BZA Meeling Minulss

Board of Zoning Appeals
May 08, 2025

Members present: Blaine Wells; Scott Brecheisen; Brody Yingling; Andrew House and Shaun Mason.

Brody Yingling, acting Chairperson, called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and the general rules were
reviewed.

The following was introduced by Mr. Erik Adkins:

Case Number: BZA-13-2025-65867
Address: 2200 S. Main Street
Zone: R-1 Large Lot Residential

Filed by James Dowling regarding a variance from Section 1161.03(B)(3) of the City of Findlay Zoning
Ordinance for a new privacy fence at 2200 S. Main Street. The requested variance is to allow for a 6-
foot-high privacy fence to replace an existing 6-foot privacy fence, which is 1.5 feet from the front
property line. This section requires a minimum setback of 15 feet from the front property line or existing
building line, whichever is less.

The property owner intends to place the 6-foot-high privacy fence in the same location as the existing 6-
foot-high privacy fence currently sits.

The City supports this decision because it is an exact replacement of the non-conforming fence.

Mr. Steve Combs, 1700 Eastview Drive, Findlay, of Comb’s Findlay Fencing, representing the owner,
was sworn in. He stated last year he did the South side of the fence. The fence is around 40-years old.
It sets on a corner lot off of Main Street. It runs even with the garage he has in the back yard and sits
approximately 1 Y-feet off of the property line. The owner wants to replace the 30 - 40-year old fence
in the same location with a 6-feet privacy fence.

Mr. Mason asked if the new fence will match the existing style?

Mr. Combs stated, yes, it will look just like the old fence.

Mr. Wells asked about the West side.

Mr. Combs stated they did that and this will be the last section to complete.

Mr. Yingling asked Mr. Adkins if there were any communications on this case?

Mr. Adkins stated there are two communication on this case, both in favor of the request (attached).
He read them into record.
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Mr. Wells made a motion to approved the requested variance subject to obtaining the required permits
within 60 days.

Mr. Brecheisen seconded the motion.

Motion to approved the requested variance subject to obtaining the required permits within 60 days, 5-
0.

The following was introduced by Mr. Erik Adkins:

Case Number: BZA-14-2025-65870
Address: 250 E. Eagle Street
Zone: R-2 Medium Lot Residential

Filed by Wilanna Groves regarding a variance from Section 1122.05(C)(1) of the City of Findlay Zoning
Ordinance for new roofed additions at 250 E. Eagle Street. The requested variance is to allow for the
construction of two new roofed structures, resulting in a total roofed coverage of 41.9 percent. This
exceeds the maximum allowed roofed coverage of 33 percent by 8.9 percent.

The property owner is seeking to create a shaded area in their rear yard and front yard for their
grandchild, who cannot be in the sun but enjoys being outside immensely.

This property has the characteristics of an R-3 Small Residential Lot, which would have allowed for 50
percent of the lot to be covered.

Additionally, the contractor hired for this new project will bring the remainder of the property into
compliance with other necessary permits, addressing items previously installed by other contractors.

The City supports the Board's decision.

Mr. Justin Struder, 251 Township Highway 1, Sycamore, Ohio, representing the owner, was sworn in.
He stated the back patio was built poorly and they found out it was not permitted. They will get the
needed permits. The owner is in a wheel chair and having this would benefit the owner’s and the grand

children’s lives.
Mr. Wells asked Mr. Adkins to clarify what the non-permit issues are.

Mr. Adkins stated there is a swimming pool, shed and a fence that they never got the permits for. He
stated Mr. Struder will be getting the permits to bring them into compliance.

Mr. House asked if the covered area is covered currently and if this is a replacement?

Mr. Struder stated that in the back, they want to make it a touch bigger because it doesn’t go to the door.
The front would be a covered porch that doesn’t have a cover. There is just a concrete slab there now.

Mr. Yingling asked Mr. Adkins if there were any communications on this case?
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Mr. Adkins stated there were no communication on this case.

Mr. Wells made a motion to approved the requested variance subject to obtaining all required permits
within 60 days.

Mr. Mason seconded the motion.

Motion to approved the requested variance subject to obtaining all required permits within 60 days, 5-
0.

