
 
   

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
TO:  The Coastal Resources Commission 
 
FROM: Christine A. Goebel, DEQ Assistant General Counsel 
 
DATE:  August 18, 2025 (for the August 27-28, 2025 CRC Meeting) 
 
RE: Variance Request by Charles Hreha & Rosemary Caruso (CRC-VR-25-04) 
 
Petitioners are Charles Hreha & Rosemary Caruso who own property located at 50213 Blackbeards 
Court in Frisco, Dare County.  Petitioners seek to develop a covered deck and three-story elevator 
shaft within the Commission’s 30-foot buffer. Such uses are not allowed within the 30-foot buffer 
per Commission rule at 15A NCAC 7H .0209. Petitioners sought a CAMA Minor Permit which 
was denied by the Dare County CAMA LPO on May 2, 2025.  Petitioners now seek a variance to 
develop the covered porch and elevator shaft within the 30-foot buffer as proposed in their permit 
application.  
  
The following additional information is attached to this memorandum: 
 
Attachment A:  Relevant Rules 
Attachment B:  Stipulated Facts 
Attachment C:  Petitioner’s Positions and Staff’s Responses to Variance Criteria 
Attachment D:  Petitioner’s Variance Request Materials 
Attachment E:  Stipulated Exhibits including powerpoint 
 
cc(w/enc.):  Mr. Hreha & Ms. Caruso, Petitioners, electronically 
   KD Jackson, Dare County CAMA LPO, electronically 
   Sarah Zambon, Assistant AG and Co-CRC Counsel, electronically 
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ATTACHMENT A  CRC-VR-25-04 

Relevant Rules 

15A NCAC 07H .0209 COASTAL SHORELINES 

(a) Description. The Coastal Shorelines category includes estuarine shorelines and public trust 
shorelines. 

(1) Estuarine shorelines AEC are those non-ocean shorelines extending from the normal high 
water level or normal water level along the estuarine waters, estuaries, sounds, bays, fresh and 
brackish waters, and public trust areas as set forth in an agreement adopted by the Wildlife 
Resources Commission and the Department of Environmental Quality [described in Rule 
.0206(a) of this Section] for a distance of 75 feet landward. For those estuarine shorelines 
immediately contiguous to waters classified as Outstanding Resource Waters (ORW) by the 
Environmental Management Commission (EMC), the estuarine shoreline AEC shall extend 
to 575 feet landward from the normal high water level or normal water level, unless the 
Coastal Resources Commission establishes the boundary at a greater or lesser extent following 
required public hearing(s) within the affected county or counties. 

(2) Public trust shorelines AEC are those non-ocean shorelines immediately contiguous to 
public trust areas, as defined in Rule 07H .0207(a) of this Section, located inland of the 
dividing line between coastal fishing waters and inland fishing waters as set forth in that 
agreement and extending 30 feet landward of the normal high water level or normal water 
level. 

(b) Significance. Development within coastal shorelines influences the quality of estuarine and 
ocean life and is subject to the damaging processes of shore front erosion and flooding. The coastal 
shorelines and wetlands contained within them serve as barriers against flood damage and control 
erosion between the estuary and the uplands. Coastal shorelines are the intersection of the upland 
and aquatic elements of the estuarine and ocean system, often integrating influences from both the 
land and the sea in wetland areas. Some of these wetlands are among the most productive natural 
environments of North Carolina and they support the functions of and habitat for many valuable 
commercial and sport fisheries of the coastal area. Many land-based activities influence the quality 
and productivity of estuarine waters. Some important features of the coastal shoreline include 
wetlands, flood plains, bluff shorelines, mud and sand flats, forested shorelines and other important 
habitat areas for fish and wildlife. 

(c) Management Objective. All shoreline development shall be compatible with the dynamic 
nature of coastal shorelines as well as the values and the management objectives of the 
estuarine and ocean system. Other objectives are to conserve and manage the important 
natural features of the estuarine and ocean system so as to safeguard and perpetuate their 
biological, social, aesthetic, and economic values; to coordinate and establish a management 
system capable of conserving and utilizing these shorelines so as to maximize their benefits 
to the estuarine and ocean system and the people of North Carolina. 

