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The Danbury Township Zoning Commission was called to order at 6:30p.m. at the Danbury 
Township Meeting Room by Vice-Chair, Ms. Susan Dress. The pledge of allegiance was recited. The 
roll call showed the following present: Ms. Susan Dress, Mr. Vito Kaminskas, Ms. Jodi Kopanski & 
Ms. Barbara Singer. Mr. Brown, Mr. Strauss & Mr. Basilone were excused. Kathryn Dale, Zoning and 
Planning Administrator was also present. Visitors present included the applicant, Andy Schlotterer and 
Carl Reitenbach . 

Approval of the November 2, 2022, Minutes 
Ms. Dress asked if all the Commission Members had had an opportunity to review the minutes 

from the last meeting. All indicated they had. Ms. Dress asked if there were any corrections or 
modifications. There were none. Ms. Kopanski made a motion to approve the minutes from the 
November 2, 2022, meeting. Mr. Kaminskas seconded the motion. All Ayes. The motion carried. 

Public Hearing 
ZC-2022-270 

280 S. Bridge Road (Rear) 
Schlottererl MA WL Properties 

Map Amendment 

Request for a Map Amendment from "A" Agricultural to "C-2" General Commercial for an 80' 
x 138' (11,040s.f.) area of a 4.591ac. parcel that is Part of Lot 4, Section 4, PIN# 
0141164115578008 located at 280 S. Bridge Road (rear). 

The Vice-Chair asked if there was any member who would have a conflict and wished to 
abstain. There were none. The Vice-Chair asked for a motion to open the public hearing. Ms. Kopanski 
made the motion; Mr. Kaminskas seconded the motion. All were in favor and the motion carried. The 
Vice-Chair asked Ms. Dale the Zoning Administrator, to give the Commission an overview of this 
application. 

Ms. Dale stated the applicant is requesting to rezone an 80' x l38' area of a 4.591 ac. parcel 
from "A" Agricultural to "C-2" General Commercial. The applicant purchased the property, in addition 
to another 4.233-acre parcel, in 2021 from the Township. Both lots that they purchased are heavily 
wooded and directly to the west of their primary parcel, better known for their business, Bayside 
Comfort. They are looking to expand the business. While they have nearly 255 ' of space in front of 
their current building to accommodate a new structure, they prefer to have a new building at the rear of 
their existing operation. They are proposing to rezone only a small portion for the sole purpose of 
accommodating this new structure. 

If the rezoning is successful, for building code and property tax reasons, the property owner 
will likely need to work with the Ottawa County Regional Planning office to eventually split and 
combine this area with the 280 S. Bridge primary parcel. According to Section 5.1 .6 of the Zoning 
Resolution: 

No lot shall hereafter be reduced or divided so as to provide less than the minimum lot 
size required in the district in which such land is situated. Contiguous lots held under 
single ownership may be considered to be one lotfor the purposes of these regulations 
unless said lots are part of a recorded subdivision. 

Ms. Dale shared the surrounding zoning districts and uses of property. The Danbury Township 
Land Use Plan was updated and adopted in 2017. At the time, the subject property was identified as 
"Park & Conservation" , in part because it was property owned by the Township when that plan was 
adopted. However, the goal of Economic Development section of the Land Use Plan states: "Promote 
diverse businesses, attract residents, local services and year-round, full-time employment 
opportunities." This is further supported in the Objectives and Strategies which detail the policy and 
direction the Township intended to implement the goal. Specifically, an objective of the plan in to 
improve economic opportunities for residents, with strategies of attracting year-round businesses that 
can offer full-time employment & diversifYing employment sectors . Another objective of the Land Use 
Plan is to retain and expand existing businesses by supporting existing businesses looking to expand. 
Staff had encouraged the Commission to review pages l3 & 17 of the Land Use Plan regarding Existing 
Conditions of the Township as well as the Vision Statement which begins on page 22 ofthe plan. 

Ottawa County Regional Planning Commission (OCRPC) was forwarded the proposed 
amendments on October 28, 2022 and held a hearing on November 15, 2022. Attached is OCRPC' s 
decision letter recommending Approval as Presented. 

Ms. Dale concluded by reviewing the decision standards the Commission would be considering 
for the request. The Vice-Chair asked if there were any questions from the Commission for Ms. Dale. 
Mr. Kaminskas asked what the blue marking was on the aerial photograph that the applicant submitted. 
Ms. Dale responded that the applicant could answer that for certainty, but she believes that's their 
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concept on where they anticipate a new building going. The Vice-Chair asked the applicant to come 
forward and provide their presentation. 

