Meeting Minutes of
Board of Zoning Appeals
Held May 19, 2022
Members Present:

Jack Norton, Carolyn Young, Jan Saurman, Terrance Burke, Scott Bruno, Clete Miller

Excused:

Dan Gess

Also Present:

Eric Tuck-Macalla (Building Director), Lauren Oley (Secretary), Councilman Tadych,
Councilwoman DeGeorge

Audience:

Russell Thompson, Mr. & Mrs. Glyde, Steve Schill, Gary Ebert, Charles Merchant, Terry
Adams, Jill Brandt, Eric Evanoff, Leah & Claire Farrar, Tim Ferguson

*Full recording of the meeting is permanently available on the City of Bay Village website under
Government/Board of Zoning Appeals/View Most Recent Agendas and Minutes/Media
Mr. Norton called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
Mr. Norton introduced the first item on the agenda, the approval of the minutes that were held May 5, 2022.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second by Mr. Burke, to approve the minutes as prepared and submitted.
Motion Passed
1) Gary & Pamela Ebert
153 Kensington Circle

Applicant is requesting a variance to section 1163.05 (h)(1). The
applicant is requesting a six ft. privacy screen of 155 ft. where a
32 ft. privacy screen is permitted. The variance would be for
123 ft. 73.84 lin. ft. is 10% of the perimeter of the lot.
Tabled from 4/28/22 & 5/5/22 Meeting