(d) Use Standards. Acceptable uses shall be those consistent with the management objectives in 
Paragraph (c) of this Rule. These uses shall be limited to those types of development activities that 
will not be detrimental to the public trust rights and the biological and physical functions of the 
estuarine and ocean system. Every effort shall be made by the permit applicant to avoid or 

002



ATTACHMENT A  CRC-VR-25-04 

minimize adverse impacts of development to estuarine and coastal systems through the planning 
and design of the development project. Development shall comply with the following standards: 

(1) All development projects, proposals, and designs shall preserve natural barriers to erosion, 
including peat marshland, resistant clay shorelines, and cypress-gum protective fringe areas 
adjacent to vulnerable shorelines. 

(2) All development projects, proposals, and designs shall limit the construction of 
impervious surfaces and areas not allowing natural drainage to only so much as is 
necessary to service the primary purpose or use for which the lot is to be developed. 
Impervious surfaces shall not exceed 30 percent of the AEC area of the lot, unless the 
applicant can demonstrate, through innovative design, that the protection provided by 
the design would be equal to or exceed the protection by the 30 percent limitation. 
Redevelopment of areas exceeding the 30 percent impervious surface limitation shall be 
permitted if impervious areas are not increased and the applicant designs the project to comply 
with the rule to the maximum extent feasible. 

(3) All development projects, proposals, and designs shall comply with the following 
mandatory standards of the North Carolina Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973: 

(A) All development projects, proposals, and designs shall provide for a buffer zone along 
the margin of the estuarine water that is sufficient to confine visible siltation within 25 
percent of the buffer zone nearest the land disturbing development. 

(B) No development project proposal or design shall propose an angle for graded slopes or 
fill that is greater than an angle that can be retained by vegetative cover or other erosion-
control devices or structures. 

(C) All development projects, proposals, and designs that involve uncovering more than 
one acre of land shall plant a ground cover sufficient to restrain erosion within 30 working 
days of completion of the grading; unless the project involves clearing land for the purpose 
of forming a reservoir later to be inundated. 

(4) Development shall not have a significant adverse impact on estuarine and ocean resources. 
Significant adverse impacts include development that would directly or indirectly impair 
water quality increase shoreline erosion, alter coastal wetlands or Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation (SAV), deposit spoils waterward of normal water level or normal high water, or 
cause degradation of shellfish beds. 

(5) Development shall not interfere with existing public rights of access to, or use of, navigable 
waters or public resources. 

(6) No public facility shall be permitted if such a facility is likely to require public 
expenditures for maintenance and continued use, unless it can be shown that the public 
purpose served by the facility outweighs the required public expenditures for construction, 
maintenance, and continued use. 

(7) Development shall not cause irreversible damage to valuable, historic architectural or 
archaeological resources as documented by the local historic commission or the North 
Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources. 
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ATTACHMENT A  CRC-VR-25-04 

(8) Established common-law and statutory public rights of access to the public trust lands and 
waters in estuarine areas shall not be eliminated or restricted. Development shall not encroach 
upon public accessways nor shall it limit the use of the accessways. 

(9) Within the AECs for shorelines contiguous to waters classified as ORW by the EMC, no 
CAMA permit shall be approved for any project that would be inconsistent with rules adopted 
by the CRC, EMC or MFC for estuarine waters, public trust areas, or coastal wetlands. For 
development activities not covered by specific use standards, no permit shall be issued if the 
activity would, based on site-specific information, degrade the water quality or outstanding 
resource values. 

(10) Within the Coastal Shorelines category (estuarine and public trust shoreline AECs), 
new development shall be located a distance of 30 feet landward of the normal water 
level or normal high water level, with the exception of the following: 

(A) Water-dependent uses as described in Rule 07H .0208(a)(1) of this Section; 

(B) Pile-supported signs (in accordance with local regulations); 

(C) Post- or pile-supported fences; 

(D) Elevated, slatted, wooden boardwalks exclusively for pedestrian use and six feet in width or 
less. The boardwalk may be greater than six feet in width if it is to serve a public use or need; 

(E) Crab Shedders, if uncovered with elevated trays and no associated impervious surfaces except 
those necessary to protect the pump; 

