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that would be close to the easement. He said they had contacted their surveyor, and they were just
waiting for the legal description to submit it to the Ottawa County Engineer to consolidate the parcels.

The Chair asked if there were any questions for the applicant. Mr. Kruse asked if their house
had belonged to a Ms. Polanco and the applicant confirmed it had. Mr. Fetzer asked if they did not get
the variance, would they still consolidate the lots. Mr. Wolf stated they would be going forward with
that regardless of whether they were granted the variance or not. Ms. Dale said it is to the applicant’s
advantage to go through with the consolidation in case they want to do something in the future. It would
make everything a lot cleaner for future projects or estate planning.

The Chair asked if there were any further questions. There were none.

Ms. Roberts made a motion to close the public comment segment of the hearing, seconded by
Mr. Switzer. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Mr. Kruse motioned to recess into the executive session to deliberate the merits of the case.
Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion, and the roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Switzer — yes; Ms. Roberts
—yes; Mr. Kruse— yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr. Huffman - yes. The motion carried and the Board recessed
at 6:23 p.m.

Mr. Fetzer moved, and Mr. Kruse seconded the motion to reconvene. The roll call vote was as
follows: Mr. Switzer — yes; Ms. Roberts —yes; Mr. Kruse — yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr. Huffman— yes.
The Board reconvened at 6:35 p.m.

The Chair asked Ms. Dale to read the Findings of Fact for BZA Case #2026-053:

BZA MOTION & FINDINGS OF FACT

With regard to BZA-2026-053 being a request for an Area Variance from Section 5.1.7 to allow
for a deck & pergola addition to encroach into the south front-yard setback (20' required/ 0'
proposed) and into the south, side/rear-yard (5' required/ Negative 4' proposed) for the property
located at 2496 Cook’s Dock:

1. The property in question will yield a reasonable return and can be used beneficially without
the variance because the property can continue to be used for a single-family residence.

2. The request is not substantial because the road right-of-way exists only on paper via the
subdivision plat and is not physically in place. The street is private and not public.
Additionally, the encroachment is onto a parcel that the applicant owns.

3. The essential character of the neighborhood would not be substantially altered by the
variance and adjoining properties would not suffer a substantial detriment as a result of
the variance because this is the last house on the street and there are no other structures to
the south of this house. The deck and pergola will continue to fit the scale and other
improvements made to this home.

4. There is no indication the variance would adversely affect the delivery of governmental
services (i.e. water, sewer, garbage, etc.) because utilities exist, and any utility extensions
or upgrades will require approval from the appropriate County agencies. Any utility
easements to the south of the house will be honored and protected.

5. The applicant stated in their narrative statement that they were aware of the easements on
the property but did not know zoning restrictions regarding patios vs. decks at the time they
purchased the property in 2008.

6. The property owner’s predicament can feasibly be obviated through some method other
than a variance because this is new construction, it could be built to meet the requirements.
Additionally, the applicant could replace the patio once the drainage issues are addressed,
which would not require a permit. Furthermore, they could complete the lot consolidation
and street vacation process, which would lead to a variance being a moot issue.

7. The spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement would be observed and substantial
justice done by granting the variance because there are no known negative impacts to the
surrounding properties.

Mr. Fetzer moved that the Board adopts and makes the findings of fact as read by the recording secretary
and that after considering and weighing these factors, the Board finds that Decision Standards(s) (2)
(3) (7) weigh more heavily to show that:

a. Practical difficulty is sufficient to warrant granting the Variance requested.

b. There is a preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial testimony; and

c. There is evidence that does support the applicants request for a variance.
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Therefore, the Variance should be accordingly APPROVED. |

Motion Seconded by: Ms. Roberts. Roll Call Vote was as follows: Mr. Switzer— yes; Ms.
Roberts — yes; Mr. Kruse — yes; Mr. Fetzer— yes; Mr. Huffman — yes. Vote 5-0 the motion carried.

The Chair stated that the application has been Approved and permits could be obtained
following the signing of the decision sheet at next month’s meeting, May 20, 2026.