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as 153 Kensington Circle and advised that the board has had
an opportunity to review the application and visit the site. He also noted that an email has been received from
Brian Ruocco at 147 Kensington Circle had a couple of questions. One he’s curious what happens with the
fencing that exists between him and the applicant.
Mr. Ebert confirmed that the existing fence between their properties belongs to Mr. Ruocco. He went on to
voice his concerns the Bay Village code does not address outdoor entertainment areas which are becoming more
and more prevalent in today’s society. He had previously gotten approval to build a pavilion in their back yard
in 2008, Mr. Schill who is here tonight designed it. It’s an open area pavilion with screens that roll down,
heaters, a TV, and a fireplace – which is located in the back of their lot. The fence that is adjacent to their
property, up until a pool went in by Mr. Ruocco last fall, was in violation since it’s a 5’ fence. It looks like rot
iron, but it brown clad. As the diagram shows, there is a shed and pump in the corner of the lot, a 60’ basketball
court right off the basketball court (which is adjacent to the pavilion), then a trampoline coming up further on
that property line, then you see a jog of a fence that goes over 4’ that goes over to the driveway. That jog was
put in by the previous owner because there is a massive tree on the property line. The neighbors have put in the
basketball court, which is allowed, but Mr. Ebert didn’t get notice (they were out of town) and he probably
would have asked to have buffering. It reminds him a lot about a position the City had to take on an infamous
hockey rink in Bay Village where they required some buffering to go in. They put buffering along that
basketball court – green giant trees that grow very slow, even though they’re called green giants, they put some
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money in to create a natural buffer the entire length of the property. In an effort to avoid a fence next to a fence
he went and got these clip ons which clip on the spindles. Those who have gone out and seen the property
would have seen the sections of that. What happened is he asked the owners if they could do that and he replied
that was fine, but afterwards they decided that they didn’t like it. One box cost $400 for one section.
Unfortunately, it wasn’t acceptable – so they didn’t go that route. Afterwards, he had Mr. Schill come to
investigate if they could close in the side of the pavilion that faces north. The cheapest price they came up with
was $25-45,000 because of how it’s built. When they’re using the basketball court, which is right next to the
lodge, there is time where the boom box is going full blast and everything else. As a matter of fact, because of
how that was lit up Mr. Ebert’s wife ended up buying an automatic power shade on the master bedroom that
faces there because the light was shining in. They tried to avoid what they were posing right now. They’re
trying to get some privacy in the two areas. That fence that is there right now is a 5’ fence, quite frankly – it was
in violation before the pool went in. There was no variance granted for that fence which was put in by the
previous owner. What Mr. Ebert is trying to do is put in a 6’ fence in for some privacy. If the board would look
at the diagram, even if you go down to the area past the trampoline there is an offset of 4’ right there. At the
very least he would ask that to go that far then drop down to 5’ to match their fence. If you look at page 2 of the
diagram, you will see north there is a 6’ fence that encompasses a different neighbor’s yard – he’s not sure if
that is a variance or not. He looks out, from his lodge, to the basketball court, the pool, and the fence to the
north. The fence they’re proposing would be a different style, but otherwise no different. If you keep going
west on the diagram you have their patio which is up past the pavilion where the offset is. The problem with
that is when the neighbors put their flood and security lights in they shine over there – they’re trying to block as
much as possible so that area is protected and quite frankly their entertainment area will be protected. He tried
shrubbery, he tried clip-ons, to avoid having another fence – this is the only other way to do it. It’s gotten to the
point where they have trouble entertaining because of all the facilities/entertainment structures on the
neighbor’s property. He is very cognizant of being as friendly as possible, but they need to be able to entertain
and use their privacy on their property. Unfortunately, when the new owners came in and put those new
facilities in they took all the trees and shrubs out of their property. There is no greenery that protects his
property from theirs. He spent a lot of time and money on greenery to protect their property. With that, he’d like
to turn it over to Steve Schill.
Mr. Schill commented that the zoning code doesn’t address the outdoor entertainment areas. Everyone has
different forms of entertainment. Mr. Ebert’s is maybe more passive and the neighbor’s more active. They both
deserve to do it, but we should give each entity their own privacy.
Mr. Ebert stated that the pavilion is 27’ long. In the back there is a gate that is 10’ and they would not do
anything right there – no covering there. The 60’ basketball court which is 5’ off the property line is right there,
he understands that they will still have noise, but at least you won’t see all the structures. He also looked into
sound barriers. He proposes that the fence will go past the pavilion, past the basketball court, past the
trampoline, past the tree and then to the patio.
Mr. Norton inquired, of Mr. Tuck-Macalla, if he knows offhand if the swimming pool was permitted?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that they were permitted to put in the pool, but the 5’ fence was put in by the
previous owner.
Mr. Ebert clarified that all the fencing surrounding 147 Kensington does not belong to Mr. Ruocco. Some
belongs to their neighbor to the north. He also stated that there was a permit for the fencing, but it listed 4’ –
there was never a variance granted for the 5’. He is wondering if the board would consider the 6’ privacy just
like it does on the north side or a transition point could be where it offsets to drop it to 5’ to match his.
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Ms. Young inquired if, when you have a pool, are you required to put in a 6’ fence?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied that you’re not required to have a 6’ fence, but you’re allowed to. You have to have a
4’ barrier.
Ms. Young inquired if there has ever been a situation, if there is not a 6’ fence, and the neighbor has children
and feels that they would need a 6’ would protect them from the pool? She’s not seen this since she’s been on
the board.
Mr. Bruno stated that he doesn’t remember a scenario as outlined, but he sees where she’s going with it.
Ms. Young commented that a 6’ fence is meant to keep kids from falling into a swimming pool, but if the
owners end up putting in a 6’ fence then it’s permitted. It doesn’t have to be directly around the pool.
Mr. Bruno stated that it’s a quandary because they have a complaint fence on the property and yet what he is
proposing is consistent with what that fence is providing, from a protection perspective, because the pool exists
on 147 Kensington. The fence that he is proposing is on the applicant’s property – that is the quandary. Sure, a
6’ fence because the pool exists is a logical perspective, but the pool doesn’t exist on his property.
Mr. Ebert reiterated the Bay Village code does not address outside entertainment for any properties. He is trying
to get some privacy because of all the structures: the pool, the 60’ basketball court, and the trampoline. That is
why he tried to do the plastic clips. He has done so much with landscaping, but they need some privacy. He is
very careful, as far as looks of it, which is why he showed some pictures. He doesn’t think that fence is
attractive, but that’s not for him to say. He is trying to do something that will blend into the landscaping.
Mr. Saurman inquired whether they put up 155’ or 32’ of 6’ fencing – how far will that be from the neighbor
fence? 1, 2, 3’ off?
Mr. Ebert replied that they would leave some room for maintenance. That is also the reason he’s not looking to
put a cedar fence. He would like something that is laminated that doesn’t ever need to be painted. It won’t be a
wide gap – that is why he suggested the clips. Yes, he’ll see through it from his side, but it won’t look different
than what he has to his north side.
Mr. Norton inquired if the applicant has spoken to his neighbor about putting a non-opaque fence, replacing his
open fence, on his property?
Mr. Ebert stated that he’s attempted to have conversations, but there has never been any follow up.
Mr. Norton commented that his neighbor is allowed to put up a 6’ solid fence, but he’s already got a fence that
he likes. If the new fence were to go on his property – it would be permitted. From the applicant perspective
it’s his cost whether it’s on the neighbor’s property or not. It seems that would solve the applicant’s problem
and maybe make his situation, with all the activity, a friendlier situation.
Mr. Burke added that he wouldn’t be bound by the 32’ rule.
Mr. Ebert stated that he hasn’t thought about that and he hasn’t approached that situation.
Ms. Young, reading from the neighbor letters, remarked that he says ‘having a 4’ fence up against the 6’ fence
would not be eye appealing’.
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Mr. Ebert stated that he’s tried to meet and they haven’t wanted to meet. He’s tried several times.
Mr. Bruno remarked that they’ve suggested partnering with adjacent neighbors numerous times, since he’s been
on the board. They try to get creative to work within the current code.
Mr. Norton stated that one advantage Mr. Ebert may have to encourage that is that he could put up 32’ without
the board or anyone. If he put up a solid fence basically right next to his neighbor’s, there is nothing to prevent
him from doing that, whether it can’t be maintained or possibly unsightly. Or you could share, or bear the cost,
to put along the whole thing so he would have an encouragement to say, ‘I don’t want to look at that’.
Mr. Ebert replied that it’s a possibility. He will approach the idea of that. If he says ‘no’, then he’s obviously
going to come back.
Mr. Norton stated that the history of this is that they’ve struggled with it a long time. Even if they said, ‘cover
the court’ which would need about a 30’ variance, but he still won’t satisfy them overall.
Mr. Ebert stated that he will try to do that if they can table this until the next meeting. They’ve lived there for 35
years and had great neighbors and they’re just not close with these neighbors.
Mr. Burke pointed out that, as Mr. Ebert may recall, the council did review the fence ordinance a few years ago
and determined not to make a change. They’re dealing with the intent of council and they need to be concerned
with setting precedence.
Mr. Norton remarked that the flaw is that once you have a swimming pool – all bets are off.
Mr. Bruno stated that Mr. Ebert mentioned that he already did landscaping. Have you given any consideration
to some sizable arborvitaes in these sections? He, for example, did it on his property.
Mr. Ebert replied that they’ve tried. They’ve had truckloads and they just don’t grow fast enough to build it in.
Before they did all the structures the had some shrubs too that has all been taken out. When the lodge was built
you couldn’t see into their yard because of all the shrubs.
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second Mr. Bruno, that the application for the property at 153 Kensington Circle be
tabled to the next meeting.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Young, Saurman, Burke, Norton, Bruno, Miller
Nays –
Motion Passed 6-0
2) Terry Adams
591 Cahoon Ledges Dr.

