
STAFF REPORT 
TO THE 

FLORENCE COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
TUESDAY, MARCH 18th, 2025 

BZA#2024-21 

SUBJECT: A variance requested by Amy Jerome from requirements 
of the Florence County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 30 - 
ZONING ORDINANCE, ARTICLE III. – 
CONDITIONAL USE REGULATIONS, Sec. 30-111(7) – 
Development standards for unzoned areas, for property 
located at 3365 Lakeshore Drive, Florence, SC 29501, as 
shown on Florence County Tax Map No. 00101, Block 01, 
Parcel 164. 

LOCATION: 3365 Lakeshore Drive, Florence, SC 29501 

TAX MAP NUMBER: 00101-01-164 

COUNCIL DISTRICT(S):  9; County Council 

OWNER OF RECORD: Ben & Amy Jerome  

APPLICANT: Amy Jerome 

LAND AREA: Approximately .41 acres

VARIANCE REQUESTED: The variance requested would allow the property owner to 
exceed the minimum setback requirements established by 
the Florence County Code of Ordinances. 

STAFF ANALYSIS:

Existing Land Use and Zoning: 
The subject property is currently unzoned with current use being residential.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 
North: Unzoned/ Forest Lake
South: Unzoned/ Vacant 
West: Unzoned/ Residential  
East: Unzoned/ Residential 
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Background:  
Sec. 30- 111(7) Setbacks in Unzoned Areas  

Proposed Use Front Rear Side
Commercial 25' 20' 10' 
Industrial/warehousing/storage25' 50' 50'
Office/institutional 25' 20' 20' 
All other uses 25' 5' 5'

This item was previously on the November 12th, 2024 BZA Agenda where, during the meeting, 
the owner/applicant, Mrs. Amy Jerome, requested that the Board defer her request so the matter could 
be brought before the Forest Lake HOA Board.  A letter dated February 7th, 2025 to Mr. Shawn 
Brashear, The Florence County Planning & Building Director from Mr. Chad Bryant, the President of 
the Forest Lake HOA, stated the Forest Lake HOA Board had heard details of the request and is not 
opposed to Mr. and Mrs. Jerome’s variance request submitted to the County. 

The request is for a variance that would allow the applicant to exceed the minimum setback 
requirements established by the Florence County Code of Ordinances. Per the Florence County Code 
of Ordinances, setbacks of residential uses within an unzoned area must be at least five (5) feet from 
the side property line. The property owner is requesting a variance that would allow the accessory pool 
house structure to exceed the minimum setback requirements by up to 1.22 feet, creating a 3.78 foot 
minimum side setback for the structure.  If the variance is granted, it would allow the property owner 
to continue and complete construction of the accessory pool house.  

Setbacks in an unzoned area are required, by the Florence County Code of Ordinances, to be at 
least five(5) feet from a side property line. The applicant is requesting a variance to obtain a Certificate 
of Zoning Compliance for a pool house that is currently under construction and encroaching into the 
side yard setback.  The applicant is requesting to receive a variance from the required five(5) foot 
minimum to a minimum side yard setback of 3.78 feet for the accessory pool house. If the Board grants 
the variance for the accessory pool house, the applicant would be able to obtain a Florence County 
Zoning Compliance and complete construction of the pool house.   

Access and Circulation:
The property is currently accessed by way of Lakeshore Drive, Florence, SC 29501. 

Sec. 30-293. – Board of zoning appeals (c)  
Powers of board of appeals; variances; special exceptions; remand; stay; hearing; decisions and orders. 
The board of appeals has the following powers: 

(1) To hear and decide appeals where it is alleged there is error in an order, requirement,
decision, or determination made by an administrative official in the enforcement of the
zoning ordinance;

(2) To hear and decide appeals for variance from the requirements of the zoning ordinance
when strict application of the provisions of the ordinance would result in unnecessary
hardship. A variance may be granted in an individual case of unnecessary hardship if
the board makes and explains in writing the following findings:
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a. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular
piece of property;

b. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity;

c. Because of these conditions, the application of the ordinance to the particular
piece of property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the
utilization of the property; and

d. The authorization of a variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent
property or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be
harmed by the granting of the variance.

VARIANCE REQUEST:

1. Applicant hereby appeals to the Board of Zoning Appeals for a variance from the strict
application to the property described in the Notice of Appeal [Form 1] of the following
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance:

a. Applicant’s Response:
Variance in the 5’ setback on the side of our property. Section 30-111

so that a zoning permit may be issued to allow use of the property in a manner shown
on the attached plot plan, described as follows:

b. Applicant’s Response:
A residential pool house

for which a permit has been denied by a zoning official on the grounds that the proposal
would be in violation of the cited section(s) of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. The application of the ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, and the standards for a
variance set by state law and the ordinance are met by the following facts.

a. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of
property as follows:

Applicant’s response:
The original site plans submitted were in compliance but after completion the
setback on the side yard was encroaching due to the wrong property marker being
used.

11



b. These conditions do not generally apply to other property in the vicinity as shown by:

Applicant’s response:
Neither of my immediate neighbors have pool houses.

c. Because of these conditions, the application of the ordinance to the particular piece of
property would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization of the
property as follows:

Applicant’s response:
Due to the building being 75% complete, having to deconstruct or possibly tear
down would be an extreme financial hardship & decrease property value.

d. The authorization of the variance will not be of substantial detriment to adjacent
property or to the public good, and the character of the district will not be harmed by the
granting of the variance for the following reasons:

Applicant’s response:
The immediate neighbor in which it encroaches is in support of the variance.

3. The following documents are submitted in support of this application:

Applicant’s response: 
HOA Letter, survey, elevation letter, and letters from neighbors. 

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Location Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Aerial Map
4. HOA Letter
5. Survey
6. Letters from Neighbors
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