Minutes of Perrysburg Board of Zoning Appeals

Meeting Held August 14, 2023

CALL TO ORDER - 5:30 PM

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Chairman, Nathan Duricek.

ROLL CALL

Board members present were Scott Anderson, Nathan Duricek, Brian Elmer, and
Matthew Sutter (4). Michael Mcintyre was absent (1). Also present was Zoning
Inspector, Cody Grodi.

APPROVAL OF JULY 10, 2023 MEETING MINUTES

Mr. Duricek moved to approve the July 10, 2023 meeting minutes as written. Seconded
by Mr. Anderson, and it was unanimously approved (4-0).

ADMINISTER OATH

Mr. Duricek administered an oath to those that would be speaking at the meeting.

ZONING PERMIT OBLIGATION

Mr. Duricek reminded the applicants that if their application is approved tonight, they
will still need to apply for a permit with the Planning & Zoning Division.

NEW BUSINESS

APPLICATION 24-23

Bazo Construction, on behalf of S&G, is requesting a zoning variance in order to keep a
recently installed sign. The property is located at 25570 N Dixie Highway and is zoned
C-4 (Highway Commercial).

NOTE: Chapter 1250.32(a) Permanent Signs Allowed
C-4 Zoning District: Awning Sign
Maximum Size: 35% of Awning Size

NOTE: Chapter 1250.39 Variances

1. The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant a variance only if it finds that all of the
following apply:

(a) That the literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve
practical difficulties based on the presence of special conditions and circumstances
which are peculiar to the land or structure involved and which are not applicable to
other lands or structures in the same zoning district. A finding of such special conditions



or circumstances shall be based on a review of factors including but not limited to the
following:

(1) Exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific property on the
effective date of this chapter or amendment; or

(2) Exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or other extraordinary
situation on the land, building or structure; or

(3) The impact on the property of uses or development of immediately adjoining
property or properties.

(4) Whether the applicant was aware of the relevant code limitation when the
property was sold or leased to it.

(5) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable rate of return in the
absence of the proposed variance, or whether there can be any beneficial use of the
property without the proposed variance.

(6) Whether the issue could be resolved by some other method, even if this
alternate method is less convenient or most costly to achieve.

(b) That granting the variance will not cause a substantial adverse effect to property
or improvements in the vicinity or will not materially impair the intent and purposes of
the requirement being varied or of this chapter, and is the minimum variance necessary
to provide relief.

(c) That the variance would not adversely affect the delivery of governmental
services ( e.g., water, sewer, garbage).

(d) That the variance as granted would not confer on the applicant any special
privilege, or deprive the applicant of rights, when compared with those rights commonly
enjoyed immediately adjoining properties;

(e) That the variance request is not one where the specific conditions pertaining to
the property are so general or recurrent in nature as to make the formulation of a
general regulation for those conditions reasonably practicable.

1. The applicant is requesting a variance to keep an awning sign. The sign will
exceed the maximum square footage allowed for an awning sign. The sign is
sixty (60) square feet, which is 40% of the awning area.

Recommendation:

1. The Zoning Inspector recommends denial of the zoning variance as the request
does not meet enough of the conditions required to grant a variance. The size of
the sign would not be in following with the intent of the Corridor Overlay. The
property still has beneficial use without the variance. Even if denied, the property
owner can still install a new sign that conforms to the guidelines set forth in the
Perrysburg Codified Ordinances, as it would only reduce the size of the sign by
5%. There is not a hardship that would prevent the applicant from meeting the
size requirement.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 24-23. Tara Mason, Bazo Construction, was present on



behalf of the application, and added that there was a misunderstanding with the sign
permit that was not obtained prior to installation of the sign. She added that this signage
is brand standard on the facade of the building, and noted that there is no signage on
the canopy. Mr. Grodi clarified that the signage has been mounted on the existing
awning, and Mr. Sutter referenced that the old tenant had a larger sign. Mr. Anderson
added that the Board approved the nearby sign at Te'kela.