Andy Schlotterer, Owner, 280 S. Bridge Road, Marblehead, Ohio came forward. Mr. 
Schlotterer said I struied this process back in probably 2016. I met with a couple of the Trustees, as I 
knew they owned the land and showed interest in purchasing it. I know that they had originally 
purchased that, where the dog park is, to put a new Township Hall and then when the land across the 
street went up in foreclosure [where the Police Department is], they chose to build over there which fit 
their purposes, and then made the dog park, and then the rest of the land was to stay wooded. I went 
back and met with them with intentions to buy it and do nothing with it other than just to own it. I had 
no plans for future expansion, and it worked out that I actually didn't own the property Bayside Comfort 
was on at that point. So, it made it all the way to not quite closing, and then we figured there was no 
right-of-way back to the land. It was landlocked, so ] couldn't buy it at that time. I ended up buying the 
property that Bayside sits on now which then it gave me a right-of-way to the back property, which 
allowed me to buy that property. 

The blue line is a proposed building, or real close to that. The issue that we have and why we 
need to rezone that is if! follow the guidelines, we have a 15- or 25-foot setback, I have to keep the 
building; I've only got about, I think, it is 30 feet between the two buildings between the new building 
and the back of the old building. We get 3,4,5 semis around there every day and that wouldn't be enough 
room for them to safely be able to maneuver. So, the reason that we want to rezone it is so that we can 
push the building back onto that rear property or closer to the property line of the property now and 
still have the 25-foot; meet all the guidelines with a 25-foot setback and be able to push our building 
back. It's proposed to be rezoned at 80-feet, but we'll probably only be 20- to 30-feet onto the rear 
property itself. In order to do that, the 30-feet plus a 25-foot setback and give us a little bit of wiggle 
room for a drive and what-not, and still meet our setbacks, we went for the 80-feet. 

What the building will be used for, we've seen a huge need the last year in plumbing. We get 
several calls a day that we turn down because we aren't able to help. So, we are going to put a plumbing 
division in, as well as right now, we're farming out all of our sheet metal work to an older gentleman 
in Fremont that is going to be retiring, and another one in Norwalk who's not far away from retiring. 
So, we're going to be in need of a sheet metal shop as well. This past summer, we actually had to rent 
two other warehouse spaces, because we couldn't, we couldn't keep all of our office space and all of 
our stuff in one area. So, it was very, very; it was as efficient as we could make it, but at the end of the 
day, it was inefficient to be able to operate and try to do things from different locations. So, building 
the building back here allows us to bring everything on-site, it allows us to open up a plumbing division 
on-site and have our sheet metal on-site, which is just all around more efficient for the company. It 
allows us to expand as well. 

The reason we didn't put it out front, one the architectural look of our building now, I really 
like with the brick up front. I mean, it's not an ugly office building and I don't really want to hide that. 
Plus going down that road, you see enough metal buildings right up on the road. Putting it behind the 
building, it's safer for semis, you don't see it when you're driving up to it, you still get the kind of cool 
look of our building and just makes a lot more sense to put it back there out of the way then up front, 
where it's nice. 

The Vice-Chair asked if the Commission Members had any questions. 
Ms. Singer said she had a question. This may be my novice membership, but why not go for 

the variance on the setback instead of going into the wooded lot, since that was the original land use 
plan? Mr. Schlotterer responded, so we could have gone through the variance, and it would have, I 
think we could have gone right to the lot line, right? When I met with the architect or the designer that 
we're working with that made these drawings, his recommendation is to sit like 10 feet back. So, if we 
do, I figured if we if we're going to do it at all, let's just set where we need to go or taking a portion out 
of it [the back property] to be safe and know that we're good and not have to maybe do this more than 
once. Ms. Singer asked, how much if you, let's say you did the variance instead, and you took your 
building right up to the property line, what kind of a turning radius would you have for the semis? Mr. 
Schlotterer said, I think that was; with the 20-feet [building separation], I think it was 30-feet. Then if, 
so if we go 30, we'd have like 50-feet, if we want right to the property line. Looking at Ms. Dale, he 
asked if it was 15 or 25 feet to the front or back for the setback. 

