
District. (Page 4)

For the section of fence proposed on the East side of the property as an “Enter Only” gate:
 Variance 1: The maximum permitted height for a fence in the front yard is 3 feet, the proposed fence is 6 feet. Request a variance of

3 ft. in height to install a fence that is 6 feet tall and 63 feet long, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)A (Ord. 08-2021.
Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 2: The maximum permitted length of the fence is 55% of the foundation wall, which is given as 80 feet, 55% of 80 feet is 44
feet. The proposed fence is 63 ft. in length. Request a variance of 19 feet in length, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)B
(Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 3: The maximum distance from any portion of the primary structure is eight feet, the fence will be 10 feet away at its
nearest and 73 ft. away at its furthest. Request a variance to allow the fence to be further than 8 feet from the primary structure, as
proposed. 1153.03©(2)C (Ord. 08-2021. Pursuant to section Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 4: No gate shall be included in the fence, as proposed the fence has a gate for a car and a gate for pedestrians. Request a
variance to permit two gates in the fence, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03©(2)E (Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.

For the section of fence proposed on the West side of the property as “Exit Only”:
 Variance 5: The maximum permitted height for a fence in the front yard is 3 feet, the proposed fence is 6 feet. Request a variance of

3 ft. in height to install a fence that is 6 feet tall and 50 feet long, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)A (Ord. 08-2021.
Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 6: The maximum permitted length of the fence is 55% of the foundation wall, which is given as 80 feet, 55% of 80 feet is 44
feet. The proposed fence is 50 ft. in length. Request a variance of 6 feet in length, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)B
(Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 7: The maximum distance from any portion of the primary structure is eight feet, the fence will be 10 feet away at its
nearest and 60 ft. away at its furthest. Request a variance to allow the fence to be further than 8 feet from the primary structure, as
proposed. 1153.03(c)(2)C (Ord. 08-2021. Pursuant to section Passed 5-17-21.)

 Variance 8: No gate shall be included in the fence, as proposed the fence has a gate for a car and a gate for pedestrians. Request a
variance to permit two gates in the fence, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1153.03(c)(2)E (Ord. 08-2021. Passed 5-17-21.)
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Applicant and property owner Doug Seib, proposes the lot split and consolidation of a 
small portion of property is located in the R1L, Single-Family, Low-Density District. 

Docket No. 02-05-24
1352 Kenilworth Ave.
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1352 Kenilworth Avenue
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1352 Kenilworth Avenue

1. Docket No. 02-05-24
1352 Kenilworth Ave.
Apartments

Applicant and property owner Doug Seib, RDS Investment LLC, proposes lot split and consolidation of a small
portion of land that has an existing masonry single car garage on it. The portion will be split from 1352 Kenilworth
Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave. The garage is closer than the permitted 6 inches to the north and
west boundary lines. The property is located in the R2, Single- and Two-Family District. (Page 17)

 Variance 1: Per a survey provided by the current owner, the existing masonry garage is 1.2 inches from the
western property line. The required minimum setback for a masonry garage is 6 inches. Request a variance for the
garage location and the property line to remain unchanged on the west side of the property at 1.2 inches when this
portion of the parcel is split from 1352 Kenilworth Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave, as proposed.

Pursuant to 1121.10(a)(1 ADDITIONAL ACCESSORY STRUCTURE REGULATIONS (Ord. 32-16. Passed 9-6-

2016.)

 Variance 2: Per a survey provided by the current owner, the existing masonry garage is 4.8 inches from the
northern property line. The required minimum setback for a masonry garage is 6 inches. Request a variance for
the property line and garage to remain unchanged on the north side of the property at 4.8 inches when this portion
of the parcel is split from 1352 Kenilworth Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave, as proposed. Pursuant to

1121.10(a)(1 ADDITIONAL ACCESSORY STRUCTURE REGULATIONS (Ord. 32-16. Passed 9-6-2016.)
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1352 Kenilworth Avenue

SOUTH 
COMPLIANT- 6”

West-1.2”

NORTH 4.8”
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Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances.
(1) Whether there exist site conditions, such as narrowness, shallowness, or topography, unique to the 
property in question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning 
district;
no
(2) Whether the property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, 
structure, or site conditions, or whether the property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district;
no
(3) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any 
beneficial use of the property without the variance(s);
?
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
yes
(5) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether 
adjoining properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s);
haha NO
(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, 
sewer, refuse removal);
NO
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction;
?
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other 
than a variance(s); and
No
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s).
yes

591352 Kenilworth Avenue



Administrative Comments

• Lot Split and Consolidation request has been heard and approved by 
Planning Commission, contingent on BZA approval of two minor 
area variance requests.