Mr. Sutter moved to approve Application 24-23 as submitted. Seconded by Mr.
Anderson, and it was unanimously approved (4-0).

APPLICATION 25-23

Troy Clayton is requesting a zoning variance to exceed the maximum height of a fence
permitted in a side yard. The property is located at 1531 Watermill Lane and is zoned
R-2 (Single Family Residential).

NOTE: Chapter 1250.42 Fences, Walls, Structural Screens, Hedges, and Screen
Plantings:
R1 - RS Zoning:
4' Maximum in Front Yard
4' Maximum in Side Yard
4' Maximum in Rear Yard

1. The applicant is requesting a variance that would allow for a five (5) foot - four
(4) inch fence to be installed in the side yard.

Recommendation:

1. The Zoning Inspector recommends denial of the zoning variance as the request
does not meet enough of the conditions required to grant a variance. Placing a
fence greater than the required maximum height is not in following with the
character of the neighborhood. If screening the toters is the purpose of the
fence, | would recommend a hedge or screen planting as those are permitted to
be up to eight (8) feet in height. The homeowner still has beneficial use of their
property even if the variance is not granted.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 25-23. Troy Clayton was present, and noted that the
table (Fences and Walls) of Chapter 1250.42 is different from the online version of the
code compared to the permit information listed in the Planning & Zoning Division office.
Mr. Grodi added that there is an error with the graph online and that a third party
handles updating that information. Mr. Clayton said that there is one section of his
fence that is eight (8) feet long and five (5) feet tall, and is a fence for screening
purposes. Mr. Grodi confirmed that neighboring comments had not been received.

Mr. Anderson made a motion to approve Application 25-23, and finding B, C, D, and G



of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3) to be true. Seconded by Mr. Duricek, and it was unanimously
approved (4-0).

APPLICATION 26-23

Brian Wahl is requesting a zoning variance to install a driveway. The property is located
at 233 W. Fifth Street and is zoned R-3 (Single Family Residential).

NOTE: Chapter 1250.51(c)(3) Curb Cuts and Driveways: Only one (1) access/curb-
cut onto a public street shall be permitted.

1. The applicant is requesting a zoning variance to allow for a second driveway to
be installed on the property.

Recommendation:

1. The Zoning Inspector recommends approval of the zoning variance based on
meeting the criteria of A, C, D, & F of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3). The homeowner
purchased a house with an existing garage. The driveway to the existing garage
has not been maintained and, as a result, the majority of the driveway is now
grass. Due to this, the driveway has lost its legal non-conforming status. Without
the variance, there would be no way to access the garage without violating
zoning regulations. The garage would have no beneficial use without the
variance. The variance would allow for a second driveway on the property, this
one having access off of the alley. This is in addition to an existing driveway that
is off of W Fifth Street, which runs to a different garage.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 26-23. Brian Wahl, 707 Louisiana Avenue, was present
and said that he had just purchased the home, and that he is looking to pave what was
originally there. Mr. Grodi confirmed that neighboring comments were not received, and
added that the width of the driveway is conforming by code.

Mr. ElImer moved to approve Application 26-23, and finding A, C, D, and F of Chapter
1275.02(c)(3) to be true. Seconded by Mr. Sutter, and it was unanimously approved (4-
0).

APPLICATION 27-23

Rob Hall, on behalf of Toledo Sign, is requesting two zoning variances to install two
signs. The property is located at 27375 Carronade Drive and is zoned C-4 (Highway
Commercial).

