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The Chair introduced the third case of the evening.

Adjudication
Case BZA #2026-148
347 Hidden Beach

Kordish

Request for an Area Variance from Section 5.2.1.A.i.b to allow more cumulative accessory
building square footage than permitted (1,200s.f. allowed/ 1,700s.f. proposed).

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. Shetler moved, and Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion to
open the public hearing. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Ms. Dale said the applicant is proposing to construct a 30° x 50° (1,500s.f.) detached garage.
The property has a pre-existing 200s.f. shed that they intend to keep on the property. The total
cumulative square footage of all accessory structures will be 1,700s.f, where 1,200s.1. is the maximum
allowed. While the property may appear to be a comner lot, it is not due to a small triangular parcel
sliver along Northshore Blvd. owned by Shrock’s Marina. The applicant is also going to construct a
sunroom addition to the rear of the existing house, but that is not subject to any variances or part of this
request. Ms. Dale concluded by reviewing the decision standards the Board would be considering.

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.

Annette Kordish, Owner, 309 N Channel Grove, Marblehead, came forward and was sworn
in. Ms, Kordish reviewed the paperwork and stated it was as she had submitted. Ms. Kordish said they
had been living at 309 Channel Grove for about five years and had been working with John Feick to
figure out how to expand the current garage to make it more beneficial and useful for them for storage.
Due to green space rules, there was really no way to expand it so over the winter, they had purchased
the property on Hidden Beach because it has an extra lot with it. They wanted the extra lot in order to
build storage. She said they are boaters, have jets skis and a historic car. Currently they are paying for
storage and are keeping some things at their son’s house because they don’t have any space to keep
anything. She said being able to build this would benefit them so they could get all of the things they
have in storage and at her son’s house into one place instead of having them at two different properties.

The Chair asked if there were any questions for the applicant. There were none.
John Feick, Architect, 224 E Water St, Sandusky, came forward and was sworn in.

Ms. Kordish advised of a scam email she had received in relation to this hearing. Ms. Dale said
it is an on-going scam situation all over the US, with scammers getting information from zoning
applications and legal notices. Ms. Dale advised that her office redacts personal information from the
required legal publications in order to combat this. Ms. Connor checked the Facebook notice and the
Web notice and there were no identifiers on either document that could have been used to obtain the
applicant’s personal information. Ms. Dale said zoning does not collect additional fees for these
hearings beyond what is paid when they apply for the variance. Scam information is posted on the
Township Website, the Facebook page and at the bottom of the invoices sent to applicants.

Mr. Feick said the Kordish’s bought a new house with a lot of property, but it is a small house
with no basement or attic. With all the stuff they have presently in their house at their house on Channel
Grove their garage is stuffed. He said they did a layout with the boat, the car, the jet skis and other
things to see how things could fit in a new building. They tried to get the design for the building to be
as compact as it can be while allowing them to get all of their property into it. The Hidden Beach house
doesn’t currently have a garage, just a small area for two cars to pull in. The building would be hidden
behind a row of arborvitae that would hide the entire side of the garage from Northshore. Mr. Fetzer
asked if the entrance to the building would be from Hidden Beach Road and not Northshore. Mr. Feick
said they don’t have any frontage on Northshore. Along Northshore is owned by Shrock’s. Mr. Feick
said there is a 200 square foot building on the property now where she is going to store as much as she
can until this garage is built. If it helped in granting this variance, they would be willing to remove that
shed once this new building is completed. She could not take it down until the building was complete
though, but that would eventually eliminate two hundred square feet from the accessory structure limits.

The Chair asked if there was anyone present with standing who wanted to testify. There was
none.

Ms. Roberts asked if the applicant would want to keep the small shed too if the Board allowed
it. Ms. Kordish said they would like to keep it but was willing to compromise to get the larger garage
building, which was more important.

The Chair asked if there were any further questions. There were none.
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~ Ms. Roberts made a motion to close the public comment segn?cnt of the h_e?rmg, seconded by

Mr. Shetler. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Mr. Fetzer motioned to recess into the executive session to deliberate the merits of the case.
Ms. Cottingham seconded the motion, and the roll call vote was as follows: Ms. Cottingham — yes; Mr.
Shetler — yes; Ms. Roberts — yes; Mr. Fetzer— yes; Mr. Huffman— yes. The motion carried and the Board
recessed at 7:16 p.m.

Ms. Roberts moved, and Mr. Shetler seconded the motion to reconvene. The roll call vote was
as follows: Ms. Cottingham-— yes; Mr. Shetler — yes; Ms. Roberts —yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr. Huffman
— yes. The Board reconvened at 7:27 p.m.

The Chair asked Ms. Dale to read the Findings of Fact for BZA Case #2026-148
BZA MOTION & FINDINGS OF FACT

With regard to BZA-2026-148 being a request for an Area Variance from Section 5.2.1.A.i.b to
allow more cumulative accessory building square footage than permitted (1,200s.f. allowed/
1,700s.f. proposed) for the property located at 347 Hidden Beach Road.

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
is permitted to have accessory building space.

2. The request is substantial because this is new construction that could conform to the
requirements and the restrictions are not so prohibitive that an accessory building would
not be allowed.

3. The essential character of the neighborhood would not be substantially altered by the
variance, and adjoining properties would neot suffer a substantial detriment as a result of
the variance because all other requirements in regards to setbacks, height, lot coverage and
building separation are satisfied.

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.

4. The applicant stated in their narrative statement that they were not aware of zoning
requirements in the Township at the time they purchased the property in May 2026 because
they assumed they could put up a structure on the vacant portion of the lot, which they are
allowed to, just not at the size they are proposing.