Applicant is requesting a variance to section 1163.05 (h) (3) to
install 48 ft. of six foot fence where 32 ft. is allowed, the
variance would be for 16 ft.
Tabled from the 5/5/22 Meeting
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Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as 591 Cahoon Ledges Dr. He stated that he was a little
confused by the additional drawing provided and clarified the 6 proposed panels with the applicant. He
inquired if his pergola, on the back side of the house facing the street, is attached to his home?
The applicant and Chairman discussed the structure in question is attached to the deck which is ultimately
attached to the house.
Mr. Norton went on to explain that they ran into a similar situation on Sunset. Because the patio was attached to
the house it became part of the house and the height was no longer a question.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla stated that they granted a special permit.
Mr. Norton stated that its possible those two panel could be covered under a special permit.
Mr. Burke pointed out that there is another issue that these are not all going the same direction. Seems to him
that he’s got 3 different directions.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla pointed out that 10% is 35’, but that they might be fine by the 32’ rule.
Mr. Norton stated that if for a moment they took out the two by the pergola and put them as a separate thought it
leaves 4 others. Those 4 panels total 32’ – which is permitted. That doesn’t count the two by the W. Oviatt
deck. So, the question might come down to, are the two by the W. Oviatt deck, which is fastened to the porch,
be more reasonable as a special permit to consider those as part of the deck? Similar to what they did on
Sunset?
The board continued to discuss the possibility of a special permit vs. a fence variance request.
Mr. Bruno pointed out that this property sits in a uniquely positioned lot near Dairy Queen, Malley’s, etc. As
such, he’d consider a special permit favorably.
Mr. Miller echoed his comments adding that they should consider the angled portions of the fence to block light
as drivers pull in off nearby streets.
Mr. Norton inquired if the applicant would like to change his request to a special permit for the two 8’ sections
that would be part of the deck and pergola construction?
Mr. Adams replied in the affirmative.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second Mr. Burke, to grant the property at 591 Cahoon Ledges Dr. a special permit for
the 16’, 2 sections, of privacy screening to be affixed to the decking, which is affixed to the primary residence
on that property, based upon the application as prepared and submitted and amended based on the discussion in
quorum.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Miller, Norton, Saurman, Young, Burke, Bruno
Nays –
Motion Passed 6-0
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3) Todd Glyde
328 Florence Ct