Ms. Dale responded it's 25 ' for the rear setback because it joins residentially zoned property, 
which is "A" Agriculture, even though it's wooded and not used residentially. If you have a commercial 
property that adjoins residential zoning district, you have a greater setback. Mr. Schlotterer asked if it 
was the same to the front and back? Ms. Dale said the front setback is 50'. Mr. Schlotterer said the back 
was then 25 ' Ms. Dale confirmed he was correct. She asked him, are you going to have doors on the 
back of this building? Mr. Schlotterer said, there will be a small garage door on the back. Ms. Dale 
said, okay. So that could be, and he may not be aware of it, but the building code does not typically 
allow buildings to be built on the property line. If they are, they have to fire-rate them at the property 
line. Ms. Singer said, and they can have no openings on the backside. Ms. Dale said correct, so, if they 
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had gone for a variance instead, then what they have planned for their building would not, there'd be 
no ingress/egress point on the rear. Ms. Singer said, they'd have to move the door to the side. Ms. Dale 
said yes, and probably so far in on the side. But that part of the building back there would likely have 
to be completely fire rated, which is more costly in construction costs. Mr. Schlotterer said, the rest of 
the property, you know, we were talking about the land use, the land use when it was made, it was made 
for like a wooded area. They were going to put trails in it when the township bought it, walking trails 
and things like that. And although it's private land now, the intention for all the rest of the land is to 
stay completely wooded with trails that, you know, my family, friends, their friends and stftff can use. 
So, there is no, there is no plan on developing that further, at least the near future . Ms. Kopanski said, 
and you're only proposing a small portion, you're leaving the rest of it. Mr. Schlotterer said, yeah. And 
then of that small portion, I think I've only going 25 feet into it. The rest we did simply so that I could 
meet guidelines, that 25-foot setback to remain in code. 

Ms. Dress asked, how many jobs do you think this will add to your business? Mr. Schlotterer 
said, right now we employ 31. The plumbing division, I know can probably keep at least five or six 
people busy all the time, when we can grow it and get to that point. The sheet metal will probably only 
add two guys. There would be sheet metal guy and a runner that can run the sheet metal to the job and 
do things like that. So, I mean, in the next year, there's seven. Plus, I mean, we've seen; I think next 
year is going to be a little bit different with the economy. But in the last five years, we've seen 
somewhere between 15% - 17% or 20% growth every single year. We've added five people just 
normally. The growth right now isn't as efficient this last year, because we had to get other warehouses 
to house things and were having to get extra runners. So, I mean, I fully anticipate in the next year, if 
the economy allows, that we would probably be 12 or 15 people ahead. The building would start, if 
everything gets approved here at the township, they want to start the building, depending on whether, 
middle of March, April 1, and it'll take about six weeks to two months before we can start using it. At 
that point, I can start adding people in our sheet metal shop and things like that. I'm already looking, I 
mean, it's whether or not this gets approved or not, we're going to continue to grow, it's just we're going 
to have to continue to grow office space outside of where we are now, you know. 

Ms. Singer said she had another question. This doesn't look like it has any windows, it looks 
like it's mostly designed to be storage. Pole bam storage. Mr. Schlotterer said correct. So, they are going 
to change it and I've got a small rendition here of just a single slope or double slope roof. He is going 
to put windows up high. I talked to the designer about that. I'm a natural sunlight guy and you can tell 
by the other building; it's got the cupola on top with all the windows. We're going to try to put the 
windows up high, a few windows up high on this building as well so that it blends in with the current 
look of the cupola on our building and having all the ~indows that we currently have. So, there will be 
windows, either he was saying, take one of the p~ out in the doors and put windows in the garage 
doors, all the way across there or put transom windows up above the garage doors and then a couple on 
each side that will just allow natural sunlight. Ms. Singer confirmed, so this would be a mixture of 
storage and 7-8 people working inside of it. Mr. Schlotterer said yes. There'll be two main offices, 
which will be our warehouse manager and then our sheet metal guy. Each office will probably have 
two desks. That's the game plan, yes. It's going to create that job. Out here, I only see probably three 
or four people going. What this will allow for us to do is our existing half of our; a third of our office 
is all a warehouse now. We'll be able to move that out there and I'll be able to build the offices so that 
all my managers and all the in-house people are in one building. That is going to be the goal. So, with 
the warehouse space we have right now in our building, I can't add any more offices. We're literally on 
top of each other. So, freeing up that warehouse and taking it to the back, I'm going to keep the offices 
up front, which will keep that inside office space efficient. Try not to keep them separated too much 
other than a warehouse and sheet metal guy who aren't going to need to be, you know, easily accessible. 
They'll have their orders and stuff and with our software that we have now, that'll work smoothly. But 
no, I'm trying not to make a bunch of office space out of that [building], I'm trying to keep that solely 
as storage and our sheet metal shop. It doesn't take up a whole lot of room, but the rolls that we get will 
be 10-foot, I mean, so we'll have to; it's just a lot more moving room with machinery, which basically 
just takes up a lot of room. 