The following was introduced by Mr. Erik Adkins:

Case Number: BZA-15-2025-65879
Address: 1800 Tiffin Avenue
Zone: C-2 General Commercial

Filed by Runnings regarding a variance from Section 1161.15 of the City of Findlay Zoning Ordinance
for a conditional use: outdoor storage at 1800 Tiffin Avenue. The requested variance is to allow for an
8-foot high chain-link fence enclosing the approved outdoor storage area, rather than the 8-foot high
aluminum fence that the City Planning Commission added as a condition. This section grants the City
Planning Commission the purview to add additional conditions prior to granting the conditional use.

The City Planning Commission heard and approved their request to move their outdoor storage to allow
for better vehicular movement on-site. One of the conditions put in place was the installation of a 6-foot
to 8-foot high aluminum fence for the enclosed storage area. The City Planning Commission noted that
the aluminum fence will match and be in harmony with the existing fence. Additionally, our zoning code
does not allow chain-link fencing in the required front yard setback, which is 30 feet in a C-2 zoning
district.

The owner is asking to place a chain-link fence in place of the conditioned aluminum fence.

The City supports maintaining the City Planning Commission's request for an aluminum fence
surrounding the outdoor storage.

Mr. Elron Ibarra, 831 Lynn Street, Fostoria, was sworn in. He stated that the City pulled the permit on
the front enclosed storage area. They got the new area approved. The company problem with the black
aluminum fence is more about theft. They have not seen a problem with the fencing theft at the store
level. The company feels the city can meet them half way since they had to move their storage area,
against their will and let them have the chain link fence instead of the black aluminum.

Mr. Wells asked for confirmation about not seeing any theft around the black aluminum fence but he has
seen some interesting theft. He asked for clarification on this statement.

Mr. Ibarra stated interesting theft like having tires stolen off of trailers. He stated there are some small
items out there that can fit through the aluminum. There are several instances along the black aluminum
that are bent open as an attempt to try to steal certain things. Thereis a possibility.
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Mr. Mason stated that it sounds like the existing style fence has been effective.
Mr. Ibarra stated yes, but they have to repair every time someone tries to bend it open is costly.
Mr. Yingling asked if there is a concern with a chain link fence, someone taking cutters to it?
Mr. Ibarra stated it is a little bitter cheaper to repair.

Mr. House asked Mr. Adkins about the background of the opening remark about the pulled permit with
the city?

Mr. Adkins stated they originally obtained a Conditional Use for outdoor storage back in 2017 or 2018
and every thing was supposed to be contained inside the enclosed area, however, over time, things started
going on the outside. With all of the new development happening, the movement with drive isles wasn’t
there anymore. The city pulled their permit and asked them to come up with a better location do to the
new development of Cain’s and the gas station, which they did.

Mr. House asked if the proposal is for a traditional galvanized chain link or are they contemplating a
vinyl wrap?

Mr. Ibarra stated it is a traditional chain link.
Mr. House asked for confirmation that this variance request is for material, not setback or anything else?

Mr. Adkins stated, if approved, it would be to have a chain link inside the 30-foot area. City Planning’s
thought process on it was more aesthetics because of all of the development out there. Galvanized chain
link does not have the same appearance aesthetically as a black aluminum fence or a vinyl fence.

Mr. Wells asked if a vinyl wrap product has been discussed within the company as a compromise?

M. Ibarra stated it may not be out of the realm but it is not traditional across the other 89 stores, but he
cannot speak for the people out in Marshall, Minnesota.

Mr. Brecheisen stated that other stores and restaurants with outdoor seating areas, in that area have black
aluminum fence; he would not be for a chain link fence and thinks the black vinyl looks nicer. He is
against regular chain link.

Continued discussion took place between Board members in regards to how there is a concern of setting
a precedence for other businesses to want to do the same, then it would-be chain-link fence all the way
down;, about the drive isles; and the cost differences.

Mr. Yingling asked Mr. Adkins if there were any communications on this case?

Mr. Adkins stated there was no communication on this case.
Mr. Wells made a motion to deny the requested variance.

Mr. Brecheisen seconded the motion.
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Motion to deny the requested variance, 5-0.

The April 10, 2025 meeting minutes were approved.

The meeting was adjourned.
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