Meeting Date: January 24, 2022
Meeting Time: 7:00 P.M.
Meeting Location: City Hall
118 Hillsboro Ave.

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
AGENDA
Zoning Board Members
Bob Hotz, Chair
Ann Robertson, Vice Chair
Charles McCaskill
Mike Pierceall

I.

ROLL CALL

II.

PUBLIC COMMENT

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. December 22, 2021 Regular Meeting Minutes.

IV.

ZONING CASES

Jeanne Krebs
Tom Butts
David Gerber

Case 2022-04
William Selvo has petitioned the City of Edwardsville for a Zoning Amendment to
rezone 412 Harvard Drive, a dual zoned property, from “B-2” Commercial Business
District and “R-2” Multiple-Family Residential District to “R-2” Multiple-Family
Residential District. The property is more specifically identified as PID 14-2-15-14-20401-026.
Case 2022-05
Beau Moody has petitioned the City of Edwardsville for a Variance to construct a
parking lot 3.08 feet from the northern property line and 2.54 feet from the eastern
property line instead of the required 5 feet at 1811 Lindenwood Ave. The property is
If prospective attendees require an interpreter or other access accommodation, please contact the
Edwardsville City Clerk’s office at 618-692-7500 no later than 48 hours prior to the commencement of the
meeting to arrange the accommodations.

more specifically identified as PID 14-2-15-14-16-404-001.004. The property is
currently zoned “B-2” Commercial Business District.
V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

NEW BUSINESS

VII.

ADJOURNMENT

If prospective attendees require an interpreter or other access accommodation, please contact the
Edwardsville City Clerk’s office at 618-692-7500 no later than 48 hours prior to the commencement of the
meeting to arrange the accommodations.

EDWARDSVILLE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Meeting Minutes
12/22/21
7:00 PM
Approved: ___________________

I. ROLL CALL:
Present
B. Hotz, Chairman
A. Robertson, Vice Chairman
T. Butts
J. Krebs
E. Calderon, Staff
B. Buncher, Staff
E. Sutter, Staff
M. Cundiff
S. Cundiff
D. Hill
K. Hill
B. Dimick
E. Vigneau-Dimick
R. Vigneau
D. Vigneau
D. Bertrand
B. Bertrand
II.

Absent
C. McCaskill
M. Pierceall
D. Gerber

PUBLIC COMMENT: Resident Brigham Dimick was present and asked about the Nickel Plate Trail
Development adjacent to Pin Oak Road. Emily Calderon stated that she will have to talk to Madison County
Transit regarding that project.

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes of the regular meeting for November 22, 2021 are hereby approved and passed.
IV. ZONING CASES
A. Case 2021-48 – Variance
Matthew and Sarah Cundiff have petitioned the City of Edwardsville for a variance to allow two
accessory buildings to have the maximum height of 25 feet rather than the maximum height of 15 feet
at 7125 Pin Oak Road. The property is more specifically identified as PID 14-2-15-12-00-000-002.
The property is currently zoned “R-1” Single-Family Residential District.
APPLICANT: Matthew and Sarah Cundiff
LOCATION: The subject property is located at 7125 Pin Oak Road
AREA LAND USE & ZONING: The subject property is zoned “R-1” Single-Family Residential
District
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS: The Comprehensive Plan shows this property as Neighborhood
District. The existing zoning is in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan.
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REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a 10 foot height variance in order to construct two (2)
accessory buildings that will be 25 feet instead of the required 15 feet.

Direction
North
South
East
West

Zoning Designation
Madison County Unincorporated
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District
Madison County Unincorporated
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District

Use
Conservation
Madison County Highway Department
Conservation
Single-Family

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STANDARDS FOR VARIANCE:
1) The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property involved
would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience or loss of
revenue, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out.


The subject property is not a part of a subdivision and contains approximately ± 19 acres.



There are no particular concerns about the physical surroundings, lot shape, or topographical
conditions with this property.

2) The condition upon which the requested variance is based would not be applicable, generally to other
property within the same zoning classification.
•

The proposed 25’ accessory buildings height would be on a lot over 19 acres and is not in a platted
subdivision. This is a large lot for an R-1 zoned property, other properties with the same zoning
classification are on smaller lots and located in platted subdivisions.

3) The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in the
property.
•

The home was constructed in the late 1970s and the current owners purchased the property in 2017.

