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1173.04 Variances
Factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an applicant will 
experience practical difficulty: 
1. Whether there exist site conditions (narrowness, shallowness, or topography) unique to property in 

question that are not applicable generally to other lands or structures in same zoning district;

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

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

4. Whether variance(s) is substantial;

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

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

7. Whether property owner purchased property with knowledge of zoning restriction;

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

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

(Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)
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Board of Zoning Appeals-
Pre-review: 6:00-6:30 p.m.
Regular Meeting: 6:30 p.m. 

Members
Vice Chair: Michael Alexander

Jeffrey Pigott
Jillian Bolino

Anthony Santiago

Staff 
Board Secretary: Michelle Nochta
Legal Counsel: Myriam Miranda

Building Department: Justin Maskaluk
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Board of Zoning Appeals

May 18, 2023 Agenda

1. Roll Call
2. Vote on April 20, 2023 meeting minutes
3. Opening Remarks
OLD BUSINESS
4. 1655 Roosevelt -12-32-22
5. 1077 Wilbert Ave- 04-06-23 DEFERRED
NEW BUSINESS
6.     1464 Riverside 05-08-23
7. 17514 Detroit Ave 05-06-23
8. 17909 Lake Rd



Board of Zoning Appeals

Roll Call
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Board of Zoning Appeals

Approve Meeting Minutes for 
April 20, 2023
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Board of Zoning Appeals

Opening Remarks
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Applicant and property owner Christopher Walling proposes the construction of a new two-story 
garage on the old pad of a previously demolished one story garage. The property is located in the 

R2 Single- and Two-Family District.

DEFERRED - Docket No. 12-32- 22
1655 Roosevelt Avenue
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1655 Roosevelt Ave.



101655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



111655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



121655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



131655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



141655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



151655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



161655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



171655 Roosevelt

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 12-32-22
1655 Roosevelt Ave.

Applicant and property owner Christopher Walling proposes the construction of a
new garage on the previously demolished garage site. The proposed garage has a
calculated height of 17 feet, permitted maximum is 15 feet. The property is in the
R1H, Single Family High-Density District. (Page 4)

• Variance 1: Request a variance to exceed the maximum permitted height of an
accessory structure. The permitted accessory structure height is 15 feet calculated.
The proposed garage height is calculated at 17 feet. Request a variance to exceed
the permitted maximum height by 4 feet, as proposed. Pursuant to section
1121.05(b) Height Regulations (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an 
applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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 parcel sits higher than street level.
(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. Residential zoning all around.
(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);
Yes, The property value will increase substantially from granting this variance and in turn, 
increase the value of the surrounding properties.
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial; Yes, This is a 2 story garage with a 4' height variance.
(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, There are many tall structures surrounding this property and would only alter the 
character in a positive way. This structure and variance would not cause a detriment to the 
neighboring properties. The garage sits further back than the neighboring property and will 
basically appear as another single-family home with a garage on the first floor and storage on the 
second floor. I've remained cognizant of my neighbors well being for their property throughout 
the designing of this project and spoke with them personally. They raised no issue with what I'm 
planning.

181655 Roosevelt



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an applicant 
will experience practical difficulty:
(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., water, sewer, 
refuse removal); No, I called the DIG number, had a worker come out and he verified that all utilities in-
ground and above (power lines) are not impeded or disrupted by these plans.
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction;No, When 
I bought the property, the existing garage was structurally unsound and would sway from my body weight 
pushing against it. I felt compelled to have it razed for the safety of myself and my neighbor’s property. I 
never wanted to raze the previous garage, but since it was necessary, and now I have a blank canvas, I 
figured why not build as large as I can to maximize the value, again keeping in mind of my neighbors.
(8) Whether the property owner’s predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method other than a 
variance(s); and No, I am in no predicament and do not wish to obviate from my plans for the height 
variance. If I did, it would limit the head space in the second floor and would not achieve the goals I set out to 
do.
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed, and substantial justice done by granting 
the variance(s). Yes, I believe the spirit of the code will remain intact by granting this 4' variance. There are 
many tall structures around this property, including the subject property. This would conform to those 
structures while keeping the integrity of the neighborhood’s likeness. Basically, this is going to look really 
amazing once it's finished by the Lakewood High vocational program and be a staple of the neighborhood. 
I've spoken to numerous neighbors around who walk their dogs/kids past my home and compliment me on 
the work I've done. I've told them about the plans, and they are in full support of it. This would not disrupt 
my neighbors and with the location of this garage, it makes better sense to build something prominent, yet 
more so conforming to the home style of the neighboring property rather than the old single-story garages 
it's surrounded by. The surrounding garages on other parcels simply do not have the uniqueness of my 
parcel nor the footprint available to build something great like this.