(F) Decks/Observation Decks limited to slatted, wooden, elevated and unroofed decks that shall 
not singularly or collectively exceed 200 square feet; 

(G) Grading, excavation and landscaping with no wetland fill except when required by a permitted 
shoreline stabilization project. Projects shall not increase stormwater runoff to adjacent estuarine 
and public trust waters; 

(H) Development over existing impervious surfaces, provided that the existing impervious surface 
is not increased; 

(I) Where application of the buffer requirement would preclude placement of a residential structure 
with a footprint of 1,200 square feet or less on lots, parcels and tracts platted prior to June 1, 1999, 
development shall be permitted within the buffer as required in Subparagraph (d)(10) of this Rule, 
providing the following criteria are met: 

(i) Development shall minimize the impacts to the buffer and reduce runoff by limiting land 
disturbance to only so much as is necessary to construct and provide access to the residence and 
to allow installation or connection of utilities, such as water and sewer; and 

(ii) The residential structure development shall be located a distance landward of the normal high 
water or normal water level equal to 20 percent of the greatest depth of the lot. Existing structures 
that encroach into the applicable buffer area may be replaced or repaired consistent with the criteria 
set out in 15A NCAC 07J .0201 and .0211; and 

004



ATTACHMENT A  CRC-VR-25-04 

(J) Where application of the buffer requirement set out in Subparagraph (d)(10) of this Rule 
would preclude placement of a residential structure on an undeveloped lot platted prior to 
June 1, 1999 that are 5,000 square feet or less that does not require an on-site septic system, 
or on an undeveloped lot that is 7,500 square feet or less that requires an on-site septic system, 
development shall be permitted within the buffer if all the following criteria are met: 

(i) The lot on which the proposed residential structure is to be located, is located between: 

(I) Two existing waterfront residential structures, both of which are within 100 feet of the center 
of the lot and at least one of which encroaches into the buffer; or 

(II) An existing waterfront residential structure that encroaches into the buffer and a road, canal, 
or other open body of water, both of which are within 100 feet of the center of the lot; 

(ii) Development of the lot shall minimize the impacts to the buffer and reduce runoff by limiting 
land disturbance to only so much as is necessary to construct and provide access to the residence 
and to allow installation or connection of utilities; 

(iii) Placement of the residential structure and pervious decking shall be aligned no further into the 
buffer than the existing residential structures and existing pervious decking on adjoining lots; 

(iv) The first one and one-half inches of rainfall from all impervious surfaces on the lot shall 
be collected and contained on-site in accordance with the design standards for stormwater 
management for coastal counties as specified in 15A NCAC 02H .1005. The stormwater 
management system shall be designed by an individual who meets applicable State 
occupational licensing requirements for the type of system proposed and approved during 
the permit application process. If the residential structure encroaches into the buffer, then 
no other impervious surfaces shall be allowed within the buffer; and 

(v) The lots shall not be adjacent to waters designated as approved or conditionally approved 
shellfish waters by the Shellfish Sanitation Section of the Division of Marine Fisheries of the 
Department of Environmental Quality. 

*** 
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ATTACHMENT B                                                                                        STIPULATED FACTS                        

1. Petitioners are Charles Hreha and Rosemary Caruso (“Petitioners”). They are representing 
themselves in this Variance Petition. 
 
2. Petitioners own property located at 50213 Blackbeards Court in Frisco, Dare County 
(“Site”). Ms. Caruso first took title to the Site in 1990 with Constance Caruso through a deed 
recorded at Book 663, Page 700 of the Dare County Registry. In 2007 Mr. Hreha was added to title 
through a deed recorded at Book 1753, Page 308, a copy of which is attached.  
 
3. Based on the Dare County tax card, a copy of which is attached. the Site is approximately 
7,000 sf/0.16 acres in size and is currently developed with a 2-story piling-supported 1,416 SF 
cottage and associated decking and driveway.  The house was constructed in 1990 The Site is also 
developed with a one-slip dock  Which was first permitted through CAMA General Permit 33847A 
in 2003 by DCM and to add a boatlift through CAMA General Permit 64315A in 2015 by DCM.  
Copies of these permits are attached. 
 
4. The current condition of the Site is shown on ground and aerial photographs attached in 
the powerpoint presentation, a copy of which is attached as a stipulated exhibit.  
 