NOTE: Chapter 1250.32(a) Permanent Signs Allowed
C-4 Zoning District: Wall Sign
Maximum Size: 10% of facade



Quantity: 1 per fagcade up to 2 fagades

C-4 Zoning District: Freestanding Sign
Maximum Height: 10’

Maximum Size: 72 Square Feet
Location:10' setback

Quantity: 1 per Street Frontage

NOTE: Chapter 1250.39 Variances

1.  The Board of Zoning Appeals may grant a variance only if it finds that all of the
following apply:

(a) That the literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve
practical difficulties based on the presence of special conditions and circumstances
which are peculiar to the land or structure involved and which are not applicable to
other lands or structures in the same zoning district. A finding of such special conditions
or circumstances shall be based on a review of factors including but not limited to the
following:

(1) Exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific property on the
effective date of this chapter or amendment; or

(2) Exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or other extraordinary
situation on the land, building or structure; or

(3) The impact on the property of uses or development of immediately adjoining
property or properties.

(4) Whether the applicant was aware of the relevant code limitation when the
property was sold or leased to it.

(5) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable rate of return in the
absence of the proposed variance, or whether there can be any beneficial use of the
property without the proposed variance.

(6) Whether the issue could be resolved by some other method, even if this
alternate method is less convenient or most costly to achieve.

(b) That granting the variance will not cause a substantial adverse effect to property
or improvements in the vicinity or will not materially impair the intent and purposes of
the requirement being varied or of this chapter, and is the minimum variance necessary
to provide relief.

(c) That the variance would not adversely affect the delivery of governmental
services ( e.g., water, sewer, garbage).

(d) That the variance as granted would not confer on the applicant any special
privilege, or deprive the applicant of rights, when compared with those rights commonly
enjoyed immediately adjoining properties;

(e) That the variance request is not one where the specific conditions pertaining to
the property are so general or recurrent in nature as to make the formulation of a
general regulation for those conditions reasonably practicable.

1. The applicant is requesting a variance to install a wall sign. The sign will exceed
the maximum square footage allowed for a wall sign. The sign is thirty-three and



a half (33.5) square feet, which is 10.64% of the awning area.

2. The applicant is requesting a variance to reface an existing freestanding sign.
The sign will not meet the required setback. The sign is located five (5) feet from
the property line.

Recommendation:

1.  The Zoning Inspector recommends denial of the zoning variance as the request
does not meet enough of the conditions required to grant a variance. The property still
has beneficial use without the variance. Even if denied, the property owner can still
install a new sign that conforms to the guidelines set forth in the Perrysburg Codified
Ordinances. Denial of the variance would only require the sign to be reduced by two (2)
square feet. There is not a hardship that would prevent the applicant from meeting the
size requirement.

2.  The Zoning Inspector recommends denial of the zoning variance as the request
does not meet enough of the conditions required to grant a variance. The property still
has beneficial use without the variance. Even if denied, the property owner can still
install a new sign that conforms to the guidelines set forth in the Perrysburg Codified
Ordinances. There is not a hardship that would prevent the applicant from meeting the
setback.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 27-23. Rob Hall, Toledo Sign, was present, and added
that he is withdrawing variance request #1 as it has already been figured out. He
confirmed that the sign is existing, and that the business is under new ownership and is
looking to rebrand. Mr. Hall said that the tear down cost of this sign would cost a few
grand, and that a new sign would be at least $10,000.00. There was a brief discussion
about setback measurement, and Mr. Anderson noted that the sign is setback seven (7)
feet when measuring on-site from the sidewalk.

Mr. Anderson moved to approve Application 27-23 (va, with the understanding that the
applicant withdrew variance request #1 from the application. Seconded by Mr. Elmer,
and it was unanimously approved (4-0).

APPLICATION 28-23

Seneca Builders is requesting a zoning variance in order to install a driveway. The
property is located at 506 Chippewa Lane and is zoned R-3 (Single Family Residential).

NOTE: Chapter 1250.51(b)(7) No portion of a driveway shall be closer than five (5)
feet to a side or rear property line.

1. The applicant is requesting a zoning variance that would allow for a driveway to
be installed within the required five (5) foot setback from the side property line.
The driveway will be installed one (1) foot off of the property line.