The Vice-Chair asked ifthe Commission Members had any other questions? There were none. 
She noted that there is a visitor present and asked if they wished to speak? 

Carl Reitenbach, 2061 S. Emerald Shores, also owner of260 S. Bridge, Marblehead, Ohio was 
called upon and came forward. Mr. Reitenbach said I have no issues with it. I didn't know what he was 
doing. I hear it now. Looks sounds look looks good to me. Mr. Kaminskas confirmed, you have no 
objections. Mr. Reitenbach said no. 

There was no one else present to speak. 
The Vice-Chair asked for a motion to close the public comment section of this hearing. Ms. 

Kopanski made the motion; Mr. Kaminskas seconded the motion. All were in favor and the motion 
carried. 
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The Commission deliberated the decision standards for a Map Amendment. 
Ms. Kopanski indicated that she thought criteria ' b' was satisfied regarding the land use 

pla~ being satisfied since part of the plan was to add long term jobs that are year-round water lettsr. 
Mr. Kaminskas said, I could agree with 'b ' or ' c '. Ms. Singer said, it's definitely not ' a' . I'm not sure 
it's 'b' since that land was originally intended to be parkland. That's my concern. Ms. Dress said, I think 
that's why the Regional Planning Commission added this line about the land use plan stated an objective 
to retain and expand existing businesses. Ms. Dale said, they had discussed that a little bit at their 
hearing. But basically, there was a change in circumstances too, to the land use plan which was based 
on when the township owned it and had not foreseen in 2017 that it would ever sell. Once it's sold, and 
when the plan gets revised, it probably will not remain as parkland since it's no longer owned by a local 
government or state or federal entity. It will get designated as something else. Ms. Kopanski said, It's 
no longer public property. Even though it was designated public, it's not anymore. So, it can't really 
stay that way. Ms. Singer said, but it's currently designated as agricultural. Ms. Dale clarified, zoning 
district is, yeah. Out of four and a half acres, we're talking about 11,000 square feet, which is just over 
a quarter of an acre. Mr. Schlotterer said, I also own the property to the south of that. There's actually 
nearly 10 acres of woods that are all owned by MA WL Properties. So that is, all of those woods are 
what the Township owned at the time that went from public to private land. 

Ms. Dale said, so the county did talk about that because they generally follow what the colored 
portion of the land use plan says, the map portion. But you know, the land use plan is more than just 
the map and what it delineates. It really, I think the meat of the land use plan is the goals of what the 
township wanted to accomplish with future development. Ms. Kopanski said, a big portion of that was 
job creation. Ms. Dale agreed, yes, there was a lot of discussion about that. Ms. Singer said year-round. 
Ms. Kopanski said, yes, year-round and being able to bring families into the area. Ms. Singer said, I 
guess my concern for, while it may create more job usage, is there still would be an opportunity with 
the existing land to look at, you know, alternative ways to accomplish both. Ms. Dress, said but since 
the land is privately owned, there's no way it's going to be a park anymore. Ms. Singer said, but we're 
talking about making it; removing 'agricultural ' to ' commercial' to create jobs, right? Ms. Dress said, 
but he wasn't going to farm it, so you're not removing anything from agriculture. Ms. Singer said, well, 
it's still open green land. Ms. Kopanski said, again, I mean, like, at the end like Ms. Dale & he said, the 
majority of the 10 acres is still going to be that way. It's a tiny little sliver that's going to change just to 
make the building that they're proposing more feasible and safer. Semi-truck drivers really appreciate 
when they have the space to tum around. Ms. Singer said, yeah, I know that. Mr. Schlotterer said, of 
the 11,000 square feet, that would be rezoned, probably a third of that would actually just be building. 
The rest would stay. They don't make more wooded area and I appreciate that. You see what I have 
here, and so I mean, the full intention is to save as much of those woods as we can. 