5. The Site is bordered by Blackbeards Court to the north, a manmade canal/Brooks Creek 
which connects to the Pamlico Sound to the south, 50225 Blackbeards (owned by Moyer) to the 
west and 50201 Blackbeards (owned by Hydom) to the east.  
 
6. The waters of the manmade canal/Brooks Creek and Pamlico Sound are classified as SA-
High Quality Waters by the Environmental Management Commission and are closed to the harvest 
of shellfish.  
 
7. The Project is located within the Estuarine Shorelines sub-category of the Coastal 
Shorelines Area of Environmental Concern (“AEC”) and so any development within this AEC 
requires approval through a CAMA permit per G.S. 113A-118.  The applicable 30’ buffer measured 
30’ landward of the normal water level flagged on March 26, 2025 by DCM Field Representative 
Yvonne Carver bisects the existing house and is shown on the application materials. 
 
8. On or about January 25, 2025, Petitioners initially submitted CAMA Minor Permit 
Application materials to the Dare County CAMA LPO Program. A copy of the application 
materials is attached as a stipulated exhibit. Petitioners proposed the development of a covered 
porch and 3-story elevator shaft to the soutwest corner of the existing house. The elevator would 
allow for stops on both stories of the existing house. The proposed covered porch is 4’x 8.9’ and 
the proposed elevator shaft is 5.8’ x 4.9’ as shown on the plans submitted with the application. The 
waterward edge of the proposed porch and elevator shaft is approximately 12’ landward of the 
normal water level. 
 
9. After the initial submission, on January 27, 2025, LPO Jackson indicated that an updated 
survey showing the county and CAMA setbacks was needed, along with a cross section of the 
proposed elevator.  LPO Jackson forwarded the initial materials to DCM Field Representative 
Yvonne Carver, who replied on February 3, 2025 indicating that the proposed development was in 
the CAMA 30’ buffer and was not a use allowed in the buffer by the rule. She indicated that 

006



ATTACHMENT B                                                                                        STIPULATED FACTS                        

pursuing a variance from the Commission was one option, as was moving the elevator out of the 
30’ buffer area. 
 
10. LPO Jackson sent Petitioners two additional info letters dated March 17, 2025 and March 
20, 2025, copies of which is attached as requested updated to-scale site plans with additional 
information on the plans.  
 
11. As part of their complete CAMA Minor Permit Application, Petitioners sent notice of the 
proposed project to their adjacent riparian neighbors Moyer and Hydum. USPS Tracking shows 
delivery of the notice letter to Hydum on January 31, 2025 and to Moyer on February 3, 2025. The 
LPO did not receive any objections related to this CAMA application.  
 
12. The area of the lot within the CAMA 75’ AEC is 5,4994 sf. The existing impervious 
surfaces within the AEC are 1,383 sf (25.2%). The proposed impervious surfaces within the AEC 
are 1,465 (26.6%).  
 
13. On May 2, 2025, the Dare County LPO denied Petitioners’ CAMA Minor Permit 
Application through a letter, a copy of which is attached. The LPO indicated that the proposed 
covered porch and elevator shaft proposed to be located within the Commission’s 30’ Buffer were 
not any of the limited uses allowed in the buffer through 7H.0209(d)(10).  A copy of the denial 
letter is attached as a stipulated exhibit.   
 
14. On June 9, 2025, DCM Received Petitioners’ Variance Petition.   
 
15. As part of the variance process described at 15A NCAC 7J. 0701, Petitioners notified the 
adjacent property owners that they are seeking this variance. The Notices and certified mail 
receipts are attached as stipulated exhibits. Notice to Hydorn was delivered on May 27, 2025 and 
Notice to Moyer was delivered on May 6, 2025.  DCM has not received any comments from the 
adjacent riparian owners related to this variance request. 
 
16. Petitioners seek a variance from the Commission’s 30’ Buffer rules found at 15A NCAC 
7H .0209(d)(10) to develop the covered porch and elevator shaft project as proposed in their 
application.  
 
17. Petitioners stipulate that the proposed project is inconsistent with the Coastal Shorelines 
30’ buffer requirement found at 7H.0209(d)(10). 
 