191655 Roosevelt



Administrative Comments

• Request for height should meet the practical difficulty test
• Applicant has reduced the size of the request, originally the 

proposed height was 19 feet.
• Applicant wants two stories to add storage space
• Applicant is working with Lakewood high school technical program; 

high school students will construct the garage as part of the 
Westshore Trades program

• The rear yard is approx. 1,746 square ft, 25% of that is 435 sq ft., 
480 sq ft is the min. guaranteed garage size permitted by code

• Does not abut any commercial or industrial uses
• Survey of block of Roosevelt- no two-story garages
• Can not be used as a dwelling unit, not permitted by code

201655 Roosevelt



Administrative Comments
• Similar BZA Cases – Detached Garages (Mean Heights):

• • 09-18-20 (18147 Clifton) – Garage/Art Studio (19.67’) Lot size 17, 
986 square feet, garage 125 ft from the public right of way.

• • 02-03-19 (1235 Summit) – Garage/Art Studio (16.5’)
• • 07-15-18 (2063 Lakeland) – Denied (16’) – Lot space to modify design 

horizontally
• • 06-10-18 (2211 Clarence) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only 

(17’)abutting industrial
• • 03-04-18 (2091 Lakeland) – Denied (16.67’) – Lot space to modify 

design horizontally
• • 05-08-15 (1636 Alameda) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only 

(~15.5’)
• • 07-26-13 (1666 Lincoln) – Condition: Incidental Storage Only (~15.5’)

211655 Roosevelt Ave.



221655 Roosevelt

The rear yard is approx. 1746 sq ft. 
25% of that is 435 sq ft, 480 sq ft is 
The minimum guaranteed garage size permitted



1655 Roosevelt Ave.

Google 3-d facing east on Roosevelt



1655 Roosevelt Ave.

Old google shot of previous  garage



251655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



261655 Roosevelt

Site Plan/elevation(2)



271655 Roosevelt

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 12-32-22
1655 Roosevelt Ave.

Applicant and property owner Christopher Walling proposes the construction of a
new garage on the previously demolished garage site. The proposed garage has a
calculated height of 17 feet, permitted maximum is 15 feet. The property is in the
R1H, Single Family High-Density District. (Page 4)

• Variance 1: Request a variance to exceed the maximum permitted height of an
accessory structure. The permitted accessory structure height is 15 feet calculated.
The proposed garage height is calculated at 17 feet. Request a variance to exceed
the permitted maximum height by 4 feet, as proposed. Pursuant to section
1121.05(b) Height Regulations (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-1996.)



Public Comment
 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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Applicant  Gary Fischer of Fischer and Associates and property owner Linda Fredrickson of Jude Homes LLC. 
Proposes the demolition of the existing  single family home and the construction of a new 

Side by side two-family home attached to the existing garage. 
The property is located in the R2 Single and Two-Family District.

Docket No. 05-08-23
1464 Riverside
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Aerial photo



301464 Riverside

pictures



311464 Riverside

pictures



321464 Riverside

pictures



331464 Riverside

pictures



341464 Riverside

pictures



351464 Riverside

pictures



361464 Riverside

Plans



371464 Riverside

Plans

The proposed roof line is reversed from the existing



381464 Riverside

Plans



391464 Riverside

Plans



401464 Riverside

Plans



411464 Riverside

Plans



421464 Riverside

Plans



431464 Riverside

Plans



441464 Riverside

Plans

Submitted for May 2023 BZA meeting

Given dimensions contradict

?

?



