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BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
NOVEMBER 18, 2025 –6:00 p.m.

	CALL TO ORDER
	A meeting of the Board of Adjustment of the City of Glendale was held on Tuesday, November 18, 2025. Chairman Lane called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.


	ROLL CALL
	Members Present                                           Members Absent                      
Ken Finnerty                                                 Susan Schoen
William Smit
Chairman Thomas Lane
Mark Hewlett

Alternate Members Present
John Bugee 

Also present were Frank Johnson, City Administrator; Gabby Macaluso, Community Engagement Officer; City Attorney Jim Hetlage; Court Reporter Seth Arndt.


	APPROVAL OF MINUTES

	Moved by Mr. Finnerty, seconded by Mr. Bugee and unanimously carried, to approve the minutes from the September 3, 2025 meeting as submitted. 


	VARIANCE REQUEST – Maximum Building Height for House - Jason & Michelle Frank, 785 Bismark Ave.

	Nick Liuza, owner of NJL Custom Homes, was sworn in by the court reporter, Mr. Arndt. He noted that he’s attending the meeting on behalf of the property owners Jason and Michelle Frank. 

City Attorney Jim Hetlage entered into the record the following exhibits:
1. The variance requests and the letter and photos that were attached.
2. Building plan, site plan, and renderings.
3. The City of Glendale’s Zoning code, specifically 400.130.

Mr. Johnson summarized the project, stating that the applicant intends to build a new home and detached garage on the property. Because both structures would exceed the 35-foot height limit outlined in Section 400.130 of the Glendale Municipal Code, two variances are required—one for the residence and one for the garage.

He explained that the code provides a very specific way of measuring building height using the Average Grade Elevation (AGE). Using this measurement, the height of the applicant’s proposed residence is 38.89’, which exceeds the allowed maximum of 35’. 

Mr. Liuza stated that his clients are seeking a height variance due to significant grading challenges on the property. The lot slopes roughly 30 feet—from elevation 554’ at the front to 524’ at the rear—resulting in calculated building heights that appear taller than the home’s actual visual height from the street. Under the AGE calculation, the proposed home measures 38.89’, exceeding the 35’ maximum. The variance requested for the house is for an additional height of 3.89’ beyond the allowable maximum height.

Chairman Lane asked if anyone in the audience would like to make a public comment. There was no public comment.

Mr. Bugee made a motion to approve the variance requesting approval to construct a building exceeding 35’ by 3.89’ in accordance with the presented building plans. 

The proposed resolution is as follows:

WHEREAS, the Board of Adjustment of the City of Glendale, Missouri, does find and determine that the above-described property is in Zoning District R-1, which said district requires that the height of any residence not be greater than 35’; and

WHEREAS, the applicant desires to construct a new home that is 38.89’ in height, as measured from the top of the highest roof ridgeline to the average grade elevation, which would be in violation of the maximum height of 35’ allowed by the Zoning Code of the City of Glendale Section 400.130; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the property on which such violation is proposed possessed the following extraordinary or exceptional situations not generally prevalent in the neighborhood which would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and undue hardship on the owner of such property as set out below, if the strict application of the zoning regulations as to setback were followed:

The property contains a steep grade which falls 30 feet from the front yard of the property to the rear yard that, due to the way average grade elevation is calculated, results in a height for the new residence that technically exceeds the maximum allowed by zoning, rather than because it is unusually tall or oversized, especially as it would appear from the street. This is demonstrated by the fact that the height of the new residence as measured from the front grade line is only 31.73’, which is within the maximum limit. Further, the west 1/3 portion of the building with the steepest portion of the grade change steps down from the main portion of the home and has a lower roof line. If the average grade calculation is measured using only the eastern 2/3 portion of the home, then the height of the building is exactly 35’ and also within the limit.


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the appeal of the above applicant for a variance in the strict application of the zoning regulations is approved based on the findings of fact set out above.

The applicant is hereby authorized to construct a new residence pursuant to the plans dated October 23, 2025, as submitted to the City of Glendale, that would be 38.89’ in height. 

The Building Commissioner of the City is instructed to act accordingly.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Finnerty. 