The applicant spoke up and said they forgot in their presentation to ask but were wondering if
the Board would consider signing their decision sheet tonight for timing with their contractors who are
ready to start. The Board agreed they would sign at the end of the meeting with other sheets to be
signed.

The Chair introduced the second case of the evening.

Adjudication
Case BZA #2026-059
2104 Robert

Froehlich

Request for an Area Variance to Section 5.6 to allow for a two-story, new single-family home to
have less livable square footage on the ground floor than permitted (237s.f. proposed/600s.f.
required).

The Chair asked if there were any Board Members who would have a conflict and wished to
abstain from this hearing. There were none. Mr. Switzer moved, and Mr. Kruse seconded the motion
to open the public hearing. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Ms. Dale stated he applicant is proposing to construct a new two-story single-family home on
this lot, which will include an attached garage. The footprint of the first floor, including the covered
entry will be 1,326s.f. However, the living space provided on the first floor will only be 237s.f. where
600s.f. is required. The second story of the structure will contain the bulk of the living space and
1,326s.f. is being provided on that story.

The lot is part of the Saylor Subdivision platted in 1950 and considered to be a “Lot of Record”.
The lot averages 54’ x 73’ and is more than half the size in square footage than would be allowed
today. Today’s standards would require the lot to be 60° x 120° and 7,200s.f. in size. There is roughly
an existing 10’ x 20’ shed on the property that would be removed.

The Chair asked if there were any questions for Ms. Dale. There were none.
The Chair called upon the applicant to come forward and be sworn in.

Brian Froehlich, Owner, 2104 Robert, Marblehead, came forward and was sworn in. Mr.
Froehlich reviewed the paperwork and stated it was as he had submitted. Mr. Froehlich said he had
brought two enlarged drawings from his original application for the Board to see. They are identical to
the ones in his packet. Mr. Froehlich started by saying that the house directly across the street is 35 feet
in height. Ms. Dale asked if that was the new house built on the end. Mr. Froehlich said it was not; it
was directly across from his lot. Mr. Froehlich said he was requesting the variance due to the lot size,
configuration, and setback requirements. He stated complying with the first floor living space
requirement would create practical difficulties in developing this property in a reasonable manner.
Compliance would require a disproportionate expansion of the building footprint, resulting in an
inefficient site layout and potential impacts to setbacks and drainage. Granting the variance would allow
for reasonable use of the property consistent with its physical limitations. He said the proposed dwelling
would be consistent with the general character of the surrounding neighborhood in terms of use, scale,
and appearance. He stated the reduced ground floor area does not materially alter the overall massing
or exterior presentation of the house. The condition necessitating the variance is internal to the structure
and will not be visible from adjacent properties or the public right of way. Mr. Froehlich stated that the
variance would not be contrary to the public interest, would not substantially alter the essential character
of the neighborhood and would not negatively impact adjoining property. He continued that there would
be no adverse impact on public health, safety, or welfare. He said the variance is strictly dimensional
in nature. The proposed residence would comply with all the applicable building, fire, and health codes.
He said the need for the variance is a result of the property’s physical characteristics and the constraints
imposed by applicable zoning requirements and not the result of any self-created condition. Mr.
Froehlich said the variance request represents the minimum variance necessary to allow for reasonable
use of the property. He said it remains consistent with the spirit and intent of the zoning resolution and
achieves substantial justice without granting special approach based on the foregoing. He stated he
believes this request satisfies the criteria for an area variance under Ohio law, including the presence
of practical difficulties and that the benefits of granting the variance outweigh any potential detriment.
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He concluded his statement by saying both of the adjacent properties would have had to have a variance
in order to be constructed as they are today.