Mr. Kaminsaks said, so when you bought that land, there was no preexisting condition that said 
you would keep it as park land or anything. Mr. Schlotterer said, no. Mr. Kaminskas said, so you're free 
to do with that, to whatever level of zoning for that property allows it to do Mr. Schlotterer said correct. 
My conversation that I had with mainly Trustee Dianne Rozak, was, she had said that, they'd had people 
around the land, there was a gun range that was going to go up at one time, and they had very strong 
opinions that that not happen. I did a similar essay to what I did in this application, to the Township, 
and, you know, very much, although they didn't hold my feet to the fire or anything, you know, I think 
they took it as goodwill. I do have zero intentions of allowing anybody, you know, no gun range, no 
anything. I've had a few people that have asked me to hunt back there. They can bow hunt back there 
if they would like, but nothing with live firearms or anything like that. That is what I told them. But no, 
there are no stipulations in our deeds to limit me. Ms. Kopanski said, the thing that has to be considered, 
to me is, even if it stays agriculture, all of it, doesn't mean you can't build a building on it. It doesn't 
mean you can't build a house or a bam or those things all could still happen as agricultural. He just 
couldn't use it for the commercial use as he intends to use it for. Mr. Schlotterer said, because the other 
option is, is just to change the entire piece of property to commercial, which would still take, you know, 
a meeting like this. I could take the whole lot and tum it commercial, and then I could do, you know if 
it got approved, do whatever I chose to do with that. Now there's two reasons, one I don't choose to do 
anything with the agricultural land, I want to keep it agricultural. And obviously, there's a tax savings 
there too, to keep it agricultural and not build on it and change it if I don't need to. That's why I went 
for the small sliver. 

Mr. Kaminskas said, well, just to settle it out, ifthe Township wanted to keep it as a park, they 
shouldn't have sold it to you. And the other thing is, if they sold it to you with the intent of having it be 
a park in the future, then they should have put some covenant in the agreement for the sale. If they did 
none of that, then it's up to you to do whatever you want with that land, whatever is allowed for that 
particular zoning. Ms. Singer said, which was agricultural at the time. So, when you bought you knew 
it was zoned agricultural. Correct? Mr. Schlotterer said yes. Mr. Kaminskas said yeah, and a lot of it 
will remain agricultural, but he can do whatever agricultural land allows him to do because he's the 
owner. Basically, the Township gave up all its ability to make it something different. You're here now 
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asking for zoning to be changed on a small fraction of that, because you have some business needs to 
move a building just a little bit into that, and that, to me seems somewhat reasonable. 

Ms. Kopanski made a motion to approve case ZC-2022-270, as presented herein, finding that 
decision criteria 'b' of Section 7.7.3.E. ii. of the Danbury Zoning Resolution as being satisfied. Ms. 
Dress seconded the motion. 

The roll call vote was as follows: Ms. Singer - Yes; Mr. Kam inskas - Yes; Ms. Kopanski - Yes; 
Ms. Dress - Yes. The motion passed 4-0. The Chair stated the Application has been recommended for 
APPROVAL. Ms. Dale will be in touch with the applicant of the date set for the final hearing before 
the Board of Trustees. 

Unfinished Business 
There was none. 

New Business 
There was none. 

Other Business 
Election of Officers: 
Ms. Kopanski made a motion to keep the Chair, Vice-Chair & Secretary officers the same for the 2023 
year, which is to nominate Mr. Brown as Chair, Ms. Dress as Vice-Chair and Mr. Strauss as Secretary. 
There were no other nominations. Ms. Singer 2nd the motion. The roll call vote was as follows: Ms. 
Singer - Yes; Mr. Kaminskas - Yes; Ms. Kopanski - Yes; Ms. Dress - Yes. The motion carried. 

Ms. Dale shared that Mr. Brown was up for renewal and he was reappointed. Mr. Kaminskas was 
selected as a full member from alternate to fulfill John Basilone's term, which will be for just one more 
year. And then the Trustees have not yet selected alternates for this Commission or the Board of Zoning 
Appeals, but I anticipate them to do that December 14. I'll know at our January meeting, who our other 
alternate will be. 

Acceptance of By-Laws and 2023 Meeting Schedule: 
Ms. Dale distributed a copy ofthe Commission bylaws along with a list ofthe 2023 Meeting Schedule 
and deadlines. There are no changes proposed for this year. Ms. Kopanski noted that the July 5, 2023 
Meeting date might be questionable. Ms. Dale agreed, but we would address it as the time gets closer. 
It may work out that ifthere are no applications that meeting will be able to be cancelled. Mr. Kopanski 
made a motion to accept the By-Laws and 2023 Meeting Schedule. Ms. Dress seconded. All were in 
favor, none opposed. 

Reports and Communications from Members and Staff 

There were none. 

Public Comments Regarding Zoning Items Not on the Agenda. 
There was none. 

Adjournment 
The Vice-Chair asked for a motion to adjourn. Ms. Kopanski moved to adjourn the meeting 

and Ms. Singer seconded the motion. All Ayes. The motion carried. 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:08p.m. 
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