451464 Riverside

Plans

Submitted for September 2021 BZA meeting

Given Dimensions contradict



461464 Riverside

Plans

Submitted for May 2023 BZA meeting

Given Dimensions contradict



471464 Riverside

Plans

Given Dimensions contradict



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an 
applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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;
The site is a unique site located between two streets and is a small narrow lot.
(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;
The new structure will be in keeping with the adjacent property and the neighborhood in 
general.
(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 owner wishes to use the property to construct her home and take advantage of the R2 
zoning. Given the lot size and configuration, the variances are necessary to build almost any 
livable structure.
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
the variances are similar to those granted for the site previously. The lot coverage is similar to 
the adjacent property. The rear setback is requested in order to re-use the existing garage.  The 
variances are minor and are basically granting variances for the existing garage.
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Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an 
applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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 neighborhood will not be substantially altered by the construction of the new home. The 
new configuration and size will not negatively impact the neighboring properties.
(6) Whether the variance(s) would adversely affect the delivery of governmental services (e.g., 
water, sewer, refuse removal);
No government services will be affected by the variance.
(7) Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning 
restriction;
The owner was unaware that a variance or variances were required in order to improve the 
property.
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through some method 
other than a variance(s); and
To construct the minimal amount of home; a variance will be required and therefore this is 
necessary.
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s).
The spirit and intent of the code will be met through the granting of the variance due to the 
existing garage and the size, location and nature of the lot.
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Administrative Comments
 Previously approved plans were to renovate and add an addition to the existing 

house. New plans are to demolish the existing house and build a new house and 
attach it to the existing garage

 Dimensions given in previously approved plans are markedly different from 
newly submitted plans for

 Length of side property lines
 Distance from garage to side setback
 Distance of existing garage to public right of way

• A boundary survey by a registered surveyor is required by the building 
department for all new construction. The applicant has provided a mortgage 
location survey, which is not a boundary survey.

• The submitted drawings do not match the setback on the mortgage survey, or 
the previously submitted drawings, or the county GIS that was submitted with 
the new site plan. There are 4 different sets of numbers

• The administration recommends that the board defer the application and 
require the applicant to provide a boundary survey and a site plan that is 
based on the boundary survey. The boundary survey is necessary to 
eliminate the uncertainty created by the discrepancies in the applicant’s 
provided documents.
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Public Comment
 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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Applicant Gabriel Fey of HSB Architects for property owner Jess Oster proposes the adaptive reuse of a 
commercial building on the St. James property for multi-family use and proposes the addition of an unroofed rooftop patio 

deck. The property is located in the C2 Retail  District.

Docket No. 05-09-23
17514 Detroit Ave
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Aerial photo



5317514 Detroit Ave

Plans



5417514 Detroit Ave

Plans



5517514 Detroit Ave

Plans



5617514 Detroit Ave

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 05-09-23
17514 Detroit Ave.
St. James School

Applicant Gabriel Fey of HSB Architects for property owner Jess Oster proposes the
renovation and conversion of a commercial building on the St James property to a multi-
family use. The proposal includes the addition of a rooftop patio with an enclosed vestibule
and unroofed patio deck. The requirement for unroofed patio decks to be higher in elevation
than 42 inches and no greater in area than 300 sq. ft., the parcel is a through lot without a
rear yard. The proposal is for a 1,155 sq. ft. unroofed patio deck at 40 feet, 10 inches above
grade. The property is located in the C2 Retail Commercial District. (Page 17)

• Variance 1: Request a variance to exceed the allowable permitted height and area of an
unroofed patio deck. Request a variance to place 1,155 sq. ft of unroofed patio deck at a
height of 40 feet 10 inches above grade. Pursuant to Section 1127.03(d) Fence Placement
and Types) Height Regulations (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-96.)



5717514 Detroit Ave

Plans



5817514 Detroit Ave

Plans



5917514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6017514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6117514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6217514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6317514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6417514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6517514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6617514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6717514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6817514 Detroit Ave

Plans



6917514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7017514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7117514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7217514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7317514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7417514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7517514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7617514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7717514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7817514 Detroit Ave

Plans



7917514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8017514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8117514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8217514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8317514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8417514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8517514 Detroit Ave

Site Plan/elevation(2)



8617514 Detroit Ave

Plans



8717514 Detroit Ave

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 05-09-23
17514 Detroit Ave.
St. James School

Applicant Gabriel Fey of HSB Architects for property owner Jess Oster proposes the
renovation and conversion of a commercial building on the St James property to a multi-
family use. The proposal includes the addition of a rooftop patio with an enclosed vestibule
and unroofed patio deck. The requirement for unroofed patio decks to be higher in elevation
than 42 inches and no greater in area than 300 sq. ft., the parcel is a through lot without a
rear yard. The proposal is for a 1,155 sq. ft. unroofed patio deck at 40 feet, 10 inches above
grade. The property is located in the C2 Retail Commercial District. (Page 17)

• Variance 1: Request a variance to exceed the allowable permitted height and area of an
unroofed patio deck. Request a variance to place 1,155 sq. ft of unroofed patio deck at a
height of 40 feet 10 inches above grade. Pursuant to Section 1127.03(d) Fence Placement
and Types) Height Regulations (Ord. 91-95. Passed 10-7-96.)