18. Without a variance from the Commission, Petitioners could find a way to place an elevator 
in a location landward of the Commission’s 30’ Buffer. 
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ATTACHMENT B                                                                                        STIPULATED FACTS                        

19. Petitioner Hreha alleges that he is handicapped and can not access the house by the steps. 
Petitioner Hreha alleges that “because of the way the floor plans are laid out this is the only possible 
location to attach an elevator shaft that’s feasible” and that “we tried looking for an alternative 
location that would be out of the 30 ft buffer zone, unfortunately we could not find one suitable 
for all three floor plans.” Petitioner Hreha alleges that “the front of the house is not suitable because 
of the location of the kitchen and stairwell and the existing bathrooms. The entire left half of the 
house is not suitable because of the carport on the ground floor.” Petitioner Hreha indicated that “I 
would be willing to install gutters around any additional roof area and direct all the additional 
water down to a retention basin 30 ft away from the water line.”  
 
20. Petitioner Hreha may be agreeable to stormwater management conditions placed on a 
variance.  
 
 
STIPULATED EXHIBITS: 
 
1. Petitioners’ deeds 663/700 (1990) and 1753/308 (2007) 
2. Dare County Tax Card for Site 
3. CAMA General Permits for dock and boat lift 
4. CAMA Permit Application materials (includes form, initial floor plans, initial elevator 

proposal drawing, Mayne survey, Cross sections (N,S, W), Floor Plans (G, 1, 2) 
5. Email chain between Petitioner Hreha and LPO Jackson re buffer rule and variance option, 

email from Field Rep Carver to LPO Jaskcon 
6. 3/17/25 and 3/20/25 Add Info Letters 
7. Notice of Application to neighbors 
8 5/2/25 Denial Letter   
9. Notice of Variance Request to adjoining property owners  
10. Powerpoint of Aerial and ground level photographs of Subject Streets  
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PETITIONERS’ and STAFFS’ POSITIONS                                              ATTACHMENT C 

I. Will strict application of the applicable development rules, standards, or orders 
issued by the Commission cause the petitioner unnecessary hardships? If so, the 
petitioner must identify the hardships. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
I have become disabled and unable to climb stairs. I am seeking a variance to have an elevator 
installed within the 30 foot setback. The house was constructed before ethe 30 foot setback was 
initiated. After thorough review of the floor plans of all three floors the only place feasible for the 
elevator would be in the southwest corner of the house which unfortunately is within the 30 foot 
setback.  
 
Staff’s Position: Yes.  

While Staff acknowledge that there are places the proposed elevator shaft could be placed 
landward of and outside of the Commission’s 30-foot buffer, Staff agree that locating the proposed 
elevator shaft outside the buffer would require changes to the location of extensive existing 
decking or the driveway. Staff notes that the home was constructed before the year 2000 
implementation of the 30-foot buffer rule. On balance, Staff agree that strict application of the 
Commission’s 30-foot buffer rule to the lot and existing structures will cause unnecessary 
hardships for the Petitioner given the location of decks and the driveway outside of the buffer area. 

II. Do such hardships result from conditions peculiar to the petitioner’s property, 
such as location, size, or topography of the property? Explain. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
This hardship is specific to this property because of the way all three floors have been laid out and 
designed prior to the initiation of the 30 foot setback. The floor plans clearly indicate the best place 
for the elevator is in the southwest corner of the house to give access to all three floors. 
 
Staff’s Position: No.  
 
While Staff agree that the existing layout of the rooms within the house and the location of existing 
decking and the driveway make placement outside of the 30-buffer more difficult and more 
expensive, those are not conditions of the property “such as the location, size, or topography of 
the property” as required by statute.   
 
(Continues on next page) 
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Staff acknowledge that based on the standard set by the Commission in the “small lot” exception 
at 7H .0209(d)(10)(J) of 7,500 square feet if served by septic, this is a “small lot.” (the “small lot” 
exception to the 30-foot buffer rule which allows for reduced buffer widths is for house 
construction and would not allow for the proposed elevator). Staff also acknowledge that the site 
was platted before the buffer rule took effect in 2000. However, Staff conclude that being a “small 
lot” platted before the buffer rules is not a peculiarity of the property where there are many “small 
lots” along the coast platted before the buffer rules took effect.  