• The garage is existing, it will not be any further or closer to the 
property lines than it has been for at lest 30 years

• New owners will assume violations to repair.

601352 Kenilworth Avenue



Public Comment

 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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1352 Kenilworth Avenue

1. Docket No. 02-05-24
1352 Kenilworth Ave.
Apartments

Applicant and property owner Doug Seib, RDS Investment LLC, proposes lot split and consolidation of a small
portion of land that has an existing masonry single car garage on it. The portion will be split from 1352 Kenilworth
Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave. The garage is closer than the permitted 6 inches to the north and
west boundary lines. The property is located in the R2, Single- and Two-Family District. (Page 17)

 Variance 1: Per a survey provided by the current owner, the existing masonry garage is 1.2 inches from the
western property line. The required minimum setback for a masonry garage is 6 inches. Request a variance for the
garage location and the property line to remain unchanged on the west side of the property at 1.2 inches when this
portion of the parcel is split from 1352 Kenilworth Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave, as proposed.

Pursuant to 1121.10(a)(1 ADDITIONAL ACCESSORY STRUCTURE REGULATIONS (Ord. 32-16. Passed 9-6-

2016.)

 Variance 2: Per a survey provided by the current owner, the existing masonry garage is 4.8 inches from the
northern property line. The required minimum setback for a masonry garage is 6 inches. Request a variance for
the property line and garage to remain unchanged on the north side of the property at 4.8 inches when this portion
of the parcel is split from 1352 Kenilworth Ave. and added to 1356-58 Kenilworth Ave, as proposed. Pursuant to

1121.10(a)(1 ADDITIONAL ACCESSORY STRUCTURE REGULATIONS (Ord. 32-16. Passed 9-6-2016.)



Applicant Samuel Diaquila of AIA for property owner Patrick Tournoux proposes the 
construction of a 550 sq. ft. detached garage that exceeds allowable height and rear lot coverage. The property is 

located in the R1H, Single-Family High-Density District. 

Docket No. 02-06-24
1062 Leedale.
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1062 Leedale

1. Docket No. 02-06-24
1062 Leedale Ave.

Applicant Samuel Diaquila AIA of AMSR LLC, for property owner Patrick Tournoux, proposes the construction of a garage that is 550 sq. ft.
in area and 15 feet, 11 inches in height at the mid-span. Exceeds maximum rear lot coverage and height as proposed. The property is
located in the R1H, Single-Family High Density District. (Page 19)

 Variance 1: Maximum permitted lot coverage is 25% of the rear yard, calculated at 2,040, 25% of 2,040 is 510 sq ft. Proposed garage is
550 sq ft or 27% as proposed. Request a variance to exceed maximum rear lot coverage by 40 square feet as proposed. Pursuant to
1121.09(c) MAXIMUM ACCESSORY LOT COVERAGE (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)

 Variance 2: Maximum permitted height is 15 feet calculated at the mid-span. The calculated height of the proposed garage is 15 feet, 11
inches. Request a variance to exceed maximum calculated height by 11 inches, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1121.05(b) HEIGHT
REGULATIONS (Ord. 91-95 Passed 10-7-96)
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1062 Leedale

Back yard depth 27’6”+22’+
1’6’= 51’ depth

Back Yard width 40’0”

25’x22’

Side and rear 
setback-
1’6” as proposed

Rear Yard- 51’ x 40’=2,040sqft

25% of 2,040=510 sq ft

Proposed is 550 sq ft or 27%



1062 Leedale

Top of roof ridge- 22’11 ½”

Bottom of eave 8’11 3/8”
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Top of roof ridge- 22’11 ½”

Bottom of eave 8’11 3/8”



1062 Leedale

Top of roof ridge- 22’11 ½”

Bottom of eave 8’11 3/8”
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1062 Leedale - looking south