Applicant is seeking a variance to section 1140.01 for location
of a shed. The shed is the permitted size of 120 sq. ft. The
variance is for 3 ft. from the rear lot line and 18 ft. from the
side lot line.

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as 328 Florence Ct. He commented that Electric is
somewhat of an unusual street. In this case, the corner house 328 Florence is where the address is. This, by all
appearances, would be the rear yard. The rules vary for a corner lot – that’s where the problem is?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied in the affirmative. The code states that it can be 25’ off the side lot line and 10’ of the
rear lot line. He has no idea why, but that is how it reads on a corner lot.
Mr. Norton went on to explain that if this was not on a corner lot then there would be no issue and it’s fine
where it is. He also noticed along electric there are a lot of examples where they’ve granted variances including
extra 6’ fence – accommodations have been made along there and this may fit into that kind of a situation.
Mr. Bruno agreed that there are plenty of examples along that street where they’ve permitted variances.
Mr. Saurman stated that the only question he had when he went out to look at it, which isn’t related to how
close it is to the line, but any issues with the electric wires going right over the proposed location? They look
pretty low.
Mr. Glyde replied that those are electrical wires. His goal is to be tucked behind them just enough so it’s not
overhead.
Ms. Glyde added that if they were to put it where it’s permitted it would actually push it closer to those wires.
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second Mr.S aurman, that the property located 328 Florence Ct. be granted two
variances. The first a 3’ variance from the rear lot line requirements of Section 1140.01 of the code and the
other is an 18’ variance from side lot line requirements of the same code for the placement of a shed in the
backyard of the property to be placed per the drawings submitted with the application.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Miller, Bruno, Norton, Burke, Saurman, Young
Nays –
Motion 6-0
4) Kristen & Charles Merchant
347 Oakmoor Rd

Applicant is requesting a variance to section 1163.05 to install a
6 ft. privacy fence around their back yard, there is a current six
ft. fence of 32 feet at the rear lot line. 10% of the perimeter is
33.5 ft. The variance would be for 152 lin. ft. of 6 ft. fencing