Ms. Roberts asked if they would need a variance in height. Mr. Froehlich answered and said
those properties would both need a variance for setbacks from the road, but not in height. Ms. Dale said
he is not asking for a height variance; his plan meets the height. Ms. Dale said there is a detached garage
on the lot to the east of the applicant that had received variances when they built it. She said the
applicant meets all his setback requirements and lot coverage requirements; he just needs a variance to
have less than 600 square feet on the ground floor. Ms. Roberts asked what the reasoning behind
requiring 600 square feet was to begin with. Ms. Dale said that another Board Member had contacted
her asking the same thing. She said it has been in the code for the fourteen years she has been with the
Township and may have been there since zoning began in 1975. She said if she was making an educated
guess, it was probably because of the amount of barns and garages that were being illegally converted
into living space without proper permits. It specifies ground floor because of that. There has been some
discussion in the past regarding the barn style condominiums across from Mickey Mart and people’s
dislike of them. Ms. Dale said she would not know for sure when the ground floor requirement came
into play without digging into the old codes. She said she believed it had always been 600 square feet
for this zoning district, but they got more specific as a result of the garages getting converted illegally.

The Chair asked if there were any further questions for the applicant. There were none.

The Chair asked if there was anyone present with standing who wanted to testify.

Richard Vedell, Owner, 2095 N Robert, Marblehead, came forward and was sworn in. He
said he was there to show support for the applicant and his variance request. He said that more property
tax could be charged if there was a house on the land instead of it being a vacant property. He said they
have no objection to him building across from their property.

Mr. Huffman asked if there was anyone else who wished to speak. There was none.

Mr. Huffman asked if the applicant wanted to add anything further. Mr. Froehlich said he just
wanted to state that he believes it remains consistent with the neighborhood appearance and use. He
said he went out of his way to hire an architect to help him with the design to make sure it had a really
nice look and would make the property look great. He said he understood the spirit of a two-story home
and having 600 square feet on the ground floor to ensure the house would be 1,200 square feet total for
year-round occupancy. He said his plan is vertically challenged with the upstairs having more living
space, but the house will be over 1,500 square feet total and will allow him to have a two- and one-half
garage downstairs to park two cars in it. He said he had drawn up several other variations of possible
construction which fulfilled the 600 square feet requirement, but it would not allow him to have usable
garage space and still keep the overall square footage of the house from being too big. He said this
house would be fifty percent bigger than what they already have and that is all they want to have to
take care of. This would also allow him the space needed for their cars, water stuff, and toys.

Mr. Fetzer asked if they would be living in this new house permanently. Mr. Froehlich stated
he is 990 days from retirement and his intent after retirement is to move here and be full time resident.

Mr. Huffman asked if there were any further questions. There were none.

Mzr. Kruse made a motion to close the public comment segment of the hearing, seconded by
Mr. Switzer. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Mr. Switzer motioned to recess into the executive session to deliberate the merits of the case.
Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion, and the roll call vote was as follows: Mr. Switzer — yes; Mr. Roberts
— yes; Mr. Kruse — yes; Mr. Fetzer— yes; Mr. Huffman — yes. The motion carried and the Board recessed
at 6:57p.m.

Ms. Roberts moved, and Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion to reconvene. The roll call vote was
as follows: Mr. Switzer— yes; Ms. Roberts — yes; Mr. Kruse —yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr. Huffman —
yes. The Board reconvened at 7:18 p.m.

The Chair asked Ms. Dale to read the Findings of Fact for BZA Case #2026-059:

BZA MOTION & FINDINGS OF FACT
AREA VARIANCE

With regard to BZA-2026-059 being a request for an Area Variance from Section 5.6 to allow for
a two-story, new single-family home to have less livable square footage on the ground floor than
permitted (237s.f. proposed/600s.f. required) for the property located at 2104 Robert:

1. The property in question will yield a reasonable return and can be used beneficially without
the variance because the property is permitted to be used for a single-family residence and
used for an accessory building to any lot within 50° of this lot.
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2. The request is mot substantial because the zoning district requires a 2-story home provide
a total of 1,200s.f of living space, which this structure will satisfy despite not having the ]
minimum 600s.f. of living space on the ground floor. Also, all other zoning requirements
for setbacks, lot coverage and building height are met.

~ April 15, 2026 ”
|
|

3. The essential character of the neighborhood would not be substantially altered by the
variance and adjoining properties would not suffer a substantial detriment as a result of |
the variance because overall this will be a single-family home and most people looking at
this structure would never realize there is not the minimum square footage on the ground
floor. The style of this house with the gambrel roof is similar to another residential home [
in the neighborhood. \!