4) The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or
improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.
•

The proposed variance is for two accessory buildings that would be on a 19 acre lot and is not in a
platted subdivision.

5) The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger the public
safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
•

The proposed variance would not.

6) The proposed variance complies with the spirit and intent of the restrictions imposed by this code.
•

Staff’s opinion is that the variance request does comply with the spirit and intent of the restrictions
imposed by this code.

7) There is no self-imposed hardship.
•

The request could be considered a self-imposed hardship because the applicant was aware of the
City’s bulk standards. Further, the City’s bulk standards have not changed since 1987.
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STAFF DISCUSSION & RECCOMENDATION:
• The applicant has requested the variance to increase the building height of two accessory buildings. The
property is located at the edge of the City and not in a subdivision. The property surrounding areas are woods,
one single family home, and Madison County Highway Department. The proposed accessory structures will be
on a lot that’s over 19 acres. The accessory buildings will store equipment used to maintain the property. The
property owners also own the single family home to the west. The request may be considered a self-imposed
hardship, but due to the size of the residential property it could require a larger accessory structure to maintain
the property. The accessory structure will be surrounded by timber and located at the rear of the property,
which would limit the visibility of the accessory buildings. As a result of this request, it may be necessary for
the City to reconsider bulk regulations for accessory structures on large lots consisting of several acres, similar
to this property.
• It is Planning staff’s opinion the variance request does not meet the Zoning Board of Appeals
“Standards of Variance” as noted above. Therefore, staff recommended denial of the variance request.
Matthew Cundiff stated that they are currently going through a prairie restoration on the lot. Sarah Cundiff stated that
when the property was bought, they had the option to sub divide the lot for a neighborhood. They opted to start a
prairie restoration and are two years into that process. She stated that they are working with an environmental
restoration company. Mowing needs to be done three times a year and seeded once a year. The other half of the
property is currently forested. She stated that they have to currently hire someone to mow, and the request is for a
structure to hold a tractor so they can mow the property themselves.
Tom Butts asked if the county has any regulations on a structure like the one proposed. Breana Buncher stated that if
it was agriculturally zoned, the height restriction would be 25 feet.
Brigham Dimick stated that he thinks this is a good contribution to the community and is something that he is for.
Tom Butts stated that he is in favor of the variance and believes that it is a unique request, and he did not realize that
the parcel was the size that it is. He believes that the request fits for the uniqueness of the parcel.
Ann Robertson asked if the adjoining conservation area was to change in the future, would the buildings be set back
off the property line as to not interfere. Emily Calderon stated that the minimum is 5 feet off of the property line.
Matthew Cundiff stated that the exact location is not determined, but he believes it will be around 30 feet.
Bob Hotz asked if the property is in a conservation area or if the homeowners are doing this project on their own.
Sarah Cundiff stated that it is something they are doing on their own. He asked if the proposed 25 feet would be
sufficient. Matthew Cundiff stated that it may change, but 25 feet would comfortably meet their needs.
Tom Butts asked if they were planning on adding a loft to the structure. Sarah Cundiff stated that they are not. Butts
stated that it should be noted that there cannot be a living space added to it. Ann Robertson asked if wording it as an
accessory building would be sufficient enough. Emily Calderon stated that it would be, and since there is a principal
structure already on the property, the City would not allow the owners to finish the structure in a manner that
someone could live in it. Bob Hotz asked what would happen if the lot was subdivided in the future. Calderon stated
that it was discussed and a sub division would not be allowed where the accessory structure would be the only
structure

Ann Robertson started to make a motion to approve the proposed Variance, but asked if there could be a
motion to approve with the condition that the setback is larger than 5 feet. Emily Calderon stated that the
committee could vote that way. Robertson retracted her motion to approve and asked the committee their
opinion on the setback. Tom Butts stated that he is not concerned with the setback, but is more concerned
about the owners changing the building from an accessory structure. Robertson made a motion to approve
with the requirement that the proposed accessory building would not be converted to a dwelling unit. Tom
Butts seconded the motion to approve.
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VOICE ROLL CALL: 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 0 Abstain
NEXT STEPS:
• Administrative & Community Services Committee Meeting – Wednesday, December 29, 2021 at 5:00 PM
• City Council Meeting – Tuesday, January 4, 2022 at 7:00 PM
B. Case 2021-50 – Variance
Dickson and Brandi Bertrand have petitioned the City of Edwardsville for a variance to allow an
accessory building to have the maximum height of 18 feet rather than the maximum height of 15 feet
at 5945 Old Poag Road. The property is more specifically identified as PID 14-1-15-09-00-012.002.
The property is currently zoned “R-1” Single-Family Residential District.
APPLICANT: Dickson and Brandi Bertrand
LOCATION: The subject property is located at 5945 Old Poag Road
AREA LAND USE & ZONING: The subject property is zoned R-1 Single-Family Residential
District
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS: The Comprehensive Plan shows this property as Neighborhood
District. The existing zoning is in agreement with the Comprehensive Plan.
REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a 3 foot height variance in order to construct an accessory
building that will be 18 feet instead of the maximum 15 feet.