 
III. Do the hardships result from the actions taken by the Petitioner? Explain. 

 
Petitioners’ Position: No. 
 
The hardships are not a result of any actions taken by the petitioner. 
 
Staff’s Position: No.  
 
Staff notes that this subdivision was plated, and the house and existing deck built, before the year 
2000 adoption of the Commission’s 30-foot buffer rule resulting in hardships not caused by the 
petitioner. 
 

IV. Will the variance requested by the petitioner (1) be consistent with the spirit, 
purpose, and intent of the rules, standards, or orders issued by the Commission; 
(2) secure the public safety and welfare; and (3) preserve substantial justice? 
Explain. 
 

Petitioners’ Position: Yes. 
 
The variance requested by the petitioner will be consistent with the spirit, purpose, and intent of 
the rules, standards or orders issued by the commission. Secure public safety and welfare, and 
preserve substantial justice.  
 
Staff’s Position: Yes.  

Petitioners have proposed the covered porch and elevator shaft within the Commission’s 30-foot 
buffer area approximately 12 feet from the normal water level. However, Petitioners have not 
proposed an engineered stormwater system to mitigate for the additional roofed and impervious 
coverage area. While that’s not required, in past variances, the Commission has added conditions 
to granted variances for an engineered stormwater system be installed. The “standard conditions” 
used by the Commission in the past are below.  The Commission can consider whether adding 
similar conditions to address increased stormwater within the 30-foot buffer and within the Coastal 
Shorelines AEC would help the project meet the spirit, purpose and intent of the buffer rule where 
the development will have limited impacts on stormwater runoff from this proposed additional 
impervious surface in the buffer, protecting public safety and welfare. Substantial Justice will be 
preserved by allowing Petitioner to install the elevator to the existing house.  
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As requested by the Commission for buffer variances, staff include the stormwater 
management-related conditions which have been placed on prior variances issued by the 
Commission below. 

 

(1) The permittee shall obtain a stormwater management plan meeting the requirements of 15A 
NCAC 7H .0209(d)(10)(J)(iv), which requires that the first one and one-half inches of rainfall 
from all impervious surfaces on the lot shall be collected and contained on-site in accordance 
with the design standards for stormwater management for coastal counties as specified in 15A 
NCAC 02H .1005.  The stormwater management system shall be designed and certified by an 
individual who meets applicable State occupational licensing requirements for the type of system 
proposed, and approved by the appropriate governmental authority during the permit application 
process.  
 
(2) Prior to occupancy and use of the covered porch and elevator shaft addition and the issuance 
of a final Certificate of Occupancy (CO) by the local permitting authority if needed, the 
permittee shall provide a certification from the design professional that the stormwater system 
has been inspected and installed in accordance with this permit, the approved plans and 
specification and  other supporting documentation.  
 
(3) The permittee shall provide for the operation and maintenance necessary to ensure that the 
engineered stormwater management system functions at optimum efficiency and within the 
design specifications for the life of the project. 
 
(4) The permittee shall insure that the obligation for operation and maintenance of the 
stormwater management system becomes a permanent obligation of future property owners. 
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      Petitioner’s Petition Materials 

(without initial proposed facts or duplicative exhibits) 
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ATTACHMENT E  CRC-VR-25-04 

 

Stipulated Exhibits 
 
1. Petitioners’ deeds 663/700 (1990) and 1753/308 (2007) 
2. Dare County Tax Card for Site 
3. CAMA General Permits for dock and boat lift 
4. CAMA Permit Application materials (includes form, initial floor plans, initial elevator 

proposal drawing, Mayne survey, Cross sections (N,S, W), Floor Plans (G, 1, 2) 
5. Email chain between Petitioner Hreha and LPO Jackson re buffer rule and variance option, 

email from Field Rep Carver to LPO Jaskcon 
6. 3/17/25 and 3/20/25 Add Info Letters 
7. Notice of Application to neighbors 
8 5/2/25 Denial Letter   
9. Notice of Variance Request to adjoining property owners  
10. Powerpoint of Aerial and ground level photographs of Subject Streets  
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From: KD Jackson
To: Goebel, Christine A
Subject: Fwd: [External] Fwd: additional drawings; Caruso, Frisco
Date: Monday, August 11, 2025 9:21:43 AM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Report suspicious emails with the
Report Message button located on your Outlook menu bar on the Home tab.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Carver, Yvonne <yvonne.carver@deq.nc.gov>
Date: Mon, Feb 3, 2025 at 12:15 PM
Subject: RE: [External] Fwd: additional drawings; Caruso, Frisco
To: KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov>

