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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

VARIANCE HARDSHIP WORKSHEET

Is the variance request due to a Code Enforcement action: O Yes @ No
If yes, please indicate the case number and the name of the contractor:

Case Number:

Contractor- Alfred Innovations Inc.

A variance may be granted when it will not be contrary to the public interest where, owing to
special conditions, a literal enforcement of the provisions of this chapter will result in
unnecessary and undue hardship. The term “undue hardship” has a specific legal definition in
this context and essentially means that without the requested variance, the applicant will have
no reasonable use of the subject property under existing development regulations. Personal
medical reasons shall not be considered as grounds for establishing undue hardship sufficient
to qualify an applicant for a variance. Economic reasons may be considered only in instances
where a landowner cannot yield a reasonable use and/or reasonable return under the existing
land development regulations. You have the right to consult a private attorney for assistance.

In order to authorize any variance from the terms of this chapter, the Board of Adjustment shall
find all of the following factors to exist:

1. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are not applicable to other lands,
structures, or buildings in the applicable zoning classification.

Applicant Response:

This property has an existing lot configuration that predates the current zoning code. The
width and dimensions have been recorded this way for many years and are the same
width and length compared to surrounding parcels. These conditions are not typical of
newer lots because the zoning classifications have changed for single residential family
homes. The current zoning makes the property difficult to use under current development
standards.




2. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the
applicant.

Applicant Response:

The lot was created long before our ownership and prior to the adoption of current
zoning requirements. We have not altered the boundaries, nor taken any action to create
this nonconformity. The condition exists as a result of historical land division and not

through any action on our part.

3. That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special
privilege that is denied by the provisions of this chapter to other lands, buildings, or
structures in the identical zoning classification.

Applicant Response:

The requested variance would simply allow the same reasonable residential use that
other nearby property owners already enjoy. It does not provide any special or additional
privilege—only the opportunity to make use of an existing legal lot consistent with

surrounding single-family homes.

4. That literal enforcement of the provisions of this chapter would deprive the applicant of
rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the identical zoning classification under
the provisions of this chapter and will constitute unnecessary and undue hardship on

the applicant.

Applicant Response:

Before purchasing the property, we consulted with Brevard County to confirm that the lot
could be developed for a single-family residence, and at that time no issues were
identified. After the purchase and during the start of the permitting process, it was
brought to our attention that the lot did not meet the current minimum width requirement.
Strict enforcement of this code would now prevent us from using the property for the
intended residential purpose, creating an unnecessary hardship compared to other
neighboring properties that are already developed and usable.
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5. That the variance granted is the minimum variance that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land, building, or structure.

Applicant Response:

The variance requested is the smallest possible adjustment—limited only to the minimum
width necessary to meet residential building standards. It allows for a standard-sized
home and yard layout without exceeding the scale or density of surrounding properties.

6. That the granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose
of this chapter and that such variance will not be injurious to the area involved or
otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.

Applicant Response:

The variance supports the spirit of the zoning code by promoting reasonable residential
use within an existing neighborhood. It does not alter drainage, traffic, or public services,
and will enhance the area by allowing the development of a well-maintained,
owner-occupied home consistent with surrounding properties.

| fully understand that all of the above conditions apply to the consideration of a variance and
that each of these conditions have been discussed with me by a Planning and Development
representative. | am fully aware it is my responsibility to prove complete compliance with the

aforementioned criteria.

Luke Joll

§@1atureuof Applicant
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Signature of Planner '
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