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining 
whether an applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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;
Not Applicable
(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;
Yes; Property is along primary commerical thoroughfare of Detroit Ave
(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);
Property was previously vacant and generating zero economic benefit for the 
previous owner/city of Lakewood. New Owner's have recently invested $6 Million 
into retrofitting the building and adding new tenants and jobs to the area. This 
proposed Phase 2 will offer additional interest for investors of Lakewood, while also 
aiding in offsetting costs of Phase 1.

8817514 Detroit Ave



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when 
determining whether an applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
Not when considering this is a commercial property along a primary commercial 
corridor (not a residence along a residential street).
(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
(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;
Unknown
(8) Whether the property owner's predicament feasibly can be obviated through 
some method other than a variance(s); and
No
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial 
justice done by granting the variance(s).
Yes

8917514 Detroit Ave



Administrative Comments

• The Board has previously permitted unroofed patio decks for MF 
and other projects. The size and height of this project are both 
greater than previously approved projects

• The patio is part of a 4 million adaptive reuse investment in 
historic buildings.

• The upscale outdoor space will support the commercial use
• There have been no negative consequences observed or reported 

when such variances have been granted in the past.
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Public Comment
 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)
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Applicant Jill Brandt of Brandt Architecture and property owner Matt Vesperman. Proposes the construction of 
a breezeway and attached garage. The property is located in the R1L Single Family Low-Density District.

Docket No. 05-10-23
17909 Lake Road
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Aerial photo



9317909 Lake Road

pictures



9417909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



9517909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



9617909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)

Existing Side 
Yard 5’9”

Rear Yard- green

Rear Yard- setback



9717909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



9817909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



9917909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



10017909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



10117909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



10217909 Lake Road

Site Plan/elevation(2)



10317909 Lake Road

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 05-10-23
17909 Lake Rd.

Applicant Jill Brandt of Brandt Architecture for property owner Matt Vesperman proposes the
construction of a breezeway connecting the primary structure to a new attached garage The
property is a wedge shape, and due to the shape of the lot any primary structure will fail to
meet the rear yard setback requirement. The proposal does not meet the rear yard setback
requirement or the combined side yard setback requirement. The rear yard must be a
minimum of 40 feet and the combined side yard total must be 25 feet, The property is located
in the R1L Single-Family Low-Density District Single- and Two-Family Residential District.
(Page 42)

Variance 1: Request a variance to reduce the rear setback on a wedge-shaped lot. The requirement
is for a 40-foot setback from the rear property line. Request a variance to place a new attached
garage and breezeway approximately 10 feet, 1 inch from the rear property line, as proposed.
Pursuant to Section 1121.07 Minimum Yard Requirements for Principal Buildings (Ord. 15-15.
Passed 9-21-2015.)

Variance 2: Request a variance to reduce the combined setback total. The requirement is for each
side setback to be a minimum of 10 feet and in some combination when combined total a minimum
of 25 feet. One side is an existing 5-foot, 9-inch setback, and the other side is proposed at
approximately 14 feet, for a combined total of 20 feet, 9 inches. Request a variance to reduce the
combined side yard setback to 20 feet 9 inches, as proposed. Pursuant to Section 1121.07
Minimum Yard Requirements for Principal Buildings (Ord. 15-15. Passed 9-21-2015.)



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an 
applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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, it is an irregular, pie shaped lot.  The house it set fairly deep in the lot limiting the buildable 
area in the rear yard.
(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;
The neighborhood has curving streets which create many irregular shaped lots in this area.
(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, The property does not have a garage which is a common amenity in homes and adds value. 
Given the shape of the lot & the way the rear yard setback is determined and the need for space 
to maneuver in & out of the garage, any garage in the rear yard would need a variance.
(4) Whether the variance(s) is substantial;
The total side yard setback required is 25'-0: and we are proposing 20'-2 3/4".  The variance is 
less than 5' and not substantial. Given the way the rear set back is determined, we are proposing 
a 10' setback vs the 40' required. That is seemingly substantial. However when calculated from 
the furthest rear property line ( the apex) the furthest rear point of the building is 47'-3 1/2". It 
is not close to any structures on adjacent lots.