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as 347 Oakmoor Rd. The board has had an opportunity to
review the application and visit the site.
Mr. Merchant stated that he’s looking for his request to put in line with the pool protective barrier because the
swim spa, at 91 sq. ft., is just under the definition of a pool. It’s basically 12’ long and 7’9” wide and 52” tall
with a maximum water depth of 46”. He is looking for the protective barrier for both privacy and a protective
barrier since they have small children in the neighborhood. He doesn’t want to have the liability of them getting
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into his backyard. There is an opportunity since this sits above what a 4’ fence would cover. It becomes
attractive for misuse.
Mr. Norton stated that he didn’t go up on the deck to look at it. Does it have a cover?
Mr. Merchant replied in the affirmative, but pointed out that most pools have covers on them as well.
Mr. Norton commented that if it applies to this size, which is an overgrown hot tub, then it opens up a pandora’s
box as far as the future is concerned and setting precedence.
Mr. Merchant replied that, personally, any water feature in the backyard that is deeper than a foot is a drowning
hazard for any kids in the neighborhood. He would like the extra protection for that, but they’d also like the
privacy because it sits up above – where people can see in.
Ms. Young remarked that it’s considerably higher than a hot tub.
Mr. Bruno inquired how deep the swim spa is?
Mr. Merchant replied that it’s 46” deep. The spa itself is 52”.
The board and applicant clarified that the fence in the rear yard belongs to the neighbor, has been there for 2-3
different homeowners, and is 32’ in length.
Mr. Bruno remarked that there have been a number of instances, in Bay Village, where the fencing has been
much closer to the pool itself. He would be inclined to suggest that.
Mr. Merchant replied that they were taking the existing fencing that was there and modify it, the only change is
that they’re taking the fence and block in the driveway.
Mr. Bruno replied that he would be concerned about setting precedence. He would be concerned about granting
fencing for a pool, which by definition isn’t a pool. He understands his concern about safety, but that seems
like something council would need to be approached on.
Ms. Young remarked that he may have just heard on the last case that if they put fencing attached to the deck
that might be more favorable as a special permit as opposed to on the lot line all the way around – especially in
this case since you’re trying to hide something that might be tempting. It might be an option the board would
consider.
Mr. Merchant replied that he doesn’t necessarily want to restrict the use of the backyard either. Bringing the
fence in restricts the use of the backyard.
Mr. Norton stated that right now he has a raised deck that is attached to the house. If on the north and south side
of the raised deck which has already got a railing…
Mr. Merchant clarified that he would need to add on to the deck for this suggestion. He did have a proposal for
adding more deck. He stated that the deck is only off to the south corner. He is putting together a proposal to
extend the deck some point in the future, when the funds become available, and the deck can come between the
house and the swim spa, but it wasn’t going around on the north side.
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Ms. Young stated that there is already a high rail on the existing deck – so it’s possible to extend that cordon in
the area for the spa which could be considered as a special permit. On the driveway side, that is primarily what
he’s looking to cover?
Mr. Merchant stated that on the driveway side on the north property line he’d like to bring a 6’ fence across the
driveway so that you can’t see it from the street and bring it down the side. He remarked that it would be 13.5’
across the driveway including a 10’ gate and roughly 34’ before the garage. He went on to say that he knows
his neighbors are amicable to possibly getting a permit to put some of the 6’ fencing on their side. He believes
that to be the case between the house on the east. He would need to reproach the neighbor to the south. Both
indicated that they have no problem with a 6’ fence, but he doesn’t believe she’d have a problem with putting
part on her property.
Mr. Saurman reiterated Mr. Burkes concerns regarding precedence. It’s not a pool. If it were considered a pool
then it would be above ground pool which you can’t have.
Mr. Merchant interjected to say that he still has the liabilities of a pool.
Mr. Burke circled back to what Ms. Young was saying regarding the possibility of a special permit for 6’
fencing around the swim spa itself on the deck. Which might get better acceptance.
Mr. Bruno inquired if he needed a special permit for the swim spa?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied that a pool is over 100 sq. ft. and this is 91 sq. ft. of water space and advised that
swim spas are considered more of a hot tub.
Mr. Saurman suggested tabling it to re-evaluate the options outlined tonight.
The applicant approached and discussed some options with the board directly. The board continued to discuss
the various options and cost advantages. The applicant went on to explain that the existing fence needs to be
replaced regardless of height because it is in disrepair.
Mr. Merchant suggested that he’d likely prefer to speak to the neighbors on the east and south side to permit
fencing on their property and focus his allotment on the northside and across the driveway. Which would still be
quite a variance for some length, but he wants to keep the backyard open and visible – they have pets they want
to keep an eye on.
Mr. Bruno stated that the swim spa seems to be tucked behind the house so the view from the street doesn’t
seem to be that much of an issue. Keep in mind he may get an additional allotment from the board, but he may
not want to use it necessarily there if he’s truly trying to achieve privacy.
The board continued to discuss options for the applicant to modify their request and or possibly request a
special permit.
Mr. Merchant ultimately advised that he would like to table this and go back and discuss options with his wife.
He is likely to modify his request to go for a variance on the north side which might allow for the fence on the
property line and not including the driveway.
Mr. Bruno replied that it’s not that they’d be concerned about it crossing the driveway per se, but they’re
looking at lineal feet and that increases the request quite a bit.
Page 8 of 11

Motion by Mr.Burke, Second Mr. Bruno, that the application at 347 Oakmoor Rd. be tabled until a future
meeting to allow the applicant and his wife to review the options discussed here tonight and possibly revise
their application for a future meeting.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Bruno, Miller, Burke, Norton, Saurman, Young
Nays –
Motion Passed 6-0
The board and applicant continued to discuss the safety hazards of any water feature. His swim spa does have a
cover.
5) Jill Brandt Architect for Leah & Dan Farrar
31428 Nantucket Row

Applicant is requesting a variance to section 1153.03 side yard
set-back. The required set-back is 30 ft. This home is nonconforming so the existing set-back is 25 ft. 8 Inches. The set
back after the addition is built would be 21 ft. 8 inches the
variance would be for 8 ft. 4 inches off the required set-back
the addition would be 4 ft. larger than the existing set-back.