Recommendation:

1. The Zoning Inspector recommends denial of the variance as it does not meet
enough of the conditions needed to grant a variance. The proposal is on an
empty lot. If the driveway is not meeting the setbacks, | would recommend a
different footprint for the house that would allow for a driveway to be installed
that meets the setbacks. This lot is not significantly different from any of the
other lots within this plat and has no physical hardships that would suggest a
variance being needed. Although it might not be the desired layout, there is still a
beneficial use of the property without a variance. The variance is substantial as
this could potentially be the first house within this plat and will set a precedence
for the remaining lots.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 28-23. Trevor Van Berkom, 1604 Woodstream Road,
and Ron Hensley, Seneca Builders, were present on behalf of the application. Mr. Van
Berkom noted that there are twenty-eight (28) lots in this plat, and eight (8) lots have
rear drainage. He added that he has a letter from Ed Schroeder stating that he is in
favor of this variance request. Mr. Anderson noted that this happens a lot in the
Sanctuary, but that he has never seen a one (1) foot setback from the neighbor, and
that he is concerned with the future neighbor.

Mr. Duricek made a motion to grant conditional approval of Application 28-23, with the
condition that the first thirty (30) feet of the driveway will be five (5) feet off of the
neighboring property line, and that after that thirty (30) feet the driveway can be up to
two and a half (2.5) feet off of the neighboring property line, and finding D, E, F, and G
of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3) to be true. Seconded by Mr. Anderson, and it was
unanimously approved (4-0).

Mr. Sutter left the meeting at 6:08 p.m.
APPLICATION 30-23

Liliana Rossi is requesting three zoning variances to construct an attached garage. The
property is located at 336 W. Third Street and is zoned R-4 (Single Family Residential).

NOTE: Chapter 1230.01 Intensity and Dimensional Standards
R-4 Zoning:
Front Yard = 3%’
Rear Yard = 30’
Side Yard Min =6’
Side Yard Total = 16’
1.  The applicant is requesting a zoning variance for a front yard setback. The garage
will be constructed two (2) feet off of the front property line.



2. The applicant is requesting a zoning variance for a side yard setback. The garage
will be constructed two (2) feet off of the side property line.

3. The applicant is requesting a zoning variance for a rear yard setback. The garage
will be constructed one (1) foot two (2) inches off of the rear property line.

Recommendation:

1. The Zoning Inspector recommends approval of the zoning variance based on
meeting the criteria of A, D, E & F of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3). The homeowner is looking
to rebuild an attached garage. The garage will have a larger setback than the existing
garage. The lot is extremely narrow and without a variance a garage would not be
possible on this property. Additionally, there are no neighbors on this side of the
property.

2. The Zoning Inspector recommends approval of the zoning variance based on
meeting the criteria of A, D, E & F of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3). The homeowner is looking
to rebuild an attached garage. The garage will have a larger setback than the existing
garage. The lot is extremely narrow and without a variance a garage would not be
possible on this property. Additionally, there are no neighbors on this side of the

property.

3. The Zoning Inspector recommends approval of the zoning variance based on
meeting the criteria of A, D, E & F of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3). The homeowner is looking
to rebuild an attached garage. The garage will have a larger setback than the existing
garage. The lot is extremely narrow and without a variance a garage would not be
possible on this property. Additionally, there are no neighbors on this side of the
property.

Mr. Grodi reviewed Application 30-23. Liliana Rossi was present, and brought additional
pictures of her existing garage to show the Board how it is deteriorating and not safe in
its current condition.

Mr. Anderson moved to approve variance #1, #2, and #3 of Application 30-23 as
submitted, and finding A, D, E, and F of Chapter 1275.02(c)(3) to be true. Seconded by
Mr. Duricek. Ayes: Anderson, Duricek, and Elmer (3). Nays: (0).

OTHER BUSINESS

None.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:18 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,



Heather Alfaro
Zoning Clerk

Next meeting is scheduled for September 11, 2023 at 5:30 p.m.