10417909 Lake Road



Owner/agent responses- 1173.04 Variances
Applicant responses to the factors to be considered and weighed when determining whether an 
applicant will experience practical difficulty:
(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, the garage is in the back of the lot and will not alter the street view. We are matching the 
architectural style and materials of the house to keep in character with the neighborhood.
(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 Given the shape of the lot & the way the rear yard setback is determined and the need for 
space to maneuver in & out of the garage, any garage in the rear yard would need a variance.
(9) Whether the spirit and intent of the Code would be observed and substantial justice done by 
granting the variance(s).
Yes, it is an irregularly shaped lot and the strict interpretation of the code significantly limits the 
buildable area in the rear of the property. Denying the variance request would deny the 
homeowner the ability to develop their property (a garage)  that is granted to others.

10517909 Lake Rd



Administrative Comments
• Due to the irregularly shaped lot any addition to the primary 

structure would require a variance
• A detached structure in the same location would not require 

setback variance but would require a height variance
• Requirement for side yards in R1L is 10 feet for each side yard, 

and combined must meet 25 feet
• Survey of  19 houses on the same block from Clifton Extension to 

Clifton Extension, 8 houses with Forest addresses, and 11 with 
Lake Rd addresses. Distances are approx. Using Nearmaps 
software.

• Two of the nineteen properties have 25 feet or more combined 
side-yard setbacks, and three meet the minimum 10 feet for each 
side-yard requirement

• Typical rear lot on the block is approx. 150 ft deep. It is due to the 
unique shape of the lot that the rear yard is shallow- there is only 
1 other parcel that has the pie shape and the same truncated rear 
yard

10617909 Lake Rd



Administrative Comments

10717909 Lake Rd

Address number side side combined rear yard
Lake 17895 6 15 21 158
Lake 17897 2 6 8 168
Lake 17899 10 11 21 171
Lake 17901 7 10 17 148
Lake 17903 8 11 19 164
Lake 17905 17 8 25 123
Lake 17907 9 13 22 13
Lake 17909 5 18 23 10
Lake 18188 4 8 12 74
Lake 18186 13 6 19 42
Lake 18184 5 12 17 97
Lake 18180 5 2 7 142
Forest 1132 17 3 20 123
Forest 1130 13 5 18 178
Forest 1128 3 12 15 144
Forest 1126 3 5 8 197
Forest 1124 14 5 19 152
Forest 1122 10 6 16 155
Forest 1120 11 12 23 190
Forest 1116 22 10 32 196



10817909 Lake Road

Variance Request(2)

Docket No. 05-10-23
17909 Lake Rd.

Applicant Jill Brandt of Brandt Architecture for property owner Matt Vesperman proposes the
construction of a breezeway connecting the primary structure to a new attached garage The
property is a wedge shape, and due to the shape of the lot any primary structure will fail to
meet the rear yard setback requirement. The proposal does not meet the rear yard setback
requirement or the combined side yard setback requirement. The rear yard must be a
minimum of 40 feet and the combined side yard total must be 25 feet, The property is located
in the R1L Single-Family Low-Density District Single- and Two-Family Residential District.
(Page 42)

Variance 1: Request a variance to reduce the rear setback on a wedge-shaped lot. The requirement
is for a 40-foot setback from the rear property line. Request a variance to place a new attached
garage and breezeway approximately 10 feet, 1 inch from the rear property line, as proposed.
Pursuant to Section 1121.07 Minimum Yard Requirements for Principal Buildings (Ord. 15-15.
Passed 9-21-2015.)

Variance 2: Request a variance to reduce the combined setback total. The requirement is for each
side setback to be a minimum of 10 feet and in some combination when combined total a minimum
of 25 feet. One side is an existing 5-foot, 9-inch setback, and the other side is proposed at
approximately 14 feet, for a combined total of 20 feet, 9 inches. Request a variance to reduce the
combined side yard setback to 20 feet 9 inches, as proposed. Pursuant to Section 1121.07
Minimum Yard Requirements for Principal Buildings (Ord. 15-15. Passed 9-21-2015.)



Public Comment
 Received via email-

 Meeting attendee(s)

109



Board of Zoning Appeals

Adjourn
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Board of Zoning Appeals
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