Hey KD,

 

Looking at aerials, it doesn’t appear this property has a bulkhead.  There was
not one noted in a 2015 GP when the pier permit was issued, and there is not
one showing in aerials.

The normal water level for that area on left is extremely close to his
house/deck pilings.

 

Elevator shafts are not one of the Exceptions in our 07H.0209 Coastal Shoreline
rules.  He could apply for a minor permit, receive a permit decision of a denial
due to the fact that the request does not meet our rules, and apply for a
variance.  We cannot state what our commission will or will not approve.

 

However, placement of an elevator shaft or any structure that close to an
eroding shoreline would not be a safe choice. 

 

We had a similar request in Pirates Cove, and they were able to utilize existing
impervious surface at the front of the house where the driveway was. 
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Yvonne
Yvonne B. Carver

Environmental Specialist II

Division of Coastal Management

NC Department of Environmental Quality

252-621-6453

 

401 S. Griffin St., Suite 300

Elizabeth City, NC 27909

 

 

From: KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov> 
Sent: Monday, February 3, 2025 11:27 AM
To: Carver, Yvonne <yvonne.carver@deq.nc.gov>
Subject: [External] Fwd: additional drawings

 

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Report suspicious emails with the
Report Message button located on your Outlook menu bar on the Home tab.

 

So this is an Elevator that the man has become handicap and they need the Elevator but only
place they can put it in 17ft from the bulkhead and before I have them get a updated survey
what do you think the chances or them able to build this.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 27, 2025 at 10:53 AM
Subject: additional drawings
To: <Kd.jackson@darenc.gov>
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From: Charlie Hreha
To: Goebel, Christine A
Subject: [External] Fwd: Proposed elevator addition at 50213 Blackbeard"s Ct. Frisco NC 27936
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 6:57:22 PM

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless verified. Report suspicious emails with the
Report Message button located on your Outlook menu bar on the Home tab.

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Feb 11, 2025, 11:13 AM
Subject: Re: Proposed elevator addition at 50213 Blackbeard's Ct. Frisco NC 27936
To: KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov>

After further thought, I just realized that if I move the elevator to an acceptable location, I
wouldn't even need a variance. Because the only location that's acceptable to CAMA is outside
the 30 ft buffer. 

On Tue, Feb 11, 2025, 10:02 AM KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov> wrote:
Good Morning Charlie so we need to go ahead get the Cama Minor application and
everything done with an update survey showing Cama setbacks and the location of the
elevator. So with that said you will be denied at first then have to go for a variance for Cama
rules since you are trying to build inside the 30ft Cama buffer. I will tell you that it's not
always a guarantee that you will get the variance and I would hate for you to spend all this
money to get denied but that seems to be the only option unless you can find another place
to put the elevator.What you are offering is a good solution but I dont think this would be
the main reason or the issue and its more about the location of where you want the elevator.

On Sat, Feb 8, 2025 at 4:26 PM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com> wrote:
Please review forwarded message

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Feb 8, 2025, 4:25 PM
Subject: Re: Proposed elevator addition at 50213 Blackbeard's Ct. Frisco NC 27936
To: Dennis Carroll <hatterasman2@yahoo.com>, Keith Douts <ked831@msn.com>

KD, if CAMA's main concern is water runoff into the sound or lagoons I believe I have a
solution. I would be willing to install gutters around any additional roof area and direct all
the additional water down to a retention basin 30 ft away from the water line. If this is a
suitable solution to camera I could Supply detailed drawings indicating the size and
location of the retention basin. I hope this helps.