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
(1) Whether there exist site conditions, such as narrowness, shallowness, or topography, unique to the 
property in question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning 
district;
Not Applicable.
(2) Whether the property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, 
structure, or site conditions, or whether the property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district;
Not Applicable.
(3) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any 
beneficial use of the property without the variance(s);
No. Reasonable is a relative term.  Pat Tournoux and his wife Christina are both longtime Lakewood Residences 
(house purchased in 1983) as well as long standing active Lakewood citizens and business owners.  Pat and 
Christina are avid golfers.  The "relative" factor in this discourse is understanding the very short window of 
good weather to actively play golf outdoors.  The 2nd story space will be equipped with a golf game simulator 
and swing analysis computer in a large screen format.  An 11' ceiling is required to clear a full swing.  Year 
round golf provides the Tournouxs with both physical and mental health benefits provided "returns" that 
cannot be accessed in the existing garage or main house structure. This proposed 2nd floor space is purely and 
solely for Tournouxs' personal use.
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
No.  Applicant is requesting a garage height variance from the standard 15' height to 21' - 3 7/8" which is 6'- 3 
7/8" above zoning height standard.

Note that no rear lot coverage variance is required as the subject proposed footprint of 550 square feet is less 
than the allowed 560 square foot coverage allowed (existing rear yard is 2238 square feet.
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Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
(5) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether 
adjoining properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s);
No.  This proposed structure is only visible when looking directly west up the property driveway from the 
street.  it's location near the rear and side yard lot lines nestles it amongst adjacent property owners' garage 
structures.  The sensitive attention to matching the main residences details, character, materials and colors will 
enhance the value of this and adjacent properties.
(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, 
sewer, refuse removal);
No.  All services and utilities will not be affected whatsoever.
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction;
Not Applicable.  When purchased in 1983, technology of this nature was not dreamed of.
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other 
than a variance(s); and
No.  The 11' ceiling height required for a full golf club swing cannot be achieved in any other location.
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s).
Yes.  The spirit and the intent of the Code to prevent unsightly structures which impose on adjacent neighbors.  
This scheme respects the upscale nature of both Leedale and the adjacent "north of Lake Ave." property values 
with its attention to good taste.  This a clear "common sense" variance request for approval.
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Administrative Comments
• Similar BZA Cases – Detached Garages (Mean Heights):

• • 09-18-20 (18147 Clifton) – Garage/Art Studio (19.67’) Lot size 17, 
986 square feet, garage 125 ft from the public right of way.

• • 02-03-19 (1235 Summit) – Garage/Art Studio (16.5’)
• • 07-15-18 (2063 Lakeland) – Denied (16’) – Lot space to modify design 

horizontally
• • 06-10-18 (2211 Clarence) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only 

(17’)abutting industrial
• • 03-04-18 (2091 Lakeland) – Denied (16.67’) – Lot space to modify 

design horizontally
• • 05-08-15 (1636 Alameda) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only 

(~15.5’)
• • 07-26-13 (1666 Lincoln) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only (~15.5’)
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Administrative Comments

•  The original proposal submitted was a gable style roof that would 
require a 6 ½ foot height variance. The applicant amended request 
and submitted a mansard-style roof which reduces the height 
request to 11” above the 15’ permitted.

• Plans say “existing garage to be expanded”  applicant please explain 
what parts of garage are to be reused?

• The lot is 4,600 sq. ft, the minimum size of a lot in R1H district is 
5,000, lot is undersized by today’s zoning requirements, no room to 
expand horizontally without a variance.

• Abutting adjacent neighbors have single story garages
• Surrounded by other residential properties
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Public Comment

 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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1062 Leedale

1. Docket No. 02-06-24
1062 Leedale Ave.

Applicant Samuel Diaquila AIA of AMSR LLC, for property owner Patrick Tournoux, proposes the construction of a garage that is 550 sq. ft.
in area and 15 feet, 11 inches in height at the mid-span. Exceeds maximum rear lot coverage and height as proposed. The property is
located in the R1H, Single-Family High Density District. (Page 19)

 Variance 1: Maximum permitted lot coverage is 25% of the rear yard, calculated at 2,040, 25% of 2,040 is 510 sq ft. Proposed garage is
550 sq ft or 27% as proposed. Request a variance to exceed maximum rear lot coverage by 40 square feet as proposed. Pursuant to
1121.09(c) MAXIMUM ACCESSORY LOT COVERAGE (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)

 Variance 2: Maximum permitted height is 15 feet calculated at the mid-span. The calculated height of the proposed garage is 15 feet, 11
inches. Request a variance to exceed maximum calculated height by 11 inches, as proposed. Pursuant to section 1121.05(b) HEIGHT
REGULATIONS (Ord. 91-95 Passed 10-7-96)



Board of Zoning Appeals

Adjourn
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