4. There is no indication the variance would adversely affect the delivery of governmental
services (i.e. water, sewer, garbage, etc.) because utilities exist, and any utility extensions
or upgrades will require approval from the appropriate County agencies.

5. The applicant stated in their narrative statement that they were aware of zoning in the
Township at the time they purchased the property in 2019 but were not aware of the
minimum ground floor requirements.

6. The property owner’s predicament cannot feasibly be obviated through some method other
than a variance due to the small size and irregular shape of the lot. The applicant must go
vertically to provide all the amenities in new home construction compared to what you Z
would typically find on a traditional lot with more space.

7. The spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement would be observed and substantial
justice done by granting the variance because there are no known negative impacts to the
surrounding properties.

Mr. Switzer moved that the Board adopts and makes the findings of fact as read by the recording
secretary and that after considering and weighing these factors, the Board finds that Decision
Standards(s) (2) (3) (6) (7) weigh more heavily to show that:

a. Practical difficulty is sufficient to warrant granting the Variance requested. ‘
b. There is a preponderance of reliable, probative and substantial testimony; and '
c. There is evidence that does support the applicants request for a variance. “

Therefore, the Variance should be accordingly APPROVED.

Motion Seconded by: Mr. Fetzer. Roll Call Vote was as follows: Mr. Switzer — yes; Mr. Roberts
— yes; Mr. Kruse~ yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr. Huffman — yes. Vote 5-0 the motion carried.

The Chair stated that the application has been Approved.

Ms. Dale said the applicant in the first case had requested that the Board sign their decision
sheet tonight. Since they had agreed to do that for their case, they would also sign the decision sheet
for this case tonight, which would allow both applicants to get their permits without waiting until after
the May meeting. She said her office would be in touch the next day.

Approval of Board of Zoning Appeals
March 18, 2026, Regular Meeting Minutes
Mr. Kruse made a motion to approve the March 18, 2026, regular meeting minutes as presented.
Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion. All were in favor, motion carried.

Signing of Decision Sheets
Ms. Roberts motioned for approval of the decision sheets as presented. Mr. Switzer seconded. All were
in favor and the motion carried.
a. BZA-2026-029 9052 Parkview Court. Request for an Area Variance to Section
3.5 to allow for a front porch addition to encroach into the front-yard setback (25 required/
20’ proposed). LeRoy & Sheree Eberly, Owners/Applicants.

As Requested:

b. BZA-2026-053 2496 S. Cook’s Dock. Request for an Area Variance to Section
5.1.7 to allow for a deck & pergola addition to encroach into the south front-yard setback
(20' required/ 0' proposed) and into the south, side/rear-yard (5' required/ Negative 4'
proposed). Gary & Christine Wolf, Owners/Applicants; Adam Timan, Agent.

c. BZA-2026-059 2104 Robert. Request for an Area Variance to Section 5.6 to allow for a
two-story, new single-family home to have less livable square footage on the ground floor
than permitted (237s.f. proposed/600s.f. required). Brian Froehlich, Owner.
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Unfinished Business
Ms. Dale stated the applicant’s in BZA-2025-014 for Stuckert’s Bay Willo Lodges had asked for a
one year extension on their variance.
a. 1-Year Extension Request (Set to Expire April 16, 2026):
BZA-2025-014 10240 E. Bayshore Road. Request for a Conditional Use for a Resort
Expansion in accordance with Section 3.4 & 4.17 to allow for 2 new cabins. Stuckert’s
| Bay Willo Lodges, LLLC, Linda Brown Trustee, Owner/Applicant; Tim Brown,
Agent.
Mr. Fetzer motioned for approval of the one-year extension. Mr. Kruse seconded. All were in favor and
the motion carried.

New Business
There was none.

Other Business
There was none.

Reports and Communications from Members and Staff
There was none.

Adjournment
Mr. Fetzer moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Kruse seconded the motion. All in attendance
were in favor and the motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:28 p.m.
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