On Mon, Feb 3, 2025, 6:27 PM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ---------
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From: Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 3, 2025, 6:22 PM
Subject: Re: Proposed elevator addition at 50213 Blackbeard's Ct. Frisco NC 27936
To: KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov>

Dear Mr Jackson,

I understand that you met with Dennis Carroll about our proposed elevator addition. He
informed me that you will be presenting our case to Yvonne Carver in Elizabeth City in
hopes of obtaining a permit to proceed. I've attached a few drawings that represent the
existing conditions of the floor plans of our house. We tried looking for an alternative
location that would be out of the 30 ft buffer zone, unfortunately we could not find one
suitable for all three floor plans.
The front of the house is not suitable because of the location of the kitchen and stairwell
on the second floor. It is not suitable on the first floor because of the stairwell and the
existing bathrooms. The entire left half of the house is not suitable because of the
carport on the ground floor. Please review the drawings and if there's anything else that
you might need to present our case, feel free to contact me. 
Can you let me know when you will be meeting with her?

On Wed, Jan 29, 2025 at 1:14 PM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com> wrote:

I have a surveyor lined up to supply you with whatever you need. Here's my situation.
I am handicapped I can no longer get up and down steps. I cannot use the house the
way it exists today. That's why there is a need for an elevator. Because of the way the
floor plans are laid out this is the only possible location to attach an elevator shaft
that's feasible. If I Supply you with the survey, what are my chances of getting the
approval? What are my chances of getting an approval for the location that I have
shown on the first plan that I sent you? The additional roof over the elevator is about
96 sq.ft. Considering that 70% of the house is already located within the 30 ft buffer
zone, does the addional 96 sq.ft. really make a difference?.

On Mon, Jan 27, 2025, 11:37 AM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com> wrote:
Ok I'll have to schedule that

On Mon, Jan 27, 2025 at 11:35 AM KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov> wrote:
Sorry it is going to need an updated survey showing everyone's setbacks so we can
see where the elevator is actually going to be within the setbacks.

On Mon, Jan 27, 2025 at 11:33 AM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
wrote:

I have this survey from 1989 before the house was built.

On Mon, Jan 27, 2025 at 11:04 AM KD Jackson <kd.jackson@darenc.gov>
wrote:

Good Morning Charlie so I will look over everything and get back to you soon
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about the rules and if this is going to be possible but I can tell you that your
gonna need a actual survey showing the Dare County setbacks and Cama
setbacks as what you have provided would not work for permitting purposes.I
will be in touch to let you know about your project.

On Mon, Jan 27, 2025 at 10:41 AM Charlie Hreha <chalie1752@gmail.com>
wrote:
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NC COASTAL RESOURCES COMMISSION 
MEETING

August 27, 2025

Charles Hreha & Rosemary Caruso
(CRC-VR-25-04)

Elevator Shaft & Covered Deck within the 
CAMA 30-foot Buffer

50213 Blackbeards Ct., Frisco
Dare County
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Location Map – Dare County GIS 2024 Aerial
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Location Map – Dare County GIS 2024 Aerial
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Overhead View– Dare County GIS 2024 Aerial
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Southern Side View of House – 2023 Eagleview 080



Western Side View of House – 2023 Eagleview 081



Northern Side View of House – 7/30/2025 Photo082



Western Side View of House – 7/30/2025 Photo083



Western Side View of House – 7/30/2025 Photo084



Shoreline adjacent to Proposed Development Area 
7/30/2025 Photo
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Elevator shaft & Covered Deck Location– 7/30/2025 Photo086



Elevator shaft & Covered Deck Location– 7/30/2025 Photo087
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(Canal Side)
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Overhead Site Plan

~12’
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G.S. 113A-120.1
To grant a variance, the Commission must affirmatively find Petitioner 
must show each of the four factors listed in G.S. 113A-120.1(a).

 (1) that unnecessary hardships would result from strict 
  application of the development rules, standards, or 
  orders issued by the Commission;
 (2) that such hardships result from conditions peculiar to 
  the petitioner's property such as location, size, or 
  topography;
 (3) that such hardships did not result from actions taken by 

 the petitioner; and 
 (4) that the requested variance is consistent with the spirit, 

 purpose and intent of the Commission's rules, standards 
 or orders; will secure the public safety and welfare; and 
 will preserve substantial justice.

(b) The Commission may impose reasonable and appropriate conditions 
and safeguards upon any variance it grants.
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