5. The property owner’s predicament can feasibly be obviated through some method other
than a variance because they could eliminate the existing shed and build a 1,200s.f.
building, or they could reduce the size of this building to 1,000s.f. if the existing shed were
to remain.

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.

Ms. Cottingham 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) (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.

Therefore, the Variance should be accordingly APPROVED.

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

The Chair stated that the application has been Approved.

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, August 19, 2026.
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The Chair introduced the final case of the evening.

Adjudication
Case BZA #2026-152
2166 Harbor Bay Dr
KLT Investment Group/ Clark

Request an Area Variance from Section 5.2.1.D.iii to allow for a pergola to be less than 5' from
the principal structure (2' proposed).

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. Fetzer moved, and Mr. Shetler seconded the motion to
open the public hearing. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Ms. Dale said while out on inspections April 1, 2026, we noticed that a pergola had been
installed at this property without proper permits. A violation letter was sent to the owner on April 2nd
and again on April 21st. Once the owner received the second letter, they contacted the office to resolve
the issue, which has led to this variance being needed. The applicant is proposing to constructa 5° x 8’
pergola at the back of the house with an attached swing, which will be 2’ from the principal structure
where 5° separation is required. According to the subdivision plat, there is a drainage easement at the
rear of all of these lots that this structure would not be allowed to be constructed in, forcing it to be
closer to the house. Ms. Dale concluded by reviewing the decision standards the Board would be
considering.

The Chair asked if there were any questions for Ms. Dale.
The Chair called upon the applicant to come forward and be sworn in.

Brad Clark, Owner, 4311 Pickle Rd., Oregon, came forward and was sworn in. Mr. Clark
reviewed the paperwork and stated it was as he had submitted. Mr. Clark said it was as Ms. Dale had
said. If they moved the pergola five feet away from the house, it would encroach onto the drainage
easement. The did not see how they could do that, so it ended up about 2 % feet from the house.

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. There were
none.

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

Ms. Cottingham motioned to recess into the executive session to deliberate the merits of the
case. Mr. Shetler seconded the motion, and the roll call vote was as follows: Ms. Cottingham — yes;
Mr. Shetler — yes; Ms. Roberts — yes; Mr. Fetzer— yes; Mr. Huffman— yes. The motion carried and the
Board recessed at 7:37 p.m.

Ms. Roberts moved, and Ms. Cottingham seconded the motion to reconvene. The roll call vote
was as follows: Ms. Cottingham— yes; Mr. Shetler — yes; Ms. Roberts —yes; Mr. Fetzer — yes; Mr.
Huffman — yes. The Board reconvened at 7:45 p.m.

The Chair asked Ms. Dale to read the Findings of Fact for BZA Case #2026-152

BZA MOTION & FINDINGS OF FACT

With regard to BZA-2026-152 being a request an Area Variance from Section 5.2.1.D.iii to allow
for a pergola to be less than 5' from the principal structure (2' proposed) for the property located
at 2166 Harbor Bay.
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
is permitted to have accessory building space.

2. The request is substantial because this is new construction that could conform to the
requirements and the restrictions are not so prohibitive that an accessory building would
not be allowed.

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 all other requirements in regards to setbacks, height, lot coverage and
building separation are satisfied.
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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 not aware of zoning
requirements in the Township at the time they purchased the property in May 2026 because
they assumed they could put up a structure on the vacant portion of the lot, which they are
allowed to, just not at the size they are proposing.

6. The property owner’s predicament can feasibly be obviated through some method other
than a variance because they could eliminate the existing shed and build a 1,200s.f.
building, or they could reduce the size of this building to 1,000s.f. if the existing shed were
to remain.

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.

Ms. Cottingham 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
e 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: Ms. Cottingham — yes; Mr.
Shetler— yes; Ms. Roberts— 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, August 19, 2026.

Approval of Board of Zoning Appeals
June 17, 2026, Regular Meeting Minutes
Ms. Cottingham made a motion to approve the June 17, 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. Ms. Cottingham seconded. All
were in favor and the motion carried.
a. BZA-2026-115 2425 Brooke Circle. Request an Area Variance from
Section 5.2.1.D.iii to allow for a pergola to be less than 5' from the principal
structure (3' proposed). Lonny & Carol Peck, Owners/ Applicants.

b. BZA-2026-116 6965 E. Harbor. Request for an Area Variance to
Section 3.5 to allow for an additional 21'8" of a commercial pavilion
structure to encroach into the west, front-yard setback (15' proposed/ 40'
required). Tibbels Marina, LTD.; John Tibbels, Owner/Applicant.

New Business
Ms. Cottingham was sworn in as a member of the Board of Zoning Appeals. Ms. Hinton was sworn in
as an alternate of the Board of Zoning Appeals. Ms. Dale explained that in light of Mr. Kruse’s
resignation, the Board needed to select a new Secretary. Mr. Shetler motioned for Ms. Cottingham to
serve as Secretary. Mr. Fetzer seconded the motion. All were in favor and the motion carried.

Other Business
Ms. Roberts asked about a previous BZA case that had gone to court and then came back to the BZA
for a different variance request that was also denied. Ms. Dale advised that the structure had been
removed from that residence. Ms. Cottingham asked if zoning had jurisdiction over people building
things in campgrounds and mobile home parks. Ms. Dale said the State has jurisdiction of mobile home
parks and the Health District oversees campgrounds. Zoning only has jurisdiction over communal
buildings that are not on an individual site.

Reports and Communications from Members and Staff
There was none.
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| Adjournment
Ms. Cottingham moved to adjourn the meeting, and Mr. Shetler seconded the motion. All in

attendance were in favor and the motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m.
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