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Town of Fort Myers Beach 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
 
TYPE OF CASE: Variance 
 
CASE NUMBER:  VAR16-0010 
 
CASE NAME:   290 Donora Blvd. 
 
LPA HEARING DATE: November 8, 2016 
 
LPA HEARING TIME: 9:00 AM 
 
 
I. APPLICATION SUMMARY 
 

Applicant:  Pete Oiderma 
  
Request: The applicant is seeking two variances (VAR) to allow 

construction of a 10’ x 23’ Florida room addition to the  
existing single-family residence. The first is from LDC 
Sec. 34-634 Intensity and building coverage to allow a 
building coverage of 42.12% where a maximum of 40% 
is permitted. The second is from LDC Sec. 34-638 
Minimum setbacks to allow a waterbody setback of 23 
ft. where a minimum of 25 ft. is required. 

 
Subject property: Lot 3, Block B, Zimmer’s Addition to Shell Mound Park 

Subdivision, Plat Book 11, Page 54 
 
Physical Address: 290 Donora Blvd. 
 
STRAP #:  29-46-24-W1-0120B.0030 
 
FLU:  Low Density 

 
Zoning:  RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY 
 
Current use(s): Single Family Residential  
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Adjacent zoning and land uses:  
 

North: RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY (RS) 
305 Donora Blvd., a single–family residence 
309 Donora Blvd., a single–family residence 
311 Donora Blvd., a single–family residence 

 
South:  CANAL 

 
East:   RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY (RS) 
 300 Donora Blvd., a single-family residence 

 
West: RESIDENTIAL SINGLE-FAMILY (RS) 
 280 Donora Blvd., a single-family residence 

 
 
II. BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS 
 
Background:  
Pete Oiderma requests two variances to allow the construction of a 10’ x 23’ Florida 
room addition to the rear of the existing single-family residence that is located on a 
canal.  
 
The applicant’s narrative statements provide the following explanations of the need 
for the variances: 
 

This variance would allow the 40% limit to exceed 2% in order to construct the 
Florida Room addition of 230 square feet, and would also allow the exterior 
walls and roof line to stay with the conforming lines of the building. 
 
Proposed addition of Florida Room to East side of structure. South wall of 
building is 2 plus or minus feet beyond the setback perimeter. I would like the 
south end of the Florida Room wall to be on the same plane as the wall of the 
building. 

 
The subject property is part of the Zimmer’s Addition to the Shell Mound Park 
Subdivision platted in 1958. Lee County Property Appraiser records show the 
subject property was developed with a single-family home in 1967. Town permit 
records show an addition to the home and a detached garage were completed in 
2015; permits BLD13-0250, and BLD13-0263 respectively. 
 
The subject property is zoned RS. The dimensional regulations of the RS district 
limit building coverage, defined as the horizontal area of all principal and accessory 
buildings on a site divided by the site’s lot area, to forty percent. The subject 
property has an area of 5,793 square feet; forty percent of this is 2,317.2 square feet. 
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Although the subject property meets the lot width and depth requirements of the RS 
zoning district, it is non-conforming to the 7,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size required. 
 
The plat for Zimmer’s Addition to the Shell Mound Park Subdivision shows the 
typical lot sizes on Donora Boulevard are 6,600 sq. ft. on the north side of the street 
and 7500 sq. ft. on the south side (Exhibit A). The subject property is located on the 
south side of the street. Additionally, the subject property is one of six lots on 
Donora Blvd. that are located at a bend in the roadway, creating a-typical lot 
dimensions. As shown in the table below, the subject property is the smallest of the 
a-typical lots. 
 

Block & Lot Size per Lee Co. Web GIS 
Block A, Lot 16 8,799 sq. ft. 
Block A, Lot 15 9,365 sq. ft. 
Block A, Lot 14 7,231 sq. ft. 
Block B, Lot 1 6,011 sq. ft. 
Block B, Lot 2 6,011 sq. ft. 
Block B, Lot 3 (subject property) 5,793 sq. ft. 

 
The plans submitted by the applicant for the 2015 home addition and detached 
garage construction (see Exhibit B); show a total post-construction square footage 
of 1,560 sq. feet of living area and 650 sq. feet of garage. Based on these figures, the 
current building coverage on the subject property is 38.15 percent.  
 