The voice vote was as follows:

Susan Schoen                             Absent
Chairman Thomas Lane             “Aye”
John Bugee                                “Aye”
Ken Finnerty                              “Aye”
Mark Hewlett                             “Aye”
William Smit                             “Aye”

The motion passed with a vote of 5 Aye, 0 Nay, and 1 Absent


	VARIANCE REQUEST – Maximum Building Height for Detached Garage - Jason & Michelle Frank, 785 Bismark Ave.
















	Mr. Johnson noted that as with the proposed home, the applicant has requested a variance for garage height based primarily on the significant grading drop from the front to the rear of the lot. 

He explained that as with the proposed residence, the applicant is correct in noting that steep grade changes do result in height measurements that are higher on paper, at least as the structures are viewed from the street. However, unlike with the residence, the garage would exceed the height requirement whether you used an AGE or measured it off the front grade. He noted that the height limit for garages is 20’, and even the more generous measurement of the garage height exceeds this by 35 percent. 

Mr. Bugee confirmed that the applicant has to prove that they have a hardship. Mr. Hetlage said yes. He also noted that the Board of Adjustment can approve the variance as requested, approve it with a lower variance amount than requested, or deny the request. 

The Board asked Mr. Liuza why the extra height was needed and if there were additional elements proving a hardship. Mr. Liuza said that the applicant wants a 12-foot plate line so he can fit his lift to work on cars. The architect of the project would like the gables on the front of the garage to match the gables on the front of the house because they run parallel to each other.  

Mr. Johson asked what a normal plate line for a garage would be and he stated 9-foot. Mr. Johnson said he thinks the code’s intent is to have a roof line that aesthetically matches the front of the house, and it does allow for garages to have additional height “if it is necessary to match the roof pitch of the main residential structure…subject to a determination made by the Building Commissioner.” However, he noted that the garage will appear oversized compared to the home, and there is nothing unique about the lot that would justifies allowing such a tall garage when other property owners have built multi-story garages that stay within the limit.

Mr. Johnson determined that the additional roof height was not needed because of topography challenges, but for a different use and that doesn’t meet the definition of a hardship. Mr. Liuza asked if a modified variance was possible. Mr. Hetlage reminded the Board that instead of approving a 12.3’variance as requested by the applicant, they could approve a variance for an additional height shorter than 12.3’ such as 6’ or 8.’ 

Chairman Lane asked if anyone in the audience would like to make a public comment. There was no public comment.

Mr. Finnerty made a motion to approve the variance with a modification allowing a maximum building height of 29.3’ rather than 20’. 

The proposed resolution is as follows:

WHEREAS, the Board of Adjustment of the City of Glendale, Missouri, does find and determine that the above-described property is in Zoning District R-1, which said district requires that the height of any accessory garage not be greater than 20’, subject to a determination by the building commissioner that additional height may be permitted to match the roof pitch of the main residential structure; and

WHEREAS, the applicant desires to construct a new garage that is 29.3’ in height, as measured from the top of the highest roof ridgeline to the average grade elevation, which would be in violation of the maximum height of 20’ allowed by the Zoning Code of the City of Glendale Section 400.130; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the property on which such violation is proposed possessed the following extraordinary or exceptional situations not generally prevalent in the neighborhood which would result in peculiar and exceptional practical difficulties or exceptional and undue hardship on the owner of such property as set out below, if the strict application of the zoning regulations as to setback were followed:


The property contains a steep grade which falls 30 feet from the front yard of the property to the rear yard that, due to the way average grade elevation is calculated, results in a technically higher height for the garage, rather than because it is unusually tall or oversized, especially as it would appear from the street.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the appeal of the above applicant for a variance in the strict application of the zoning regulations is approved based on the findings of fact set out above.

The applicant is hereby authorized to construct a new garage pursuant to the revised plans originally submitted on October 23, 2025 to the City of Glendale, that would allow a maximum buildable height of 29.3’ based on the AGE. 

The Building Commissioner of the City is instructed to act accordingly.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Hewlett 

The voice vote was as follows:

Susan Schoen                             Absent
Chairman Thomas Lane             “Aye”
John Bugee                                “Aye”
Ken Finnerty                              “Aye”
Mark Hewlett                             “Aye”
William Smit                             “Aye”

The motion passed with a vote of 5 Aye, 0 Nay, and 1 Absent


	ADJOURN
	Mr. Finnerty motioned to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Bugee and unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 7:00 p.m.
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