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as 31428 Nantucket Row stating that the old requirement, in
total side yard, used to be 25’ and now it’s 30’. The addition on the one side of the house would normally easily
be granted because it’s right in line with the home – semi-grandfathered. The lot is unique from the standpoint
that the house to the west is on a corner lot and it’s a very unusual shape and very large. Your home is sort of in
their rear yard. This does seems like it would be in keeping with how these lots were plotted.
Mr. Bruno commented that the original grandfathered situation, that now has changed, probably was considered
okay because of the positioning that was intended for the primary residence on the lot on the corner. Granted
these homes could be raised the rebuilt, but in their current state – he sees this as a relatively small request.
Mr. Burke confirmed it’s only 4’ from the existing structure.
Mr. Miller inquired if the generator and AC pictured – will those be outside the 10’ setback?
Ms. Brandt replied that she believes they will be within the setback.
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second Mr.Bruno, that the property at 31428 Nantucket Row be granted a variance of
8’4” (4’ larger than the existing condition) from required setback requirement of Section 1153.03 of the code
for the construction of an addition as per the application submitted.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Young, Saurman, Burke, Norton, Bruno, Miller
Nays –
Motion Passed 6-0
6) Tim Ferguson on behalf of Joe Matejka
29844 Lake Rd

Applicant is requesting a Special Permit per section 1121.42 to
install a trellis in his side yard. The structure will be 87” tall and
94” wide, and be in place of an old gate.
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Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as Tim Ferguson representing both Joe Matejka at 29844
Lake Rd and Bill Priemer at 29814 Lake Rd. He went on to note that he spoke with Lisa Priemer and she was
unware that he was making this request on their behalf.
Mr. Ferguson apologized for the confusion and advised that they had all spoken.
Mr. Matejka clarified that their neighbors, the Priemers, had put in a partial fence 5 years ago. There were 3
evergreens that died over the winter and had to come down. Leaving a gap in the fencing they’re trying resolve
the issue – there was no intent to deceive the board. He spoke to her today after Mr. Norton’s visit and he has a
note from her advising of her approval of tonight’s proceedings.
Mr. Norton clarified that she made it clear to him that she was in favor. The technicality is that she should have
known about the application. The first one for a special permit for a trellis and there was a long explanation of
why – do you think it’s wider than the property?
Mr. Ferguson replied in the negative and showed them a picture indicating that they may need to clip the corner
and bit and they’d want to clip both corners so it’s consistent. He advised that he doesn’t believe it will cross the
property line – their goal is to keep it all on Mr. Matejka’s property. There is about 8’ for the pergola.
The board continued to discuss the exact location and specs of the pergola and the fact that it would be a special
permit since it’s not included in the ordinances.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second Mr. Burke, to grant the property at 29844 Lake Rd. a special permit for section
1121.42 of the code to install the trellis in the side yard of the property per the application as prepared and
submitted provided that the dimensions do not exceed the dimensions submitted in the application. Specifically,
the width not to exceed 92”.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Burke, Bruno, Norton, Miller, Saurman, Young
Nays –
Motion Passed 6-0
7) Tim Ferguson on behalf of Bill Priemer
29814 Lake Rd.

Applicant is seeking a variance to section to section 1163.05 to
install 16 ft. of additional 6 ft. fence, the variance is for 16
feet. 111.2 Feet is 10%.

Mr. Norton clarified with the applicant that his application for the Priemer’s was a separate request with a
separate fee. He is aware that the Priemers are aware of the application. The Priemers currently have 3 - 8’
sections, or 24’of 6’ fencing, the next 8’ section they’re entitled to – they’d need to pull their own fence permit
because it’s technically on their property, but that’s easy. The 50”+/- that angles off is also permitted because it
falls within the 10% so this would be just part of their fence permit to be drawn separately. The 4 ½’ tall – is
there a reason you’d want that as opposed to 4’4”?
Mr. Ferguson replied that 4’4” is fine.
Mr. Norton clarified that 4’4” is what it is allowed so the 2” may not make a difference. It comes down to the
last 50” part – is the only thing that needs the variance.
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