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                            City of Lakewood 
                            Board of Zoning Appeals 

(216) 529-6630 
planning@lakewoodoh.gov 

 
AGENDA 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
CITY OF LAKEWOOD 

12650 DETROIT AVENUE 
MAY 21, 2026 

 
PRE-REVIEW MEETING 

6:00 P.M. 
EAST CONFERENCE ROOM 

 
REVIEW MEETING 

6:30 P.M. 
AUDITORIUM 

            
1. ROLL CALL 

 
2. APPROVE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 16, 2026 MEETING  

 
 

3. OPENING REMARKS 
 

NEW  BUSINESS 
 

4. Docket No. 05-06-26 
17516 Daleview Ave. 
 
Applicant Daniel Marguiles architect for property owners Bruce Rhoads and Robert Audet,  
proposes demolition of the existing garage and the construction of a new two- car, two story 
garage. The proposed garage has a midpoint height greater than the permitted 15 feet. Property 
is located in the R1H Single Family High Density District. 

 
Variance 1 : The applicant proposes the construction of a two-car, two-story garage that 
is 16’ 4”, where 15 feet to the midpoint is the maximum permitted. Request a variance to 
exceed the maximum midpoint height by 1’ 4” , as proposed. Pursuant to 1125.05(b) 
Height Regulations(ORD 91-95, PASSED 10-7-1996) 
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5. Docket No. 05-07-26 

1194 Cook Ave.  
 
Applicant David Linden, property owner, proposes demolition of the existing two-car garage 
and the construction of a new two-car+ garage. The proposed garage is 80 sqft larger in area 
than the permitted 480 sq. ft.. Property is located in the R2 Single and Two Family District.  
 

Variance 1 : Property owner proposes the demolition of existing garage and the 
construction of a new 560 sq. ft. garage where 480 sq. ft. is permitted. Request a 
variance to increase the maximum permitted rear lot coverage to 560 sq. ft. as proposed. 
Pursuant to Section 1123.03. (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.) 

 
 

 
6. Docket No. 05-08-26 

1044 Roy Dr. 
 
Applicant Greg Allen, Greg Allen Builders, for property owner, Michelle Hubbell, proposes 
demolition of existing rear patio roof and construction of new rear patio roof. The proposed 
patio roof is 4 feet deeper than the existing and encroaches into the rear setback. Property is 
located in the R1M Single Family Medium Density District. 
 

Variance 1 : The applicant proposes the demolition of the existing rear porch which is 14’ 
x 8’ and the construction of a new rear porch 12’ x 16’.  The property is on a corner lot 
that is 12,012 sq ft in area, the existing house is 24’ 6” from the rear property line. Request 
a variance to reduce the rear setback to 12’ 6” to accommodate the 192 sq. ft. rear 
covered patio. Pursuant to 1121.07 Rear Yard Depth (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.) 

 
 
 
 
ADJOURN 
 

“Individuals with disabilities, who require accommodations for participation in meetings, must request 
accommodations at least 3 business days ahead of the scheduled meeting. Contact Michelle Nochta 
at (216) 529-5906 michelle.nochta@lakewoodoh.net .” 

mailto:michelle.nochta@lakewoodoh.net




















 
In order to for a variance request to be approved, applicants must demonstrate how their request meets 
the Practical Difficulty Test based on the below factors. The Board of Zoning Appeals must consider and 
weigh each response on its merits. 

(1) Whether there exist site conditions, such as narrowness, shallowness, or topography, unique to the 
property in question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning 
district; 

Yes.  The increased garage area is necessary to allow cars to maneuver around the back of the house.  
The back stairwell is also being remodeled due to conditions rendering the back stairwell unsafe.  To 
comply with required stair widths, the back stairwell will extend the rear of the property more than two 
feet farther back.  Even with the previous stairwell (which was 20' x 24', including a 4' wide storage area, 
maneuvering in and out of the left garage unit with even a small car was extremely difficult and required 
pivoting multiple times to avoid hitting the back of the house.  The additionally width will allow cars to 
begin turning before being completely out of the garage and will allow residents the opportunity to have 
a slightly smaller car in the left unit.  Additionally, the storage area is necessary to house a lawnmower, 
edger, and other equipment for gardening and maintaining the property. 

(2) Whether the property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, 
structure, or site conditions, or whether the property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district; 

Not Applicable. 

 
(3) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any beneficial 
use of the property without the variance(s); 

The property will yield a reasonable return.  The larger garage will render the property more desirable and 
will cater to residents having a larger variety of car sizes.  Additionally, accessing the left garage unit 
without the variance will be extremely difficult for smaller cars and impossible for SUVs or trucks. 

(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial; 

The variance is not substantial.  The variance merely seeks an additional 4 feet of width (80 square feet 
total) than that permitted by the Code. 

(5) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether 
adjoining properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s); 

The essential character of the neighborhood would not be altered at all.  The garage would merely be 
slightly larger and would extend into an area of the property that would otherwise not be utilized.  
Adjoining properties would not be affected.  The rear of the property is adjacent to other garages and a 
wider garage would not affect the line of sight or anything else pertaining to adjacent properties. 

(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, 
sewer, refuse removal); 

No. 

 
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction; 



No. 

 
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other 
than a variance(s); and 

No.  Without a variance, most cars will simply not be able to access the left garage unit. 

(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s). 

Yes.  Granting the variance will maintain the unique, walkable, and historic character of the residential 
area at Cook Ave.  Furthermore, the variance will allow residents the ability to park their car in a locked 
and safe environment, and protect cars from precipitation and frost in the winter.  Additionally, granting 
the variance will impose no hardships on adjacent properties or other residents.  The garage would 
extend into an area of the yard that is otherwise unoccupied and not utilized, and will allow users the 
ability to maneuver in and out of the garage. 
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Application Cover Page 

 

Docket No.:  05-08-26 

Reference No.: BZA26-000009 

Applicant Name: Greg Allen, Greg Allen Builders 

Project Address: 1044 Roy Dr. 

Project Name: n/a 

Proposal:  The applicant proposes the demolition and rebuild of rear porch roof with new 
footers. 





 
In order to for a variance request to be approved, applicants must demonstrate how their request meets 
the Practical Difficulty Test based on the below factors. The Board of Zoning Appeals must consider and 
weigh each response on its merits. 

(1) Whether there exist site conditions, such as narrowness, shallowness, or topography, unique to the 
property in question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in the same zoning 
district; 

No. Open yard. No site concerns or grade concerns.  

(2) Whether the property in question is located near a non-conforming or non-harmonious use, 
structure, or site conditions, or whether the property in question abuts a less restrictive zoning district; 

No 

 
(3) Whether the property in question will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be any beneficial 
use of the property without the variance(s); 

No. Porch roof is existing and is failing and falling down. Needs to be replaced.  

(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial; 

yes. needs to be replaced  

(5) Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or whether 
adjoining properties would suffer a substantial detriment as a result of the variance(s); 

No. No roof will enhance house and replace the look of the failing roof.  

(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, 
sewer, refuse removal); 

No. 

 
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction; 

I don’t know 

 
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other 
than a variance(s); and 

no. The existing roof is the same size. somebody must have built it without a permit.  

(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s). 

Yes it would.. 




