Direction
North
South
East
West

Zoning Designation
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District
“R-1” Single-Family Residential District

Use
Single-Family Dwelling & Vacant Lot
Single-Family Dwelling & Vacant Lot
Single-Family Dwelling
Single-Family Dwelling & Vacant Lot

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STANDARDS FOR VARIANCE:
1) The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property involved
would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience or loss of
revenue, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out.


The subject property is not a part of a subdivision and contains approximately ± 2 acres.



There are no particular concerns about the physical surroundings, lot shape, or topographical
conditions with this property.

2) The condition upon which the requested variance is based would not be applicable, generally to other
property within the same zoning classification.
•

The proposed 18’ accessory building height would be on a lot over 2 acres and is not in a platted
subdivision. This is a large lot for an R-1 zoned property, other properties with the same zoning
classification are on smaller lots and located in platted subdivisions.

3) The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in the
property.

5
•

The home was constructed in the late 1970s and the current owners have recently moved into the
home.

4) The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or
improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.
•

The proposed variance is for an accessory building that would be on a lot over 2 acres and is not in a
platted subdivision.

5) The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger the public
safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
•

The proposed variance would not.

6) The proposed variance complies with the spirit and intent of the restrictions imposed by this code.
•

Staff’s opinion is that the variance request does comply with the spirit and intent of the restrictions
imposed by this code.

7) There is no self-imposed hardship.
•

The request is considered a self-imposed hardship because the applicant was aware of the City’s bulk
standards at the time the property was acquired. Further, the City’s bulk standards for setbacks have
not changed since 1987.

STAFF DISCUSSION & RECCOMENDATION:
• The applicant has requested the variance to increase the building height of an accessory structure for a garage.
The property is located at the edge of the City and not in a subdivision. The property surrounding area are
woods, fields, and two single family homes. The proposed garage will be on a lot that’s over 2 acres. The
garage will store equipment used to maintain the property. The property owners also own 2 acres of timber
behind their house. The request may be considered a self-imposed hardship, but due to the size of the
residential property it could require a larger accessory structure to maintain the property. The accessory
structure will be surrounded by timber, only the neighbors to the north will be able to see the structure. As a
result of this request, it may be necessary for the City to reconsider bulk regulations for accessory structures on
large lots consisting of several acres, similar to this property.
• It is Planning staff’s opinion the variance request does not meet the Zoning Board of Appeals
“Standards of Variance” as noted above. Therefore, staff recommended denial of the variance request.
Dickson Bertrand stated that house currently only has two bedrooms and he plans on converting the garage into two
additional bedrooms, a bathroom and a laundry room. He stated that the accessory structure is to store their RV and
Jeep. The accessory will be a 40 by 30 foot structure with a peak of 17.5 feet. He stated that they own the parcel
behind the accessory structure along with part of an adjoining lot and the total land area is 4.177 acres. There are no
houses close to the proposed structure and there is no visibility from those houses.
Bob Hotz stated that this request is similar to the first one, but closer to the minimum amount allowed. He stated that
it is something that is easy to agree to.
Ann Robertson asked if the parcels were platted separately, but owned by the same owner. Emily Calderon stated
that they are and will not be combined unless there will be a sub division and that the property lines will exist even if
they were to combine the tax bills. Dickson Bertrand stated that they will be combining the two parcels. Robertson
asked what the restrictions would be if the accessory structure was on a different parcel. Calderon stated that the
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accessory structure will be behind the house on the same parcel and the City would not permit the accessory
structure to be constructed on the other lot.
Bob Hotz asked if the distance from the property lines were stated in the request. Ann Robertson stated that it is 23
feet in one direction and 50 feet in another direction.
Tom Butts asked how the granting of the Variance would affect increasing the size of the home. Dickson Bertrand
stated that the house is two bedrooms with an attached garage. He stated that he would not want to keep a house that
is only two bedrooms, but the granting of the Variance would allow for them to remodel the attached garage and
store the contents of that garage in the new accessory structure.
Tom Butts made a motion to approve the Variance as requested. Ann Robertson seconded the motion to approve.