The applicant wishes to construct a 10’ x 23’ Florida Room addition to the 
southwest side of the home on the subject property (see Exhibit C). This addition 
will bring the total building coverage on the subject property to 42.12 percent. The 
proposed location for the addition is on top of an existing concrete patio (Exhibit D), 
so the addition will not result in an increase of impervious surface on the subject 
property.  
 
From the applicant’s narrative statement: 

During construction of the detached garage, we were required to submit a 
drainage plan to Public Works before a certificate of completion could be 
issued, which was approved by the Public Works Dept. and implemented. A 
drainage ditch (French drain and drain pipe) runs the length of the property 
north to south toward the canal. 

 
The applicant also requests a variance from the 25 foot waterbody setback required 
in the RS zoning district, to allow the Florida Room addition to follow the plane of 
the existing home that is located 23 feet from the adjacent canal. The home is 
already non-conforming to setback requirements; the proposed addition will not 
increase the non-conformity. LDC Sec. 34-268(a)(1) permits the variance of 
waterbody setbacks to permit additions to existing structures that are 
nonconforming with regard to a specific setback, so long as the remodeling or 
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addition will not result in: an increase in the height of the structure; or a further 
diminution of the setback. The proposed addition will match the height of the 
existing home. 
 
From the applicant’s narrative statement: 

The south facing exterior wall of the existing structure exceeds the setback 
perimeter of the property. We wish to seek relief from the limitations of the 
setback perimeter, approximately 2 (plus or minus) feet, in order to have the 
exterior wall of the proposed addition in the same plane as the existing 
structure. 

 
Analysis: 
The subject property and the existing single-family home on the property are non-
conforming; these non-conformities are not the result of actions taken by the 
applicant. The subject property is smaller than the typical lots in the surrounding 
neighborhood and smaller than the five other a-typical lots in its proximity.  
 
The proposed increase in building coverage to 42.12 percent exceeds the forty 
percent allowed in the RS zoning district. The overage is due to the small, non-
conforming lot size. If the subject property were platted under current standards for 
the RS zoning district the proposed building coverage would be 32.53 percent, and 
the applicant would not require the requested lot coverage variance. 
 
To remain within the permissible 40 percent building coverage, the proposed 
Florida room could not exceed 107.2 sq. ft.; a very small room. For comparison, in 
new homes under 2,000 sq. ft. the typical bathroom size is 93 sq. ft. A search of the 
Town’s permit records produced two previous permits for sunroom additions; 
BLD10-0128, a 320 sq. ft. sunroom addition at 4850 Coquina Rd., and BLD14-0057, 
a 272 sq. ft. sunroom addition at 5471 Oak Ridge Ave. 
 
The square footage of homes along this section of Donora Blvd. ranges from 1,164 to 
5,154 sq. ft. The existing home on the subject property is 1,560 sq. ft., placing it in 
the lower third for home size. The proposed 230 sq. ft. addition would shift home to 
the middle third, and at 1,790 sq. ft. the home would be 3,364 sq. ft. smaller than the 
largest home on the street. 
 
The proposed addition will not increase the impervious surface on the property 
because it will be placed on an existing concrete patio. 
 
The proposed addition will follow the waterbody setback of the existing residence 
and will not increase the non-conformity of the residence.  
 
Project Comprehensive Plan Consistency: 
The subject site is classified by the Town’s comprehensive plan as “Low Density,” 
the category descriptor policy is reproduced below: 
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Policy 4-B-3 “Low Density:” designed for existing subdivision with an 
established low-density character (primarily single-family homes). For new 
development, the maximum density is 4 dwelling units per acre, and 
commercial activities are limited to home occupation as described in the Land 
Development Code (limited to incidental uses by the dwelling unit’s occupant 
that do not attract customers or generate additional traffic). 

 
The requested variances will allow construction of an addition to an existing single-
family home; a typical action in residential neighborhood that does not alter density 
or the residential nature of the area. The proposed location of the addition is on top 
of an existing impervious surface, so the increased building coverage will not impact 
drainage on the property and is thereby consistent with policy 4-A-5 and the 
policies of the stormwater management element of the Comprehensive Plan. Staff 
finds that the request is consistent with the Town’s comprehensive plan. 
 