Motion to approve as presented (Butts), seconded (Robertson)
VOICE ROLL CALL: 4 Ayes, 0 Nays, 0 Abstain
NEXT STEPS:
• Administrative & Community Services Committee Meeting – Wednesday, December 29, 2021 at 5:00 PM
• City Council Meeting – Tuesday, January 4, 2022 at 7:00 PM
V. OLD BUSINESS: None
VI. NEW BUSINESS: None
VII. ADJOURNMENT: Motion to adjourn (Robertson), seconded (Hotz).
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ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Case 2022-04 - Zoning Amendment
412 Harvard Drive
PID 14-2-15-14-20-401-026
William Selvo
ZONING AMENDMENT REQUEST:
William Selvo has filed a petition for a Zoning Amendment to change the zoning for 412 Harvard Drive a
dual zoned property, from B-2 Commercial Business District and R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District to
R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District.
LOCATION:
The site address is 412 Harvard Drive and is more specifically identified as PID 14-2-15-14-20-401-026.

AREA LAND USE AND ZONING:
The subject site 412 Harvard Drive, a dual zoned property, is zoned B-2 Commercial Business District and
R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District and adjacent properties are zoned and used as follows:
North
South
East
West

Zoning District
R-2 Multiple-Family Residential
District
B-2 Commercial/Business District
R-2 Multiple-Family Residential
District
B-2 Commercial/Business District

Current Use
Multiple-Family Dwelling
Commercial (Retail)
Single Family Residence
Commercial (office)
01/07/22

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS:
The Comprehensive Plan shows this property as neighborhood. The proposed zoning amendment
complies with the Comprehensive Plan.
FINDINGS OF FACT:
(1)
Existing use(s) and zoning of the property in question.
The subject property is a dual zoned property, and is currently zoned B-2 Commercial Business
District and R-2 Multiple-Family Residential. The current use is multiple-family dwelling.
(2)

Existing use(s) and zoning of other lots in the vicinity of the property in question.
See AREA LAND USE AND ZONING above.

(3)

Suitability of the property in question for uses already permitted under existing regulations.
The subject property is used as a 4-unit multi-family dwelling, which is permitted in the R-2 District,
but not in the B-2 District. Rezoning the property to R-2 would bring the property into compliance
with the code and would allow for financing and insuring of the property.

(4)

Suitability of the property in question for the proposed use.
The rezoning of the subject property is suitable since the majority of the property is zoned R-2 and
the current structure and use comply with the R-2 zoning regulations. Further, rezoning of the
subject property would be aligned with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

(5)

The trend of development in the vicinity of the property in question, including changes (if any)
which may have occurred since the property was initially zoned or last rezoned.
The remainder of the neighborhood is stable and the surrounding area is established with a mixture
of business and residential uses. The rezoning would result in the property being fully in
compliance with the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

(6)

The effect the proposed rezoning would have on compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The Comprehensive Plan shows this area as neighborhood, which permits both residential and
limited commercial uses. Rezoning this site from B-2 Commercial Business District and R-2
Multiple-Family Residential District to R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District would comply with
the Comprehensive Plan.

DISCUSSION:
The comprehensive plan identifies a number of policies for “neighborhood districts,” including:


Promote a choice of neighborhood for both home owners and renters by encouraging a mix of
housing unit types. Appropriate housing types include: Single-family houses, Duplexes,
townhouses, multi-family housing, dwelling units above commercial or office uses in neighborhood
commons area. (Policy 7)
01/07/22

Additionally, historic zoning maps show that dating back to 1971 (year of annexation) the property was
dually zoned Multi-Family Residence District and Commercial District. Prior to 1994, the City used
comprehensive zoning, in which uses in more restrictive districts were permitted in less restrictive districts.
So, prior to 1994, the multi-family use of the property would have been permitted in both the R-2 and B-2
districts. In 1994, when the City updated its zoning ordinance, it moved away from Comprehensive Zoning
and the use of the property became non-conforming on the B-2 portion of the lot.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Based upon the preceding considerations, staff recommend approval of the zoning amendment to rezone
the subject property from B-2 Commercial Business District and R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District to
R-2 Multiple-Family Residential District.