Findings and Conclusions: 
In evaluating the request against the required findings and conclusions for the 
approval of a variance contained in LDC Sec. 34-87 staff makes the following 
findings: 
 

a. That there are/are not exceptional or extraordinary conditions or 
circumstances that are inherent to the property in question, or that the request 
is/is not for a de minimis variance under circumstances or conditions where 
rigid compliance is not essential to protect public policy. 
 
The applicant provided the following explanation: 

We would consider this a request for a de minimis variance, since it is to 
relieve us from the 2% overage of the allowed building coverage of 40%.  

 
Staff finds that subject property is unique in its small size compared to the 
lots in the surrounding area. Due to the exceptional conditions inherent to 
the property, staff finds that rigid compliance with the lot coverage 
regulation is not essential to protect public policy.  
 

b. That the conditions justifying the variance are/are not the result of actions of 
the applicant taken after the adoption of the regulation in question. 

 
Staff finds that the actions of the owner did not create the lot’s unusually 
small size for the neighborhood or the non-conforming setback of the 
existing home on the property. 

 
c. That the variance granted is/is not the minimum variance that will relieve that 

applicant of an unreasonable burden caused by the application of the 
regulations in question to his property. 
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Staff finds the requested 2.12 percent variance to the building coverage 
regulation is minimal and would alleviate the owner of the burden of a 
smaller than typical lot compared to others in the neighborhood. 
 
Staff finds that the requested two foot waterbody setback variance is 
reasonable in that it will allow the proposed addition to remain on the same 
plane as the existing home and will not further reduce the 23 foot waterbody 
setback of the existing home. 

 
d. That the granting of the variance will/will not be injurious to the 

neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare; and 
 
The applicant provided the following explanation: 

The granting of this variance would not affect any of the surrounding 
properties, be injurious to the neighborhood or be otherwise 
detrimental to the public welfare. 

 
Staff finds the requested 2.12 percent variance to the building coverage 
regulation will not be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise 
detrimental to the public welfare. The proposed location for the addition is 
on top of an existing impervious surface therefore, increased runoff will not 
be an issue. 
 
Staff finds the requested two foot waterbody setback variance will not be 
injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare. 
The proposed 23 ft. waterbody setback for the addition is in line with the 
setback of the existing home. 

 
e. That the conditions or circumstances on the specific piece of property for which 

the variance is sought are/are not of so general or recurrent a nature as to 
make it more reasonable and practical to amend the regulation in question. 
 
Staff finds the conditions and circumstance of the subject property are 
unique and do not warrant a change in regulations. As identified in finding 
“a” above, the subject property is proportionally smaller than those of the 
surrounding neighborhood.  
 
A review of Town variance records produced only two other variances to the 
building coverage regulations: VAR2001-00023 for 441 Harbor Ct., and 
VAR2001-00032 for 582 Estero Blvd. Due to the infrequency of the situation 
it is not reasonable and practical to amend the lot coverage regulation. 

 
 
III. RECOMMENDATION 
The non-conforming size of the subject property, and the non-conforming 
waterbody setback of the existing home on the subject property, presents a 
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hardship for the applicant wishing to construct additional living space. The 
variances will not be injurious to other property owners or the public in general. 
 
Therefore, staff recommends APPROVAL of the requested variances from LDC Sec. 
34-634 and Sec. 34-638 to allow construction of a 10 x 23 foot Florida Room 
addition to the existing home, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The variance is limited to the subject property as a lot of record consistent 
with the legal description described herein. 

 
2. The variance applies to the waterbody setback shown on Exhibit C only. No 

other portion of the building may extend into a required setback. 
 

3. This variance applies to the construction of an addition to the existing single-
family dwelling as shown on Exhibit C only. Redevelopment of the subject 
property for any other purpose must comply with all applicable regulations 
or seek a new variance. 

 
 
IV. CONCLUSION 
The owner is requesting two variances; building coverage and waterbody setback, 
to allow the construction of a 10’ x 23’ Florida room addition to their existing home. 
Due to the non-conforming size of the subject property and non-conforming 
waterbody setback of the existing home, the strict application of the applicable land 
development regulations present a hardship. Staff feels that approval of this 
variance will not be injurious or detrimental to the public or surrounding property 
owners. 
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