01/07/22

ZBA 2022-05 - Request for Variance
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ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
ZBA Case 2022-05, Variance
Beau Moody
1811 Lindenwood Ave
PID 14-2-15-14-16-404-001.004
January 24, 2022
APPLICANT:
Beau Moody
LOCATION:
The subject property is addressed as 1811 Lindenwood Ave, and more specifically identified as 14-2-1514-16-404-001.004.

VARIANCE REQUEST
The requested variance would allow the proposed parking lot 3.08 feet from the northern property line and
2.54 feet from the eastern property line instead of the required 5 feet.
AREA LAND USE AND ZONING
The subject property is zoned B-2 Commercial Business District. The surrounding property zoning and
uses are as follow:
North
B-2 Commercial Business District
Commercial (Restaurant)
South
B-2 Commercial Business District
Commercial (Restaurant)
East
R-1 Single Family Residence District
Single family residence
West
B-2 Commercial Business District
Commercial (Restaurant)

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
ZBA Case 2022-05, Variance Request
1811 Lindenwood Ave - Page 2 of 3

APPLICABLE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS
The Comprehensive Plan shows this property as Commercial District. The existing zoning is in agreement
with the Comprehensive Plan.
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS STANDARDS FOR VARIANCE:
(1) The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific property involved
would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience or
loss of revenue, if the strict letter of the regulations were carried out.
The subject property is Lot 1 of a subdivision known as “Ninth Montclaire Plat” and contains
approximately 16,700 square feet. In the B-2 Commercial Business District, parking lots are required to
be setback five feet from property lines. There are no particular concerns about the physical
surroundings, lot shape, or topographical conditions with this property.
(2) The condition upon which the requested variance is based would not be applicable, generally to other
property within the same zoning classification.
This lot is slightly irregular measuring 98.35’ wide on the north side and 97.46’ wide on the south side
with a depth of 144.45’ on the west side and 144.42’ on the east side. The lot contains ±16,700 square
feet in area and platted in 1976. This is not an unusual commercial lot and parking lots located nearby
in the Troy Road corridor are often built to the property line.
(3) The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an interest in
the property.
This office building was constructed in the late 1980’s and Madison County records indicate that the
current owner has used the building since 2018. No one having an interest in the property has created
the specific conditions for which the variance is requested.
(4) The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other property or
improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located.
The distance between the parking lot on the subject tract and the adjoining commercial property to the
north (1704 Troy Road) will be reduced as a result of the proposed variance. In addition, the parking
spaces will be closer to Lindenwood Avenue than typically allowed. However, the properties across the
street to the east are zoned and used as single family residential homes. Approval of the proposed
variance would allow more off-street parking to be provided and would alleviate congestion in the
street, which is the transitional area to a single-family neighborhood.
(5) The proposed variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
substantially increase congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or endanger the
public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
Approval of the proposed variance would not do any of these things. Rather, it would help decrease
congestion in the street and would result in a safer area by allowing more cars to park in an off-street
parking lot.
(6) The proposed variance complies with the spirit and intent of the restrictions imposed by this code.

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
ZBA Case 2022-05, Variance Request
1811 Lindenwood Ave - Page 3 of 3

Staff’s opinion is that the variance request does comply with the spirit and intent of the restrictions
imposed by this code.
(7) There is no self-imposed hardship.
This request could be considered a self-imposed hardship because the applicant was aware of the size
and configuration of the structure on the lot at the time the property was acquired. However, approval
of the variance would relieve the neighborhood of on street parking and would allow a safer
environment in and around this business.
STAFF DISCUSSION:
The applicant has requested the variance to reduce the required setback of a parking lot in order to have
more off street parking. Currently, on street parking is used for the business at this address. The on street
parking congests Lindenwood Ave and the residential neighborhood near the business and approval of this
variance would relieve the neighborhood of some of this congestion. The building was constructed in the
late 1980s before the current zoning code was in place. This requested variance could be considered a
self-created hardship, but it would help eliminate on street parking and help improve the neighborhood.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
It is Planning staff’s opinion the variance request does meet the Zoning Board of Appeals “Standards of
Variance” as noted above and aligned with the spirit and intent of the zoning ordinance. Therefore, staff
recommend approval of the variance request.

